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INTRODUCTION

SECTION 1 —THE LIFE OF DANIEL

Of Danid little more is known, or can now be ascertained, than is recorded
in this book. There are two other persons of this name mentioned in the
Bible — a son of David (***1 Chronicles 3:1); and a L evite of the race of
Ithamar (F**Ezra 8:2; “™Nehemiah 10:6). The latter has been sometimes
confounded with the prophet, as he is in the apocrypha addenda to the

Septuagint.
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Daniel, supposed commonly to be the same person as the author of this
book, is twice mentioned by Ezekiel, once as deserving to be ranked with
Noah and Job, and once as eminent for wisdom.

“Though these three men, Noah, Daniel, and Job, were in it, they
should deliver but their own souls by their righteousness, saith the
Lord God” (™ Ezekiel 14:14).

“Behold, thou art wiser than Dani€l; there is no secret that they can
hide from thee” (“®Ezekiel 28:3).
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Whether thisis the Daniel who is the author of this book, however or
whether this was some ancient patriarch whose name had been handed
down by tradition, and whose name was assumed” by the author of this
book in later times, has been a question among recent critics, and will
properly come up for examination under the next section in this
Introduction.

Assuming now that the book is genuine, and that it was written by him
whose name it bears, all that is known of Daniel is substantially as follows:

He was descended from one of the highest families in Judah, if not one of
royal blood (notes at “®Daniel 1:3; Josephus’ Ant. b. x. chapter x. Section
1). His birthplace was probably Jerusalem (compare “*Danidl 9:24),
though it is not absolutely certain that this passage would demonstrate it.

Of hisfirst years nothing is recorded. At an early age we find himin
Babylon, among the captive Hebrews whom Nebuchadnezzar had carried
away at the first deportation of the people of Judah, in the fourth year of
Jehoiakim. He is mentioned in connection with three other youths,
apparently of the same rank, Hananiah, Mishacl, and Azariah, who, with
him, were selected for the purpose of being instructed in the language and
literature of the Chaldeans, with a view to their being employed in the
service of the court (*®Danid 1:3,4). His age at that time it isimpossible
to determine with accuracy, but it is not; improbable that it was somewhere
about twelve or fifteen years. In “Daniel 1.4, he and his three friends are
caled “children” d 1y,

“Thisword properly denotes the period from the age of childhood
up to manhood, and might be translated boys, lads, or youth” —
(Prof. Stuart on Danidl, p. 373).

Ignatius (Ep. ad Magn.) says that Daniel was twelve years of age when he
went into exile; Chrysostom says that he was eighteen (Opp, vi., p. 423);
Epiphanius says, et “2°°” ynmiog “***¢” @v “*°7"; Jerome calls him
admodum puer. These are, of course, mere conjectures, or traditions, but
they are probably not far from the truth. Such was the age at which persons
would be most likely to be selected for the training here referred to. The
design of this selection and training is not mentioned, but in the
circumstances of the case it is perhaps not difficult to conjectureit. The
Hebrews were a captive people. It was natural to suppose that they would
be restless, and perhaps insubordinate, in their condition, and it was a
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matter of policy to do al that could be done to conciliate them. Nothing
would better tend to this than to select some of their own number who
were of their most distinguished families; to place them at court; to provide
for them from the royal bounty; to give them the advantages of the best
education that the capital afforded; to make an arrangement that
contemplated their future employment in the service of the state, and to
furnish them every opportunity of promotion. Besides, in the intercourse of
the government with the captive Hebrews, of which, from the nature of the
case, there would be frequent occasion, it would be an advantage to have
native-born Hebrews in the confidence of the government, who could be
employed to conduct that intercourse.

In this situation, and with this view, Daniel received that thorough
education which Oriental etiquette makes indispensable in a courtier
(compare Plato, Alcib. Section 37), and was more especially instructed in
the science of the Chaldeans, and in speaking and writing their language.
He had before evidently been carefully trained in the Hebrew learning, and
in the knowledge of the institutions of his country, and was thoroughly
imbued with the principles of the religion of his fathers. An opportunity
soon occurred of putting his principles to the test. Trained in strict
religious principles, and in the sternest rules of temperance in cating and
drinking, and fearing the effect of the luxurious living provided for him and
his companions by the roya bounty, he resolved, with them, to avoid at
once the danger of conforming to the habits of idolaters; of “polluting”
himself by customs forbidden by his religion, and of jeoparding his own
health and life by intemperate indulgence. He aimed, also, to secure the
utmost vigour of body, and the utmost clearness of mind, by a course of
strict and conscientious temperance. He obtained permission, therefore, to
abstain from the food provided for him, and to make an experiment of the
most temperate mode of living (*®Daniel 1:8-14).

“His prudent proceedings, wise bearing, and absolute refusal to
comply with such customs, were crowned with the Divine blessing,
and had the most splendid results.”

After the lapse of three years spent in this course of discipline, Daniel
passed the examination which was necessary to admit him to the royal
favor, and was received into connection with the government, to be
employed in the purposes which had been contemplated in this preparatory
training (***Daniel 1:18-20). One of hisfirst acts was an interpretation of a
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dream of Nebuchadnezzar, which none of the Chaldeans had been able to
interpret, the result of which was that he was raised at once to that
important office, the governorship of the province of Babylon, and the
head inspectorship of the sacerdotal caste (Daniel 2).

Considerably later in the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, we find Daniel
interpreting another dream of his, to the effect that, in consequence of Iris
pride, he would be deprived for atime of his reason and his throne, and
would be suffered to wander from the abodes of men, and to live among
wild beasts, but that after atime he would be again restored. The record
which we have of thisisfound in a proclamation of the king himself, which
is preserved by Daniel (Danid 4). In the interpretation of this remarkable
dream, and in stating to the king — the most proud and absolute monarch
of the earth at that time — what would come upon him, Daniel displays the
most touching anxiety, love, and loyalty for the prince, and shows that he
was led to this interpretation only by the conviction of the truth. In view of
a calamity so great, he exhorted the monarch yet to humble himself and to
repent of hissins, and to perform acts of charity, with the hope that God
might be merciful, and avert from him a doom so humiliating — so much
to be dreaded (**Daniel 4:19-27).

Under the immediate successor of Nebuchadnezzar — Evil-Merodaeh —
Daniel appears to have been forgotten, and his talents and his former
services seem to have passed away from the recollection of those in power.
His situation at court appears to have been confined to an inferior office
(™ Daniel 8:27), and it would seem also that this led him occasionaly, if
not regularly, away from Babylon to some of the provincesto attend to
business there. (Compare the notes at “*Daniel 8:2). This was not strange.
On the death of a monarch, it was not unusual to discharge the officers
who had been employed in the government, as, at the present time, on the
death of aking, or a change of dynasty, the members of the cabinet are
changed; or as the same thing happens in our own country when a change
occurs in the chief magistracy of the nation.

(Since this was written, aremarkable illustration of what is here
said has occurred in our own country (United States), on the death
of the late president, General Zachary Taylor. It will be recollected
that on the very night of his death, all the members of the cabinet
tendered their resignation to his constitutional successor, and al of
them in fact ceased to hold office, and retired to private life.)
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Sir John Chardin, in his Manuscript Notes on Persia, says that, in histime,
on the death of a Shah or king, all the soothsayers and physicians attached
to the court were at once dismissed from office; the former because they
did not predict his death, and the latter because they did not prevent it. Itis
to be remembered also, that Daniel was raised to power by the will of
Nebuchadnezzar alone, and that the offices which he held were, in part, in
consequence of the service which he had rendered that prince; and it is not
strange, therefore, that on a change of the government, he, with perhaps
the other favorites of the former sovereign, should be suffered to retire. We
find consequently no mention made of Daniel during the reign of Evil-
Merodach, or in the short reign of his successor; we lose sight of him until
the reign of Belshazzar, the last king of Babylon, and then he is mentioned
only in connection with the closing scene of hislife (Danidl 5). In
consequence of aremarkable vision which Belshazzar had of a handwriting
on thewall, and of the inability of any of the wise men of the Chaldeans to
read and interpret it, Danidl, at the instance of the queen-mother, who
remembered his former services at court, was called in, and read the
writing, and announced to the king the impending destiny of himself and
his empire. For this service he was again restored to honor, and the
purpose was formed to raise him to an exalted rank at court — a purpose
which was, however, frustrated by the fact that Babylon was that very
night taken, and that the government passed into the hands of the Medes
and Persians. It was under this king, however, that Daniel had two of his
most remarkable visions (Daniel 7; 8) respecting future events — visions
which, perhaps, more definitely than any other in the Scriptures, disclose
what is to occur in the ages to come.

After the conquest of Babylon by the united arms of the Medes and
Persians, under the reign of Darius or Cyaxares, Daniel was raised again to
an exalted station. The whole kingdom was divided into one hundred and
twenty provinces, and over these three presidents or chief governors were
appointed, and of these Daniel had the first rank (**Daniel 6:1-3). The
reasons of this appointment are not stated, but they were doubtless found
in such circumstances as the following: that it was desirable for Darius to
employ some one who was familiar with the affairs of the Babylonian
empire; that Daniel probably had knowledge on that subject equal or
superior to any other one that could be found; that, he had long been
employed at court, and was familiar with the laws, usages, and customs
that prevailed there; that he knew better than anyone else, perhaps, what
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would secure the tranquility of that portion of the empire; that, being
himself aforeigner, it might be supposed better to employ him than it
would be a native Chaldean, for it might be presumed that he would be less
inimical to aforeign dominion. Under these circumstances he was again
raised to a high rank among the officers of the government; but his
elevation was not beheld without malice and envy. Those who might have
expected this office for themselves, or who were dissatisfied that a
foreigner should be thus exalted, resolved, if possible, to bring him into
such a situation as would ruin him (¥ Daniel 6:4). To do this, they
determined to take advantage of a principle in the government of the
Medes and Persians, that alaw having once received the royal sanction
could not be changed; and by securing the passing of such alaw asthey
knew Daniel would not obey, they hoped to humble and ruin him. They,
therefore, under plausible pretences, secured the passing of alaw that no
one in the realm should be allowed for a certain time to offer any petition
to any God or man, except the king, on penalty of being thrown into a den
of lions. Daniel, as they anticipated, was the first to disregard this law, by
continuing his regular habit of worshipping God, praying, as he had been
accustomed, three times a-day, with his window open. The consegquence
was, that the king, there being no way to prevent the execution of the law,
allowed it to be executed. Daniel was cast into the den of lions, but was
miraculously preserved; and this new proof of hisintegrity, and of the
Divine favor, was the means of his being raised to more exalted honor
(Danid 6).

In this situation at court, and with these advantages for promoting the
interests of his people, he employed himself in serioudy and diligently
securing the return of the exilesto their own country, though it does not
appear that he himself returned, or that he contemplated areturn. It is
probable that he supposed that at his time of life it would not be wise to
attempt such ajourney; or that he supposed he could be of more use to his
countrymen in Babylon in favoring their return than he could by
accompanying them to their own land. His position at the court of the
Medo-Persian government gave him an opportunity of rendering material
aid to his people, and it is not improbable that it was through his
instrumentality that the decree was obtained from Cyrus which allowed
them to return. One of the designs of Providence in raising him up was,
doubtless, that he might exert that influence at court, and that he might
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thus be the means of restoring the exiles. He had at last the happiness to
see his most ardent wishes accomplished in this respect.

In the third year of Cyrus, he had avision, or a series of visions (Daniel
10—12), containing minute details respecting the history and sufferings of
his nation to the time of Antiochus Epiphanes, concluding with a more
general representation (Daniel 12) of what would occur in the last days of
the world’s history.

Beyond this, nothing certain is known of Daniel. The accounts respecting
him are vague, confused, and strange. How long he lived, and when and
where he died, are points on which no certain information can now be
obtained. Josephus gives no account of his latter days, or of his death,
though he says respecting him,

“he was so happy as to have strange revel ations made to him, and
those as to one of the greatest of the prophets, insomuch that while
he was alive he had the esteem and applause both of kings and of
the multitude; and now he is dead, he retains a remembrance that
will never fail.” (Ant. b. x. chapter xi).

It is commonly believed that he died in Chaldea, having been detained there
by his employments in the Persian empire. Epiphanius says that he died in
Babylon, and this has been the commonly received opinion of historians.
This opinion, however, has not been universal. Some suppose that he died
at Shushan or Susa. Josephus (Ant. b. x. chapter xi.) says that, “on account
of the opinion which men had that he was beloved of God, he built a tower
at Ecbatanain Media, which was a most elegant building and wonderfully
made,” and that it was still remaining in his day. Benjamin of Tudela says
that Iris monument was shown at Chuzestan, which is the ancient Susa. As
Benjamin of Tudela professes to record what he saw and heard, and as his
Itinerary is abook which has been more frequently transcribed and
trandated than almost any other book, except the Travels of Maundeville,
it may be of some interest to copy what he has said of the tomb of Dani€l.
It isarecord of the traditions of the East — the country where Daniel lived
and died, and it is not improbably founded in essentid truth. At any rate, it
will show what has been the current tradition in the East respecting Daniel,
and is al that can now be known respecting the place of his death and
burid. Benjamin of Tudelawas a Jewish rabbi of Spain, who traveled
through Europe, Asia, and Africa, from Spain to China, between 1160 and
1173 A.D. His Itinerary was first printed in 1543, It was awork in wide
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circulation in the thirteenth, fourteenth, and fifteenth centuries, and has
been trandated from the original Hebrew into Latin, English, French,
Dutch, and Jewish German, and hi these languages has passed through not
less than twenty-two editions. | quote from the London and Berlin edition
of 1840. “Four miles from hence begins Khuzestan, Elam of Scripture, a
large province which, however, is but partially inhabited, a portion of it
lying in ruins. Among the latter are the remains of Shushan, the metropolis
and palace of king Achashverosh, which still contains very large and hand.
some buildings of ancient date. Its seven thousand Jewish inhabitants
possess fourteen synagogues, in front of one of which is the tomb of
Daniel, who restsin peace. The river Ulai divides the parts of the city,
which are connected with a bridge; that portion of it which isinhabited by
the Jews contains the markets; to it al trade is confined, and there dwell all
the rich; on the other side of the river they are poor, because they are
deprived of the above-named advantages, and have even no gardens nor
orchards. These circumstances gave rise to jealousy, which was fostered by
the belief that all honor and riches originated from the possession of the
remains of the prophet Daniel, who rests in peace, and who was buried on
their side. A request was made by the poor for permission to remove the
sepulchre to the other side, but it was rejected; upon which awar arose,
and was carried on between the two parties for alength of time. This strife
lasted ‘until their souls became loath’ (***Numbers 21:4,5; ““**Judges
16:16), and they came to a mutual agreement, by which it was stipulated
that the coffin which contained Daniel’ s bones should be deposited
alternately every year on either side. Both parties faithfully adhered to this
arrangement, which was, however, interrupted by the interference of Sanjar
Shah Ben Shah, who governs all Persia, and holds supreme power over
forty-five of itskings.

“When this great emperor Sanjar, king of Persia, came to Shushan,
and saw that the coffin of Daniel was removed from side to side, he
crossed the bridge with a very numerous retinue, and accompani ed
by Jews and Mahometans, inquired into the nature of these
proceedings. Upon being told what we have related above, he
declared that it was derogatory to the honor of Daniel, and
recommended that the distance between the two banks should be
exactly measured; that Daniel’ s coffin should be deposited in
another coffin, made of glass, and that it should be suspended from
the very middle of the bridge, fastened by chains of iron. A place of
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public worship was erected on the very spot, open to every one
who desired to say his prayers, whether he be Jew or Gentile, and
the coffin of Daniel is suspended from the bridge unto this very
day.” — (Voal.i. pp. 117-120).

This story, trifling asit isin some of its details, may be admitted as
evidence of atradition in the East that Daniel died and was buried at
Shushan. Thistradition, moreover, is very ancient. In anote on this
passage (val. ii. p. 152), A. Asher, the publisher of the Itinerary of
Benjamin, says. “Aasm of Cufah, a venerable historian, who preceded Ibn
Hankel by two hundred years (for he died 735), mentions the discovery of
Danid’s coffin at Sus. Ibn Haukel, who traveled in the tenth century,
speaks of it, and ascribes to the possession of the bones of Daniel the
virtue of dispelling all sorts of distress, particularly that of famine from
want of rain.” It has been a matter of much controversy whether the place
now known as Chouck, Chouz, or Sous is the ancient Shushan (lat. 31a
55', long. 83@ 40'), or the place now called Shuster (lat. 319 30, long.
843 30'). The former opinion is maintained by Rennel, Ouseley, Barbie du
Bocage, Kinneir, and Hoek; the latter by d’Herbelot, d’ Anville, Vincent,
Mannert, and Hammer. Mgjor Rawlinson, who has furnished the most
recent account of this place, maintains that “ Shushan the palace” isthe
present Susan on the Kulan or Eulaeus, the Ulai of Scripture. (Seeval. ix.
of the Journa of the Royal Geographical Society).

SECTION 2 — GENUINENESS AND AUTHENTICITY
OF THE BOOK OF DANIEL

Consideration of Objections

Until a comparatively recent period, with some dight exceptions, the
genuineness and authenticity of the book of Daniel have been regarded as
settled, and its canonical authority was as little doubted as that of any other
portion of the Bible. The ancient Hebrews never called its genuineness or
authenticity in question (Lengerke, Das Buch Daniel, Konigsberg, 1835, p.
6; Hengstenberg, Die Authentie des Daniel, Berlin, 1831, p. 1). It istrue
that in the Talmud (Tractate, Baba Bathra, Fol. 15, Ed. Venet.) it is said
that “the men of the Great synagogue wrote (Kethib) the gndq. — that is,
portions (eleven chapters) of the Book of Ezekiel, the prophet Daniel, and
the book of Esther;” but this, as Lengerke has remarked (p. v.), does not
mean that they had introduced this book into the canon, as Berthol dt
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supposes, but that, partly by tradition, and partly by inspiration, they
revised it anew. But whatever may be the truth in regard to this, it does not
prove that the ancient Jews did not consider it canonical. It is true that
much has been said about the fact that the Jews did not class this book
among the prophets, but placed it in the Hagiographa or Kethubim. It has
been inferred from this, that they believed that it was composed a
considerable time after the other prophetic books, and that they did not
deem it worthy of a place among their prophetic books in general. But,
even if thiswere so, it would not prove that they did not regard it asa
genuine production of Daniel; and the fact that it was not placed among the
prophetic books may be accounted for without the supposition that they
did not regard it as genuine. The usual statement on that subject is, that
they placed the book there because they say that Danidl lived the life of a
courtier in Babylon, rather than the life of a prophet; and the Jews further
assert that, though he received Divine communications, they were only by
dreams and visions of the night, which they regard as the most imperfect
kind of revelations. — (Horne, Intro. iv. 188). The place which Daniel
should occupy in the Sacred Writings probably became a matter of
discussion among the Hebrews only after the coming of the Saviour, when
Christians urged so zealoudly his plain prophecies (“Daniel 9:24-27) in
proof of the Messiahship of the Lord Jesus.

The first open and avowed adversary to the genuineness and authenticity of
the book of Daniel was Porphyry, alearned adversary of the Christian faith
in the third century. He wrote fifteen books against Christianity, all of
which are lost, except some fragments preserved by Eusebius, Jerome, and
others. His objections against Daniel were made in his twelfth book, and all
that we have of these objections has been preserved by Jeromein his
commentary on the book of Daniel. A full account of Porphyry, and of his
objections against the Christians and the sacred books of the Old and New
Testament, so far as can now be known, may be seen in Lardner, Jewish
and Pagan Testimonies, vol. vii. pp. 390-470, of hisworks, Ed. London,
1829. In regard to the book of Daniel, he maintained, according to Jerome
(Pr. and Explan. in Danidl),

“that the book was not written by him whose name it bears, but by
another who lived in Judeain the time of Antiochus, surnamed
Epiphanes; and that the book of Daniel does not foretell thingsto
come, but relates what had already happened. In aword, whatever
it contains to the time of Antiochusis true history; if thereis
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anything relating to after-timesit is falsehood, forasmuch as the
writer could not see things future, but at the most only could make
some conjectures about them. To him several of our authors have
given answers of great labor and diligence — in particular.
Eusebius, bishop of Caesarca, in three volumes, the 18th, the 19th,
and the 20th; Apollinarius, aso, in one large book, that is, the 26th;
and before them, in part, Methodins. *Asit is not my design,” says
Jerome, ‘to confute the objections of the adversary, which would
require along discourse; but only to explain the prophet to our own
people, that is, to Christians, | shall just observe that none of the
prophets have spoken so clearly of Christ as Daniel, for he not only
foretells his coming, as do others likewise, but he also teaches the
time when he will come, and mentionsin order the princes of the
intermediate space, and the number of the years, and the signs of
his appearance. And because Porphyry saw all these things to have
been fulfilled, and could not deny that they had actually come to
pass, he was compelled to say as he did; and because of some
similitude of circumstances, he asserted that the things foretold as
to befulfilled in Antichrist at the end of the world happened in the
time of Antiochus Epiphanes: which kind of oppositionisa
testimony of truth, for such is the plain interpretation of the words,
that to incredulous men the prophet seems not to foretell things to
come, but to relate things already past; and though, as before said,
it isnot my intention to confute al his objections, | shall, as
occasion offers, take notice of some of his weak arguments. And it
may be proper for us, among other things, to observe now, that
Porphyry argued that the book of Daniel was not genuine, because
it was written in Greek, and, therefore, was not the work of any
Jew, but the forgery of some Greek writer. This he argued from
some Greek words which are in the fable of Susanna, to which both
Eusebius and Apollinarius returned the same answer, that the
fabulous stories of Susanna, and Bel and the Dragon, are not in the
Hebrew, but are said to have been composed by a person of the
tribe of Levi; whereas the sacred Scriptures assure us that Daniel
and the three children, his companions, were of the tribe of Judah.
And they said they were not accountable for what was not received
by the Jews, nor was a part of the sacred Scriptures.’”
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A few of the objections which Porphyry makes to the credibility of certain
parts of Daniel, Jerome has quoted in his commentary on the particular
passages referred to. These have been collected by Dr. Lardner, and may
be seen in hisworks, vol. vii. pp. 402-415. It is not necessary to transcribe
them here, as they will come up for consideration in the notes on the
particular chapters.

Dr. Lardner (vol. vii. p. 401) remarks respecting Porphyry,

“that Porphyry’s work against the Christians was much labored,
and that in this argument he displayed all his learning, which was
very considerable. Hence, we can perceive the difficulty of
undertaking an answer to him, for which very few were fully
qualified; in which none of the apologists for Christianity seem to
have answered expectations.”

We cannot now form a correct opinion of the argument of Porphyry, for
we have only the few fragments of his work which Jerome and others have
seen proper to preserve. We are in danger, therefore, of doing injustice to
what may have been the real force of his argument, for it may have been
stronger than would be indicated by those fragments that remain. It is
impossible to recover his main objections; and al that can now be said is,
that, asfar asis known, he did not make any converts to his opinions, and
that his objections produced no change in the faith of the Christian world.

No further attack on the genuineness and authenticity of Daniel seemsto
have been made, and no further doubt entertained, until the time of
Spinoza. Spinozawas by birth a Jew; was born at Amsterdam in 1632;
became professedly converted to Christianity in consequence of supposing
that his life was in danger among the Jews, but was probably indifferent to
all religions. He gave himsealf up to philosophical inquiries, and is
commonly understood to have been a pantheist. He maintained (Tractat.
Theol. Paliticus, c. 10, t. i. p. 308, Ed. Paulus), that the last five chapters
of Daniel were written by Daniel himself, but that the seven previous
chapters were collected about the time of the Maccabees from the
chronological writings of the Chaldeans, and that the whole was arranged
by some unknown hand. Edward Wells, who lived in the first part of the
eighteenth century; maintained that the work was composed by some one
soon after the death of Daniel. Antony Collins, one of the British Deists,
maintained also that it was not written by Daniel. In more recent times, the
genuineness of the book has been doubted or denied, in whole or in part,
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by Corrodi, Gesenius, Luderwald, Dereser, Scholl, Lengerke, Eichhorn,
DeWette, Griesenger, Bertholdt, Bleek, Ewald, Hitzig, and Kirms; it has
been defended by the English writers generally, and among the Germans by
Staudlin, Beekhaus, Jahn, Havernick, Hengstenberg, and others. The
general ground taken by those who have denied its genuineness and
authenticity is, that the book was written, at or about the time of the
Maccabees, by some Jew, who, in order to give greater authority and
importance to his work, wrote under the assumed name of Daniel, and laid
the scene in Babylon in the time of the captivity.

The various arguments urged against the genuineness of the book may be
seen in Bertholdt, Eichhorn, Lengerke, Kirms (Commentatio Historico
Critica, Jenae, 1828), and DeWette. The best defense of its authenticity,
probably, is the work of Hengstenberg (Die Aulhentie des Daniel, Berlin,
1831). The examination of the objections alleged against the particular
chapters, and particular portions of chapters, it will be most convenient to
examine in the introductions to the respective chapters. | propose, in this
general Introduction, merely to examine the objections of a general
character which have been made to the work. These have been concisely
arranged and stated by DeWette (Lehrbuch der Historisch-kritischen,
Einleitung, etc., Berlin, 1845, pp. 382-389), and in the examination of the
objections | shall consider them in the order in which he has stated them.

The view which DeWette entertains of the book is stated in the following
manner:

“That in the time of Antiochus Epiphanes, when the spirit of
prophecy among the Jews had been along time extinct, a Jewish
friend of his country endeavored to encourage and strengthen his
contemporary sufferers, and those who were contending for their
liberty, through these apocalyptic prophecies respecting the future
ascendency of the theocratic principle, which, in order to give the
work greater reputation and authority, he ascribed to an ancient
Seer of the name of Daniel, of whom probably something had been
handed down by tradition. Designedly he suffered the promisesto
extend to a great length of time, in order to make them appear the
more certain. After the manner of the ancient prophets also, he
inwove much that was historical, and especially such as would be
fitted to excite and arouse the martyr spirit of his own people.” —
(Lehrbuch, p. 390).



15

| . The first objection which is urged against the genuineness of the book is
derived from what is denominated the fabul ous contents —
Mahrchenhaften Inhalte — of its narrative parts. This objection, in the
words of De Wette, is, that

“the book is full of improbabilities (“™®Danid 2:3 following, 46
following; “*Danid 3:1,5 following, 20,22,28 following, 31
following; “**Daniel 4:31 following; “*Daniel 5:11 following, 18
following, 29; “®Daniel 6:8 following, 26 following); of wonders
(PDanid 2:28; 3:23 following; “*Daniel 5:5, 6:23,25); its
historical inaccuracies are such as are found in no prophetic Book
of the Old Testament, and are founded on the same type (compare
“Daniel 2:2-11, with “*Danidl 4:4; 5:8; 3:4-12,26-30, with 6:8-
18,21-24). (These references of De Wette's are according to the
chapters and verses of the Hebrew Bible.) This seeking after
wonders and strange things, and the religious fanaticism nourished
through these persecutions, which it breathes, place the book in the
same condition as the second book of the Maccabees, as a
production of the time of Antiochus Epiphanes, and the similarity
of the former of the two books betrays the fictitious character
(Dichtung) of the book.”— (Lehrbuch, pp. 382, 383).

In reference to this objection, which turns on the marvel ous character of
the book, and the improbable historical statementsin it, the following
remarks may be made:

(a) These objections are noticed in detail in the introductions to the
respective chapters where the historical events here objected to are stated,
and the question whether they are fabulous, or are in accordance with true
history, isthere fully considered. Thiswill make it needless to notice them
here particularly. In the introduction to the respective chapters, | have
noticed, and have endeavored to answer, all the objections which | have
found of this character in the works of Eichhorn, Bertholdt Bleek, and
Lengerke. Thiswill make it the less necessary to dwell on this point in this
genera Introduction.

(b) But as to the alleged contradiction between Daniel and the historical
accounts which we have of the affairs to which he refers, it may be proper
to observe in general —
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(1.) That, for anything that appears, Daniel may be as accurate an historian
as any of the pagan writers of those times. Thereis, in the nature of the
case, no reason why we should put implicit confidence in Berosus,
Abydenus, Xenophon, and Herodotus, and distrust Daniel; nor why, if a
statement is omitted by them, we should conclude at once that, if
mentioned by Danidl, it isfalse. It is an unhappy circumstance, that there
are many persons who suppose that the fact that a thing is mentioned by a
profane historian is presumptive evidence of its truth; if mentioned by a
sacred writer, it is presumptive evidence of its falsehood. Under the
influence of the same fedling, it isinferred, that if an event is mentioned by
a sacred writer which is omitted by a profane historian, it is regarded as
demonstrative that the work in which it isfound is fabulous. It is
unnecessary to show that this feeling exists in many minds; and yet nothing
can be more unjust — for the mere fact that an author writes on sacred
subjects, or isthe professed friend of a certain religion, should not be
allowed to east a suspicion on his testimony. That testimony must depend,
in regard to its value, on his credibility as a historian, and not on the
subject on which he writes. In the nature of things, there is no more reason
why awriter on sacred subjects should be unworthy of belief, than one
who is recording the ordinary events of history.

(2.) Danidl, according to the account which we have of him, had
opportunities of ascertaining the truth of the facts which he narrates, which
no profane historian had. He spent the greater part of along lifein
Babylon, in the very midst of the scenes which he describes; he was
intimately acquainted with the affairs of the government; he enjoyed, in a
remarkable degree, the confidence of those in authority, and he was himself
deeply concerned in most of these transactions, and could have adopted the
language of AEneas — et quorum magna pars fui.

(3.) It isto be remembered, also, in regard to these events and times, that
we have few fragments of history remaining. We have fragments of the
writings of Berosus, a Chaldean, indeed, who wrote in Greece; and of
Abydenus, a Greek, who wrote in Chaldea; we have some historical
statements in Xenophon, and afew in Herodotus. but the Chaldean history,
if ever written, islost; the public documents are destroyed; the means of an
accurate and full knowledge of the Chaldean or Babylonian power in the
time when Daniédl lived, have disappeared for ever. Under these
circumstances, it would not be strange if we should not be able to clear up
all the difficulties of a historical nature that may be suggested respecting
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these fragmentary accounts, or be able to verify the statements which we
find in the sacred books by the explicit testimony of contemporary writers.

(c) Asamatter of fact, the investigations of history, asfar as they can be
made, go to confirm the authority of Daniel. Instances of thiswill occur in
the examination of the particular chaptersin this book, and all that can now
be done is merely to refer to them, particularly to the introductions to
Daniel 1; 4—6: In general, it may be said here, that none of the historical
authorities contradict what is stated by Daniel, and that the few fragments
which we have go to confirm what he has said, or at least to make it
probable.

(d) Asto the objections of DeWette and others, derived from the
miraculous and marvelous character of the book, it may be observed
further, that the same objection would lie against most of the books of the
Bible, and that it is, therefore, not necessary to notice it particularly in
considering the book of Daniel. The Bible isabook full of miracles and
marvels, and he who would have any proper understanding of it must
regard and treat it as such. It isimpossible to understand or explain it
without admitting the possibility and the reality of miraculous events; and
in abook which claims to be founded on miracles, it does not prove that it
is not authentic or genuine simply to say that it assumes that miracles are
possible. To destroy the credibility of the book, it is necessary to show that
all claims of a miraculous character are unfounded, and all miracles
impossible and absurd; and this objection would not lie against the book of
Daniel peculiarly, but equally against the whole Bible. Two remarks here
may be made, however, of amore particular character:

(2). that the statements in Daniel are not more marvel ous than those which
occur in other parts of the Bible, and if they may be believed, those
occurring in Daniel may be aso; and

(2). that it would rather be an argument against the genuineness and
authenticity of the book if no miraculous and marvelous statements were
found init. It would be so unlike the other books of the Bible, where
miracles abound, that we should feel that there was wanting in its favor the
evidence of this nature, which would show that it had the same origin as
the other portions of the volume. The particular objections in regard to the
statements in Daniel of this nature are considered in the notes on the book.
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I'1. A second objection to the genuineness of the book of Daniel relates to
the prophecies which are found in it. This objection is derived from the
peculiar character of these prophecies; from the minuteness of the detail;
the exact designation of the order of events; the fact that they seem to be a
summary of history written after the events occurred; and that in these
respects they are essentially unlike the other propheciesin the Bible. This
objection, we have seen, is as old as Porphyry; and this was, in fact, with
him the principal argument against the authenticity of the book. This
objection is summed up and stated by DeWette in the following manner
(Section 255 b, pp. 384, 385):

“The ungenuineness (Unachtheit) appears further from the
prophetic contents of the same, which is to a remarkable extent
different from that of all the remaining prophetic books,

(a) through its apocalyptic character, or through this — that the
coming of the kingdom of the Messiah is mentioned and determined
according to certain definite periods of time, or specified periods, and
that the representation of it occurs so much in the form of visions,

(b) that the circumstances of the distant future, and the fortune of the
kingdoms which were not yet in existence, even down to the time of
Antiochus Epiphanes, are described with so much particularity and
accuracy ("™ Daniel 8:14; 9:25 following; 12:11 following) that the
account must have been written after the event;

(c) and that, if Daniel was a prophet, he must have lived in the times of
Ezekiel and Zechariah, and we must suppose that his prophecies would
have borne the general character of the prophecies of those times, but
that in fact we find in them the spirit of alater age — the spirit that
ultimately developed itself in the Sibylline books, to which these
prophecies bear a strong resemblance.”

In reply to thisit may be remarked:

(1.) That all that is said in Danidl is possible: that is, it is possible that
prophetic intimations of the future should be given with as much
particularity as are found in Daniel. No one can demonstrate, or even
affirm, that God could not, if he chose, inspire a prophet to predict in detall
the occurrences of the most remote times, and the fall of kingdoms not yet
in being. All this knowledge must be with him; and for anything that
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appears, it would be as easy to inspire a prophet to predict these events as
any other. The sole inquiry, therefore, isin regard to a fact; and thisisto
be settled by an examination of the evidence, that the prophet lived and
prophesied before the events predicted occurred.

(2.) The propheciesin Daniel are not, in their structure and character, so
unlike those whose genuineness is undisputed as to make it certain, or even
probable, that the latter are genuine and those of Daniel not. Dreams and
visions were common methods of communicating the Divine will to the
prophets — see Introduction to Isaiah, Section 7, (2), (4) — and who will
undertake from any internal evidence to determine between those of Isaiah,
Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Daniel ?

(3.) Asto the allegation respecting the details in Daniel of future events —
the particularity with which he describes them — al isto be admitted that
is affirmed on the subject. It isafact that there is such particularity and
minuteness of detail as could be founded only on truth, and that the
delineations of Alexander and his conquests, and the statements of the
events that would succeed his reign down to the time of Antiochus
Epiphanes (Danidl 11), are drawn with as much accuracy of detail as they
would be by one writing after the events had occurred. No one can doubt
this who attentively examines these remarkabl e prophecies. Porphyry was
undoubtedly right in affirming, that in regard to their minuteness and
accuracy, these prophecies appeared to be written after the events; and if it
can be shown, therefore, that they were written before the events referred
to, the testimony of Porphyry is a strong evidence of the fact that Daniel
was inspired, for no one will maintain that man, by any natural sagacity,
could describe events before they occur with the exactness of detail and the
minute accuracy which isfound in this part of Danidl.

But is not what is here said of Daniel as to the accuracy and minuteness of
detail true also, in the main, of other prophecies in the Old Testament? Are
there not many prophecies that are as accurate, and in some respects as
minute, as they would have been if they were written after the events
referred to? Is not this true of the predictions respecting the destruction of
Tyre and of Babylon, and the carrying away of the Jews into captivity?Is
not Cyrus expressy mentioned by Isaiah, and is not the work which he
would perform in the conquest of Babylon drawn out in exact detail ? (See
*™Msaiah 45:1 following.) So in Jeremiah (Jeremiah 50; 51), thereisa
prophetic account of the destruction of Babylon, as minute in many
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respects as the predictions of Daniel, and as exact and minute as it would
have been if written after the events had occurred, and the author had been
making a historical record instead of uttering a prediction. But on this
point I must content myself with referring to the argument of
Hengstenberg, Authentie des Daniel, pp. 173-195. It may be added,
however, that it is on this accuracy of detail in Daniel. that we ground one
of the strong arguments for hisinspiration. It will be admitted on all hands
— it cannot be denied — that no one could foresee those events, and
describe them with such accuracy of detail, by any natural sagacity; but no
one who believesin the fact of inspiration at all, can doubt that it would be
as easy for the Divine Spirit to present future events in this accuracy of
detail asin amore general manner. At all events, this accuracy and minute.
ness of detail removes the prophecies from the region of conjecture, and is
an answer to the usual objections that they are obscure and ambiguous. No
one can pretend this of the writings of Daniel; and if it can be shown that
the book was written before the events occurred, the conclusion cannot be
avoided that the author was inspired.

I'11. A third objection to the genuineness and authenticity of the book of
Danidl isthus stated by DeWette (Section 255, b. 3, p. 385). “Grounds of
objection lie further in the repeated mention of Daniel himself in so
honorable a manner (**Danid 1:17,19 following; “**Danid 5:11
following; “Daniel 6:4; 9:23; 10:11; et al.)”

This objection cannot be regarded as having any great degree of force, or
as contributing much to set aside the direct evidence of the authority of the
book: for

(a) it ispossible that all these honors were conferred on him. Thisis, in
itself, no more incredible or remarkable than that Joseph should have
reached the honorsin Egypt, which are attributed to him in Genesis; and no
one can show that if the account had been written by another, it would
have been unworthy of belief.

(b) If it were afact that he was thus honored, it was not improper to state
it. If Daniel was the historian of those times, and kept the records of the
events of his own life, and actually obtained those honors, there was no
impropriety in his making arecord of those things. He has done no more
than what Caesar did in the mention of himself, his plans, his conquests, his
triumphs. In the record of Daniel there is no unseemly parading of his
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wisdom, or the honors conferred on him; there is no praise for the mere
sake of praise; there is no language of panegyric on account of his eminent
piety. The account is a mere record of facts as they are said to have
occurred — that Daniel was successful in his early studies, and his
preparation for the examination through which he and his companions were
to pass (Daniel 1); that on more than one occasion he succeeded in
interpreting a dream or vision which no one of the Chaldeans could do;
that in consequence of this he was raised to an exalted rank; that he was
enabled to mainlain hisintegrity in the midst of extraordinary temptations;
and that he was favored with the Divine protection when in extraordinary
danger. | presume that no one who has read the book of Daniel with an
unprejudiced mind ever received an impression that there was any want of
modesty in Daniel in these records, or that there was any unseemly or
unnecessary parading of his own virtues and honors before the world.

I'V. A fourth objection which has been urged against the genuineness of
Daniel is derived from the language in which it is written. This objection, as
stated by DeWette (Section 235, b. 4, p. 385), is founded on “the corrupt
Hebrew and Chaldee, and the intermingling of Greek wordsin the
composition.” The objection is urged more at length in Bertholdt (p. 24,
following), and by Bleek, Kirms, and others. The objection, as derived
from the language of the book, is properly divided into three parts:

(a) that it iswritten in Hebrew and Chaldeg;

(b) that in each part of it there isawant of purity of style, indicating a
later age than the time of the captivity; and

(c) that there is an intermingling of Greek words, such asit cannot be
presumed that one who wrote in the time of the exile, and in Babylon,
would have employed, and such as were probably introduced into
common use only by alater intercourse with the Greeks, and
particularly by the Macedonian conquest.

(a) Astothefirst of these, little stress can be laid on it, and indeed it is
rather an argument for the genuineness of the work than against it. It is
well known that from the fourth verse of the second chapter to the end of
the seventh chapter, the work is written in the Chaldee language, while the
remainder is pure Hebrew. The only way in which this fact could be
regarded as an objection to the genuineness of the book, would be that it is
an indication that it is the production of two different authors. But this
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would be an objection only on the supposition that the author could write
and speak only one language, or that, supposing he was acquainted with
two, there were no circumstances which could account for the use of both.
But neither of these suppositions applies here. Thereis every reason to
believe that Daniel was acquainted with both the Hebrew and the Chaldeg;
and there is no improbability in the supposition that he wrote in both with
equal ease. And, on the other hand, it may be remarked, that the very
circumstance here referred to is a confirmation of the genuineness of the
book, for

(1.) it accords with all that is known of Daniel. He was a youth when he
left his native country, and there is every probability that he was familiar
with the Hebrew in early life, and that he would never forget it, though it
might be true that he would ordinarily use the language of Chaldea. He was
still familiar with the Hebrew books, and it is to be presumed that the
language used by the Hebrews in exile was their native tongue. In al his
intercourse with his own countrymen, there. fore, it is every way probable
that he would use his native language, and would thus through life retain
his knowledge of it.

(2.) Itisequally clear that he was familiar with the Chaldee language. He
was early, in connection with three other Hebrew youths (**®Daniel 1:3,4),
placed under the best instruction in Babylon, for the express purpose of
acquiring, with other branches of learning, a knowledge of the “tongue of
the Chaldeaus;” and he speedily made such acquisitions as to pass with
honor the examination appointed before he was admitted to public
employment (*®Daniel 1:18-20). He was, moreover, employed at court
during a considerable part of hislong life, and no one, therefore, can doubt
that he was entirely familiar with the language used in Babylon, and that he
could composein it with ease.

(3.) It isevident that the work must, if it is the production of one author,
have been composed by some person who was, in this respect, in the
circumstances of Daniel; that is, by one who was familiar with both the
languages. and the circumstances bear on their face evidence that the work
was written by one in the condition in which Daniel was known to be; that
is, one who had been early trained in the Hebrew and who had lived in
Chaldea. No native-born Hebrew who had not lived in Chaldea would be
likely to be so welt acquainted with the two languages that he could use
either with equal facility; and it may be presumed that no native-born
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Chaldean could evince so intimate an acquaintance with the Hebrew. The
direct evidence that it is the production of one author will be adduced in
another part of this Introduction.

(4.) 1t is by no means probable that one who lived so late as the time of
Antiochus Epiphanes could have written the book as it is written; that is,
that he would have been so familiar with the two languages, Hebrew and
Chaldee, that he could use them with equal ease. It is an uncommon thing
for aman to write in two different languages in the same work, and he
never does it without some special design — a design for which there
would not he likely to be occasion if one were writing in the time of
Antiochus Epiphanes. It was perfectly natural that Daniel should write in
this manner, and perfectly unnatural that anyone should do it in alater age,
and in different circumstances. If the book had been forged by a Hebrew in
the time of Antiochus Epiphanes, there is every reason to believe that he
would have been careful to write it in as pure Hebrew as possible, for that
was the language in which the canonical books were written, and if he had
endeavored to gain credit for the book as one of Divine authority, he
would not have intermingled so much of aforeign language. If he were a
Chaldean, and could write Hebrew at al, asit is certain that the author of
this book could, then, for the reason just given, he would have been careful
to write the whole book in as pure Hebrew as possible, and would not have
jeoparded its credit by so large an infusion of aforeign tongue.

(5.) Thisreasoning is conclusive, unlessit be supposed that the author
meant to represent it as a composition of some Hebrew in the time of the
exile, and that in order to give it the greater verisimilitude he adopted this
device — to make it appear asif written by one who was a native Hebrew,
but who had become familiar with aforeign language. But this device
would be too refined to be likely to occur, and, for the reasons given
above, would be difficult of execution if it should occur. Evenin such a
case, the writer would be much more likely to represent its author as
writing in the sacred language of the prophets, in order to procure for
himself the credit of employing the language used in all the Divine
communications to men. The language in which the book is written,
therefore, isjust such as it would be on the supposition that it is genuine,
and just such as it would not be on the supportion that it is aforgery of a
later age.
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(b) Asto the statement that the language is corrupt Hebrew and Chaldee
— in der Verderbten sowohl Hebraischen a's Chaldaishen Sprache
(DeWette) — it may be remarked that this position has never been
satisfactorily made out, nor has it been shown that it is not such as might
be employed, or would be employed, by one who resided in Babylon in the
time of the exile. That the language would not be the purest kind of
Hebrew, or the purest Chaldee, might be possible, in the circumstances of
the case; but it could be shown that it, was not such as might be employed
there, in case there are words and forms of speech which did not come into
use until alater period of the world. This has not been shown. It istrue
that there are Persian words; but thisis not unnatural in the circumstances
of the case — bordering as Chaldea did on Persia, and during a part of the
time referred to in the book, being actually subject to Persia. It is true that
there are Greek words; but under the next specification | shall endeavor to
show that this does not militate against the supposition that the book may
have been written in Babylon in the time of the exile. It is true that there
are words and forms of speech which were not in use in the earlier periods
of Hebrew literature, but which became common in the later periods of
their literature; but this does not prove that they may not have been in use
as early asthe exile. A specimen of the words referred to — indeed all on
which the argument is founded — may be seen in DeWette, p. 385, note
(e). They are few in number, and in respect to none of these can it be
proved that they were not in existence in the time of Daniel. They are of
Persian, of Syriac, or of Chaldee origin, and are such words as would be
likely to come into use in the circumstances of the case. In regard to this
objection it may be added, that it has been abandoned by some of the
objectors to the genuineness of the book of Daniel themselves. Bleek is
candid enough to give it up entirely. He says.

“We have, in genera, too few remains of the different centuries
after the exile to draw any conclusions as to the gradual
depreciation of the language, and to determine with any certainty to
what particular period any writer belongs.” — (Zeitschr. p. 213).

“Daniel,” says Prof. Stuart, “in the judgment of Gesenius (Gesechich.
Hebrews Sprach. p. 35), has decidedly a purer diction than Ezekiel; in
which opinion,” says he,
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“asfar as| am able to judge, after much time spent upon the book,
and examining minutely every word and phrase in it many times
over, | should entirely coincide.” — (Compare p. 465).

(c) A more material objection is derived from the use of Greek wordsin
the composition of the book. That there are such words is undeniable,
though they are by no means numerous. Bertholdt (pp. 24,25) has
enumerated ten such words; DeWette has referred to four (p. 386). The
words enumerated by Bertholdt are pymtrp — mpotipot ; Hgjp —

eBeypa %7 azwrk — knpv€ “2"%*7; zrk — xnpvocely "% srtyq

27887 akbs— copukn ; arnpmis — coppovia 4%

<5567>

— x100p1g
rfnsp — yoiplov

<3546~

; vyFp — netacog ; hbzbn — vopiopa

In regard to this objection, it may be remarked, in genera, that it does not
assert that the structure of the book of Daniel is fashioned after the Greek
manner, or that the Greek style pervades it; it asserts only that afew Greek
words have been incorporated into the book. The question then is, whether
even al these words are of Greek origin; and whether, if they are, or if only
apart of them are, their use in the book can be accounted for on the
supposition that it wag written in the time of the captivity, or rather,
whether their occurrence in the book is a proof that the book could not
have been written at that time.

Thefirst point is the question, whether these words are of undoubted
Greek origin; and this question will require us to examine them in detail.

(1) Thefirst word specified is L T#h ™, rendered princes (“Danid 1:3),
which it is alleged is the same as the Greek ntpotipot . The word used by
Daniel occurs only in two other placesin the Old Testament (**®Esther
1:3, 6:9), where it is rendered nobles, and most noble; and it is obvious to
remark, that the fact that it is found in Esther might be urged in proof that
the book of Daniel was written at the time in which it is commonly believed
to have been, since the antiquity and genuineness of the book of Esther is
not called in question. But apart from this, there is no evidence that the
word is of Greek origin. Gesenius, who may be considered as impartial
authority on the subject, says,

“itisof Persian origin, 1-9. Pehlvi, pardom, the first, see Anquetil
du perron Zendavesta, ii. p. 468. Compare Sanser. prathama the
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first. In the Zend dialect the form is peoerim. Compare Sanskrit,
pura prius, antea, purana, antiquus. From the former comes the
Greek mpmtog “****7, and from the latter the Latin primus.” —
(Lex.)

The same account of the origin of the word is given by Jahn, DeWette,
Block, and Kirms. Thisword, then, may be set aside. It is, indeed, objected
by Bertholdt, that, though the word had a Persian origin, yet there is no
evidence that it would be used in Babylon in the time of the exile. But this
objection can have no force. Babylon and Persia were neighboring
kingdoms, and there is no presumption that Persian words might not find
their way to Babylon, and as a matter of fact such words occur in Jeremiah,
and probably in Isaiah, and in Nahum. (See Hengstenberg, pp. 11, 12). The
truth was, that the Assyrians and the Medo-Persians were originally all of
the same stem or stock, and there is no presumption against the
supposition that the same words might be found in each of the languages
spoken by them.

(2) The next word referred to is pGEPI™® (“*Daniel 3:16; 4:17, rendered
matter), which it is alleged is the same as the Greek ¢8eypa ~°*°%”. The
word occurs, besides these placesin Danidl, in ®**Ezra 4:17; 5:11,
rendered answer; “*Ezra 5.7, rendered letter; and ***Ezra 6:11, rendered
word. In Hebrew it occurs in “®Esther 1:20, rendered decree, and in
“HEcclesiastes 8:11, rendered sentence. In respect to this word, also,
Gesenius says,

“The origin of the word is to be sought in the Persian, in which
pedam is word, edict, mandate,” — (Lex.)

The fact, also, it may be added, that it isfound in Esther, in Ezra, and the
book of Ecclesiastes, is sufficient to destroy the objection that its use
proves that the book of Daniel was written later than the time of the exile.
It was brought, probably, into the Greek language from the common origin
of the Persian and the Greek.

(3) and (4) The next words referred to, are zZwOK™* (a herald), “*Daniel
3:4, and zr &5, to cry out, to make proclamation, which it is alleged are

the same as the Greek knpv& “2’%*”, and knpvocelv “2%4, Of these
words, also, Gesenius remarks,



27

“Theroot iswidely diffused in the Indo-European languages, e.g.
Sanskit, krus, to cry out; Zenda. khresio, crying out, a herald; Pers.
to cry out; Greek knpvoco 2%, dso kp1lw , kpalm 27
German, kreisehen, kreissen; English, to cry.” — (Lexicon)

Among the Christian Arabs, Gesenius remarks, it means to preach. Jahn
and Dereser say that; the word is related to the Zendish word khresio,
which means to tread behind, and to scream out, to screech, kreischen.
Hengstenberg (p. 13) remarks of this word, that its useis spread abroad
not only in Chaldee, but in Syriac, and that this circumstance makes it
probable that it had a Semitish origin. The probability is, that this word and
the Greek had a common origin, but its useis so far spread in the world
that it cannot be argued that the fact of its being found in the book of
Daniel, demonstrates that the book had a later origin than the period of the
exile.

(5) The next word mentioned as of Greek origin is sriyqi™ (“**Daniel
3:5,7,10,15), cithara, harp, lyre (rendered in each place harp), which it is
said is the same as the Greek k18apic “2"%. In regard to this word, which
isthe name of amusical instrument, it isto be admitted that it is the same
as the Greek word. It occurs nowhere else in the Old Testament, and its
origin is unknown. As a Greek word, it will be considered in connection
with the three others of the same class, in the sequel. It cannot be affirmed,
indeed, that it has a Greek origin, but its origin cannot be found in the
Chaldee, Persian, or Sanskrit languages. But, although it is admitted that it
isa Greek word, and denotes an instrument that was well known in
Greece, this does not demonstrate that it is of Greek origin. It is admitted
on dal hands, that the names of Greek instruments of music were mostly of
foreign derivation; and there is nothing to lead to the supposition that this
was of Greek origin, unless it be that the word k18a.pa , Or k160pog ,
means, in the Doric dialect, the breast, and that this instrument might have
received its name either because it was played by being placed against the
breast, like the violin with us, or because its form resembled the human
breast. Thisisthe opinion of Isidorus, Origg. i. 2,21. But thereis great
uncertainty in regard to this.

(6) The next word specified is akBE#E*® (“*Danid 3:5), and the similar
word, akBE&*® (“Danidl 3:7,10,15), in each case rendered sackbut. Of

thisword it isaleged that it is the same as the Greek cappokn ), a
stringed instrument well known in Greece. Bat in regard to this word, aso,



28

the remark of Gesenius may be quoted: “ Strabo affirms,” says he, “that the
Greek word coppukn isof barbarian, that is, of Oriental origin, and if so,
the name might have allusion to the interweaving of the strings — from the
root Ebas™®”" — to interweave, to entwine, to plait. Gesenius, however,
remarks that in this place it isjoined with aword (symphony) which is
manifestly of Greek origin; and he seemsto infer flint this word also may
have had a Greek origin. The direct affirmation of Strabo is (lib. 10) that
the names of the Greek instruments of music were of foreign origin; and in
reference to this particular instrument, Athenaeus (i. iv.) affirms that it was
of Syrian origin. So Clemens Alex. expressy declares that the sambuca had
aforeign origin. — (Strom. lib. i. p. 307). Even Bleek admitsthisin regard
to this particular instrument. (See Hengstenberg, p. 15).

(7) The next word for which a Greek origin is claimed is hyplpm{s <
symphony, Greek coponvia “*%°¢ (*Danid 3:5,10,15), rendered in the
text, in each place, dulcimer, and in the margin symphony, or singing.
Gesenius remarks, in regard to thisword, that “it is the Greek word
adopted into the Chaldea tongue, just as at the present day the same
instrument is called in Italy zampogna, and in Asia Minor zambouja.” It
cannot be denied that the word is the same as the Greek word, though it is
to be remarked that among the Greeks it was not used to denote the name
of an instrument of music; yet, asit is compounded of two Greek words —
ovv ~” and pwvn “°*°*®” — its Greek origin cannot well be doubted.
With the Greeks, the word meant properly harmony, or concert of sounds
(Passow); and it was then readily given to an instrument that was fitted to
produce harmony, or that was distinguished for its sweet sounds. The word
isfound in Syriac, as applied to amusical instrument; but the evidence
seems to be strong that the word had a Greek origin, though thereis no
evidence that the Greeks ever applied it to amusical instrument.

(8) The next word for which a Greek origin is claimed is "ydifFes g™ and
“ydifesg™® (“*Danid 3:7,5,10,15, rendered psaltery in each place),
which, it is said, is the same as the Greek yaAtnpiov “**°"", “Thisword,”
says Gesenius (Lexicon), “was adopted from the Greek into Chaldee,
lamed () and nun (n) being interchanged.” The origin of the word is,
however, wholly uncertain. That. it isfound in Greek is undoubtedly true;
but, ashas been before remarked, as it is admitted that the names of the
Greek instruments of music had mostly aforeign origin, it isimpossible to
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demonstrate that this may not have been true in regard to this word.
Baxtorf (Lex. Chald.) says, that it isaword “ corrupted from the Greek.”

(9) The next word is vyFpd®Daniel 3:21, rendered “hosen”), which it is
said is the same as the Greek tetacog . But there is no reason to believe
that this word had an original Greek origin. It isfound in Syriac, and the
root [~paaTash), Gesenius remarks, “is widely found in the Indo-European
languages. The primary form,” says he, “is batt, patt, whence later Lat.
battere; French, battre; Dutch, bot; Swed. batsch,” etc. The Greek word
has undoubtedly had the same origin, and it cannot be maintained that the
Chaldea word is derived from the Greek.

(10) The remaining word, which is alleged to be of Greek origin, is
hBzpni™ (“**Danid 2:6; 5:17), rendered in both cases in the text
rewards, and in the margin fee. It does not el sewhere occur in the Old
Testament. It is maintained by Bertholdt and others, that thisis the same
word as the Greek vopiopa ~***¢”, money. But there is no evidence that
the word is of Greek origin. Gesenius says (Lex.) that the word may have a
Chaldee origin, though he prefers to assign to it a Persian origin, and he
says that the idea of money (implied in the Greek word) is foreign to the
context here. Bohlen, Winer, and Hengstenberg agree in assigning the
word to a Persian origin. (See Hengstenberg, Authen. p. 12).

The result, then, to which we have come in regard to the objection that
words of Greek origin, and indicating an age later than the time of the
exile, are found in Danidl, is, that the number aleged to be of such an
originisvery few at best, and that of those which have been referred to,
there are not more than four (marked 5,6,7, and 8, in the enumeration
above) to which the objection can be supposed to apply with any degree of
probability. These are the words actually selected by DeWette (p. 386) as
those on which he relies.

In regard to these four words, then, we may make the following general
observations:

(a) They are all names of musical instruments said to have been used in
Babylon.

(b) The genera remark of Strabo above referred to may be called to
recollection here, that the names of musical instruments among the Greeks
were mostly of foreign origin. In itself considered, therefore, thereis no
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improbability in the supposition that the same words should be applied to
musical instruments in Greece and in Chaldea.

(c) The languages in which these words are found belong to the same great
family of languages — the Indo-European; that is, the Persian, the Greek,
the Latin, etc. They had acommon origin, and it is not strange if we find
the same words spread extensively through these languages.

(d) There was sufficient intercourse between Persia, Chaldea, Asia Minor,
and Greece, before and at the time of the Hebrew captivity, to make it not
improbable that the names of musical instruments, and the instruments
themselves, should be borne from one to the other. Thereis, therefore, no
improbability in supposing that such instruments may have been carried to
Babylon from Greece, and may have retained their Greek namesin
Babylon. Curtius (b. iv. c. 12) says, that in the Persian host that came out
to meet Alexander the Great, there were many persons found of Greek
origin who had become subject to the authority of Media. For further
historical proofs on this subject see Hengs. Authen. pp. 16,17. Indeed, little
proof is needed. It is known that the Greeks were in the habit of visiting
foreign lands, and particularly of traveling into the region of the East, for
the purpose of obtaining knowledge; and nothing is, in itself, more
probable than that in this way the names of afew musical instruments, in
common use among themselves, should have been made known to the
people among whom they traveled, and that those names should have been
incorporated into the languages spoken there.

V. A fifth objection, or class of objections, is derived from the alleged
reference to usages, opinions, and customs, later than the time of the exile.
This objection, which embraces several subordinate points, is thus summed
up by DeWette:

“The remarkable later representations on the subject of angels (der
Angelologie, “*Danid 4:14; 9:21; 10:13,21; of Christology,
“Daniel 7:13 following; 12:1-3; of dogmatics (or doctrines,
Dogmatik), “®Danidl 12:2 following; of morals (Sittenlchre) or
customs, “*Danid 4:24, compare Tobit 4:1; 12:9; and of
asceticism (Askese), “®Daniel 1:8-16, compare Apoc. Est. 4:17; 2
Macc. 5:27; 6:11, furnish at least an additional argument (einen
Hulfsbeweis) against the genuineness of the book.”

— Section 255, c. (5.)
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This objection, it will be observed, dividesitself into severa parts or
portions, though coming under the same general description. The general
statement is, that there is an allusion to customs and opinions which were
found among the Jews only at a later period than the captivity, and that,
therefore, the book could not have been composed at the time alleged. The
specifications relate to angelology, or the representations respecting angels;
to Christology, or the views of the Messtall; to the doctrines stated,
particularly to those respecting the resurrection of the dead and the final
judgment; to the customs that prevailed, and to the ascetic views
expressed, particularly on the effect of abstinence from rich kinds of diet. It
will be convenient to notice them in their order, so far asto furnish a
general answer. Most of them will be noticed more particularly in the notes
on the passages as they occur; and for afull and complete answer the
reader may be referred, in general, to Hengstenberg, Authentie des Danidl,
pp. 137-173.

A. Thefirst specification is derived from the statements which occur
respecting angels, “*“Daniel 4:17; 9:21; 10:13,21. These, it is affirmed,
indicate a state of opinion which prevailed among the Hebrews only at a
later age than the tithe of the exile, and consequently the book could not
have been written at that time. This objection, as urged by Bertholdt and
others, refersto two points: first, that the statements respecting the
opinions of the Chaldeans on the subject are not in accordance with the
opinions in the time when the book is said to have been written; and,
secondly, that the statements respecting angels, considered as Hebrew
opinions, are those which belong to alater age. It will be proper to notice
these in their order.

| . Thefirst is, that the statements which occur as representing the opinions
of the Chaldeans express sentiments which did not prevail among them.
The objections on this point relate to two statements in the book: one, that
the Son of God, or a Son of God, is spoken of by Nebuchadnezzar; the
other, to what is said (**Danid 4:17) of the “decree of the Watchers.”

The former objection is thus stated by Bertholdt: In “**Daniel 3:25,

“Nebuchadnezzar speaks of a Son of God (‘and the form of the
fourth is like the Son of God'); and athough the Chaldeans, and
most of the dwellersin Upper Asiawere polytheists, yet there is no
evidence that anything was known at the time of the views which
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prevailed among the Greeks on this subject, but that such views
became known in the time of Seleucus Nicator” (p. 29).

It is henceinferred that the book could not have been written before the
time of Seleucus.

In regard to the objections, it may be observed, in addition to what is said
in the notes on the passage (*#Daniel 3:25) where the expression occurs,
that the objection is so vague and indefinite that it scarcely needs areply.
The opinions which prevailed in the East on the subject of the godsis so
little known now, that it is impossible to demonstrate that such an opinion
as this might not have existed in the time of Nebuchadnezzar, and
impossible to prove that such views as would have suggested this
expression did not prevail before the time of Seleucus Nicator. Indeed, it is
not easy to show that such language as is here ascribed to Nebuchadnezzar
would have been more likely to have been suggested by the views of
mythology that prevailed in Greece, and that were spread abroad in
consequence of the diffusion of Greek opinionsin the East, than by the
views which prevailed in Babylon in the time of the exile. But it may be
more particularly observed in reply to the objection,

(a) That according to Gesenius (Thes. p. 237), this language, as used by
Nebuchadnezzar, is such as would properly denote merely one of the gods,
or onein the form of the gods; that is, one who resembled the gods — in
the same way as the phrase “son of man” denotes a man, or one in the form
and appearance of a man. Perhaps thiswas all that was meant by
Nebuchadnezzar; at, least, that is al that can be demonstrated to have been
his meaning, or al that is necessarily implied in hiswords. See notes on the

passage. But,

(b) There were opinions which prevailed in Chaldea on the subject of the
gods which would fully justify the use of such language. That they
regarded one portion of the gods as descended from another, or as
begotten by another; that they looked upon them as constituting families, in
away similar to the Greeks, and, particularly, that they regarded Bel, their
supreme god, always accompanied by the goddess Mylitta, as the father of
the gods, has been abundantly demonstrated. On this point, see Gesenius,
Com. zu. Isaiah ii. 332, following (Beylage Section 2, Gottheiten der
Chaldaer), and Creuzer, Symbolik, on the word Mylitta, val. i. p. 231; vol.
ii. pp. 331, 333, 350, 460. The idea of derivation, descent, or birth among
the gods, was one that was quite familiar to the Chaldeans, perhaps as
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much so asto the Greeks: in fact, this has been so common an opinion
among al polytheists, that it is rather to be presumed that it would be
found everywhere among the pagan than otherwise.

The other objection on this point is derived from what is said of the
Watchers, “**Daniel 4:13,17. The objection is, that there are betrayed here
traces of alater Parsish-Jewish representation; that is, that this indicates
that the book was composed in later times.

In regard to the meaning of this language, see the notes at “**Daniel 4:13.
Perhaps a reference to this note, where the probability that such aterm
would be used in Babylon is shown, is al that is necessary in answering the
objection. But, in addition to this, an observation of Diodorus Siculus may
be introduced here, | copy it as| find it in Gesenius, Com. zu. Isaiah vol.
ii., pp. 333,334. Diodorus is speaking of the sun, moon, and five planets as
adored by the Chaldeans, and adds, “ To the course of these stars there are,
asthey say, thirty othersthat are subordinate, which are represented as
divine counselors (Beo1 “**'¢” BovAatot “1°**” — consulting gods, as we
would say), of whom one-half has the supervision of the regions under the
earth; the other half has the supervision of things on the earth, among men,
and in heaven. Every ten daysis one of them sent as a messenger of the
stars from those above to those below, and from those below to those
above.” This quotation will render it unnecessary to say anything more as
to the question whether it isimprobable that such language would be used
by one residing in Babylon in the time of the exile. It isto be remembered
that thisis language which is represented in a dream as having been
addressed to Nebuchadnezzar; and the quotation provesthat it is such
language as would be likely to occur to the king of Babylon in the visions
of the night. It was such language as he must have been accustomed to;
and so far is the use of this language from being an objection to the
genuineness of Daniel, that it might rather have been urged as a proof of it,
sinceit is not probable that it would have been used by one who was not
familiar with the customary ideas of the Chaldeans.

(2.) The other form of the objection derived from the statements respecting
the angels in the book of Danidl, refers to the opinions held among the
Hebrews themselves. The general objection is, that these are
representations respecting the ranks, and orders, and names of the angels
which pertain only to later timesin the history of Jewish opinions, and
which did not exist in the period of the exile. This objection divides itself
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into severa specifications, which it may be proper to notice briefly in their
order.

(a) Oneis, that there isin the book, and particularly in “®Daniel 8:16, an
allusion to the Persian doctrine of the seven Amhaspands, or angels that
stand before God, and that thisideais found only in times later than the
exile. — Bertholdt, p. 528.

To this the answer is obvious;

(1.) That there is no manifest allusion to that Persian doctrine in the book,
and no statement which would not as readily have been made if that
doctrine had no existence — since it is a mere representation of angels with
certain names, and with no particular reference to the number seven; and

(2.) if thiswere s, it is certain that this representation occurs in the
Zendavesta, and the Zendavesta was composed in a distant antiquity,
probably long before the time of the exile, and certainly before the time of
Alexander the Great. See Creuzer, Symbolik, i. 183, following, and the
authorities there referred to. This, then, if it were true that the doctrine of
the seven Amhaspands is found in the book of Daniel, and was derived
from the Zendavesta, or the Persian, would remove the objection so far as
to show that the book was composed before the time of Alexander the
Great, or at least that there is no reason, from this quarter, to suppose that
it was written afterward. But the truth is, that the doctrine respecting
angels and intermediate beings was so prevalent a doctrine all over the
East, that this objection can have no solid foundation.

(b) It is objected, that there are found in this book representations of the
angels, in reference to their ranks and orders, which are opinions of the
Jews of alater age, and which did not exist in the time of the exile; and
that, therefore, the book had alater origin than the captivity. — Bertholdt.

Tothisit issufficient to reply,

(1,) that such arepresentation of ranks and orders of angelsisimplied
in ¥ saiah 6:1, following, in the account of the Seraphim, a
representation which supposes that there are angels of exalted rank and
names,

(2,) that there are traces of such an opinion in much earlier ages, asin
“*¥Psalm 103:20; 68:17;



35

(3,) that this representation of differences in the ranks of angelsis one
that prevailsin the Old Testament; and

(4,) that, for anything that appears, al that isimplied in Daniel may
have been a matter of common belief in histime.

There is nothing in the book which would indicate any very definite
arrangement of the angels into orders, though it is evidently implied that
there are different degrees in the ranks of the angelic hosts (“*Daniel
10:5,13; 12:1); but this was a common opinion in the East, and indeed has
been a common sentiment where a belief in the existence of angels has
prevailed at all.

(c) It is objected that names are given to the angels — the name of Gabriel
and Michael — and that thisisindicative of alater age. To this, aso, it
may be replied

(1,) that long before this we find the name Satan given to the leader of
evil angels (™ Job 1:6), and there is no presumption against the belief
that names may have been given to good angels al so;

(2,) that even if the practice had not prevailed before, no reason can be
assigned why the angels who appeared to Daniel may not have assumed
names, or been mentioned under appropriate titles to designate them as
well as those who appeared in after times; and

(3,) that, for anything that appears, the fact that names were given to
the angels among the Jews of later times may have had its origin in the
time of Daniel, or may have occurred from the fact that he actually
mentioned them under specific names.

(d) A similar objection is, that the statement in ““*Danid 7:10, that
“thousand thousands ministered unto him, and ten thousand times ten
thousand stood before him,” is also a statement that had its origin in the
representation of a Persian court — in the numbers that stood round the
throne of a Persian monarch, and that this indicates a later age, or a Persian
origin. To this objection it is sufficient to refer to Isaiah 6, and to the notes
on this passage. But we have other representations of the same kind
abounding in the Scriptures, in which God is described as a magnificent
monarch, attended and surrounded by hosts of angels, and the same
objection would lie against them which is urged against the account in
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Daniel. See particularly “**Deuteronomy 33:2; “**1 Kings 22:19-22;
HJob 2:1; “**Psalm 68:17.

(e) Another objection, from the representations of the angels, is derived
from what is said of their interposition in human affairs, and their appearing
particularly as the guardians and protectors of nations, in ““Daniel 10:12-
20; 12:1; which it is said indicates opinions of alater age. In reply to this,
all that is necessary isto refer to the copious notes on these passages,
where the foundation of that opinion is examined, and to add that no one
can demonstrate that that opinion may not have had an existence as early
asthe time of the exile: indeed it was a common opinion in ancient times
— an opinion whaose origin no one now can determine — an opinion
whose correctness no one can disprove. That this was a prevailing opinion
in ancient times is admitted by Bertholdt himself, pp. 32, 33, 705-707.

In general, therefore, it may be remarked respecting the objections derived
from the angelology of the book of Daniel,

(a) that there may be things occurring in the book which were suggested
by opinions prevailing in Babylon and the East;

(b) that the statements in Daniel — the revelations made to him as an
eminent prophet — may have been the germ of the opinions which
prevailed among the Jews in later times, developments of which we havein
the books of the Apocrypha, and in the later rabbinical writings: if so, the
objection derived from the angelology of the book is entirely unfounded.

B. The second objection derived from the alleged reference to later
customs and opinions, is founded on the Christology of the book, or the
doctrine relating to the Messiah. The objection is, that the opinions which
are found in the book belong to alater age; or that in the time of the exile
no such views exist in the genuine writings of the prophets, and that
consequently the book must have been composed when those later views
had come to prevail. The views referred to as the ground of the objection
are found in “*Daniel 7:13,14; 12:1-3. This objection, thus stated by De
WEette, has been expanded by Bertholdt and others, and properly embraces,
as stated by them, four specifications which it will be convenient to notice
in their order.

(1.) Thefirst is, that in the time of the exile, the doctrine of the Messiah
had not become so devel oped that it was expected that he would appear in
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glory and majesty, and set up a kingdom upon the earth, asisimplied in
“Danidl 7:13,14. See Bertholdt, p. 31.

In reply to this, al that is necessary to be said is, to refer to the prophecies
in the other portions of the Old Testament, whose antiquity and
genuineness are undoubted. In the prophecies of Isaiah, there are
predictions of the Messiah as clear, as definite, as distinct, as any that
occur in Daniel; and no one can compare the prophecies found in other
parts of the Old Testament with those found in Daniel, and determine, by
any internal evidence, that one class must have been written before, and
another after, the time of the exile. Besides, why may not the predictions,
under the Spirit of inspiration, have been more clearly communicated to
one prophet than to another — to Daniel than to Isaiah? And why may not
some circumstances respecting the Messiah and his reign have been made
to one rather than to another? If it be admitted that all that occursin the
first part of Isaiah (Isaiah 1—39) was actually revealed to him, and
recorded by him, previous to the exile, there can be no difficulty in
admitting that what is found in Daniel may have been communicated and
recorded at the time of the exile. In proof of what is here said, it isonly
necessary to refer to Hengstensberg's Christoloy: vol. i. The Messianic
prophecies there collected and illustrated, “*Genesis 3:14,15; 9:26,27;
49:10; ***Numbers 24:17; “**Deuteronomy 18:15-18; Psam 2; 16; 22; 45;
110; Isaiah 2—4; 7; 11; 12; furnish statements as clear, in many respects,
respecting the Messiah as anything in Daniel, and of many of these
statements it might as well be alleged that they are couched in the language
of later times, as anything that occurs in the book before us.

(2.) It isalleged further, of the Christology of Daniel, that the ideas
respecting the kingdom of the Messiah are stated in the language of later
times. — Bertholdt, p. 31. In proof of this, Bertholdt refers to “**Daniel
2:44; 7:13 following.

This is the same objection in ancther form. The reply to it is obvious:

(a) If Danidl is admitted to be a true prophet, there is no presumption
against the supposition that some ideas may have been imparted to him
which might not be found in other prophets — anymore than that
circumstances respecting the power and kingdom of the Messiah may have
been communicated to Isaiah which were not to the earlier prophets; and
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(b) as amatter of fact, as before stated, many of the prophecies of Isaiah
are as minute and as clear in regard to the kingdom of the Messiah as those
in Daniel. Compare *™saiah 9:6,7. No one could place that prediction by
the side of the prediction in “™Daniel 7:13,14, and determine from any
internal evidence that the one was written before the exile, and that the
other was couched in the language of later times.

(3.) It isobjected (Bertholdt, p. 31), that the sentiment found in Daniel
(**Danid 12:1), that the setting up of the kingdom of the Messiah would
be preceded by times of trouble, is a doctrine of the rabbinical writings of
later times, and savors of alater origin than the times of the exile. To this,
also, thereply is obvious.

(a) It isto be admitted that thisidea occursin the rabbinical writings, and
that it was a common doctrine among the Jews; but can anyone
demonstrate that the doctrine had not its origin in this very passage in
Daniel? It is quite as philosophical to suppose that this language may have
been found in the genuine language of the prophets, and that the doctrine
may have sprung up from that cause, as to suppose that it was first
originated by uninspired men among the Jews, and then embodied in a
pretended prophecy.

(b) It was natural that Daniel, if areal prophet, should connect the two
things together not in time, but in the range of vision. See Introduction to
Isaiah Section 7, iii. (5). Placing himself in prophetic vision in the midst of
foreseen trouble coming upon his country, it was natural that the mind
should be directed to brighter days, and that he should endeavor to cheer
his own heart, and to comfort his afflicted countrymen, by dwelling on
happier scenes when, under the Messiah, these troubles would cease.

(c) Asamatter of fact, the same thing elsewhere occurs. Thus Isaiah
(Isaiah 40 and onward) describes the coming of the kingdom of the
Messiah, by connecting it with the deliverance from the calamities that
would come upon the Jewish people in the time of their captivity. He seeks
to comfort them in their troubles by the assurance of better days; and in
describing their return to their own land, the mind of the prophet insensibly
glides on to the coming of the Messiah — to the happier times that would
occur under him — to the deliverance from the bondage of sin, and to the
setting up of akingdom of peace and truth in the world; and the
description which began with the troubles of the exile, and the return to
their own land, ends with a sublime and glorious view of the times of the
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Messiah, and of the happiness of the world under hisreign. And it may be
added, that thisisin accordance with ageneral principle laid down in the
Bible: “But the Lord shall judge his people, and repent himself for his
servants, when he seeth that their power is gone, and there is none shut up,
or left” (**Deuteronomy 32:36). Compare **saiah 11:11, and the Notes
of Gesenius on that place. See also **Hosea 3:5; “*Amos 9:14,15;
FPMicah 4:6,7; **Joel 3:16,17; **Zephaniah 3:19,20; ***Jeremiah 23:8;
33.7;, **Ezekiel 36:36.

(4.) A fourth specification respecting the Christology in the book of Daniel,
is derived from the reference to the doctrine of the resurrection (**Daniel
12:2). It is objected that thisis a doctrine of later times, and that it could
not have been known in the age when Danidl is said to have lived.

That the doctrine of the resurrection of the dead is referred to in that
passage, or that what is there said is based on the belief of that doctrine,
and implies that the doctrine was so commonly believed as to make it
proper to refer to it as such, seems plain from the passage itself. See notes

on the passage.
But in regard to the objection derived from this fact, it may be remarked:

(a) That there is evidence elsewhere that the doctrine was known as early
as the time of the exile, and was assumed to be true in the same manner in
which it is here. Thusin **1saiah 26:19, it isreferred to in the same
manner, for the remark of the prophet is based on that, and cannot be
explained except on the supposition that this was an article of common
belief. See the notes on that passage. See aso Gesenius, who says, “that
this place actually contains the doctrine of the resurrection of the dead, and
that in these words the doctrine of the resurrection is undoubtedly
implied.” The same thing scorns also to be true in the vision of the valley of
dry bones (¥*Ezekid 37:1-14). Though that passage does not refer
primarily to the resurrection of the dead, and is not intended directly to
teach it, yet it is difficult, if not impossible, to explain it, except on the
supposition that this doctrine was understood, and was believed to be true.
It isjust such an illustration as would be used now in a community where
that doctrine is understood and believed.

(b) It is undoubtedly true that, in the passage under consideration
(™Danid 12:2), the design is not directly to teach the doctrine of the
resurrection of the dead, but that it refers, as the primary thought, to the
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restoration and recovery of the Jewish people, asif they were raised from
the dead; but till, asin the passages in Isaiah and Ezekiel above referred
to, the doctrine of the resurrection is assumed, and the illustration is
derived from that, and, as Jerome has remarked on the passage, such an
illustration would not be employed unless the doctrine were believed, for
“no one would attempt to confirm an uncertain or doubtful thing by that
which had no existence.” But the same design exists in each of the casesin
Daniel, Isaiah, and Ezekidl. The doctrineis aluded to in the same manner,
and in each case is assumed to be true in the same way — as a doctrine
that was known, and that might be employed for illustration. Thisis one of
the best proofs that there could be that it was a common article of belief;
and asit isused by these three writers in the same manner, if it proves that
one of them lived in alater age, it proves the same of all. But asthe
genuineness of that portion of 1saiah where the passage occurs, and of
Ezekiel isnot called in question, it follows that the objection has no force
as aleged against the genuineness of Danidl.

(c) It may be added, that on the supposition that there is no allusion to this
doctrine in any of the prophets that lived in the time of the exile, or before
it, that would furnish no evidence that it, might not be found in a book
written by Daniel. The belief undoubtedly sprang up at some time among
the Jews, for it is admitted by those who object to the genuineness of
Daniel on this account, that it did exist in the time in which they allege that
the book was written — in the time of Antiochus Epiphanes; and it
undoubtedly somehow gained so much currency among the Jews as to lay
the foundation of the peculiar belief of the Pharisees on the subject. But no
one can show that this doctrine could not have had its origin in Daniel
himself; or that, he, living in the time of the exile, might not have made
such statements on the subject asto lay the foundation for the general
belief of the doctrine in later times. Even on the supposition that he was
not inspired, this might have been; much more on the supposition that he
was inspired — for he was one of the latest of the prophets of the Old
Testament, and one of those who were most eminently favored of God. In
itself considered, there is no improbability in supposing that God might
have honored Daniel, by making him the instrument, of first distinctly
announcing the doctrines of the resurrection and the future judgment of the
world.

C. A third objection, from the alleged reference to later customs and
opinions in the book of Danidl, is derived from the fact stated in “*Daniel



41

6:10, that Daniel in his prayer is said to have turned his face toward
Jerusalem. This objection as urged by Bertholdt and others, is, that the
custom of turning the face toward Jerusalem in prayer was one that was
originated after the building of the second temple, and that no traces of it
are found while the first temple was standing. It is admitted, indeed, that
the custom of turning the face toward a temple or place of worship
prevailed extensively in Oriental countries — as among the Mahometans at
present — but it is alleged that this had its origin among the Jews after the
captivity, and after the second temple was built. It is further added that it is
improbable that Daniel would turn his face toward Jerusalem on that
occasion, for the city and temple were destroyed, and the Shekinah, the
symbol of the divine presence there, had disappeared. See Bertholdt, p. 30.

To this objection the following remarks may be made in reply:

(1.) The custom of turning the face in worship toward a temple or shrine,
was one that existed early in the world, and has prevailed in ailmost all
countries. It is one that would naturally spring up, even if there were no
positive commands on the subject, for this would seem to be demanded by
respect for the god who was worshipped, and who was supposed to have
his residence in a particular temple. If Jehovah, therefore, was supposed to
have his dwelling in the temple; if the symbols of his presence were
believed to be there; if that was his house, just in proportion as that was
believed would the custom be likely to prevail of turning the face toward
that place in worship, just as we now naturally turn the face toward
heaven, which we regard as the peculiar place of his abode. It would have
been unnatural, therefore, if Daniel had not turned his face toward
Jerusalem in his devations.

(2.) The customis, in fact, far-spread in the East, and goes back, in its
origin, beyond any period we can now assign to it. It prevails everywhere
among the Mahometans; it was found by Mungo Park among the negroes
in Africa (Rosenmuller, Morgenland, iv. 361); and it may be said to be the
general custom of the East. No one can determine its origin, and probably,
for the reason above stated, it existed in the first periods of the history of
the world.

(3.) The custom is mentioned in the Psalms as existing before the time of
Danid. Thus, in “**Psam 5:7,
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“Asfor me, | will come into thy house in the multitude of thy
mercy; and in thy fear will | worship toward thy holy temple.”

“PPyim 138:2,
“I' will worship toward thy holy temple,” etc.
Compare “*“*Psalm 121:1. So “***Psalm 28:2,

“Hear the voice of my supplications— when | lift up my hands
toward thy holy oracle.”

(4.) The custom was sanctioned by what Solomon said at the dedication of
the temple. In his prayer, on that occasion, it isimplied that the custom
would prevail, and what was said at that time could not but be regarded as
giving a sanction to it. Thus, in the prayer offered at the dedication of the
temple, he seems to have supposed just such a case as that before us:

“If they sin against thee, and thou be angry with them, and deliver
them to the enemy, so that they carry them away captive unto the
land of the enemy, far or near; if they shall bethink themselvesin
the land whither they were carried captives, and repent, and pray
unto thee toward their land which thou gavest unto their fathers,
the city which thou hast chosen, and the house which | have built
for thy name, then hear thou their prayer,” etc. (“**1 Kings 8:44-
49.

Compare also “**1 Kings 8:33,35,38,42).

(5.) It may be added, that nothing was more natural than for Daniel to do
this. It isnot said that he turned his face toward the “temple,” but toward
“Jerusalem.” It was true that the temple was in ruins; true that the ark was
removed, and that the Shekinah had disappeared. It was true a so that
Jerusalem was in ruins. But it is to be remembered that Jerusalem had been
long regarded as the city of God, and his dwelling-place on the earth; that
this was the place where his worship had been celebrated for ages, and
where he had manifested himself by visible symbols; that this was the place
where the ancestors of Daniel had lived and worshipped, and where he
believed the temple of God would be built again, and where God would
again dwell — a place sacred in the recollections of the past and in the
anticipations of the future — a place where Daniel had himself been taught
to worship God when a child, and where he anticipated that they who
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should be delivered from the long captivity would again offer sacrifice and
praise; and nothing, therefore, was more natural than for him, in his prayer,
to turn his face to a spot hallowed by so many sacred associations.

D. A fourth objection designed to show that the book betrays a later origin
than the time of the captivity is, that Dani€l is represented (***Daniel
6:10), as entering into his chamber, or “upper room” (vVrepwov ) ™2,
when he prayed, and that the custom of setting apart a chamber in a house
for private devotion sprang up in alater age among the Jews, as one of the
results of formalism and ostentation in religion. — (Bertholdt, p. 30.)

In regard to this custom among the later Jews, see the notes on the passage
referred to. But there are two remarks to be made, showing conclusively
that this objection has no force:

(a) Thereis no evidence that it was such an “upper room”

(vmepwov) ™", asis here referred to. All that is fairly implied in the word
in this passage L[ ™% might be applied to any house, and at any time. It
denotes, indeed, an upper room, upper story, or |oft; but not necessarily
such an upper room as was built by the Jews in later times, and designated
by the word vrepwov “°**. It is not improbable that Daniel would retire
to such a part of his houseto pray, but it is not necessarily implied in this
word that the chamber referred to had been specifically constructed as a
place of prayer.

(b) But even supposing that this was the case, it isimpossible to prove that
such a custom may not have prevailed in the time of the captivity. We
cannot now trace the origin of that custom among the Jews; and though it
undoubtedly prevailed in alater age, yet no one can demonstrate that it did
not exist also at atime as early as that of the exile. Indeed, there is some
evidence that it did prevail at an earlier period among the Hebrews. Thus,
in <®¥2 Samuel 18:33, it is said of David on the death of Absalom, “And
the king was much moved, and went up to the chamber over the gate, and
wept,” etc. So in the case of the prophet Elijah, during his residence with
the widow of Zarephath, an upper chamber or loft was assigned the
prophet (1 Kings 17:19), called “aloft where he abode” — hY [ ®*
— the very word which is used in Daniel. The same word occurs again in
T Judges 3:20,23,24,25, in each case rendered parlour, and referring to a
private room where one might retire, and, as the word implies, to an upper
room, doubtless a small room built on the flat roof of the house, as being
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more retired and cool. And again, in “*®*2 Kings 1:2, it is said of Ahaziah
that “he fell down through alattice in his upper chamber that was in
Samaria” And again, in “**2 Kings 4:10, the Shunamitess proposes to her
husband to make for the prophet Elisha “alittle chamber on the wall “—
hYJI[*** rygi™ — aplace of retirement for him. These passages show
that the custom of constructing a chamber, or upper room for the purpose
of retirement or devotion, prevailed long before the time of Daniel; and,
therefore, the fact that he is represented as having such a place in his house
in Babylon, if that be the fact referred to here, cannot be alleged as
evidence that the book was written at a later period than the captivity.

E. Itisaleged, as an evidence that the book was written at a period later
than the exile, that Dani€l is represented (in the same passage, “**Daniel
6:10) as praying three times a-day, a custom, it is said, which originated in
later times.

But the reply to thisis obvious.

(a) The custom of praying three times a-day in sacred devotion is one of
which there are traces in earlier times. Thus the Psalmist (**Psalm 55:17),

“Evening, and morning, and at noon, will | pray, and cry aloud: and
he shal hear my voice.”

(b) Daniel may have had such a custom, without supposing that he derived
it from anyone.

(c) These are the natural times of prayer; times that devout persons will be
likely to select as seasons of devotion; the morning, when one just enters
upon the duties and trials of the day, when it is appropriate to give thanks
for preservation, and to ask of God that he will guide, direct, and sustain
us; the evening, when, having finished the toils of the day, it is appropiate
to render thanksgiving, to pray for the remission of the sins of the day, and
to seek the blessing and protection of God as we lie down to rest; and
noon, when we feel the propriety of dividing the labors of the day by an
interval of rest and devotion; thus keeping up, amidst the cares of the
world, the life of religion in the soul.

(d) Thereis no certain evidence that this became aregular and settled
usage in later times among the Jews, anymore than that it was of aformer

age.
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F. It isaleged that what is said in “*#Danidl 4:27, of the efficacy of
almsgiving in averting the judgments of God, is an opinion that had its
originin later times, and proves that the book must have been written at a
period subsequent to the captivity. The passage s, “Let my counsel be
acceptable unto thee, and break off thy sins by righteousness, and thine
iniquities by showing mercy to the poor; it may be a lengthening of thy
tranquillily.” This, it is said, could have been written only at atime when
great merit was attributed to amsgiving, and when such acts, it was
supposed, would avert Divine vengeance from the guilty; and this opinion,
itisaleged, sprang up at a period subsequent to the captivity. That the
sentiment here adverted to prevailed in later times there can be no doulbt,
but there is no proof that it is used in the passage before usin the sense in
which it prevailed in the time when the books of the Apocrypha were
written; and, in reference to the objection here urged, al that is necessary,
it seemsto me, isto refer to the notes on the passage, where its true
meaning is fully considered. The short answer is, that the passage does not
teach any such peculiar doctrine on the subject of almsgiving, as prevailed
in later times among the Jews, but only the general doctrine, which isfound
everywhere in the Bible, and which accords with &l just notions on the
subject, that if asinner will abandon the error of hisways, and perform acts
of righteousness, it will conduce to his happiness, and, in all probability, to
the lengthening out, of his days.

G. One other objection, under the general head now under consideration,
remains. It is derived from what are called the ascetic customs referred to
in the book. On this point DeWette refers to “®Daniel 1:8-16, as
compared with 2 Macc. 5:27, and with the apocryphal portion of the book
of Esther.

In regard to this objection, also, perhaps al that is necessary isto refer to
the notes on the passage. The reason which Daniel gave for not partaking
of the food and wine furnished by the king of Babylon, is not such as
would be derived from any ascetic or monastic opinions, but such aswould
be given by any Jew of that age who was conscientious. It was

“that he might not defile himself with the portion of the king's
meat, nor with the wine which he drank” (**®Daniel 1:8);

that is, he purposed to keep himself clear from all participation in idolatry,
and to save himself from the temptations to which one would be exposed if
he indulged freely in the luxuries in caring and drinking which were
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practiced at the roya table. As this solution explains the passage on
principles that would be likely to influence a pious Jew, and which would
be proper in young men everywhere, it is unneccessary to seek any other,
and improper to suppose that there is an allusion here to superstitious
customs which prevailed among the Jews in later times.

V1. A sixth objection to the authenticity and genuineness of the book is
derived from the place assigned it in the canon. This objection is urged by
Bertholdt, Bleek, Eichhorn, Kirms, and DeWette, and is substantially this,
as stated by Bertholdt: It iswell known that the Jews, in the time when the
Tamud was composed, divided their sacred books into three parts — the
Law, the prophets, and the Hagiographa. The latter class embraced the
Psalms, Job, Proverbs, Song of Solomon, Ruth, Lamentations,
Ecclesiastes, Esther, Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, and the two books of the
Chronicles. This classification a so existed in the time of Jerome, who
obtained it evidently from the Jews in Palestine. The objection is, that in
collecting and arranging the books of the Old Testament, Daniel was
assigned to this latter class, and was not placed among the prophets. The
book professes to be, in agreat part, prophetic, and if genuine, its true
place, it is argued, would be among the prophets; and, it is said, it would
have been placed in that classif it had been in existence at the time when
the collection of the sacred books was made. It is argued, therefore, that it
must have had alater origin, and that when it was written it was assigned a
placein that general collection of writings where all those books were
arranged which could not be placed with either of the other classes. This
objection is summarily stated by Prof. Stuart (Critical History and Defence
of the Old Testament Canon, p. 266) in the following words:

“The argument runs thus: * No reason can be assigned, except the
lateness of the composition, why Daniel and the Chronicles should
be placed among the Kethubim or Hagiographa, since the first
belongs to the class of the later prophets, and the second, like
Samuel, Kings, etc., to the class of the former prophets. The fact,
then, that Daniel and the Chronicles are joined with the Kethubim,
shows that they were written after the second class of the Scriptural
books, namely, the prophets, was fully defined and completed;

now, as this class comprises Haggai, Zechariah, and Maachi, so we
have conclusive evidence that Daniel and Chronicles must have
been composed, or at all events introduced into the canon, at a
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period subsequent to Nehemiah and Malachi, which was about 430-
420B.C."”

In reference to this objection, perhaps all that would be necessary for me
would be to refer to the very full and satisfactory argument of Prof. Stuart
on the Dr. in the work just named, Section 9-13, pp. 214-298. A few
remarks, however, on two or three points, seem to be demanded to show
the results which have been reached by a careful investigation of the
subject, and how entirely without foundation is the objection.

A. The objection, then, takes for granted the following things, which it is
impossible now to prove:

(1) That the division of the books of the Old Testament found in the
Tamud, and prevailing among the Jews in the time of Jerome, in which
Danidl is placed in the third class, the Kethubim, or Hagiograpba, is the
ancient and original division, for if thisis not so, then Daniel may have
been placed among the prophets, and of course the objection would not
then exist. There is the strongest reason to believe that this was not the
arrangement that prevailed at an earlier period, but that it was made long
after the time of Josephus; at any rate it cannot be proved to have been the
origina arrangement.

(2) It takes for granted that the main reason for inserting Daniel and the
books of the Chronicles in the Hagiographa was the recent origin of these
books, or the fact that they were composed after the second class — the
prophets — was completed and collected together, for the whole weight of
the objection rests on this. If any of these books in the Hagiographa were
in fact written at an earlier period than some in the second class — the
prophets — or if any other reason existed for referring them to the class of
the Hagiographa than the lateness of their composition, then the objection
would have no force. But this difficulty of itself would be fatal to the
objection, for there is every reason to suppose that the lateness of the
composition was not the reason why these books were placed in the
Hagiographa, and that this was never supposed or implied by those who
made the arrangement, for, not to speak of the book of Job, which isfound
in that class, and which is probably one of the oldest compositionsin the
Bible, if not the very oldest, what shall we say of the Psalms, and the book
of Proverbs, and the book of Ecclesiastes, and the Canticles, which are also
found in that class? Assuredly it could not have been pretended that these
writings belonged to the Maccabean age, and that they were inserted in the
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Hagiographa because they were supposed to have had alater origin than
the prophets, for, in all ages, the Jews have regarded the book of Proverbs,
the book of Ecclesiastes, and the Canticles, as the genuine productions of
Solomon. Why, then, were they put into the Hagiographa? — for there the
Psalms, and the book of Proverbs, and Ecclesiastes, and the Song of
Solomon, have always been, in every triplex division of the books of the
Old Testament which has ever been reader,

(3) The objection takes for granted that the two classes, the prophets and
the Hagiographa, have been fixed and uniform, like the first, the Law, asto
the number of books in each, ever since the division was made; that the
same number of books, and the same arrangement, has been found which
existed in the time of Josephus; and that no causes have ever operated
since to produce a change in the arrangement, for if thisis not so, it would
be fatal to the objection. But this can never be shown to be true; indeed,
thereis every reason to believe that the contrary is true — and if it cannot
be demonstrated to be true, the objection is without force. But,

B. There are strong positive arguments to show that the fact that Daniel, in
the later divisions of the Hebrew books, is placed in the list of the
Hagiographa or Kethubim, is no argument against the genuineness and
authenticity of the book.

(1) Thereis every presumption that in the earliest arrangement of the
books of the Old Testament, the book of Daniel, with several that now
occupy the same place in the Tamudical arrangement, was ranked with the
second class — the prophets. This presumption is founded, mainly, on
what is said of the division of the books of the Old Testament by Josephus.
It istrue that he has not enumerated the books of the Old Testament, but
he has mentioned the division of the books in histime, and, of course, in
earlier times, in such away as to make it morally certain that Daniel was
not in the third class, but in the second class — the prophets. His account
of thisdivision (Against Apion, b. 1, Section 8)is as follows:

“We have not a countless number of books, discordant and
arranged against each other, but only two and twenty books,
containing the history of every age, which are justly accredited as
Divine (the old editions of Josephus read merely, ‘which are justly
accredited” — @e1a "% (divine) comes from Eusebius
trandation of Josephus, in Ecc. Hist. iii. 10); and of these, five
belong to Moses, which contain both his laws and the history of the
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generations of men until his death. This period lacks but little of
3,000 years. From the death of Moses, moreover, until the reign of
Artaxerxes, king of the Persians after Xerxes, the prophets who
followed Moses have described the things which were done during
the age of each one respectively, in thirteen books. The remaining
four contain hymns to God and rules of life for men. From the time
of Artaxerxes, moreover, until our present period, all occurrences
have been written down; but they are not regarded as entitled to the
like credit with those which precede them, because there was no
certain succession of prophets. Fact has shown what confidence we
place in our own writings, for, athough so many ages have passed
away, no one has dared to add to them, nor to take anything from
them, nor to make alterations. In al Jews it isimplanted, even from
their birth, to regard them as being the instructions of God, and to
abide steadfastly by them, and, if it be necessary, to die gladly for
them.” — (Prof. Stuart’ s translation, ut supra, pp. 430,431).

Now, in this extract from Josephus, stating the number and order of the
sacred books in histime, it is necessarily implied that the book of Daniel
was then included in the second part, or among the “ prophets.” For

(a) itisclear that it was not in the third division, or the Hagiographa. Of
that division Josephus says, “The remaining four contain hymns to God,
and rules of life for men.” Now, we are not able to determine with exact
certainty, indeed, what these four books were, for Josephus has not
mentioned their names; but we can determine with certainty that Daniel
was not of the number, for his book does not come under the description
of “hymnsto God,” or “rules of life for men.” If we cannot, therefore,
make out what these books were, the argument would be complete on that
point; but although Josephus has not enumerated them, they can be made
out with a good degree of probability. That the “hymns to God” would
embrace the Psalms there can be no doubt; and there can be as little doubt
that, in the books containing “rules of life for men,” the Proverbs would be
included. The other books that would more properly come under this
designation than any other are Ecclesiastes and the Song of Solomon (see
the full evidence of thisin Prof. Stuart, ut supra, pp. 256-264); at all
events, it is clear that Daniel would not be included in that number.

(b) Thereis evidence, then, that Daniel was included at that time in the
second division — that of the prophets. Josephus says that that division
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comprised “thirteen books,” and that Daniel was included among themis
evident from the rank which Josephus gives to him as one of the greatest of
the prophets. Thus he says of him (Ant. b. x. chap. xi.):

“He was so happy as to have strange revelations made to him, and
those as to one of the greatest of the prophets; insomuch that while
he was alive he had the esteem and applause both of kings and of
the multitude, and now he is dead he retains a remembrance that
will never fail. For the several books that he wrote and left behind
him are still read by us until thistime, and from them we believe
that he conversed with God, for he not only prophesied of future
events, as did the other prophets, but he also determined the time of
their accomplishment. And while prophets used to foretell
misfortunes, and on that account were disagreeabl e both to the
kings and the multitude, Daniel was to them a prophet of good
things, and thisto such a degree, that, by the agreeable nature of his
predictions, he procured the good-will of al men; and by the
accomplishment of them he procured the belief of their truth, and
the opinion of a sort of divinity for himself among the multitude. He
also wrote and left behind him what evinced the accuracy and the
undeniable veracity of his predictions.”

Fromthisit is clear that Josephus regarded Daniel as worthy to be ranked
among the greatest of the prophets, and that he considered his writings as
worthy to be classed with those of the other eminent prophets of his
country. Thisis such language as would be used in speaking of any ancient
prophet; and, as we have seen that the book of Daniel could not have been
of the number mentioned by him in the third class — those containing
“hymns to God and rules of life for men *“ — it follows that it must have
been ranked by Josephus in the second division — that of the prophets. It
does not seem easy to suppose that there could be clearer proof than this,
short of direct affirmation. The proof that he regarded Daniel as belonging
to this division of the books, is as clear as can be made out from his
writingsin favor of Isaiah, Jeremiah, or Ezekidl.

(2.) If Daniel had this rank in the time of Josephus, then it would follow
that, in the division of the books of the Old Testament, as referred to by
the Saviour (***Luke 24:44), he must have had this rank also. There can
be no doubt that Josephus expresses not his own private judgment in the
matter, but the prevailing opinion of his countrymen on the subject.
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Josephus was born 37 A.D., and consequently he must have uttered what
was the general sentiment in the time of the Saviour and the apostles — for
it cannot be supposed that any change had occurred in that short time
among the Jews, by which Daniel had been transferred from the third
division to the second. If any change had occurred in the arrangement of
the books, it would have been, for reasons which are obvious, just the
reverse — since the predictions of Daniel were at this time much relied on
by Christians, in their arguments against the Jews, to prove that Jesus was
the Messiah. We may regard it as morally certain, therefore, that in the
time of the Saviour, Daniel was ranked among the prophets. It may be
added here, also, that if Daniel had this rank in the estimation of Josephus,
it may be presumed that he had the same rank when the division of the
sacred books is referred to in the only other two instances among the Jews,
previous to the composition of the Talmud. In both these cases there is
mention of the triplex division; in neither are the names of the books
recorded. One occurs in the “Prologue of the Wisdom of Jesus, the Son of
Sirach,” in the Apocrypha. This Prologue was probably written about 130
B.C.; the book itself probably about 180 B.C. In this Prologue the writer
mentions the divisions of the sacred books three times in this manner:

“Since so many and important things have been imparted to us by
the Law, the prophets, and other (works) of the like kind which
have followed, for which one must needs praise Isragl on account
of learning and wisdom; and inasmuch as not only those who read
ought to be well-informed, but those who are devoted to learning
should be able to profit, both in the way of speaking and writing,
such as are foreigners, my grandfather, Jesus, having devoted
himself very much to the reading of the Law, the prophets, and the
other books of his country, and having acquired a great degree of
experience in these things, was himself led on to compose
something pertaining to instruction and wisdom, so that those
desirous of learning, being in possession of these things, might
grow much more by alife conformed to the law. Ye are invited,
therefore, with good will and strict attention to make the perusal,
and to take notice whenever we may seem to lack ability, in respect
to any of the words which we have labored to translate. Not only
so, but the Law itself, and the prophets, and the remaining books,
exhibit no small diversity among themselves as to the modes of
expression.”
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The other reference of the same kind occurs in Philo Judaeus. He
flourished about 40 A.D., and in praising a contemplative life, and giving
examples of it, he comes at |ast to the Therapeutoe, or Essenes, and in
speaking of their devotional practices, he uses this language: “in every
house is a sanctuary, which is called sacred place or monastery, in which,
being aone, they perform the mysteries of a holy life; introducing nothing
into it, neither drink, nor bread-corn, nor any of the other things which are
necessary for the wants of the body, but the Laws, and Oracles predicted
by the prophets, and Hymns, and other writings, by which knowledge and
piety areincreased and perfected.” There can be no reasonable doubt that
precisely the same division of the books of the Old Testament isreferred to
in each of these cases which is mentioned by Josephus. If so, then Daniel
was at that time reckoned among the prophets.

(3) He certainly had this rank among the early Christians, alike in their
estimation of him, and in the order of the sacred books. It happens that,
although Josephus, the Son of Sirach, and Philo have given no list of the
names and order of the sacred books, yet the early Christians have, and
from these listsit is easy to ascertain the rank which they assigned to
Danidl.

“Mélito places Daniel among the prophets, and before Ezekiel. The
same does Origen. The Council of Laodicea places Daniel next
after Ezekiel, and, of course, among the prophets. The same do the
Canones Apostol., Cyrill of Jerusalem, Gregory Nazianzen,
Athanasius, Synopsis Scripturae in Athan. The Council of Hippo,
like Melito and Origen, place it before Ezekiel, as also does Hilary;
and Rufinus places it next after Ezekiel. Jerome alone, in giving an
account of the rabbinical usage in his day, puts Daniel among the
Hagiographa; and after it he puts Chronicles, Ezra (with
Nehemiah), and Esther.” — (Prof. Stuart, ut supra, p. 284).

(The lists of the books, as given by these writers and councils, may
be seen at length in Prof. Stuart, ut supra, Appendix, pp. 431-452.)

The Talmud thus stands alone, with the exception of Jerome, in placing
Daniel among the books constituting the Hagiographa; and Jerome, in
doing this, merely gives an account of what was customary in histime
among the Jewish rabbis, without expressing any opinion of his own on the
subject. These testimonies are sufficient to show that Daniel was never
placed in the division composing the Hagiographa, so far as can be proved
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by the Son of Sirach, by Philo, by Josephus, by the Jews in the time of the
Savior, or by the Christian writers of the first four centuries; and of course,
until it can be demonstrated that he was thus classified, this objection must
fall to the ground. But,

(4) Thefact that Daniel occupied this place in the divisions made of the
books by the later Jews can be accounted for in away perfectly consistent
with the supposition that he wrote at the time when the book is commonly
believed to have been composed. For,

(a) The reason which they themselves give for this arrangement is, not that
his writings were of later date, but some fanciful view which they had
about the degrees of inspiration of the prophets. They say that the books of
Moses take the precedence above all others, because God spoke with him
mouth to mouth; that the prophets who came after him were such as,
whether sleeping or waking when they received revelations, were deprived
of all the use of their senses, and were spoken to by avoice, or saw
prophetic visions in ecstasy; and that the third and lowest class of writers
were those who, preserving the use of their senses, spoke like other men,
and yet in such away that, although not favored with dreams or visionsin
ecstacy, they still perceived a divine influence resting upon them, at whose
suggestion they spoke or wrote what they made public. For the proof of
this, see Prof. Stuart, ut supra, p. 269. Agreeably to this fanciful opinion,
they made the arrangement of the sacred books which is found in the
Tamud; and on this principle they placed Daniel in the list of the
Hagiographa. But assuredly this fanciful opinion, and the mistake of the
Jews consequent on it, can be no reason for supposing that the Book of
Daniel was written in the time of the Maccabees; and especialy as they
who made this arrangement never pretended this, and never could have
made the arrangement on this ground. And,

(b) Thereis great reason for supposing, after all, that Daniel was not
assigned to the place which he has in the Talmudic divisions of the sacred
books, on the ground that he was properly classed there, even on their
arbitrary and fanciful opinion asto the degrees of inspiration among the
prophets, but because, in the disputes between Christians and Jews about
the Messiah, in the first three and a half centuries, the Jews felt themselves
to be so pressed by the prediction in Daniel 9, respecting the 70 weeks,
that they sought to give the book alower place than it had occupied
before, and thus to remove it somewhat from an association with the other
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prophets, and to diminish the force of the argument in proof that Jesus of
Nazareth was the Christ.

(5) To dl thisit may be added, that it would have been impossible to have
foisted a book into the canon that was composed in the time of the
Maccabees, and that was not regarded as of Divine inspiration. We have,
as above, the express testimony of Josephus, that for some 400 years
before his time they had no prophets who wrote inspired books, or who
could be regarded as sacred writers. The canon, according to him, was
closed at the time of Artaxerxes, and afterward they had books in which
“al occurrences were written down; but these were not regarded as of like
credit with those that preceded them, because there was no certain
succession of prophets,” that is, the canon of inspired books was then
closed, in the apprehension of the Jews, or they had a definite number
which they regarded as of Divine origin, and as distinguished from all
others.

Now, supposing this to have been, as no doubt it was, a prevailing opinion
among the Jews, it would have been impossible to have foisted in a book
written in the time of the Maccabees — or after the time of Antiochus
Epiphanes, as the objection supposes the Book of Daniel to have been —
in such away that it would be regarded as entitled to a place among the
sacred writings. If this book was written at that time, it must have been
known that it was not the genuine production of the Daniel of the captivity;
and by whom could it be introduced into the canon? On what pretence
could it be done? What claim could have been urged for a spurious book of
this kind to a place by the side of Isaiah and Ezekiel? It iswell known that
the Hebrews have been, in al ages, most careful of their sacred books; that
they have transcribed them with the greatest possible attention; that they
have counted the words and the letters; that they have marked and
preserved every variety, irregularity, and anomaly, even every unusua
shape and position of aletter in the manuscript; and it may be asked with
emphasis, “In what way would it be possible to introduce a book which
was known and admitted to be spurious — a book falsely ascribed to one
who was said to have lived long before — among those which they
regarded as of Divine origin, and whose purity they guarded with so much
care? Scarcely any greater literary absurdity can be imagined than this.

V11. A seventh objection which has been urged to the genuineness of the
Book of Danidl is derived from the silence of the Son of Sirach in regard to
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it. This objection is urged by DeWette, Bleek, Eichhorn, Kirms, and
Bretschneider, and is substantially this: That in the book of Ecclesiasticus
(Ecclesiasticus 49), the author of that book, Jesus, the Son of Sirach,
undertakes to give alist of the personages in the Jewish history who had
been eminent for virtue, piety, and patriotism; and that the circumstances
of the case are such that it is to be presumed that if he had known anything
of Daniel and his writings, he would have been mentioned among them.
Thus, he mentions David, Hezekiah, Josiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, the twelve
prophets, Zerubabel, Jesus the son of Josedec, Nehemiah, Enoch, Joseph,
Shem, Seth, and Adam. The particular point, however, of the objection
seems to be, that he mentions men who were eminent in securing the return
of the Hebrews to their own country, as Nehemiah and Zerubabel, and that
if Daniel had lived then in Babylon, and had had the important agency in
effecting the return of the captives which is ascribed to him in this book, or
had had the influence at the court of Persia attributed to him, it is
unaccountable that his name was not mentioned.

To this objection we may reply:

(1) That the argumentum a silentio is admitted not to be a conclusive kind
of reasoning. So long as there may have been other reasons why the name
was omitted in such aligt, it is unfair and inconclusive to infer that he had
not then an existence, or that there was no such man. It is necessary, in
order that this reasoning should have any force, to show that thisisthe
only cause which could have led to this omission, or that this alone could
account for it. But it is easy to conceive that there may have been many
reasons why the name was omitted in this rapid enumeration, consistently
with the belief that Daniel then lived in Babylon, and that he occupied the
position, and rendered the services, which it may be supposed from the
account in this book he would render. In such arapid enumeration, it
cannot be supposed that the writer mentioned all the eminent men among
the Hebrews, and therefore it isin no way remarkable that the name of
Daniel should have been omitted. Thisis conceded even by Kirms. (See his
work, Commentatio Historico-Critica, etc., p. 9.)

(2) The objection, if of any value, would prove that no such person as
Daniel existed at that time, or even at any time previous to the age of the
Son of Sirach, for he did not mention these persons as authors of books,
but as eminent persons — as distinguished not by their writings, but by
their lives. But the existence of Daniel, as a historical personage, is as clear
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asthat of any of the eminent men mentioned in the Jewish history, and is
even conceded by the objectors themselves. (See section |. of this
introduction.)

(3) Asamatter of fact, the Son of Sirach has omitted the names of others
whom he would be at least as likely to refer to as the name of Daniel. He
has wholly omitted the name of Ezra. Would not his agency be as likely to
occur to such awriter asthat of Daniel? He has omitted the names of
Mordecai and Esther — personages whose agency would be as likely to be
remembered in such a connection as that of Daniel. He has omitted also the
whole of the minor prophets, for the passage in Sirach 49:10, which in the
common version makes mention of them, is shown by Bretschneider (in
loc.) to be clearly spurious, it having been copied verbatim from chapter
Sirach 46:12, with merely the substitution of the words “the twelve
prophets’ for the word “their.” (See Prof. Stuart, Com. p. 463.) How can
such an omission be accounted for, if the objection derived from the
omission of the name of Daniel has any force? And if the mere silence of
the Son of Sirach be allowed to be an argument against the existence of
prominent persons in the Jewish history, and the genuineness of the books
which they wrote, who will determine the limit to which the objection will
go? How small a portion of the patriarchs and prophets — how small a
portion of the writings of the Old Testament would be spared! And, after
all, why should so much weight be allowed to the mere silence of the Son
of Sirach — an author comparatively unknown — as to set aside the
positive testimony of all antiquity, and change the faith of the world?

SECTION 3. — CONTINUATION OF THE ARGUMENT
FOR THE GENUINENESS AND AUTHENTICITY
OF THE BOOK OF DANIEL

B. Positive Proofs of its Genuineness and Authenticity.

Having thus examined at length the objections which have been made to
the genuineness and authenticity of the Book of Daniel, | proceed now to
notice the positive proofs that it was written at the time when it is alleged
to have been, and by the author whose name it bears. This need not detain
uslong, for if the objections which are made to the genuineness of the
book are not well founded, there will be little difficulty in showing that the
common sentiment in the church in regard to its authorship and
authenticity is correct. It has undeniably for along time had a placein the
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sacred canon; it has been received by the Christian church at al timesasa
sacred book, on the same level with the other inspired books; it has had a
place among the books regarded by the Jews as inspired; and if it cannot be
displaced from the position which it has so long occupied, the conclusion
would seem to be fair that that is its proper position. We have seen, in the
previous discussion, that it was ranked by Josephus among the prophetic
books; that it was held in high estimation among the Jews as one of their
sacred books; that the canon of Scripture was closed some four hundred
years before the time of the Savior; and that, from the nature of the case, it
would have been impossible to foist a book of doubtful origin, or an
acknowledged fiction, into that canon in a later age.

In looking now at the positive evidence of the genuineness and canonical
authority of the book, the only points that are really necessary to be made
out are two: that it isthe work of one author, and that that author was the
Danidl of the captivity. If these two points can be established, itsright to a
place in the canon will be easily demonstrated. My object, then, will be to
establish these two points, and then to show how, if these points are
admitted, it follows that the book isinspired, and has aright to aplacein
the canon.

|. It isthe work of one author. That is, it is not made up of fragments from
different hands, and composed at different times. It is abook by itself,
every part of which isentitled to credit if any part of it is, and entitled to
the same credit on the ground of being the composition of the same author.

The evidence of thisliesin such circumstances as the following:

(2) It is apparent on the face of the book that the design is to represent it as
the production of one author. If the book is aforgery, this was no doubt
the intention of its author; if it is genuine, it was of course the design. No
one, on reading the book, it is presumed, could fail to perceive that the
design of the author was to leave the impression that it is the work of one
hand, and that it was intended to represent what occurred in the lifetime of
one man, and that one man had committed it to writing. Thisis apparent,
because the same name occurs throughout; because there is substantially
one series of transactions; because the transactions are referred to as
occurring in one place — Babylon; and because the same languages,
customs, usages, and times are referred to. All the internal marks which
can go to demonstrate that any work is by one hand would be found to be
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applicableto this; and all the external marks will be found also to agree
with this supposition.

There are two things, indeed, to be admitted, which have been relied on by
some to prove that the work is the composition of different authors.

(a) Theoneis, that it isdivided into two parts. the one (Daniel 1—6), in
the main historical; the other (Daniel 7—12), in the main prophetic. But
thisis no argument against the identity of the authorship, for the same
intermingling of history with prophecy occursin most of the prophetic
books; and it is no objection that those occur in separate continuous
portions, instead of being irregularly intermingled. In fact, the same thing
occursin Isaiah, where the first part (Isaiah 1—39), ismade up, in a
considerable degree, of historic allusions mingled with prophecy; and
where the second part (Isaiah 40—66), is wholly prophetic. Besides,
anyone must admit, that on the supposition that Daniel was the sole author
of the book, nothing would be more natural than this very arrangement.
What objection could there be to the supposition that one part of his book
might relate to historic incidents mainly — though even these have a strong
prophetic character — and that the other should be composed of
prophecies? What would there be in his condition or character that would
forbid such a supposition?

(b) The other circumstance is, that, between these two parts, thereisa
change in the person of the writer; that in the first portion (Daniel 1—=6),
he uses the third person when speaking of Daniel, and in the other (Daniel
7—12), thefirst person. Thisis, in the main, true, though it is true also that
in the second part the third person is sometimes used when speaking of
himsdf, ““*Danid 7:1; 10:1. But in regard to this it may be observed

(1) That it is no uncommon thing for an author to speak of himself in the
third person. Thisis uniformly done by Caesar in his Commentaries, and
thisfact is never urged now as an argument against the genuineness of his
work.

(2) Thisis often done by the prophets. See **saiah 2:1; 7:3; 13:1,
“Ezekiel 1:3. So Hosea, throughout the first chapter of his book, speaks
uniformly of himself in the third person, and in Hosea 2; 3 in the first
person; and so Amos, “**Amos 7:1,2,4,5,7,8, speaks of himself in the first
person, and again, “"*Amos 7:12,14, in the third person. It may be added
that it is the uniform method, also, of the evangelist John, to speak of
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himself in the third person; and, in fact, thisis so common in authors that it
can congtitute no argument against the genuineness of any particular book.

It may be observed aso that, in general, those who have denied the
genuineness and authenticity of the book of Daniel have admitted that it is
the work of one author. Thisis expressly admitted by Lengerke, p. ci., who
says, “The identity of the author appears from the uniformity of the plan,
and the relations which the different parts bear to each other; that the
historical and prophetic parts are related to each other; that thereisa
certain uniform gradation (Stufenfolge) of the oracles from the uncertain to
the certain; that there is aremarkable similarity of ideas, images, and forms
of speech; and that, in the respective parts of the Hebrew and Chaldee,
thereis great smilarity of style.” The same opinion is maintained by
Dereser, Gesenius, Bleek, DeWette, Kirms, Hoffmann, and Hengstenberg;
though nearly al of these authors suppose that it was written in the time of
the Maccabees. They admit, however, that it isthe work of a single author.
Eichhorn and Bertholdt appear to have been the only authors of distinction
who have denied it.

(2) The identity of the book appears from the manner in which it is written
in respect to language. We have aready seen that a part of it iswritten in
Hebrew, and apart in Chaldee. From the beginning to “Daniel 2:4 itis
Hebrew, then from “®Daniel 2:4 to the end of Daniel 7 it is Chaldee, and
the remainder (Daniel 8—12), is Hebrew. Now, it may be admitted, that if
the historical part (Daniel 1—6) had been wholly in either of these
languages, and the prophetic part (Daniel 7—12) had been wholly in the
other, it might have constituted a plausible argument against the identity of
the book. But the present arrangement is one that furnishes no such
argument. It cannot well be conceived that, if the work were the
production of two authors, one would begin his portion in one language
and end it in another, and that the other would just reverse the processin
regard to languages. Such an arrangement would not be likely to occur in
two independent compositions professedly treating of the same general
subjects, and intended to be palmed off as the work of one author. Asit s,
the arrangement is natural, and easy to be accounted for; but the other
supposition would imply an artifice in composition which would not be
likely to occur, and which would be wholly unnecessary for any purpose
which can be imagined.
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(3) Theidentity of the book appears from the fact that it refers to the same
series of subjects; that the same great design is pursued through the whole.
Thus, in the two parts, though the first is mainly historical and the last
prophetic, there is aremarkable parallelism between the predictionsin
Daniel 2 and in Daniel 7. The same great series of eventsis referred to,
though in different forms; and so throughout the book, as remarked above
in the quotation from Lengerke, we meet with the same ideas, the same
modes of speech, the same symbols, the same imagery, the operations of
the same mind, and the manifestation of the same character in the authors.
The Daniel of thefirst part is the Daniel of the last; and, in this respect, the
smilarity is so great asto leave the irresistible impression on the mind that
he is the personage of the whole book, and that his own hand is apparent
throughout.

(4) Theidentity of the book appears from the fact that the objections made
to it pertain alike to every part of it, and in reference to the different parts
are substantially the same. By referring to the objections which have, in the
previous section, been examined at length, it will be seen that they all
suppose the identity of the book, or that they are drawn from the book
considered as awhole, and not from any particular part. Whatever
difficulty thereisin regard to the book pertainsto it as awhole, and
difficulties of precisaly the same kind lie scattered through the entire
volume. Thisfact proves that the book has such an identity as pertains to
one and the same author; and this fact would not be likely to occur in a
book that was made up of the productions of different authors.

(5) It may be added, that whenever Daniel is spoken of by Josephus, by the
Saviour; or by the early Christian writers, it is always done as if the book
was the production of one author. Just such language is used as would be
used on the supposition that the book is the composition of one man; nor is
there an intimation that there were two Daniéls, or that there was even any
doubt about the identity of the authorship.

The fact that the book of Danidl is the production of one author may be
regarded as established; indeed, there is no ancient work, concerning
which, the evidence is more direct and clear.

| . The second point to be made out is, that the author was the Daniel of
the captivity. The evidences on this point will be adduced in the order, not
of time, but of what seems due to them in value and importance.
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(2) I refer, firdt, to the testimony of the writer himself. In “®Danidl 7:28;
8:1,15,27; 9:2; 10:2; 12:5, the writer speaks of himself as“| Daniel;” that
is, the same Daniel whose history is given in Daniel 1. This cannot be,
indeed, regarded as conclusive evidence, for the forger of a book might
insert the name of another person as the author, and be constant in
maintaining it to be so. All that is affirmed is, that thisis primafacie
evidence, and is good evidence until it is set aside by substantial reasons.
We assume thisin regard to any book, and the evidence should be admitted
unless there are satisfactory reasons for supposing that the name is
assumed for purposes of deception. It cannot be doubted that the book
bears on its face the appearance and the claim of having been written by the
Danidl of the captivity, and that, in this respect, it is atogether such asit
would be on that supposition. Thereis certainly an air of smplicity,
honesty, and sincerity about it which we expect to find in a genuine
production.

(2) | refer, secondly, to the fact that the book of Daniel was received into
the canon of the Old Testament as an authentic work of the Daniel of the
captivity, and as entitled to a place among the inspired books of Scripture.

(a) It has been shown above, that the canon of Scripture was regarded as
complete long before the time of the Maccabees; or that, according to the
testimony of Josephus, there were three classes of books among the
Hebrews, all regarded as sacred books, and al, in this respect, differing
from certain other books which they had, as containing the record of affairs
subsequent to the time of Artaxerxes. These classes of books were known
as the Law, the prophets, and the “Kethubim” — the * other writings,” or
the “Hagiographa;” and these books together constituted what, in the New
Testament, are called the Scriptures, or Scripture: the Scripture in ““**Mark
12:10; 15:28; “**uke 4:21; ““**John 2:22; 7:38,42; 10:35; 19:37;
“CPRomans 4:3; 9:17; “Gadatians 3:8,22; “*°2 Timothy 3:16; “**1 Peter
2:6; 22 Peter 1:20; — the Scriptures in “**Matthew 21:42; 22:29; 26:54;
21 _uke 24:27,32,45; “*John 5:39; “*Acts 17:2,11; 18:24,28;
““PRomans 1:2; 15:4; 16:26; “**1 Corinthians 15:3,4; “*2 Timothy 3:15;
62 Peter 3:16. These congtituted a collection of writings which were
distinct from all others, and the use of the word Scripture, or Scriptures, at
once suggested them, and no others, to the mind.

(b) The book of Daniel was found in that list of writings, and would be
suggested by that term as belonging to the general collection; that is, in
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order to adduce his authority, or to mention a prophecy in that book, it
would be done as readily as a part of the Scriptures, and would be as well
understood as in quoting a declaration of Moses or Isaiah. Thisis apparent

(1) from the fact seen above, that Josephus must have regarded Daniel
as having arank among the prophets; and

(2) mainly, from the fact that Daniel has always, from the earliest
knowledge which we have of the book, had a place in the canon.

The book has never, so far as we have any knowledge, been placed among
the apocryphal writings. It was evidently regarded by Josephus, speaking
the common sentiment of his countrymen, as having aplacein the
canonical writings; it was certainly so regarded by the authors of the
Tamud, though they assigned it a place in the third division, or Kethubim;
itis expressly so mentioned by Jerome, by Méelito, bishop of Sardis (170
A.D.), by Origen, by the Council of Laodicea (360-364 A.D.), by Cyril of
Jerusalem (350 A.D.), by Gregory Nazianzen (370 A.D.), by Athanasius of
Alexandria (326 A.D.), and by the author of the Synopsis Scripturae
Sacrae, who lived in the time of Athanasius. See Prof. Stuart on the Old
Testament, Appendix. From that time onward it is needless to show that
the book of Daniel has aways had a place in the canon of Scripture, and
been regarded as on alevel with the other writings of the sacred volume:
indeed, it has never had, so far as we have any historical information, any
other place than that, but wherever known, and wherever mentioned, it has
always been as a portion of the sacred writings.

(c) Itismoraly certain that it could not have been introduced into that
canon if it was the work of alater age, and if it was not believed, at the
time when the canon of the Old Testament was completed, or when the
books of the Old Testament were collected and arranged, by whomsoever
this was done, to have been the genuine work of Daniel. This point has
been considered already. The Jews were the most cautious of al peoplein
regard to their sacred books, and at an early period of their history the
contending sects of the Pharisees and Sadducees arose, and from the very
nature of their opinions, and the vigilance of the one against the other, it
was impossible that a book could be introduced into the sacred canon
which was not universally regarded as genuine and authentic. The exact
period, indeed, when these sects arose has not been determined, and cannot
now be; but it is put beyond a doubt that it was before the time of the
Maccabees. Josephus first mentions them (Ant. xiii. 5,9) under the high
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priest Jonathan (159-144 B.C.); but he mentions them, together with the
Essenes, as sects already fully and definitely formed. Winer thinks that the
spirit of Judaism, soon after the return from the exile, gave rise to afeeling
which led to the formation of the party of the Pharisees; and that this very
naturally called forth an opposition, which embodied itself in the party of
the Sadducees. In the time of John Hyrcanus, nephew of Judas
Maccabaeus, Josephus speaks of the Pharisees as having such influence
with the common people that “they would be believed even if they uttered
anything against the king or high priest.” The Sadducees were always
opposed to them; always watched al their movements, opinions, and aims
with jealousy; aways contended with them for power, and always
embodied in their own ranks no small part of the learning, the wealth, and
the influence of the nation. The main subject of division between them was
one that pertains to the very point before us. It was not the question about
the existence of angel or spirit, or the question of predestination, as has
been sometimes said, but it was “whether the Scriptures are to be regarded
asthe only rule of faith and practice.” The Pharisees insisted on the
authority of tradition, and claimed that the oral or unwritten law was of
equal authority with the written; while the Sadducees rejected all traditions
and ordinances of men not expressly sanctioned by the Scriptures. So
Josephus says expressly;

“Their custom was to regard nothing except the Laws (that is, the
written Laws — the Old Testament;) for they reckon it asavirtue
to dispute against the doctors in favor of the wisdom
(co@rac)™¢®” which they follow.”

— Ant. xviii. 1, 4. Again, in Ant. xiii. 10, 6, he says

“The Pharisees inculcated many rules upon the people, received
from the fathers, which are not written in the Law of Moses; and on
this account the sect of the Sadducees reject them, alleging that
those things are to be regarded as rules which are written” (in the
Scriptures), “but that the traditions of the fathers are not to be
observed.”

The rise of these contending sects mugt, at al events, be referred to atime
which preceded the Maccabees — the time when it is pretended by
objectors that the book of Daniel was composed. But the moment when
these two parties were formed, the extent of the Jewish Scriptures was, of
course, a matter that was fully and permanently decided. It isimpossible to
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suppose that the Sadducees would concede to their antagonists the right to
introduce new books into the canon, or that a new book could be
introduced without producing controversy. This would have been giving
up the very point in dispute. No book could be introduced, or could be
recognized as entitled to a place there, which was not acknowledged by
both parties as having been written by a true prophet, and as being believed
to be Divinely inspired. If the book of Daniel, then, was the work of that
age, and was falsely attributed to the Daniel of the exile, it isimpossible
that it could have been introduced into the canon.

(d) It may be asked, in addition, why, if the book of Daniel was written in
the time of the Maccabees, and was then introduced into the canon, the
book of Ecclesiasticus, and other books of the Apocrypha, were not also
introduced? If the book of Daniel was spurious, what was there that should
entitle that to a place in the canon which could not have been urged in
favor of the Book of Wisdom, or of some of the other books of the
Apocrypha? Y et these books never found a place in the canon, and were
never regarded as belonging to it; and there was, therefore, some reason
why Daniel had a place there which could not be applied to them. The only
reason must have been that the book of Daniel was regarded as the genuine
work of the Daniel of the exile, and therefore written by a prophet before
the times of inspiration ceased.

(3) I refer, thirdly, in proof of the genuineness and authenticity of the book
of Daniel, to the New Testament.

Daniel is expressly mentioned in the New Testament but once, and that is
by the Saviour, in “**Matthew 24:15, and in the parallel passagein
“EMark 13:14. In the former passage the Saviour says, “When ye,
therefore, shall see the abomination of desolation, spoken of by Daniel the
prophet, stand in the holy place (whoso readeth let him understand), then
let them which be in Judea flee into the mountains.” In the latter place —
the same passage reported by another writer — “But when ye shall see the
abomination of desolation spoken of by Danidl the prophet, standing where
it ought not (let him that readeth understand), then let them which bein
Judea,” etc.

These, it must be admitted, are the only places in the New Testament
where Daniel isdirectly quoted, though it cannot be denied that there are
others which seem to imply that the book was known, and that it was
intended to be referred to. Compare the argument in Hengstenberg,
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Authentie des Daniel, pp. 273-277. The passages of this nature referred to
by De Wette, Section 255, (3), and commonly relied on, are the following:

@] Peter 1:10ff — compared with —“**Daniel 12: 8ff

2 Thessalonians 2:3 — compared with — ““®Daniel 7:8,25
<] Corinthians 6:2 — compared with — “#Daniel 7:22
“=Hebrews 11:33 — compared with — Daniel 6

In regard to these passages, however, it may be doubted of some of them
(%72 Thessalonians 2:3; “*™1 Corinthians 6:2) whether thereisin them
any designed allusion to any prophet of the Old Testament; and of 1
Peter 1:10, that the allusion is so general that it cannot be demonstrated
that Peter had his eye on Daniel rather than on the other prophets, or that
he necessarily included Daniel in the number; and of the other passage
(F*®Hebrews 11:33), “ Stopped the months of lions,” that, from anything
that appears in the passage, it cannot be demonstrated that Paul meant to
refer to Danid, or, if he did, al that is there implied may have been
founded on atraditionary report of Daniel, and it cannot be adduced as
proof that he meant to refer to the book of Daniel. It cannot be denied that
thereis, in some respects, a very strong resemblance between the book of
Daniel and the book of Revelation, and that the book of Daniel was
familiar to the author of the Apocalypse; but still, as Danidl is not expressy
quoted or referred to, it cannot be demonstrated with certainty that John
meant to recognize the book as inspired. The argument, then, rests mainly,
if not exclusively, on the testimony of the Saviour.

And hereit is proper to say that, in this country, we may lay out of view, as
not worthy of attention, the remark of De Wette, that “ Christ neither
would (wollte) nor could (konnte), from the nature of the case, be a critical
authority,” Section 255, (3). In this argument it must be assumed, that if a
book of the Old Testament can be shown to have his sanction, it isto be
regarded as belonging to the inspired canon. Or, to state the proposition in
aform which cannot, on any account, be regarded as objectionable, the
point of inquiry is, to ascertain whether Christ did, or did not, regard the
book of Daniel as belonging to the canon of the inspired writings, and as
coming within the class which he, in “**John 5:39, and elsewhere, calls
“the Scriptures.”

Now, in regard to this reference to Daniel by the Saviour, considered as an
argument for the genuineness and authenticity of the book, the following
remarks may be made:
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(a) Thereisadistinct recognition of Daniel as an historical personage — as
aman. Thisis plain on the face of the quotation, for he refers to him as he
would to Moses, Isaiah, or Jeremiah. No one can believe that he regarded
Daniel as afictitious or fabulous personage, or that, in this respect, he
meant to speak of him as different from the most eminent of the ancient
prophets. Indeed, in all the doubts that have been expressed about the
genuineness of the book of Danidl, it has never been maintained that the
Lord Jesus did not mean to be understood as referring to Daniel asareal
historical personage.

(b) Herefersto him as a prophet: “When ye shall see the abomination of
desolation, spoken of by Daniel the prophet” — tov “****” mpogpntov
=429 Thisword he uses evidently, in its ordinary signification, as meaning
one who predicted future events, and as entitled to a rank among the true
prophets. It is the very word which Josephus, in a passage quoted above,
employs in relation to Daniel, and is manifestly used in the same sense. The
Saviour assigns him no inferior place among the prophets; regards him as
having uttered a true prediction, or a prediction which was to be fulfilled at
a period subsequent to the time when he was then speaking; and refers to
him, in this respect, as he would have done to any one of the ancient
inspired writers.

(c) He refers to him as the author of a book, and, by his manner of
gpeaking of him, and by the quotation which he makes, gives his sanction
to some well-known book of which he regarded Daniel as the author. This,
which if true settles the question about the testimony of the Saviour, is
apparent from the following considerations:

(1) From the very use of the word prophet here, it is evident, on the face of
the passage, that he refers to him in the use of this word, not as having
spoken the prediction, but as having recorded it; that the language is used
as it would have been of any other of the “prophets,” or of those who had
this appellation because they had made a record predicting future events. It
is clear that the word among the Jews had so far atechnical signification,
that this would at once be suggested on its use.

(2) Because he quotes the language found in the book of Daniel —
BSedvypmo “%¢” tng T epnuwoenc “2°. This very phrase occursin
the Greek trandation, in “**Daniel 12:11, and a sSimilar expression
(BoeAvypo “%” tmv “°% gpnuwcenv “2°°°7) occursin “Daniel 9:27;
and another similar expression (BéeAvypo “°*¢” npovicpevoy “2°%)



67

occurs in “*Daniel 11:31. The phrase, therefore, may be regarded as
belonging to Daniel, not only by the express mention of his name, but by
the fact that it does not elsewhere occur in the Sacred Scriptures.

(3) The same thing is apparent from the parenthetical expression, “Whoso
readeth, let him understand?’ The point of this remark isin the word
“readeth,” as referring to some written record. There has been, indeed,
much difference of opinion in regard to this phrase, whether it isto be
considered as the command of the Saviour that they who read the words of
Daniel should pay attention to its meaning; or whether it is the remark of
the evangelist, designed to call attention to the meaning of the prophecy,
and to the words of the Saviour. In my notes on the passage in
“EBMatthew 24:15, the opinion is expressed that these are the words of the
evangelist. It is proper now to say, that on a more careful consideration of
that passage, this seems to me to be very doubtful; but whether correct or
not, it would only vary the force of the argument by making Matthew the
speaker instead of the Saviour. It would still be an inspired testimony that,
at the time when Matthew wrote, there was a book which was understood
to be the production of Daniel, and that it was the intention of the
evangelist to rank him among the prophets, and to call particular attention
to what he had written. The interpretation of the parenthesis, it must be
admitted, however, is so uncertain that no argument can be founded on it
to demonstrate that Christ meant to call attention to the words of Daniel;
but the passage does prove that such words to be “read” were found in the
book, and that in order to determine their exact sense there was need of
close attention. Olshausen agrees with the interpretation of the parenthesis
expressed in my notes on Matthew, regarding it as the declaration of the
evangelist. The older expositors generally regard the parenthesis as the
words of the Saviour; more recent ones generally as the words of the
evangelist. The former opinion is defended by Hengstenberg. — Authen.
pp. 259, 260.

Whichever interpretation is adopted, it seems clear, from the above
remarks, that the Saviour meant to refer to Daniel as areal historical
personage, and to a well-known book bearing his name, as a genuine
production of the Daniel of the exile. If so, then the testimony of Christ is
expressy in favor of its canonical authority.

(4) | refer, fourthly, in proof of the genuineness and authenticity of the
book, or in proof that it was written by the Danidl of the captivity, to the
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fact that it had an existence before the times of the Maccabees, and was
referred to then as among the books having a Divine authority. This might,
indeed, be regarded as already demonstrated, if it had a place in the canon
of Scripture, as | have endeavored to show that it had; but there is other
proof of thisthat will go further to confirm the point. It will be recollected
that one of the main positions of those who deny its genuinenessiis, that it
was written in the time of the Maccabees by some one who assumed the
name of Daniel. The point now to be made out is, that there is direct
evidence that it had an existence before that time. In proof of this, | refer,

(a) To the testimony of Josephus. His statement is found in his Antiquities,
b. xi. chapter viii., in the account which he gives of the interview between
Alexander and the high priest Jaddua, in Jerusalem: “And when he went up
into the temple he offered sacrifices to God, according to the high priest’'s
directions; and magnificently treated both the high priest and the priests.
And when the book of Daniel was shown to him, wherein Daniel declared
that one of the Greeks should destroy the empire of the Persians, he
supposed that himself was the person intended. And as he was then glad,
he dismissed the multitude for the present; but the next day he called them
to him, and bade them ask what favors they pleased of him.” The
genuineness of this narrative has been examined at length by Hengstenberg,
Authen. pp. 277-288. In reference to that testimony the following remarks
may be made:

(1) The authority of Josephusis entitled to great credit, and his testimony
may be regarded as good proof of a historical fact.

(2) Thereis here express mention of “the book of Daniel” as a book
existing in the time of Alexander, and as shown to him, in which he was so
manifestly referred to that he at once recognized the alusion. The passages
referred to are the following: “®Danidl 7:6; 8:3-8,21,22; 11:3,4. For the
evidence that these passages relate to Alexander, the reader isreferred to
the notes on them respectively. It is clear that if they were read to
Alexander, and if he regarded them, as applying to himself, he could not
doubt that his victory over the Persians would be certain.

(3) There is every probability in the circumstances of the case, that, if the
Jewish high priest was in possession of the book of Daniel at that time,
with so clear areference to a Grecian conqueror, he would show those
passages to him, for nothing would be more likely to appease his wrath,
and to obtain protection for the Jews in Jerusalem, and for those who were
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scattered in the lands where it was manifest that he purposed to extend his
conquests. And

(4) it may be presumed that, as a consequence of this: Alexander would
grant to the Jews all that Josephus says that he did. The best way of
accounting for the favor which Josephus says he did show to the Jews, is
the fact which he states, that these predictions were read to him
announcing his success in his projected wars. Thus Josephus says, as a
consequence of these predictions being shown to him (Ant. ut supra), “And
as he was then glad, he dismissed the multitude for the present; but the
next day he called them to him, and bade them ask what favors they
pleased of him. Accordingly the high priest desired that they might enjoy
the laws of their forefathers, and might pay no tribute the seventh year.
Thiswas readily granted. And when they entreated that he would permit
the Jews in Babylon and Media to enjoy their own laws aso, he willingly
promised to do hereafter what they desired. And when he said to the
multitude, that if any of them would enlist themselvesin his army, on the
condition that they should continue under the laws of their forefathers, and
live according to them, he was willing to take them with him, many were
ready to accompany him in hiswars.”

Thereisintrinsic probability that this account in Josephusis true, and the
main historical facts, as stated by Josephus, are vouched for by other
writers.

“That Alexander was personaly in Judea, Pliny testifies, Hist. Nat.
xii. 26. That Palestine voluntarily surrendered to him istestified in

Arrian’s History of Alexander, ii. 25. That he was met by the high

priest and his brethren dressed in turbans, is testified by Justin (xi.

10), who says: Obvios cum infulis multos orientis regis habuit.” —
(See Stuart on Danidl, p. 408.)

There is, therefore, the highest degree of probability that this narrative of
Josephusistrue; and if thisis a correct historical narrative, theniit is clear
that the book of Daniel, containing, in respect to the conquests of
Alexander, the same passages that are now applied to him, was in existence
long before the time of the Maccabees. This occurred in 332 B.C.; and if
this account is correct, then “the book of Daniel, asit now exists, was
current among the Jews as a sacred book at |east sonic 168-170 years
before the time when, according to the critics of the skeptical schoal, the
book could be written.”
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(b) The same thing may be inferred from a passage in the Apocrypha In 1
Macc. 2:49-68, the dying Mattathias is said, in an exhortation to his sons to
be “zealous for the law, and to give their lives for the covenant of their
fathers,” to have referred to the ancient examples of piety and fortitude
among the Hebrews, mentioning, among others, Abraham, “found faithful
in temptation;” Joseph, who “in atime of distress kept the commandments,
and was made lord of Egypt;” Joshua, who, for fulfilling the word was
made ajudge in Isragl; Caleb, who for “bearing witness before the
congregation received the heritage of the land;” David, Elias, Ananias,
Azarias, and Misagl, and then (1 Macc. 2:60) he mentions Daniel in these
words. “Daniel, for hisinnocency, was delivered from the mouth of lions.”
Here is an evident reference to the history of Daniel as we have it (Daniel
6); and although it is true that such an account might be handed down by
tradition, and that such areference as this might be made if there were
nothing more than mere tradition, yet it is also true that thisis such a
reference as would be made if the book were in existence then asit is now,
and true also that the other references are, mostly at least, to written
accounts of the worthies who are there mentioned. If there were no
positive evidence to the contrary, the primafacie proof in this quotation
would be, that Mattathias referred to some well-known written record of
Danidl.

(c) Thefact of the existence of the book before the time of the Maccabees,
may be inferred from its trandation by the authors of the Septuagint. The
fact that the book was translated with the other Hebrew and Chaldee
books of the Old Testament, is a proof that it had an existence at an early
period, and that it was worthy, in the estimation of the trangdlators, of a
place among the sacred books of the Jews.

(5) I refer, fifthly, in proof of the genuineness and authenticity of the book,
to the language in which it is written. We have already seen that it is
written partly in Hebrew and partly in Chaldee. The argument to which |
refer from thisfact, in proof of the genuineness of the book, consists of the
following things:

(a) The language is such as it might be expected it would be on the
supposition that Daniel was the real author. Daniel was by birth a Hebrew.
He was probably born in Jerusalem, and remained there until he was about
twelve or fifteen years of age (see Section 1.), when he was removed to
Babylon. In his youth, therefore, he had used the Hebrew language, and his
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early education had been in that language. In Babylon he was instructed in
the language and literature of the Chaldeans, and probably became as
familiar with the language of the Chaldeans, as he was with his native
tongue. Both these languages he undoubtedly spoke familiarly, and
probably used them with the same degree of ease. That the book,
therefore, is written in both these languages accords with this
representation; and, if written by one man, it must have been composed by
one who was thus familiar with both. It is true that the fact that Daniel
could thus speak the two languagesisin itself no proof that he was the
author, but the fact that it was so written accords with the circumstances of
the case. His early training, and the fact that the book is written in the two
languages with which it is known he was familiar, furnish a coincidence,
such as would occur on the supposition that he was the author; and a
coincidence, like those adverted to by Dr. Paley in his argument in favor of
the genuineness of the New Testament (Horae Pauliag), the more valuable
becauseit is clear that it was undesigned.

But why the book was written in two languages is a question that is not so
easily solved, and which it is not necessary to solve. No reason isgiven in
the book itself; none appears from anything in the design of the portions
written respectively in Hebrew and Chaldee. There is nothing apparent in
these portions of the book which would lead us to suppose that one was
designed to be read by the Hebrews and the other by the Chaldeans, or, as
it is often affirmed (comp. Horne, Introduction, val. iv. p. 193), that one
portion “treats of the Chaldean or Babylonian affairs.” Thereisno
particular “trestment” of the Chaldean or Babylonian affairs, for example,
in the seventh chapter, where the Chaldean portion ends, anymore than in
the eighth, where the Hebrew is resumed, and, in fact, no internal reason
can be assigned why one of those chapters should have been written in
Chaldee or Hebrew rather than the other or both. The same remark is
applicable to the first and second chapters, and indeed to every portion of
the book; and the reason which induced the author to write different
portions of it in different languages must be forever unknown. This does
not, however, affect the force of the argument which | am suggesting.

(b) The circumstance now adverted to may be regarded as of some force in
showing that it is not probable that the book was forged, and especialy
that it was not forged in the time of the Maccabees. It is an unusua thing
for aman to attempt to forge a book in two languages; and though cases
have occurred in great numbers where a man could so familiarly writein
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two languages that he could do this, yet this would not be likely to occur in
the time of the Maccabees. It was probably a very uncommon thing at that
time that a man was so familiar with the two languages that he could write
readily in each, for there are no writings extant in either of these languages
in that age; and it iswell known that the Hebrew language became grestly
adulterated by foreign admixtures soon after the return from the exile, and
never regained the purity which it had in the early periods of its history.

(c) To these considerations it may be added, that if the book was written in
the times of the Maccabees, or at alater period, there is every reason to
suppose that it would have been written in the Greek language. This
appears from the fact that all the books which we have of that age are
written in Greek, and that the Greek at that time had become so prevalent
that it would be natural that it should be used. Thus all the books of the
Apocrypha, and those parts which process to be additions to the book of
Danidl, as the Song of the Three Holy Children, the History of Susanna,
and the Destruction of Bel and the Dragon, are found only in Greek, and
there is no evidence that they were ever written in Hebrew or Chaldee.
(See Section 1V. of this Introduction.) If the book of Daniel itself was
written in that age, why was not it also written in Greek? Or why should
the book, as we have it now, if it were aforged book, have been written in
Hebrew and Chaldee, and those other portions, which the author seemsto
have designed should be regarded as belonging to the book, have been
written in Greek? There are none of the books of the Apocrypha of which
thereis any evidence that they were written in Hebrew or Chaldee. The
only one of those books for which such a claim has been set up is the book
of Ecclesiasticus. That is affirmed by the Son of Sirach (see the Prologue)
to have been written originally by his grandfather in Hebrew, and to have
been trandated by himsalf into Greek. But the Hebrew origina is not in
existence; nor isthere any certain evidence that it ever was. Itisan
additional circumstance, showing that a book of the Maccabaean age
would have been written in Greek, that even Berosus, who was himself a
Chaldean, wrote his history of Chaldeain Greek. (See Introduction to
chapter iv. Section 1.)

To all these considerations, which seem to me of themselves to settle the
guestion, I may be permitted to add a very ingenious argument of Prof.
Stuart, in his own words; an argument which, | think, no one can answer.
(Commentary on Danidl, pp. 438-449).
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“The accurate knowledge which the writer of the book of Daniel
displays, of ancient history, manners, and customs, and Oriental
Babylonian peculiarities, shows that he must have lived at or near
the time and place when and where the book |eads us to suppose
that he lived.

“A great variety of particulars might be adduced to illustrate and
confirm this proposition; but | aim only to introduce the leading and
more striking ones.

“(a) In drawing the character of Nebuchadnezzar, and giving some
brighter spotsto it, Daniel agrees with hints of the like nature in
“ZJeremiah 42:12; 39:11. If awriter in the Maccabaean age had
undertaken, asis asserted, to symbolize Antiochus Epiphanes by
drawing the character of Nebuchadnezzar, it would be difficult to
conceive how he would have been persuaded to throw into the
picture these mellower tints.

“(b) In drawing the portrait of Belshazzar, the last king of Babylon,
Daniel agrees very strikingly with Xenophon. In this latter writer,
he appears as a debauched, pleasure-loving, cruel, and impious
monarch. Cyrop. (iv. v.) represents him as killing the son of
Gobryas, one of his nobles, because he had anticipated him, while
hunting, in striking down the game. When the father remonstrated,
he replied, that he was sorry only that he had not killed him aso. In
lib. v. 2, heis styled haughty and abusive. One of his concubines
spoke in praise of Gadates, a courtier, as a handsome man The king
invited him to a banquet, and there caused him to be seized and
unmanned. It isall in keeping with this, when he appearsin Daniél
5. In hisintoxication and pride, he orders the sacred vessels of the
Jerusalem temple to be profaned; and Daniel is so disgusted with
his behavior, that he does not, as in the case of Nebuchadnezzar
(Danid 6) disclose any strong sympathy for him, but denounces
unqualified destruction. Xenophon calls this king avociog %2,

“(c) Cyaxares (Darius the Mede) in Daniel is drawn by Xenophon
as devoted to wine and women (Cyropl. iv.) In “®Daniel 6:18, itis
mentioned of Darius, as an extraordinary thing, that after he saw
the supposed ruin of Daniel, he neither approached his table nor his
harem. Xenophon speaks of him as indolent, averse to business, of
small understanding, vain, without self-restraint, and easily thrown
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into tears; and then, moreover, as subject to violent outbursts of
passion (iv. v.) In Daniel he appears as wholly governed by his
courtiers; they flatter his vanity, and obtain the decree intended to
destroy Daniel. Daniel’ s supposed impending fate throws him into
lamentation, and he betakes himself to fasting and vigils; and when
he learns the safety of his Hebrew servant, he sentences his
accusers, with al their wives and children, to be thrown into the
lions den, “Daniel 6:18-24.

“Now as there was no history of these times and kings among the
Hebrews, and none among the Greeks that gave any minute
particulars, in what way did alate writer of the book of Daniel
obtain his knowledge?

“(d) When in “*Daniel 1:21, it is stated that Daniel continued until
the “first year of Cyrus,” without any specification when this was,
the writer seems plainly to suppose his readers to be familiar with
this period. It istrue, that from the book of Ezra a knowledge of
that time, the period of Jewish liberation, might be gained; but the
familiar manner of the reference to it indicates that the Writer feels
himself to be addressing those who were cognizant of matters
pertaining to the period.

“(e) In Daniel 1 and 2 we are told that king, Nebuchadnezzar
besieged Jerusalem, took it, and sent Daniel and his companions to
Babylon. There they were taken under the care and instruction of
learned men among the Chaldees, and trained up for the personal
service of the king. The period of training was three years. At the
close of this, they were examined and approved by the king; and
soon after this occurred Nebuchadnezzar’ s first dream, which
Daniel was summoned to interpret. This dream is said to be in the
second year of Nebuchadnezzar’ s reign. Here, then, is an apparent
parachronism. How could Daniel have been taken and sent into
exile by king Nebuchadnezzar, educated three years, and then be
caled to interpret adream in the second year of Nebuchadnezzar’s
reign? The solution of this difficulty | have already exhibited in an
Exc. at the end of the commentary on Daniel 1. | need not repeat
the process here. It amounts simply to this, namely, that
Nebuchadnezzar is caled king in “*Danid 1:1, by way of
anticipation; a usage followed by Kings, Chronicles, and Jeremiah.
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Before he quitted Judea he became actual king by the death of his
father; and the Jews, in speaking of him as commanding the
invading army, aways called him king. But in Dan 2:1,
Nebuchadnezzar is spoken of in the Chaldee mode of reference to
his actua reign. Thisleaves some four years for Danidl’ s discipline
and service. But to those who were not familiar with the Jewish
mode of speaking in respect to Nebuchadnezzar, it would naturally
and inevitably appear like a parachronism, or even a downright
contradiction of dates. Y et the writer has not aword of explanation
to make. He evidently feels asif all were plain to his readers (as
doubtless it was). But awriter of the Maccabaean age would
plainly have seen and avoided the difficulty.

“(f) In “**Daniel 5:30, it is stated that Belshazzar was dain; but not
aword is said descriptive of the manner in which this was brought
about, nor even that the city of Babylon was taken. The next verse
simply mentions that Darius the Mede took the kingdom. All this
brevity seems to imply, that the writer supposed those whom he
was addressing to be cognizant of the whole matter. Had he lived in
the Maccabaean age, would he have written thus respecting events
so interesting and important? In like manner Danidl (*™Daniel
10:1, following) tells us, that in the third year of Cyrus, Daniel
mourned and fasted three weeks. But not aword is said to explain
the occasion of this peculiar and extraordinary humiliation. If we
turn now to **Ezra 4:1-5, we shall find an account of a
combination among the enemies of the Jews to hinder the building
of the city walls, which was successful, and which took placein the
third year of Cyrus' reign, i.e., the same year with Daniel’s
mourning. There can scarcely be a doubt that this was the occasion
of that mourning, for certainly it was no ritual, legal, or ordinary
fast. The manner now in which Daniel 10 iswritten plainly imports
that the writer feels no need of giving explanations. He takes it for
granted that his readers will at once perceive the whole extent of
the matter. But how, in the Maccabaean age, could a writer
suppose this knowledge within the grasp of his readers?

“(0) In Danidl 2, the dream isinterpreted as indicating the
destruction of the Babylonian empire by the Medo-Persians.
Abydenus, in his singular account of Nebuchadnezzar’ s last hours
(given on p. 122 above), represents this king as wrapped into a kind
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of prophetic ecstasy, and in this state as declaring his fearful
anticipations of the Medo-Persian conquest. How came such a
coincidence?

“(h) In “**Daniel 4:30, Nebuchadnezzar isintroduced as saying, Is
not this great Babylon which | have built? Recent critics allege this
to be amistake. ‘Ctesias,” they tell us, *attributes the building of
Babylon to Semiramis (Bahr Ctes. p. 397, following), and
Herodotus (i. 181, following) ascribes it to Semiramis and
Nitocris.” My answer is, that Ctesias follows the Assyrian tradition,
and Herodotus the Persian. But Berosus and Abydenus give us the
Babylonian account; which is, that Nebuchadnezzar added much to
the old town, built a magnificent royal palace, surrounded the city
with new walls, and adorned it with a vast number of buildings.
Well and truly might he say that he had built it, meaning (as he
plainly did) its magnificent structures. It was not any falsehood in
his declaration which was visited with speedy chastisement, but the
pride and vain-glory of his boasting gave offence to heaven. But
how came a writer of the Maccabaean period to know of al this
matter? No Greek writer has told anything about Nebuchadnezzar
or his doings. To Berosus and Abydenus, awriter of the

M accabaean age could hardly have had access. Herodotus and
Ctesias told another and different story. Whence, then, did he get
his knowledge of the part which Nebuchadnezzar had acted in the
building of the city? And yet the account of it in Daniel accords
entirely with both Berosus and Abydenus. Even the account of
Nebuchadnezzar’ s madness is virtually adverted to in these writers:
see above, p. 122, following.

“(i) In “**Daniel 5:10-12 isintroduced a personage styled the
gueen, not because she was Belshazzar’ s wife, for the latter was
already in the banqueting-room (**Daniel 5:3,23), but probably
because she was a queen-mother. Not improbably this was the
Nitocris of Herodotus; and Berosus, Diod. Sic. (ii. 10), and Alex.
Polyhist (in Chronicles Armen.), al say that Nitocris was awife of
Nebuchadnezzar. If so, she might have had much to do with
ornamenting the city both before and after Nebuchadnezzar’ s death;
and this will account for the great deference paid to her by
Belshazzar, asrelated in “**Daniel 5:10-12. It is one of those
accidental circumstances which speaks much for the accordance of
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Daniel with the narrations of history. It is, moreover, a
circumstance about which awriter of the Maccabaean age cannot
well be supposed to have known anything.

“And since we are now examining Daniel 5, it may be proper to
note another circumstance. We have seen, that at Babylon the
wives and concubines of the king were, without any scruple,
present at the feast. But in Est. 1 we have an account of the
positive refusal of queen Vashti to enter the guest-chamber of
Ahasuerus. In other words, thiswas, and is, against the general
custom of the East. How came a writer of the Maccabaean period
to know this distinction between the customs of Babylon and of
Persia? The author of the Septuagint Version, a contemporary of
this period, knows so little of such a matter that he even leaves out
the passage respecting the presence of women at the feast. Why?
Plainly because he thought this matter would be deemed incredible
by hisreaders. In Xen. Cyrop. (v. 2, 28,) is an account of afeast of
Belshazzar, where his concubines are represented as being present.
Not only so, but we have elsewhere, in Greek and Roman writers,
abundant testimony to usages of this kind, in their accounts of the
Babylonian excesses. But how comes it about, that the forger of the
book of Daniel, whose familiarity with those writingsis not
credible, should know so much more of Babylonian customs than
the Septuagint translator?

“(j) Of the manner in which Babylon was taken, and Belshazzar
dain, Daniél has not given us any minute particulars. But he has
told us that the Medes and Persians acquired the dominion of
Babylon (**Daniel 5:28), and that Darrius the M ede succeeded
Belshazzar. The manner in which he announces the slaying of
Belshazzar ("™ Daniel 5:30) shows that the event was altogether
sudden and unexpected. Now Herodotus (1. 190) and Xenophon
(Cyrop. VI1.) have told us, that Cyrus diverted the waters of the
Euphrates, and marched in its channel into the heart of Babylon,
and took the city in asingle night. They tell usthat the Babylonians
were in the midst of feast-rioting that night, and were unprepared
to meet the enemy, who were not expected in the city. How entirely
all this harmonizes with Danidl is quite plain. Gesenius himself
acknowledges that thisis sehr auffallend, i.e, very striking. He has
even acknowledged, in amoment of more than usua candor and
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concession, that **1saiah 44:27 has a definite reference to the
stratagem of Cyrusin taking the city. In connection with a
prediction concerning Cyrus, Jehovah is here represented as saying
to the deep, ‘Be dry; yea, | will dry up thy rivers.” Soin
“Jeremiah 50:38, ‘A drought is upon her waters, and they shall be
dried up;’ and again, ***Jeremiah 5136, ‘| will dry up her sea
(river), and make her springs dry.” If the book of Daniel isto be
cast out as alate production, and as spurious, because it seems to
predict the sudden capture of Babylon in one night, by the Medes?
and Persians, what is to be done with these passages of Isaiah and
Jeremiah Even the Neologists, although they maintain a later
composition in respect to those parts of the prophets which have
just been cited, still do not venture to place that composition post
eventum. If not, then there is prediction; and this, too, of a strange
event, and one so minute and specific, that guessing is out of
question. If, then, Isaiah and Jeremiah predicted, why might not a
Daniel aso predict?

“Another circumstance there is also in which al three of these
prophets are agreed. According to Daniel 5, Babylon was feasting
and carousing on the night of its capture. In **1saiah 215, we
have the like: ‘ Prepare the table ... Eat, drink; arise, ye princes, and
anoint the shield,” i.e., rise up from your feast-table, and make
ready for assault. So “**Jeremiah 51:39, ‘| will prepare their feasts,
and | will make them drunken, that they may rejoice, and deep a
perpetual sleep, and not wake, saith the Lord.’

“If now awriter of the Maccabaean period had undertaken to write
the story of the capture of Babylon, is there any probability that he
would have hit upon all these circumstances, so peculiar and so
concordant? Conversant with the native Greek historians we cannot
well suppose him to have been, for Greek literature was regarded
as reproachful by the Jews of that period, and even down to the
time of Josephus, who speaks strongly on this subject.

“(k) Daniel ("™ Danid 5:30) relates the violent death of Belshazzar
when the city was taken. In this particular he is vouched for by
Xenophon, Cyrop. VII. v. 24,30. So do **1saiah 14:18-20; 21:2-9;
< Jeremiah 50:29-35; 51:57, declare the same thing. But here
Berosus and Abydenus dissent, both of them representing the
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Babylonian king as surrendering, and as being treated humanely by
Cyrus. How comesiit, if the forger of the book of Daniel wrote
about 160 B.C., that he did not consult those authors on
Babylonian affairs? Or if (as was surely the fact in regard to most
Jewish writers at that period) he had no familiarity with Greek
authors, then where did he obtain his views about the death of
Belshazzar? For afull discussion of this matter, see p. 147,
following, above. There can scarcely be a doubt that the account of
Daniel and Xenophon is the true one.

“Xenophon relates, that the party which assailed the palace, who
were led on by Gobryas and Gadates, fell upon the guards who
were carousing, mpog ~*** em¢ “***"" moAv “*¥¥7 | i.e, at broad
daylight: ( “Singular, that in acritical edition and commentary on
Xenophon, now before me, thisis rendered before a good fire.

First, the Greek words do not allow this. Secondly, the Babylonians
need and have no fires for warmth. Thirdly, Cyrus would not have
drained the Euphrates, and marched hisarmy in its channel, at a
time when fires were needed for warmth.”) (Cyrop. VII. 5,27).

In other words, the Persians did not accomplish their onset upon
the palace until the night was far spent, and daylight was dawning.
How now are matters presented in the book of Daniel? First, there
isthe feast (of course in the evening); then the quaffing of wine;
then the handwriting on the wall; then the assembling of all the
Magi to interpret it; then the introduction of Daniel, whose
interpretation was followed by his being clothed with the insignia of
nobility, and being proclaimed the third ruler in the kingdom. All
this must of course have taken up most of the night. Here, then,
one writer confirms and illustrates the other. A pseudo-Daniel
would not have risked such a statement as the true one has made,
for, at first view, the matter seemsincredible, and it is charged
upon the book as such. But Xenophon has freed it from all
difficulties.

“Daniel (Daniel 5) also declares that Belshazzar wasa son, i.e., a
descendant, of Nebuchadnezzar. An appeal is made to Berosus and
Megasthenes, to show that this was not true. Y et they do not so
testify, but only that Belshazzar was “not of the regular ling” of
heirs of the throne. He might still have been a younger son of
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Nebuchadnezzar, or a son of Nebuchadnezzar’ s daughter. Now
Herodotus agrees with Danidl, i. 188; i. 74. So does Xenophon.
And as the other authors have not in reality contradicted this, what
reason is there for refusing to believe? See the discussion of this
topic at large, p. 144, following.

“It certainly deserves to be noted, that, in part, the book of Daniel
ison the side of the Greek writers, and against Berosus and
Abydenus, where the representations of the latter may be justly
regarded as designed to save the honor and credit of the
Babylonians; in part aso is Daniel on the side of the latter, and
against the Greek writers, i.e., in cases where there is no reason to
suppose the native historians to be partial. The media via appearsin
this case to be hit upon, by the smple pursuit of historical truth in
the narratives of the book before us.

“Again, in “*Daniel 5:31, we have an assurance that Darius the
Mede assumed the throne of Babylon. Here Herodotus and Ctesias
are slent; but here Xenophon fully confirms the account given by
Daniel. Herodotus himself states (i. 95) that there were two other
modes of telling the story of Cyrus besides that which he follows;
and that of Xenophon and Danidl is probably one of these. Thisis
confirmed by **1saiah 13:17, where the Mede is declared to be the
leading nation in destroying Babylon, and the sameisalso said in
“Jeremiah 51:11,28. In #**saiah 21:2, both Media and Persia are
mentioned. The silence of Herodotus and Ctesias cannot disprove a
matter of this kind. See afull discussion of the topic, p. 148,
following.

“Danid (*™Daniel 6:1) states that Darius set over his kingdom 120
satraps. Xenophon (Cyrop. VIII. 6,1, following) relates that satraps
were set over al the conquered nations, when Cyrus wasin
Babylon. He speaks of the appointments as made by Cyrus; and
doubtless they were, since he was the only acting governor of
Babylon, and vicegerent of the king. No lesstrueisit, that to
Darius aso, as supreme, may the appointment be attributed. How
came the alleged late writer of Daniel to know this? Xenophon
mentions no express number. The book of Esther (™™ Esther 1:1)
mentions 127 satraps. Why did not our late writer copy that
number in order to remove suspicion as to so great a number of
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those high officers? And how isit that 120 in Daniel is objected to
as an incredible number, when the empire was actually as large at
the time of their appointment, asit wasin the time of Xerxes, as
exhibited in Est. 1:1? The Septuagint trandator of Daniel, who
belonged to the Maccabaean age, did not venture to write 120, as it
seems, but 127 (so in Cod. Chis.), thus according with Est. 1:1, and
leaning upon that passage. He seems evidently to have felt that the
story of so many satrapies must be supported by the book of
Esther, in order to be believed. He even, in his ignorance of history,
trandates “*Daniel 5:31 thus: ‘ And Artaxerxes, the Mede, took
the kingdom,” probably meaning the Persian Artaxerxes
Longimanus.

“(I) It isworthy of remark, that the order of the two nations, Medes
and Persians, is to be found in strict accordance with the idiom of
the times. Thusin “®Danid 6:8,12,15, we have the Medes and
Persians; but after Cyrus comes to the throne, the order is
invariably Persians and Medes. So in the book of Esther, the law of
the Persians and Medes shows the same change of usus loquendi.
Would a Pseudo-Daniel have been likely to note such a small
circumstance?

“Itisaso noted (“™Daniel 5:31), that when Darius took the
kingdom, he was threescore and two years old. From his history,
his reign, and his descent from Ahasuerus (***Danidl 9:1), this
seems altogether probable. But no other author states his age. The
fact that it is donein Daniel betokens afamiliarity of the writer with
the minutiae of his history. So does the mention that in the first year
of hisreign Daniel took into most serious consideration the
prophecy of Jeremiah respecting the seventy years' exile of the
Hebrews.

“Thusfar, then, al iswell. All seemsto be in conformity with true
history, so far as we can ascertain it. It is not upon one or two
particulars that we would lay stress. We acknowledge that these
might have been traditionally known, and accurately reported. It is
on the tout ensemble of the historical matters contained in the book
that stressisto belaid. And certainly it would be very singular if all
these cirumstances should be true and consistent, and yet the book
be written in the Maccabaean period.
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“How isit with the best historical books of that period? The first
book of the Maccabees is, in the main, atrustworthy and veracious
book. But how easy it isto detect errorsin it, both in respect to
geography and history! In 1 Macc. 87, it isrelated that the Romans
took Antiochus the Great prisoner alive. But this never happened.
They gained a great victory over him, and took away many of his
provinces; but he himself escaped their grasp. In 1 Macc. 8:8, itis
said that they took from him the land of India, Media, and Lydia
But neither India nor Media ever belonged to him. The efforts to
show that Mysiawas originally written instead of Media, are of
course but mere guesses; and if true, India still remains. More likely
isit that the author himself put Mediafor Mysia, and if so, then this
does not mend the matter. In 1 Macc. 8:9,10, it isrelated, that ‘the
Greeks resolved to send an army to Rome and destroy it; but that
the Romans learning this, sent forth an army, who sew many,
carried away numerous captives of their women and children, laid
hold of their strong places, and took possession of their lands, and
reduced the people of Syriato servitude unto this day.” Now
nothing of all this ever happened. There was indeed a fracas
between the AEtolians and the Romans at that period; but it was
soon made up, without any ravages of war, or any servitude.
Further, the author, in 1 Macc. 8:15, represents the Roman Senate
as consisting of 320 members, continually administering the
government. He goes on to state (1 Macc. 8:16), that they choose a
ruler annually, and that all obey this one. Every tyro in Roman
history knows how unfounded all thisis. And what shall we say of
the very first sentence in the book, which tells us that Alexander,
the son of Philip, smote Darius, king of the Persians and Medes,
and then reigned in his stead over Greece? In 1 Macc. 1.6, he states
that the same Alexander, about to die, made a partition of his
empire among his chiefs — athing that took place some
considerable time afterward, partly by mutual agreement, and partly
by force. In 1 Macc. 6:1, he makes Elymais atown instead of a
province.

“Such are some of the specimens of this writer’s errors ha
geography and history. That he was a grave, enlightened, and
veracious writer, in the main, is conceded by all. But if in things so
plain, and transactions so recent, he commits so many errors as
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have been specified, what would he have done if the scene had been
shifted from near countries to the remote places where the book of
Danid findsits circle of action?

“As to the second book of the Maccabees, it is so notorious for
errors and mistakes, that very little credit has been attached to it on
the part of intelligent critics. It is not once to be named in
comparison with the book of Daniel. It must have been written
when a knowledge of historical events was confused, and at a very
low ebb. The book of Tobit, which originated in or near the

M accabaean period, exhibits not only aromantic, and, as it were,
fairy tale, but contains historical and geographical difficulties
incapable of solution; also physical phenomena are brought to view
which are incredible. It is needless to specificate them here. De
WEette' s Einleit. presents them, Section 309.

“We have dwelt hitherto, under our 5th head, mainly on things of a
historical nature, i.e., events and occurrences. Let us now examine
anumber of things that are of a miscellaneous nature, which it
would be somewhat difficult, if not useless, to classify throughout,
but most of which are connected with manners, customs,
demeanour, etc.

“(m) Daniel makes no mention in his book of prostration before the
king in addressing him. O king, live for ever! was the usual
greeting. Arrian (iv.) testifies that the story in the East was, that
Cyrus was the first before whom prostration was practiced. It is
easy to see how this came about. With the Persians, the king was
regarded as the representative of Ormusd, and therefore entitled to
adoration. Nebuchadnezzar was high enough in claims to
submission and honor; but not aword of exacting adoration from
those who addressed him. How could a Pseudo-Daniel know of this
nice distinction, when all the Oriental sovereigns of whom he had
any knowledge had, at |east for four centuries, exacted prostration
from all who approached them?

“(n) In mere prose (***Daniel 1:2) Babylonis called by the old
name, Shinar (“Genesis 11:2; 14:1); and as an old name, it is
poetically used once by Isaiah (¥**1saiah 11:11), and once by
Zechariah (¥Zechariah 5:11). Now Shinar was the vernacular
name of what foreigners called Babylonia; and it was easy and
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natural for Daniel to call it so. But how or why came a Pseudo-
Daniel to such a use of the word? Babylon he would naturally, and
almost with certainty, call it.

“(0) Danid (*™Daniel 1:5) tells us that the Hebrew lads were to be
fed from the king' s table. Such a custom, even in respect to royal
prisoners, Jeremiah (***Jeremiah 52:33,34) discloses. Among the
Persians this was notorious, and extended to the whole corps

d elites of the soldiery. Ctesias tells us that the king of Persiadaily
fed 15,000 men. How came the late writer of Daniel to be
acquainted with a minute circumstance of the nature of that before
us?

“(p) Daniel and his companions received Chaldee names, some of
which are compounded of the names of their false gods. In *%2
Kings 24:17, Nebuchadnezzar is reported to have changed the
name of king Mattaniah into Zedekiah. How did the late forger of
the book come by the notion of assigning to his Hebrew heroes the
names of idol-gods? The rigorous attachment to all that was
Jewish, and the hearty hatred of paganism by all the piousin the
time of the Maccabees, makes it difficult to account for his course.

“(q) In “™Danid 2:1, the Babylonian mode of reckoning timeis
introduced, viz, the second year of Nebuchadnezzar. Where else,
unlessin ™ Ezekid 1:1, is this employed? How did the late
interpolator of the sacred books come to betake himsalf to this
mode of reckoning, and especially since it apparently contradicts
“Daniel 1:1, and “*Daniel 1:18? See the solution of the
difficulty, in Exc. |. (See the appendix to Danidl.)

“(r) In “**Danid 2:5; 3:29, one part of the threatened punishment
is, that the houses of the transgressors should be turned into a
dunghill, or rather a morass-heap. Here an intimate acquaintance
with the Babylonian mode of building is developed. The houses
were mostly constructed of sun-baked bricks, or with those slightly
burned; and when once demolished, the rain and dew would soon
dissolve the whole mass, and make them sink down, in that wet
land near the river, into amiry place of clay, whenever the westher
was wet.
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“(s) In ™ Daniel 3:1, the plain of Durais mentioned; a name found
nowhere else, yet mentioned here as a place familiar to the original

readers of the book, inasmuch as no explanation is added. Whence
did the Pseudo-Daniel derive this name?

“(t) In “**Danid 2:5; 3:6, we find the punishment of hewing to
pieces and burning in ovens mentioned. testimony to such modes of
punishment may be found in ®**Ezekiel 16:40; 23:25; and
“#2Jeremiah 29:22. But such a mode of punishment could not exist
among the Persians, who were fire-worshippers; and accordingly, in
Daniel 6 we find casting into a den of lions as substituted for it.

“(u) In Daniel 3 we find not only a huge idol (in keeping with the
Babylonian taste), but also a great variety of musical instruments
employed at the dedication of it. Quintus Curtius has told us, that
when Alexander the Great entered Babylon, ‘there were in the
procession singing Magi ... and artists playing on stringed
instruments of a peculiar kind, accustomed to chant the praises of
theking' (lib. v. 3).

“(v) According to Herod. I. 195, the Babylonian costume consisted
of three parts — first, the wide and long pantaloons for the lower
part of the person; secondly, awoolen shirt; and, thirdly, alarge
mantle with agirdle round it. On the cylinder rolls found at
Babylon, Munter (Relig. d. Bab. s. 96) discovered the same
costume. In “*Danid 3:21, the same three leading and principal
articles of dress are particularized. Other parts of Clothing are
merely referred to, but not specificated; but these garments being
large and loose, and made of delicate material, are mentioned in
order to show how powerless the furnace was, since they were not
even singed. How did a Pseudo-Daniel obtain such particulars as
these?

“(w) Danid ("™ Daniel 5:16) shows that the regal token of honor
bestowed was a collet or golden chain put round the neck.
Brissonius, in hiswork on the Persian dominion, has shown the
same custom among the Persian kings, who, not improbably,
borrowed it from the Babylonians.

“(X) In “*Daniel 6:8, ‘the laws of the Medes which change not’ are
mentioned. In Est. 1:19; 8:8, we have repeated mention of this
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same peculiar custom. The reason of this probably was, that the
king was regarded as the impersonation of Ormusd, and therefore
asinfdlible.

“(y) In “**Daniel 7:9, we have a description of the Divine throne as
placed upon movable wheels. The same we find in Ezekid 1; 10;
which rendersit quite probable that the Babylonian throne was
constructed in this way, so that the monarch might movein
processions, with al the insignia of royalty about him.

“(2) It deserves special remark, that Daniel has given individual
classifications of priests and civilians, such as are nowhere else
given in Scripture, and the knowledge of which must have been
acquired from intimate acquaintance with the state of thingsin
Babylon. In “**Daniel 2:2,10,27, the various classes of diviners and
literati are named. In “**Daniel 3:2,3, the different classes of
magistrates, civilians, and rulers are specifically named. On this
whole subject, | must refer the reader to Ezc. 111. on the Chaldees
(See the appendix to Daniel.) Whence a Maccabaean writer could
have derived such knowledge it would be difficult to say. It is one
of those circumstances which could not well be feigned. Several of
the names occur nowhere else in the Hebrew Bible, and some of
them are evidently derivates of the Parsi or Median language; e.g.,
Ers™ in “*Danid 6.3, aname unknown in the Semitic. On the

other hand, severd of them are exclusively Chaldean; e.g.,
“EDaniel 3:3, yTEdl ™ rzéyja<*®> — of which no secular
writer has given the least hint. How did the Pseudo-Daniel come to
aknowledge of such officers?’

The evidence that the book is a genuine production of the Daniel of the
captivity may be summed up now in few words. Thereis

(1) on the face of the book, the testimony of the writer himself to his own
authorship — good evidence in itself, unless there is some reason for
caling it in question or setting it aside. Thereis

(2) the fact that it was early received into the canon as a part of the
inspired Scriptures, and that it has always been, both by Jews and
Christians, regarded as entitled to a place there. Thereis
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(3) the express testimony of the Saviour that Daniel was a prophet, and a
clear reference to a part of the prophecy by him, as we have it now in the
book of Daniel. Thereis

(4) express testimony that the book was in existence before the time of the
Maccabees, and was then regarded as a genuine production of Daniel,
particularly:

(a) the testimony of Josephus;
(b) of the author of the book of Maccabees, and
(c) of the authors of the Septuagint trandation. Thereis

(5) the fact that the book was so written in two different languages that we
cannot well attribute it to a writer of the Maccabaean period. And thereis

(6) “the accurate knowledge which the writer of the book of Daniel
displays of ancient history, manners, and customs, and Oriental-Babylonian
peculiarities, which shows that he must have lived at or near the time and
place when and where the book leads us to suppose that he lived.”

For the genuineness and authenticity of what other book can more clear
and decisive testimony be brought? These considerations seem to make it
clear that the book could not have been aforgery of the time of the
Maccabees, and that every circumstance combines to confirm the common
belief that it was written in the time of the exile, and by the author whose
name it bears. But if thisis so, then its canonical authority is established:
for we have all that can be urged in favor of the canonical authority of any
of the books of the Old Testament. Its place in the canon from the earliest
period; the testimony of Christ; the testimony of Josephus and the Jewsin
all agesto its canonical authority; the testimony of the early Christian
fathers; its prophetic character; and the strong internal probabilities that it
was written at the time and in the manner in which it professes to have
been, al go to confirm the opinion that it is a genuine production of the
Daniel of the captivity, and worthy to be received and accredited as a part
of the inspired oracles of truth. On one of these points, which has not been
insisted on in this Introduction — its prophetic character — the evidence
can be appreciated only by an examination of the particular prophecies; and
that will be seen as the result of the exposition of those parts of the book
which refer to future events. It may be said in general, however, that if it is
proved to have been written in the time of the captivity, there will be no
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hesitation in admitting its inspiration. Porphyry maintained, as we have
seen, that the pretended prophecies were so clear that they must have been
written after the events; and this, as we have seen also, is one of the
leading objections urged against the book in more modern times. If thisis
so, then, apart from all the evidence which will be furnished of the
fulfillment of the prophecies of Daniel in the course of the exposition, it
may be properly inferred, that if the book was written in the time in which
it professes to have been, it furnishes the highest evidence of inspiration,
for no one can pretend that the predictions occurring in it, pertaining to
future events, are the results of any mere natural sagacity.

SECTION 4. — NATURE, DESIGN, AND GENERAL
CHARACTER OF THE BOOK OF DANIEL

The Book of Daniel is not properly ahistory either of the Jews or
Babylonians, nor isit abiography of the writer himself. It is not continuous
in its structure, nor does it appear to have been written at one time.
Though the work, as we have seen, of one author, it is made up of
portions, written evidently on different occasions, in two different
languages, and having, to a considerable extent, different objectsin view.
Though the author was a Jewish exile, and surrounded by his own
countrymen as exiles, yet there is amost no reference to the past history of
these people, or to the causes of their having been carried into captivity,
and no description of their condition, struggles, and sufferingsin their
exile; and though written by one who resided through the greatest part of a
very long lifein aland of strangers, and having every opportunity of
obtaining information, there is no distinct reference to their history, and no
description of their manners and customs. And although his own career
while there was eventful, yet the allusions to himself are very few; and of
the largest portion of that long life in Babylon — probably embracing more
than seventy years — we have no information whatever. In the book there
are few or no allusions to the condition of the exiles there; but two of the
native kings that reigned there during that long period are even mentioned,;
one of those — Nebuchadnezzar — only when Danidl interpreted two of
his dreams, and when the colossal idol was set up on the plain of Dura; and
the other — Belshazzar — only on the last day of hislife. The book is not
regular in its structure, but consists of an intermixture of history and
prophecy, apparently composed as occasion demanded, and then united in
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asingle volume. Yet it has a unity of authorship and design, as we have
seen, and is evidently the production of asingle individual.

In considering the nature, design, and general character of the book, the
attention may be properly directed to the following points:

| . The portions containing incidents in the life of the author, and of his
companions in Babylon, of permanent value.

| . The prophetic portions.
I'11. The language and style of the book.

| . The portions containing incidents in the life of the author, and of his
companions in Babylon, of permanent value.

As aready remarked, the allusions to his own life, and to the circumstances
of his companionsin exile, are few in number; and it may be added, that
where there are such allusions they are made apparently rather to illustrate
their principles, and the nature of their religion, than to create an interest in
them personally. We could make out but little respecting their biography
from this volume, though that little is sufficient to give us decided views of
their character, and of the value and power of the religion which they
professed.

The few personal incidents which we have relate to such points as the
following: The selection of Daniel, and three other captives, when young,
with aview to their being trained in the language and science of the
Chaldeans, that they might be employed in the service of the government,
Daniel 1; the fact that Daniel was called, when all the skill of the Chaldeans
failed, to interpret a dream of Nebuchadnezzar, and that he was enabled to
give an explanation that was so satisfactory that the king promoted him to
exalted honor, Daniel 2; the narrative respecting the three friends of Daniel
— Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego — who refused to fall down and
adore the golden image that Nebuchadnezzar erected in the plain of Dura,
and who for their disobedience were cast, into the fiery furnace, Danidl 3;
Danidl’ s interpretation of a second dream of Nebuchadnezzar, and the
fulfillment of the interpretation of that dream on the monarch, Daniel 4; his
interpretation of the handwriting on the wall at the feast of Belshazzar,
Daniel 5; and the attempt of the enemies of Daniel to destroy his influence
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and hislife by taking advantage of his known piety, and the firmness of his
attachment to God, Dani€l 6.

These must have been but afew of the incidents that occurred to Daniel in
the course of along life spent in Babylon, and they were probably selected
as furnishing valuable illustrations of character; as evincing the nature of
true piety; as proofs of Divine inspiration; and as showing that God has
control over kings and nations. All that is here stated occurred at distant
intervalsin along life, and this fact should be remembered in reading the
book. For the practical 1essons taught by these portions of the book, | may
be permitted to refer to the remarks at the close of Daniel 1; 2; 3; 6.

| 1. The prophetic portions of the book.

The prophecies of the book of Daniel may be arranged under two great
classes: those relating to the Babylonian monarchs; and those of more
general interest pertaining to the future history of the world.

(A) The former are confined to the calamities that would come upon the
two monarchs who are mentioned in the book — Nebuchadnezzar and
Belshazzar. Of the former of these kings, Nebuchadnezzar, his
derangement as a judgment of heaven, on account of his pride, is predicted,
Daniel 4; and of the latter, Belshazzar, the termination of hisreign, and the
taking of his kingdom, are predicted on account of hisimpiety, Daniel 5.
The object did not seem to be to state what farther would occur to the
kingdom of the Chaldeans, except as it should be lost in the great kingdom
of the Medes and Persians, in which it would be absorbed.

(B) Those of general interest pertaining to future times. Of these there are
severa classes:

(a) The prospective history of the revolutionsin the great kingdoms of the
world; or agenera glance at what would happen in relation to the empires
that were then playing their part in human affairs, and of those which
would grow out of the kingdoms existing in the time of Daniel.

These may be arranged under the following general heads:

(1) A description of the great kingdoms or empires that would properly
grow out of the Babylonian or Chaldean monarchy, Daniel 2. That
kingdom was, in the time of Daniel, the great, and amost the single,
sovereignty of the earth, for, in the time of Nebuchadnezzar, this had
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absorbed all others. From this, however, were to spring other grest
dynasties that were to rule over the world, and that might properly, in
some sense, be represented as the successors of this. These great
revolutions are represented in the dream of Nebuchadnezzar respecting the
golden image, Danid 2, and they are described by Daniel as

(a) the great monarchy of which Nebuchadnezzar was the head — Babylon
— represented in the image by the head of gold (***Danid 2:38);

(b) as another kingdom inferior to this, represented in the image by the
breast and arms of silver (***Daniel 2:32,39) — the Medo-Persian empire,
that would succeed that of Babylon;

(c) as athird kingdom that would succeed this, represented in the image by
the belly and the thighs of brass, (“Daniel 2:32,39);

(d) as afourth kingdom more mighty than either, subduing all nations
under it, and crushing the powers of the earth, yet made of discordant
materials, so as never firmly to adhere as one — represented by the legs of
iron, and the feet and toes partly of iron and partly of clay in the image
(¥Danid 2:33,41-43), denoting the mighty Roman power; and

(e) as another kingdom that would spring up under this fourth kingdom,
and that would ultimately supplant it, and become the permanent kingdom
on the earth (“*Daniel 2:44,45).

Substantially the same representation occurs again in Daniel 7, under the
image of a succession of formidable beasts that were seen by Danidl in a
dream. These four great kingdoms, represented successively by alion, by a
bear, by aleopard, and by a nondescript monster, were also succeeded by a
great and permanent kingdom on the earth — the reign of God. In this
representation, Daniel goes more into detail in respect to the last great
empire than he does in interpreting the dream of Nebuchadnezzar. Indeed,
the design of this latter representation seems to be, to give amore full
account of the changes which would occur in thislast great kingdom on
the earth — the kingdom of the saints — than had been before given.

(2) A particular prophecy of the conquests of the king of Grecia—
Alexander the Great — extending down to the time of Antiochus
Epiphanes, and to the calamities and desol ations which he would bring
upon the holy land (Daniel 8). This occursin avision which Daniel had at
Shushan, in the province of Elam, and consisted of a representation of a
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ram with two horns, “pushing” in every direction, asif to extend its
conquests everywhere. From the West, however, there came a goat, with a
single horn between its eyes, that attacked and overcame the ram. This
single horn on the head of the goat is subsequently represented as broken,
and in its place there came up four other horns, and out of one of them a
little horn that became great, and that magnified itself particularly against
“the prince of the host,” and that took away the daily sacrifice, or that
closed the sacred services of religion in the temple.

A part of thisis explained by Gabriel, as referring to the king of Grecig;
and there can be no difficulty in understanding that Alexander the Great is
referred to, and that by the four horns that sprang up out of the one that
was broken, the four kingdoms into which that of Alexander was divided at
his death are meant, and that by the little horn that sprang up Antiochus
Epiphanes is designated.

(3) A particular and minute prophecy respecting the wars between two of
the kingdoms that sprang out of the empire of Alexander — Syriaand
Egypt — so far especialy as they affected the holy land, and the servicesin
the sanctuary of God (Daniel 10; 11). Thisvision occurred in the third year
of thereign of Cyrus, and on an occasion when Daniel had been fasting
three full weeks. The prediction was imparted to him by an angel that
appeared to him by the river Hiddekel, or Tigris, and contains a detailed
account of what would occur for along period in the conflicts which
would exist between the sovereigns of Syriaand Egypt. In these wars the
Hebrew people were to be deeply interested, for their country lay between
the two contending kingdoms; their land would be taken and re-taken in
those conflicts; not afew of the great battles that would be fought in these
conflicts would be fought on their territory; and deep and permanent
disasters would occur to them in consequence of the manner in which the
Hebrew people would regard and treat one or both of the contending
parties. This prophetic history is conducted onward, with great
particularity, to the death of Antiochus Epiphanes, the most formidable
enemy that the Hebrew people would have to encounter in the future, and
then (Daniel 12) the vision terminates with afew unconnected hints of
what would occur in future periods, to the end of the world.

It was from this portion of the book particularly that Porphyry argued that
the whole work must have been written after the events had occurred, and
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that, therefore, it must be aforgery of alater age than the time of the exile
in Babylon.

(4) A particular and minute prophecy respecting the time when the Messiah
would appear (Daniel 9). Thiswas imparted to Daniel when, anxious about
the close of the long captivity of his countrymen, and supposing that the
predicted time of the return to the land of their fathers drew on, he gave
himself to an earnest and careful study of the books of Jeremiah. At the
close of the solemn prayer which he offered on that occasion (**Daniel
9:4-19), the angel Gabriel appeared to him (*Danid 9:20,21) to assure
him that his prayer was heard, and to make an important communication to
him respecting future times (**Daniel 9:22,23). He then proceeded to
inform him how long a period was determined, in respect to the holy city,
before the great work should be accomplished of making an end of sin, and
of making reconciliation for iniquity, and of bringing in everlasting
righteousness; when, that great work having been accomplished, the
oblations at the temple would cease, and the overspreading of abomination
would occur, and desolation would come upon the temple and city

(™ Danidl 9:24-27). This celebrated prophecy of the “seventy weeks”’ is
among the most important, and, in some respects, among the most difficult
parts of the sacred volume. If the common interpretation (and the one that
is adopted in these notes) is correct, it is the most definite prediction of the
time when the Messiah would appear to be found in the Old Testament.

(5) Particular prophecies respecting events that would occur after the
coming of the Messiah. These relate to two points:

A. Prophecies relating to the church (**Daniel 7:7-27).

(a) Therise of ten kingdoms out of the great fourth monarchy which
would succeed the Babylonian, the Medo-Persian, and the Macedonian —
to wit, the Roman power (*Danidl 7:24).

(b) Therise of another power after them, springing out of them, and
subduing three of those powers — to wit the Papal power (**Daniel
7:24).

(c) The characteristics of that new power — as arrogant, and persecuting,
and claiming supreme legidation over the world (***Daniel 7:25).

(d) The duration of this power (¥*Daniel 7:25).
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(e) The manner in which it would be terminated (**Daniel 7:26).

(f) The permanent establishment of the kingdom of the saints on the earth
(P Danid 7:27).

B. Prophecies relating to the fina judgment and the end of al things
(Danid 12).

This portion (Daniel 12) is made up of hints and fragments — broken
thoughts and suggestions, which there was no occasion to fill up. What is
said is not communicated in a direct form as arevelation of new truths, but
is rather based on certain truths as already known, and employed here for
the illustration of others. It is assailed that there will be a resurrection of
the dead and ajudgment, and the writer employs the language based on
this assumption to illustrate the point immediately before him (¥**Daniel
12:2-4,9,13). Thereis aso avery obscure reference to the times when
certain great events were to occur in the future (¥**Daniel 12:11,12); but
there is nothing, in this respect, that can enable us certainly to determine
when these events will take place.

In reference to these prophetic portions of the book of Daniel, afew
illustrative remarks may now be made:

(1) They relate to most momentous events in the history of the world. If
the views taken of these portions of the book are correct, then the eye of
the prophet rested on those events in the future which would enter most
deeply into the character of coming ages, and which would do more than
any other to determine the final condition of the world.

(2) The propheciesin Daniel are more minute than any others in the Bible.
Thisis particularly the case in respect to the four great kingdoms which
would arise; to the conquests of Alexander the Great; to the kingdoms
which would spring out of the one great empire that would be founded by
him; to the wars that would exist between two of those sovereignties; to
the time when the Messiah would appear; to the manner in which he would
be cut off; to the final destruction of the holy city; and to therise,
character, and destiny of the Papacy. Of these great events there are no
other so minute connected descriptions anywhere else in the Old
Testament; and even, on many of these points, the more full disclosures of
the New Testament receive important light from the prophecies of Daniel.
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(3) Thereis aremarkable resemblance between many of the predictionsin
Daniel and in the book of Revelation. No one can peruse the two books
without being satisfied that, in many respects, they were designed to refer
to the same periods in the history of the world, and to the same events, and
especially where time is mentioned. Thereis, indeed — asis remarked in
the Preface to these Notes — no express allusion in the Apocalypse to
Danidl. Thereis no direct quotation from the book. There is no certain
evidence that the author of the Apocalypse ever saw the book of Danidl,
though no one can doubt that he did. There is nothing in the Apocaypse
which might not have been written if the book of Daniel had not been
written, or if it had been entirely unknown to John. Perhaps it may be
added, that there is nothing in the book of Revelation which might not have
been as easily explained if the book of Daniel had not been written. And yet
it is manifest, that in most important respects the authors of the two books
refer to the same great eventsin history; describe the same important
changes in human affairs; refer to the same periods of duration; and havein
their eye the same termination of things on the earth. No other two books
in the Bible have the same relation to each other; nor are there any other
two in which a commentary on the one will introduce so many topics
which must be considered in the other, or where the explanationsin the
one will throw so much light on the other.

I'11. The language and style of the book.

(1) The language of the book of Daniel is nearly half Chaldee and half
Hebrew. In Danid 1; 2:1-3, it is Hebrew; from “Daniel 2:4, to the end of
Danidl 7, it is Chaldee; and the remainder of the book is Hebrew. The book
of Ezraaso contains severa chapters of Chaldee, exhibiting the same
characteristics as the part of the book of Daniel written in that language.

As Daniel was early trained in his own country in the knowledge of the
Hebrew, and as he was carefully instructed, after being carried to Babylon,
in the language and literature of the Chaldees (see Section 1), it is certain
that he was capable of writing in either language; and it is probable that he
would use either, as there might be occasion, in hisintercourse with his
own countrymen, or with the Chaldeans. There is the highest probability
that the captive Hebrews would retain the knowledge of their own
language in a great degree of purity, during their long captivity in Babylon,
and that this would be the language which Daniel would employ in his
intercourse with his own countrymen; while from his own situation at
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court, and the necessity of hisintercourse with the Chaldeans, it may be
presumed that the language which he would perhaps most frequently
employ would be the Chaldean.

That there were reasons why one portion of this book was writtenin
Chaldee, and another in Hebrew, there can be no doubt, but it is now
utterly impossible to ascertain what those reasons were. The use of one
language or the other seemsto be perfectly arbitrary. The portions written
in Hebrew have no more relation to the Jews, and would have no more
interest to them, than those written in Chaldee; and, on the other hand, the
portions written in Chaldee have no special relation to the Chaldeans. But
while the reasons for this change must forever remain a secret, there are
two obvious suggestions which have often been made in regard to it, and
which have already been incidentally adverted to, as bearing on the
guestion of the authorship of the book.

(1) Thefirstis, that this fact accords with the account which we have of
the education of the author, as being instructed in both these languages —
furnishing thus an undesigned proof of the authenticity of the book; and the
other is, that this would not have occurred if the work was aforgery of a
later age, for

(a) it is doubtful whether, in the age of the Maccabees, there were any who
could write with equal ease in both languages, or could write both
languages with purity;

(b) if it could be done, the device would not be one that would be likely to
occur to the author, and he would have been likely to betray the design if it
had existed; and

(c) asthe apocryphal additions to Daniel (see Section v.) were written in
Greek, the presumption is, that if the book had been forged in that age it
would have been wholly written in that language. At all events, the facts of
the case, in regard to the languages in which the book was written, accord
with al that we know of Danidl.

(2) The book abounds with symbols and visions. In this respect it
resembles very closaly the writings of Ezekiel and Zechariah. One of these
was his cotemporary, and the other lived but little after him, and it may be
presumed that this style of writing prevailed much in that age. All these
writers, not improbably, “formed their style, and their manner of thinking
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and expression, in aforeign land, where symbol, and imagery, and vision,
and dreams, were grestly relished and admired. The ruins of the Oriental
cities recently brought to the light of day, as well as those which have ever
remained exposed to view, are replete with symbolic forms and images,
which once gave a play and a delight to the fancy.” — Prof. Stuart on
Danidl, p. 393. Perhaps none of the other sacred writers abound so much in
symbols and visions as Daniel, except John in the book of Revelation; and
in these two, as before suggested, the resemblance is remarkable. The
interpretation of either of these books involves the necessity of studying
the nature of symbolic language; and on the views taken of that language
must depend, in agreat degree, the views of the truths disclosed in these
books.

(3) The book of Daniel, though not written in the style of poetry, yet
abounds much with the spirit of poetry — as the book of Revelation does.
Indeed, the Apocalypse may be regarded as, on the whole, the most poetic
book in the Bible. We miss, indeed, in both these books, the usua forms of
Hebrew poetry; we miss the parallelism (compare Introduction to Job,
Section v.); but the spirit of poetry pervades both the book of Daniel and
the book of Revelation, and the latter, especialy if it were a mere human
production, would be ranked among the highest creations of genius. Much
of Daniel, indeed, is smple prose — aike in structure and in form; but
much also in his visions deserves to be classed among the works of
imagination. Throughout the book there are frequent bursts of feeling of a
high order (comp. “®Daniel 2:19-23); there are many passages that are
sublime (comp. “#Daniel 2:27-45; 4:19-27; 5:17-28); there is a spirit of
unshaken fidelity and boldness — as in the passages just referred to; there
is true grandeur in the prophetic portions (compare “®Daniel 7:9-14;
10:5-9; 11:41-45; 12:1-3,5-8; and there is, throughout the book, a spirit of
humble, sincere, firm, and devoted piety, characterizing the author as a
man eminently prudent and wise, respectful in his intercourse with others,
faithful in every trust, unceasing in the discharge of his duties to God; a
man who preferred to lose the highestO offices which kings could confer,
and to subject himself to shame and to death, rather than shrink, in the
dightest degree, from the discharge of the proper duties of religion.

SECTION 5. — THE APOCRYPHAL ADDITIONS
TO THE BOOK OF DANIEL

These additions are three in number:
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(1) “The Song of the Three Holy Children;” that is, the song of Shadrach,
Meshach, and Abednego, who were east into the burning furnace by
Nebuchadnezzar (Daniel 3). This“Song,” asit iscalled, isinserted in the
Greek copies, in Daniel 3, between the twenty-third and twenty-fourth
verses, and contains sixty-eight verses, making the whole chapter, in the
Greek, to contain an hundred verses. The “Song” consists properly of three
parts:

|. A hymn of “Azariah,” or of “Ananiah, Azariah, and Misael” —
Avaviag 7 kot "% Alaprog kot “***2” Micanh — of whom
Azariah is the speaker, in which praiseis given to God, and a prayer is
offered that they may be accepted, preserved, and delivered (“Daniél
3:1-22). These are the Hebrew names of the three persons that were cast
into the fiery furnace (***Daniel 1:6,7), but why these names are inserted
here rather than the names given them in Babylon by the “prince of the
eunuchs’ (*™Danid 1:7), and which are used in the Chaldee in this
chapter, is not known; and the circumstance that they are so used furnishes
astrong presumption that this addition in Greek is spurious, since, in the
other portions of the chapter (***Daniel 3:12-14,16,19, marked in Codex
Chisian. in brackets), the same names occur which are found in the original
Chaldee.

I'l. A statement, that the king's servants added, fuel to the flame, or kept
up the intensity of the heat by putting in rosin, pitch, tow, and small wood,
making the furnace so hot that the flame rose above it to the height of
forty-nine cubits, and so hot as to consume the Chaldeans that stood
around it, but that the angel of the Lord came down, and smote the flame
of fire out of the oven, and made the midst of the furnace like a moist,
whistling wind, so that the three “children” were safe (“Daniel 3:23-27).

I'11. A hymn of praise, calling on all things to praise God, uttered by “the
three, as out of one mouth,” (**Daniel 3:28-68). The narrative then
proceeds, in the Greek trandation, asit isin the Chaldee, and as it now
stands in our common tranglation of the book of Daniel.

(2) The second addition iswhat is called The History of Susanna. Thisisa
story the design of which isto honor Daniel. A man in Babylon, of great
wealth, by the name of Joacim, marries Susanna, a Jewess, who had been
brought up in the fear of the Lord. The house of Joacim was a place of
much resort, and particularly by two men of advanced life, who were
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appointed judges of the people. Susanna was a woman of great beauty, and
each one of the two judges, ignorant of the feelings of the other, fell
violently in love with her. They both observed that at a certain time of the
day she walked in the garden, and both, unknown to each other, resolved
to follow her into the garden. They proposed, therefore, to each other to
return to their own homes; and both, after having gone away, returned
again, and then, surprised at this, they each declared their love for Susanna,
and agreed to watch for the time when she should enter the garden, and
then to accomplish their purpose. She entered the garden as usua for the
purpose of bathing, and the elders, having hid themselves, suddenly came
upon her, and threatened her with death if she would not gratify their
desires. She, rather than yield, calmly made up her mind to die, but gave
the alarm by crying aloud, and the elders, to save themselves, declared that
they found a young man with her in the garden, and the matter coming
before the people, she was condemned to death, and was led forth to be
executed. At this juncture, Daniel appeared, who proposed to examine the
elders anew, and to do it separately. In this examination, one of them
testified that what he had seen occurred under a mastick or lentisk tree, the
other that it was under a holm tree. The consequence was, that Susanna
was discharged, and the two elders themselves put to dezth.

This story is said, in the common version of the Apocrypha, to be “set
apart from the beginning of Daniel because it is not in the Hebrew.” It is
found only in the Apocrypha, and is not incorporated in the Greek
trandation of Danidl.

(3) Thethird addition iswhat is called “The History of the Destruction of
Bel and the Dragon, cut off from the end of Daniel.”

Thisisastory in two parts. Thefirst relates to Bel, the idol-god of the
Babylonians. A large quantity of food was daily placed before the idol in
the temple, which it was supposed the idol consumed. The inquiry was
made of Daniel by Cyrus, king of Persia, why he did not worship the idal.
Daniel replied that he was permitted by his religion to worship only the
living God. Cyrus asked him whether Bel was not aliving God; and, in
proof of it, appealed to the large quantity of food which he daily
consumed. Daniel smiled at the smplicity of the king, and affirmed that the
god was only brass and clay, and could devour nothing. The king, enraged,
caled for the priests of Bel, and insisted on being informed who ate the
large quantity of food that was daily placed before the idol. They, of
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course, affirmed that it was the idol, and proposed that a test should be
applied by placing the food before him, as usual, and by having the temple
carefully closed and sealed with the signet of the king. Under the table they
had, however, made a private entrance, and in order to detect them, Daniel
caused ashes to be sprinkled on the floor, which, on the following day,
revealed the footprints of men, women, and children, who had secretly
entered the temple, and consumed the food. The consequence was, that
they were put to death, and Bel and his temple were delivered to Danidl,
who destroyed them both.

The other part of the story relates to a great dragon which was worshipped
in Babylon. The king said that it could not be affirmed that this dragon was
made of brass, or that he was not a living being, and required Daniel to
worship him. Danidl still declared that he would worship only the living
God, and proposed to put the dragon to death. This he did by making a ball
of pitch, and fat, and hair, and putting it into the mouth of the dragon, so
that he burst asunder. A tumult, in consequence of the destruction of Bel
and the Dragon, was excited against the king, and the mob came and
demanded Daniel, who had been the cause of this. Daniel was delivered to
them, and was thrown into the den of lions, where he remained six days,
and, in order that the lions might at once devour him, their appetites had
been sharpened by having been fed each day with “two carcasses’ — in the
margin, “two slaves’” — and two sheep. At thisjuncture, it is said that
there was in Jewry a prophet, by the name of Habbacuc, who had made
pottage, and was going with it into afield to carry it to the reapers. He was
directed by an angel of the Lord to take it to Babylon to Daniel, who was
inthelions den. The prophet answered that he never saw Babylon, and
knew not where the den was. So the angel of the Lord took him by the
crown, and bare him by the hair of his head, and placed him in Babylon
over the den. He gave Danidl the food, and was immediately restored to his
own place in Judea. On the seventh day the king went to bewail Daniel;
found him aive; drew him out, and threw in those who had caused him to
be placed there, who were, of course, at once devoured.

Thisfoolish story is said, in thettitle, in the common version of the
Apocrypha, to have been “cut off from the end of Daniel.” Like the Prayer
of the Three Children, and the History of Susanna, it isfound only in
Greek, in which language it was undoubtedly written.
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In respect to these additions to the book of Daniel, and the question
whether they are entitled to be regarded as a part of his genuine work, and
to have a place in the inspired writings, the following remarks may now be
made:

(a) Neither of them, and no portion of them, is found in the Hebrew or the
Chaldee, nor isthere the dlightest evidence that they had a Hebrew or
Chaldee original. Thereis no historical proof that they ever existed in
either of these languages, and, of course, no proof that they ever formed a
part of the genuine work of Danidl. If they were written originaly in
Greek, and if the evidence above adduced that the book of Daniel was
written in the time of the exileis conclusive, then it is clear that these
additions were not written by Daniel himself, and of course that they are
not entitled to a place among the inspired records. For the Greek language
was not understood in Babylon to any considerable extent, if at al, until
the time of Alexander the Great, and his conquests in the East; and it is
every way certain, that a book written in Babylon in the time of the exile
would not have been written in Greek. The evidence is conclusive that
these additions were never any part of the genuine book of Daniel; and, of
course, that they have no claim to a place in the canon. Moreover, as they
constituted no part of that book, none of the evidence urged in favor of the
canonical authority of that book can be urged in behalf of these stories, and
any claim that they may have must rest on their own merits.

(b) They have no claim, on their own account, to a place in the canon.
Their authors are unknown. The time of their composition is unknown.
They were never recognized by the Jews as canonical, and never had the
sanction of the Saviour and the apostles, as they are never quoted or
alluded to in the New Testament. And they have no internal evidence that
they are of Divine origin. There is no evidence which could be urged in
favor of their claims to a place in the canonical Scriptures which could not
be urged in favor of the whole of the Apocrypha, or which could not be
urged in favor of any anonymous writings of antiquity. The only ground of
claim which could be urged for the admission of these storiesinto the
sacred canon would be, that they were a part of the genuine book of
Daniel; but this claim never can be made out by any possibility.

(c) In common with the other books of the Apocrypha, these books were
rejected by the early Christian writers, and were not admitted into the
canon of Scripture during the first four centuries of the Christian church.
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(See Horne' s Introduction, i. 628.) Some of the books of the Apocrypha
were indeed quoted by some of the fathers with respect (Lardner, iv. 331),
particularly by Ambrose (who lived 340-397 A.D.), but they are referred to
by Jerome only to be censured and condemned (Lardner, iv. 424,440, 466-
472), and are mentioned only with contempt by Augustine (Lardner, iv.
499).

It is seldom that these additions to Daniel in the Apocrypha are quoted or
alluded to at al by the early Christian writers, but when they areit isonly
that they may be condemned. Origen, indeed, refers to the story of Susanna
as atrue history, and, in aletter to Africanus, says of it, “That the story of
Susanna being dishonorable to the Jewish elders, it was suppressed by their
great men; and that there were many things kept, as much as might be,
from the knowledge of the people, some of which, nevertheless, were
preserved in some apocryphal books.” — Lardner, ii. 466. Origen, indeed,
in the words of Dr. Lardner,

“Says all he can think of to prove the history (of Susanna) true and
genuine, and affirms that it was made use of in Greek by al the
churches of Christ among the Gentiles; yet he owns that it was not
received by the Jews, nor to be found in their copies of the book of
Daniel.” — Lardner, ii. 541, 542.

(Compare aso Dupin, Dissertation Preliminaire sur laBible, Liv. i. chapter
i. Section 5, p. 15, note (€). To the arguments of Origen on the subject,
Africanus replies, that he “wondered that he did not know that the book
was spurious, and says it was a piece lately forged.” — Lardner, ii. 541.
The other books, the Prayer of the Three Children, and the Story of Bel
and the Dragon — we do not find, from Lardner, to have been quoted or
referred to at al by the early Christian writers.

(d) The foolishness and manifest fabul ousness of the Story of Bel and the
Dragon may be referred to as a proof that that cannot be a part of the
genuine book of Daniel, or entitled to a place among books claiming to be
ingpired. It has every mark of being afable, and is wholly unworthy a place
in any volume claiming to be of Divine origin, or any volume of respectable
authorship whatever.

(e) Littleis known of the origin of these books, and little importance can
be attached to them; but it may be of some use to know the place which
they have commonly occupied in the Bible by those who have received
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them as a part of the canon, and the place where they are commonly found
in the version of the Scriptures.

“The Song of the Three Children” is placed in the Greek version of Danidl,
and also in the Latin Vulgate, between the twenty-third and twenty-fourth
verses of the third chapter. “It has always been admired,” says Horne
(Introduction iv. 217, 218), “for the piety of its sentiments, but it was
never admitted to be canonical, until it was recognized by the Council of
Trent. The fifteenth verse (* Neither is there at this time prince, or prophet,
or leader, or burnt-offering, or sacrifice, or oblation, or incense, or placeto
sacrifice before thee, and to find mercy’) contains a direct falsehood, for it
asserts that there was no prophet at that time, when it iswell known that
Daniel and Ezekiel both exercised the prophetic ministry in Babylon. This
apocryphal fragment is, therefore, most probably the production of a
Hellenistic Jew. The Hymn (*®Daniel 3:29, following) resembles Psalm
148, and was so approved of by the compilers of the Liturgy, that in the
first Common Prayer Book of Edward V1. they appointed it to be used
instead of the Te Deum during Lent.”

“The History of Susanna has always been treated with some
respect, but has never been considered as canonical, though the
Council of Trent admitted it into the number of the sacred books. It
is evidently the work of some Hellenistic Jew, and in the Vulgate
version it forms the thirteenth chapter of the book of Dani€l. In the
Septuagint version it is placed at the beginning of that book.” —
Horne, iv. 218.

“The History of the Destruction of Bel and the Dragon was always
rejected by the Jewish church; it is not extant either in the Hebrew
or the Chaldee language. Jerome givesit no better title than The
Fable of Bel and the Dragon; nor has it obtained more credit with
posterity, except with the fathers of the Council of Trent, who
determined it to be a part of the canonical Scriptures. This book
forms the fourteenth chapter of the book of Daniel in the Latin
Vulgate; in the Greek, it was called the Prophecy of Habakkuk, the
son of Jesus, of the tribe of Levi. There are two Greek texts of this
fragment — that of the Septuagint, and that found in Theodotion’s
Greek version of Daniel. The former is the most ancient, and has
been trand ated into Syriac. The Latin and Arabic versions, together
with another Syriac trandation, have been made from the text of
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Theodotion.” — Horne, iv.218. These additions to Daniel may be
found in Greek, Arabic, Syriac, and Latin, in Walton’s Polyglott,
tom. iv.

SECTION 6. — THE ANCIENT VERSIONS OF
THE BOOK OF DANIEL

(1) Of these, the oldest, of course, isthe Septuagint. For a general account
of thisversion, see Introction to Isaiah, Section VIII. 1. (1) Of the author
of that portion of the Septuagint version which comprised the book of
Daniel — for no one can doubt that the Septuagint was the work of
different authors — we have now no information. The translation of Daniel
was among the least faithful, and was the most erroneous, of the whole
collection; and, indeed, it was so imperfect that its use in the church was
early superseded by the version of Theodotion — the version which is now
found in the editions of the Septuagint.

The Septuagint trandation of the book of Daniel was for along time
supposed to be lost, and it is only at a comparatively recent period that it
has been recovered and published. For a considerable period before the
time of Jerome, the version by the Septuagint had been superseded by that
of Theodotion, doubtless on account of the great imperfection of the
former, though it is probable that its disuse was gradual. Jerome, in his
Preface to the Book of Danidl, says, indeed, that it was not known to him
on what ground this happened —

“Danielem prophetam juxta Septuagint interpretes ecclesiae non
legunt, et hoc cur acciderit, nescio,”

— but it isin every way probable that it was on account of the great
imperfection of the trandation, for Jerome himself says,

“Hoc mum affirmare, quod multum a veritate discordet et recto
judicio repudiata sit.”

He adds, therefore, that though Theodotion was understood to be an
unbeliever — post adventure Christi incredulus fait — yet that his
trandation was preferred to that of the Septuagint

“Illud quogue lectorem admoneo, Danielem non juxta Septuagint
interpretes, sed juxta Theodotionem ecolesias legere, qui utique
post adventure Christi incredulus fuit. Unde judicio magistrorum
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ecclesiae editio eorum in hoc volumine repudiata est, et
Theodotionis vulgo legitur, quae et Hebraeo et ceteris
trand atoribus congruit.”

From this cause it happened that the trandlation of Daniel by the Septuagint
went into entire disuse, and was for along time supposed to have been
destroyed. It has, however, been recovered and published, though it has
not been substituted in the editions of the Septuagint in the place of the
version by Theodotion. A copy of the old version by the Septuagint was
found in the Chisian library at Rome, in a single manuscript (Codex
Chisianus), and was published in Rome, in folio, in the year 1772, under
thetitle, Daniel Secundum Septuagint ex tetraplis Origenis nunc primum
editus e singulari Chisiano Codice annorum supra DCCC. — Romae, 1772.
fol. Thiswas republished at Goettingen, in 1773, and again in 1774. These
editions were prepared by John D. Michagdlis, the former containing the
text only, the latter with the text of the Septuagint, the version of
Theodotion, the interpretation of Hippolytus, a Latin version, and the
annotations of the Roman editor.

These editions were published from one manuscript, and without any
attempt to correct the text by a comparison with other versions. The text is
supposed to have been corrupted, so that, as Hahn says, no one can believe
that this codex exhibitsit as it was when the version was made. “This
corruption,” says he, “exists not only in particular words and phrases, but
in the general disarrangement and disorder of the whole text, so that those
parts are separated which ought to be united, and those parts united which
ought to be kept distinct. Besides this, there was entire inattention to the
signs which Origen had used in his edition of the Septuagint.” — Pref. to
Danidl, xato, “2°%” tovg ¥ gBdounkovta “44°”. Asthere was but one
manuscript, al hope of correcting the text in the way in which it has been
done in the other parts of the Septuagint, and in other versions, by a
comparison of manuscripts, was, of course, out of the question.

After four editions of the work had been published, it happened that, in the
Ambrosian Library at Milan, Cajetan Bugati discovered a Syriac Hexaplar
manuscript, written in the year 616 or 617, after Christ, which embraced
the Hagiographa and the prophetic books, and, anong others, “Daniel,
according to the Septuagint trandation.” The title of this Syriac version, as
trandated by Hahn, is asfollows:
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“Explicit liber Dani€lis prophetae, qui conversus est ex traditione
v “*°% Septuaginta, duorum, qui in diebus Ptolemaei regis
AEgypti ante adventum Christi annis centum plus minus verterunt
libros sanctos de lingua Hebraeorum, in Graecum, in Alexandria
civitate magna. Versus est autem fiber iste etiam de Graeco in
Syriacum, in Alexandria civitate mense Canun posteriori anni
nongentesimi vicesmi octavi Alexandri indictione quinta(i.e., a
617, p. ch.).”

This professes, therefore, to be a Syriac trandation of the Septuagint
version of Daniel. This version was found to be in good preservation, and
the signs adopted by Origen to determine the value of the text were
preserved, and a new edition of the Greek trandation was published,
corrected by this, under the title, “Daniel secundum editionem Septuagint
interpretum ex tetraplis desumptum. Rom., 1788.” This Syriac version
enabled the editor to correct many places that were defective, and to do
much toward furnishing a more perfect text. Still the work was, in many
respects, imperfect; and, from all the aids within his reach, and probably all
that can now be hoped for, Hahn published a new edition of the work,
corrected in manymore places (see them enumerated in his Preface, p. ix.),
under the following title,

“AANIHA “'*°% koo “2°°°” tovg =% gBSounkovro 4%, E
Codice Chisiano post Segaarium edidit secundum versionem
Syriaco-Hexaplarem recognovit annotationibus criticis et
philologicisillustravit Henricus Augustus Hahn, Philosophiae
Doctor et Theologiae candidatus. Lipsiae, CODCCCXLV.”

Thisis now the most perfect edition of the Septuagint version of Daniel,
but till it cannot be regarded as of great critical value in the interpretation
of the book. It has been used in the preparation of this commentary. An
account of the instances in which it departs from the Hebrew and Chaldee
original may be seen at length in Lengerke, Des Buch Daniel, Einleitung,
pp. cix—cxiv. It has the Prayer of the Three Children, inserted in the usual
place (*Daniel 3:23,24), and the History of Susanna, and the Destruction
of Bel and the Dragon, as separate pieces, at the end.

(2) The trandation of Theodotion. That is, that which has been substituted
in the Septuagint for the version above referred to, and which isfound in
the various editions of the Septuagint, and in the Polyglott Bibles.
Theodotion was a native of Ephesus, and is termed by Eusebius an
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Ebionite, or semi-Christian. Jerome, as we have seen above, regarded him
as an unbeliever — post adventum Christi incredulus fuit: that is, he
remained an unbeliever after the coming of Christ; probably meaning that
he was a Jew by birth, and remained unconvinced that Jesus was the
Messiah. He was nearly contemporary with Aquila, who was the author of
a Greek trandation of the Old Testament, and who was also of Jewish
descent. The Jews were dissatisfied with the Septuagint version as being
too paraphrastic, and Aquila undertook to make a literal version, but
without any regard to the genius of the Greek language. We have only
some fragments of the version by Aquila. The version of Theodotion isless
literal than that of Aquila— holding a middle rank between the servile
closeness of Aquila, and the freedom of Symmachus. This version is cited
by Justin Martyr, in his*Diaogue with Tryphon the Jew,” which was
composed about the year 160. The version of Theodotion isakind of
revision of the Septuagint, and supplies some deficiencies in the
Septuagint, but, the author shows that he was indifferently skilled in
Hebrew. It is evident, that in his trandation Theodotion made great use of
both the previous versions, that by the Septuagint and that of Aquila; that
he followed sometimes the diction of the one, and sometimes that of the
other; that he often mingled them together in the compass of the same
verse; and that he adapted the quotations from the two versions to his own
style. As his style was similar to that of the Septuagint, Origen, in his
Hexapla, perhaps for the sake of uniformity, supplied the additions which
he inserted in hiswork chiefly from this version. There are but few
fragments of these versions now remaining. See Horne, Introduction iv.
171-176. Lengerke supposes that Theodotion was a Christian, p. cxv.
From this trandation of Theodotion, a version was made in Arabic, in the
tenth century, Lengerke, p. cxv.

(3) The Syriac versions. For the general character of these versions, see
Intro. to Isaiah, Section viii. (3.) There is nothing remarkable in these
versions of Daniel. For an account of alater Syriac version of the
Septuagint, see the remarks above.

“As Daniel has no Targum or Chaldee version, the Syriac version
performs a valuable service in the explanation of Hebrew words.”
— Stuart, p. 491.

(4) The Latin Vulgate. For the general character of this, see Introduction
to Isaiah, Section viii. (2.) Asthis contains the apocryphal portions, the
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Prayer of the Three Children, the History of Susanna, and the Destruction
of Bel and the Dragon, and as the Latin Vulgate was declared canonical by
the Council of Trent, of course those fragments have received the sanction
of the Roman Catholic church as a part of the inspired records. This
version, as awhole, is superior to any of the other ancient versions, and
shows a more thorough knowledge than any of them of the tenor and
nature of the book.

“An invaluable service has Jerome done, by the trandation of
Daniel, and by his commentary on the book.” — Prof. Stuart, p.
491.

(5) The Arabic version. For an account of the Arabic versions, see
Introduction to Isaiah, Section viii. (4.) There is nothing peculiar in the
Arabic version of Danidl.

SECTION 7. — EXEGETICAL HELPSTO
THE BOOK OF DANIEL

Besides the versions above referred to, | have made use of the following
exegetical helps to the book of Daniel, in the preparation of these notes.
The order in which they are mentioned is not designed to express anything
in regard to their value, but is adopted merely for the sake of convenience:

Critici Sacri. Tom. iv.

Calvin, Praglectionesin Daniel. Works, val. v., ed. Amsterdam, 1667.
Jerome, Commentary on Daniel. Works, tom. iv., ed. Paris, 1623.
The Pictorial Bible (Dr. Kitto). London, 1836.

Bush's Illustrations of Scripture. Brattleboro, 1836.

Dr. Gill, Commentaries. Val. vi., ed. Philadelphia, 1819.

Hengstenberg's Christology, trandated by the Revelation Reuel Keith,
D.D. Alexandria, 1836.

Newton on the Prophecies. London, 1839.

Einleitung in das Alte Testament. Von Johann Gottfried Eichhorn, Vierter
Band, Section 612-619.

Daniel aus dem Hebrai sh-Aramaischen neu ubersetzt und erklart mit einer
vollstandigen Einleitung, und einigen historischen und exegetisehen
Excursen, Von Leonhard Bertholdt. Erlangen, 1806.
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Das Buch Daniel Verdeutscht und Ausleget Von Dr. Caesar yon Lengerke,
Professor der Theologie zu Konigsburg in Pr. Konigsberg, 1835.

Commentarius Grammaticus in Vetus Testamentam in usum maxime
Gymnasiorum et Academiarum adornatus. Scripsit Franc. Jos. Valent.
Dominic. Maurer. Philippians Doct. Soc. Historico-Theol. Lips. Sod.
Ord. Volumen Secundum. Lipsiae, 1838.

Isaaci Newtoni ad Danielis Profetae Vaticinia. Opuscula, tom. iii. 1744.

Lehrbuch der Historisch-Kritischen Einleitung in die kanonischen und
Apokryphischen Bucher des Alten Testamentes. Von Wilhelm Martin
Leberecht De Wette, Section 253-259. Berlin, 1845.

In Danielem prophetam Commentarius editus a Philippo Melanthone, Anno
MDXLIII. Corpus Reformatorum, Bretschneider, vol. xiii., 1846.

Ueber Verfasser und Zweck des Buches Daniel. Theologische Zeitschrift.
Drittes Heft. Berlin, 1822, pp. 181-294. By Dr. Fried. Lucke.

Commentatio Historico-Critica Exhibens descriptionem et censuram
recentium de Danielis Libro Opinionum, Auctore Henrico Godofredo
Kirmss, Saxone Seminarii Theologici Sodali. Jenae, 1828.

Die Authentie des Daniel. Von Ernst Wilhelm Hengstenberg. Berlin, 1831.

The Season and Time, or an Exposition of the Prophecies which relate to
the two periods of Daniel subsequent to the 1260 years now recently
expired. By W. Ettrick, A.M. London, 1816.

An Essay toward an Interpretation of the Prophecies of Daniel. By Richard
Amner. London, 1776.

Neue Kritische Untersuchungen fiber des Buch Daniel. Von Heinrich
Havernick, der Theologie Doctor und A. O. Professor an der
Universitat Rostock. Hamburgh, 1838.

An Exposition of such of the Prophecies of Daniel as receive their
accomplishment under the New Testament. By the late Revelation
Magnus Frederic Roos, A.M., Superintendent and Prelate in Lustnau
and Anhausen. Translated from the German, by Ebenezer Henderson.
Edinburgh, 1811.

A Description accompanying an Hieroglyphical Print of Daniel’s Great
Image. London.

Daniel, his Chaldie Visions and his Ebrew: both trandlated after the
original, and expounded both, by the reduction of pagan most famous
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stories, with the exact proprietie of his wordes (which is the surest
certaintie what he must meane): and joining al the Bible and learned
tongues to the frame of his Worke. London, 1596. By Hugh
Broughton.

Observations intended to point out the application of Prophecy in the
eleventh chapter of Dani€l to the French Power. London, 1800. Author
unknown.

An Apologie in Briefe Assertions defending that our Lord died in the time
properly foretold to Daniel. For satisfaction to some studentes in both
Universities. By H. Broughton. London, 1592.

An Essay in Scripture Prophecy, wherein it is endeavored to explain the
three periods contained in the twelfth chapter of the prophet Daniel,
with some arguments to make it probable that the first of the periods
did expirein the year 1715. Printed in the year 1715. Author and place
unknown.

Daniel, an improved Version Attempted, with a Preliminary Dissertation,
and Notes, critical, historical, and explanatory. By Thomas Wintle,
B.D., Rector of Brightwall, in Berkshire, and Fellow of Pembroke
College. Oxford, 1792.

Hermanni Venema Commentarius, ad Danielis cap. xi. 4-45, et xii. 1-3.
Leovardiae, 1752.

A Chronological Treatise upon the Seventy Weeks of Daniel. By Benjamin
Marshall, M.A., Rector of Naunton, in Gloucestershire. London, 1725.

The Times of Daniel, Chronological and prophetic, examined with relation
to the point of contact between Sacred and Profane Chronology. By
George, Duke of Manchester. London, 1845.

Prof. Stuart’s Commentary on Daniel (Boston, 1850) was not published
until after the “Notes” or Commentary in this work had been written. |
have consulted it carefully in revising the manuscript for the press.

Besides these works, which | have consulted freely, in proportion to what
seemed to me their respective worth, and such collateral exegetical
helpsin addition as | have access to in my own library, the following
works are referred to by De Wette, Lehrbuch, pp. 378,379, as vauable
aidsin interpreting Danidl:

Ephraem, d. S. Ausleg. des Proph. Daniel, Opp. ii. 203, following.
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Theodoret, Comment. in Visiones Daniel Proph. Opp. ed. Sculz. ii. 1053,
following.

Paraph. Josephi Jachidae in Daniel c. Vers. et Annotatt. Construe
I"Empereur. Amst. 1633.

Praelectt. Acad. in Daniel Proph. habitae a Mart. Geir. Lips. 1667, ed.
corr. 84.

H. Venem. Dissertatt. ad Vatice. Danidlis, c. ii. vii. et viii. Leov. 1745.

Chronicles B. Michadl. Annotatt. in Danid in John H. Michadl. Ueberr.
Annotatt. in Hagiogr. iii. 1, following.

Rosenmuller schol.
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THE BOOK OF DANIEL

NOTES ON DANIEL 1

SECTION 1. — AUTHENTICITY OF THE CHAPTER

For the general argument in favor of the genuineness and authenticity of
the Book of Daniel, see the Introduction, Sections Il and 111. To the
genuineness and authenticity of each particular chapter in detail, however,
objections, derived from something peculiar in each chapter, have been
urged, which it is proper to meet, and which | propose to consider in a
particular introduction to the respective chapters. These objectionsit is
proper to consider, not so much because they have been urged by
distinguished German critic — De Wette, Bertholdt, Bleek, Eichhorn, and
others — for their writings will probably fall into the hands of few persons
who will read these Notes — but

(a) because it may be presumed that men of so much learning, industry,
acuteness, and ingenuity, have urged all the objections which can, with any
appearance of plausibility, be alleged against the book; and

(b) because the objections which they have urged may be presumed to be
felt, to agreater or less degree, by those who read the book, though they
might not be able to express them with so much clearness and force. There
are numerous objections to various portions of the Scriptures floating in
the minds of the readers of the Bible, and many difficulties which occur to
such readers which are not expressed, and which it would be desirable to
remove, and which it is the duty of an expositor of the Bible, if he can, to
remove. Sceptical critics, in general, but collect and embody in a plausible
form difficulties which are felt by most readers of the Scriptures. It isfor
this reason, and with a view to remove what “seems’ to furnish plausible
arguments against the different portions of this book, that the objections
which have been urged, principaly by the authors above referred to, will be
noticed in special sections preceding the exposition of each chapter. The
only objection to the genuineness and authenticity of the first chapter
which it seems necessary to notice is, that the account of Daniel in the
chapter is inconsistent with the mention of Daniel by Ezekidl. The
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objection substantialy is, that it isimprobable that the Daniel who is
mentioned by Ezekiel should be one who was a cotemporary with himself,
and who at that time lived in Babylon. Daniel is three times mentioned in
Ezekiel, and in each case as a man of eminent piety and integrity; as one so
distinguished by his virtues as to deserve to be classed with the most
eminent of the patriarchs. Thusin “*Ezekiel 14:14,

“Though these three men, Noah, Daniel, and Job, werein it, they
should deliver but their own souls by their righteousness, saith the
Lord God.”

So again, “*“®Ezekiel 14:20,

“Though Noah, Daniel, and Job, wereinit, as| live, saith the Lord
God, they shall deliver neither son nor daughter, they shall deliver
but their own souls by their righteousness.”

And again, ®*Ezekiel 28:3, speaking of the prince of Tyre,
“Behold thou art wiser than Daniel.”

The objection urged in respect to the mention of Daniel in these passagesis
substantially this— that if the account in the book of Danidl istrue, he
must have been a contemporary with Ezekiel, and must have been, when
Ezekiel prophesied, ayoung man; that it isincredible that he should have
gained a degree of reputation which would entitle him to be ranked with
Noah and Job; that he could not have been so well known as to make it
natural or proper to refer to him in the same connection with those eminent
men; and “especially” that he could not have been thus known to the prince
of Tyre, asis supposed of those mentioned by Ezekiel in the passages
referred to, for it cannot be presumed that a man so young had acquired
such afame abroad as to make it proper to refer to him in this manner in an
address to a pagan prince. This objection was urged by Bernstein (uber das
Buch Hiab, in den Anaekten von Keil und Tzschirner, i. 3, p. 10), and it is
found also in Bleek, p. 284, and De Wette, “Einl.” p. 380. De Wette says
that it is probable that the author of the book of Daniel used the name of
“an ancient mythic or poetic person falsely,” in order to illustrate his work.

Now, in regard to this objection, it may be remarked

(a) that, according to al the accounts which we have in the Bible, Ezekiel
and Danidl “were’ cotemporary, and were in Babylon at the same time. As
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Daniel, however, lived along time in Babylon after this, it isto be
admitted, also, that at the period referred to by Ezekiel, he must have been
comparatively ayoung man. But it does not follow that he might not then
have had a well-known character for piety and integrity, which would make
it proper to mention his name in connection with the most eminent saints of
ancient times. If the account in the book of Daniel “itself” is a correct
account of him, thiswill not be doubted, for he soon attracted attention in
Babylon; he soon evinced that extraordinary piety which made him so
eminent as aman of God, and that extraordinary wisdom which raised him
to the highest rank as an officer of state in Babylon. It was very soon after
he was taken to Babylon that the purpose was formed to tram him, and the
three other selected youths, in the learning of the Chaldeans (***Daniel
1:1-4), and that Daniel showed that he was qualified to pass the
examination, preparatory to his occupying an honorable place in the court
(¥ Daniel 1:18-21); and it was only in the second year of the reign of
Nebuchadnezzar that the remarkable dream occurred, the interpretation of
which gave to Daniel so much celebrity (Daniel 2). According to
computation of Hengstenberg (“ Authentie des Daniel,” p. 71), Daniel was
taken to Babylon full ten years before the prophecy of Ezekiel in which the
first mention of him was made; and if so, there can be no real ground for
the objection referred to. In that time, if the account of his extraordinary
wisdom is true; if he evinced the character which it is said that he did
evince — and againgt this there is no intrinsic improbability; and if he was
exalted to office and rank, asit is stated that he was, there can be no
improbability in what Ezekiel says of him, that he had a character which
made it proper that he should be classed with the most eminent men of the
Jewish nation.

(b) Asto the objection that the name of Daniel could not have been known
to the king of Tyre, as would seem to be implied in **®Ezekiel 28:3, it may
be remarked, that it is not necessary to suppose that these prophecies were
ever known to the king of Tyre, or that they were ever designed to
influence him. The prophecies which were directed against the ancient
pagan kings were uttered and published among the Hebrew people,
primarily for “their” guidance, and were designed to furnish to them, and to
othersin future times, arguments for the truth of religion, though they
assumed the form of direct addresses to the kings themselves. Such an
imaginary appeal may have been made in this case by Ezekid to the king of
Tyre; and, in speaking of him, and of his boasted wisdom, Ezekiel may
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have made the comparison which would then naturally occur to him, by
mentioning him in connection with the most eminent man for wisdom of
that age. But it should be said, also, that there can be no certain evidence
that the name of Daniel was “not” known to the king of Tyre, and no
intrinsic improbability in the supposition that it was. If Daniel had at that
time evinced the remarkable wisdom at the court of Babylon whichitis
said in this book that he had; if he had been raised to that high rank which
it is affirmed he had reached, there is no improbability in supposing that so
remarkable a circumstance should have been made known to the king of
Tyre. Tyre was taken by Nebuchadnezzar, 572 B.C., after a siege of
thirteen years, and it isin no way improbable that the king of Tyre would
be made acquainted with what occurred at the court of the Chaldeans. The
prophecy in Ezekidl, where Daniel is mentioned (¥**Ezekiel 28:3), could
not have been uttered long before Tyre was taken, and, in referring to what
was to occur, it was not unnatural to mention the man most distinguished
for wisdom at the court of Babylon, and in the councils of
Nebuchadnezzar, with the presumption that his name and celebrity would
not be unknown to the king of Tyre.

(c) Asto the objection of Bernstein, that it would be improbable, if Daniel
lived there, and if he was comparatively a young man, that his name would
be placed “between” that of Noah and Job (®**Ezekiel 14:14), asif he had
lived “before” Job, it may be remarked, that there might be a greater
smilarity between the circumstances of Noah and Daniel than between
Noah and Job, and that it was proper to refer to them in this order. But the
mere circumstance of the “order” in which the names are mentioned cannot
be adduced as a proof that one of the persons named did not exist at that
time. They may have occurred in this order to Ezekiel, becausein his
apprehension, that was the order in Which the degree of their piety was to
be estimated.

To this objection thus considered, that the mention of Daniel in connection
with Noah and Job, proves that Ezekiel referred to some one of ancient
times, it may be further replied, that, if this were so, it isimpossible to
account for the fact that no such person is mentioned by any of the earlier
prophets and writers. How came his name to be known to Ezekiel? And if
there had been a patriarch so eminent as to be ranked with Noah and Job,
how isit to be accounted for that all the sacred writers, up to the time of
Ezekiel, are wholly silent in regard to him? And why is it that, when “he”
mentions him, he does it as of one who was well known? The mere
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mention of his name in this manner by Ezekiel, proves that his character
was well known to those for whom he wrote. Noah and Job were thus
known by the ancient records; but how was “Daniel” thus known? Heiis
nowhere mentioned in the ancient writings of the Hebrews, and if he was
so well known that he could be referred to in the same way as Noah and
Job, it must be either because there was some “tradition” in regard to him,
or because he was then living, and his character was well understood by
those for whom Ezekiel wrote. But there is no evidence that there was any
such tradition, and no probability that there was; and the conclusion, then,
isinevitable, that he was then so well known to the Hebrews in exile, that it
was proper for Ezekiel to mention him just as he did Noah and Job. If so,
this furnishes the highest evidence that he actualy lived in the time of
Ezekid; that is, in the time when this book purports to have been written.

SECTION 2. — ANALYSISOF THE CHAPTER

This chapter is entirely historical, the prophetic portions of the book
commencing with the second chapter. The “object” of this chapter seems
to be to state the way in which Daniel, who subsequently acted so
important a part in Babylon, was raised to so distinguished favor with the
king and court. It was remarkable that a Jewish captive, and ayoung man,
should be so honored; that he should be admitted as one of the principal
counselors of the king, and that he should ultimately become the prime-
minister of the realm; and there was a propriety that there should be a
preliminary statement of the steps of this extraordinary promotion. This
chapter contains arecord of the way in which the future premier and
prophet was introduced to the notice of the reigning monarch, and by
which his wonderful genius and sagacity were discovered. It is a chapter,
therefore, that may be full of interest and instruction to all, and especially
to young men. The chapter contains the record of the following points, or
steps, which led to the promotion of Daniel:

| . The history of the Jewish captivity, as explanatory of the reason why
those who are subsequently referred to were in Babylon. They were exiles,
having been conveyed as captives to aforeign land, “*Daniel 1:1,2.

| 1. The purpose of the king, Nebuchadnezzar, to bring forward the
principal talent to be found among the Jewish captives, and to put it under
aprocess of training, that it might be employed at the court, “**Daniel
1:3,4. In carrying out this purpose, a confidential officer of the court,
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Ashpenaz, was directed to search out among the captives the most
promising youths, whether by birth or talent, and to put them under a
process of training, that they might become fully instructed in the science
of the Chaldeans. What were the reasons which led to this cannot be
known with certainty. They may have been such as these;

(1) The Chaldeans had devoted themselves to science, especialy to those
sciences which promised any information respecting future events, the
secrets of the unseen world, etc. Hence, they either originated or adopted
the science of astrology; they practiced the arts of magic; they studied to
interpret dreams; and, in general, they made use of al the means which it
was then supposed could be employed to unlock the secrets of the invisible
world, and to disclose the future.

(2) They could not have been ignorant of the fact, that the Hebrews
claimed to have communications with God. They had doubtless heard of
their prophets, and of their being able to foretell what was to occur. This
kind of knowledge would fall in with the objects at which the Chaldeans
aimed, and if they could avail themselves of it, it would enable them to
secure what they so ardently sought. It is probable that they considered this
asasort of “permanent” power which the Hebrew prophets had, and
supposed that at all times, and on all subjects, they could interpret dreams,
and solve the various questions about which their own magicians were so
much engaged. It is not to be presumed that they had any very accurate
knowledge of the exact character of the Hebrew prophecies, or the nature
of the communication which the prophets had with God; but it was not
unnatural for them to suppose that this spirit of prophecy or divination
would be possessed by the most noble and the most talented of the land.
Hence, Ashpenaz was instructed to select those of the royal family, and
those in whom there was no blemish, and who were handsome, and who
were distinguished for knowledge, and to prepare them, by a suitable
course, for being presented to the king.

(3) It may have been the purpose of the Chaldean monarch to bring
forward al the talent of the realm, whether native or foreign, to be
employed in the service of the government. There is no reason to suppose
that there was any jealousy of foreign talent, or any reluctance to employ it
in any proper way, in promoting the interests of the kingdom. Asthe
Chadean monarch had now in his possession the Hebrew royal family, and
all the principal men that had been distinguished in Judes, it was not
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unnatural to suppose that there might be valuable talent among them of
which he might avail himself, and which would add to the splendor of his
own court and cabinet. It might have been naturally supposed, aso, that it
would tend much to conciliate the captives themselves, and repress any
existing impatience, or insubordination, to select the most noble and the
most gifted of them, and to employ them in the service of the government;
and in any questions that might arise between the government and the
captive nation, it would be an advantage for the government to be able to
employ native-born Hebrews in making known the wishes and purposes of
the government. It was, moreover, in accordance with the proud spirit of
Nebuchadnezzar (see Daniel 4) to surround himself with all that would
impart splendor to his own reign.

| 1. The method by which this talent was to be brought forward, “**Daniel
1:5-7. Thiswas by a course of living in the manner of the royal household,
with the presumption that at the end of three years, in personal appearance,
and in the knowledge of the language of the Chadeans (*™Daniel 1:4),
they would be prepared to appear at court, and to be employed in the
service to which they might be appointed.

|V The resolution of Daniél not to corrupt himself with the viands which
had been appointed for him and his brethren, “**Daniel 1:8. He had
heretofore been strictly temperate; he had avoided all luxurious living; he
had abstained from wine; and, though now having all the means of
luxurious indulgence at command, and being unexpectedly thrown into the
temptations of a splendid Oriental court, he resolved to adhere stedfastly to
his principles.

V. The apprehension of the prince of the eunuchs that this would be a
ground of offence with his master, the king, and that he would himself be
held responsible, “®®Danid 1:9,10. This was a very natural apprehension,
as the command seems to have been positive, and as an Oriental monarch
was entirely despotic. It was not unreasonable for him to whom this office
was entrusted to suppose that afailure on his part to accomplish what he
had been directed to do would be followed by aloss of place or life.

V1. The experiment, and the result, “*Daniel 1:11-17. Daniel asked that a
trial might be made of the effects of temperance in preparing him and his
companions for presentation at court. He requested that they might be
permitted, even for abrief time, yet long enough to make afair experiment,
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to abstain from wine, and the other luxuries of the royal table, and that then
it might be determined whether they should be alowed to continue the
experiment. The result was as he had anticipated. At the end of ten days,
on afair comparison with those who had indulged in luxurious living, the
benefit of their course was apparent, and they were permitted to continue
this strict abstinence during the remainder of the time which was deemed
necessary for their preparation to appear at court.

V1. The presentation at court, “®Daniel 1:18-21. At the end of the time
appointed for preparation, Daniel and his selected companions were
brought into the royal presence, and met with the most favorable reception
which could have been hoped for. They were distinguished, it would seem,
for beauty and manly vigour, and as much distinguished for wisdom as they
were for the beauty and healthfulness of their bodily appearance. They at
once took an honorable station, greatly surpassing in true wisdom and
knowledge those at the court who were regarded as skilled in the arts of
divination and astrology. These years of preparation we are not to suppose
were spent in merely cultivating the beauty of their personal appearance,
but they were doubtless employed, under al the advantages of instruction
which could be afforded them, in the careful cultivation of their mental
powers, and in the acquisition of all the knowledge which could be
obtained under the best masters at the court of the Chaldeans. Compare
“Daniel 1:4.

2Daniel 1:1. In the third year of the reign of Jehoiakim king of Judah
came Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon unto Jerusalem This event
occurred, according to Jahn (“History of the Hebrew Commonwealth”), in
the year 607 B.C., and in the 368th year after the revolt of the ten tribes.
According to Usher, it was in the 369th year of the revolt, and 606 B.C.
The computation of Usher is the one generaly received, but the difference
of ayear in the reckoning is not material. Compare Michaglis, Anmerkung,
zu 2 Kon. xxiv. 1. Jehoiakim was a son of Josiah, a prince who was
distinguished for his piety, “**2 Kings 22:2; “**2 Chronicles 35:1-7. After
the death of Josiah, the people raised to the throne of Judah Jehoahaz, the
youngest son of Josiah, probably because he appeared better qualified to
reign than his elder brother, “**2 Kings 23:30; “**2 Chronicles 36:1. He
was awicked prince, and after he had been on the throne three months, he
was removed by Pharaoh-nechoh, king of Egypt, who returned to
Jerusalem from the conquest of Phoenicia, and placed his elder brother,



120

Eliakim, to whom he gave the name of Jehoiakim, on the throne, “**2
Kings 23:34; “*72 Chronicles 36:4. Jehoahaz was first imprisoned in
Riblah, “*#2 Kings 23:33, and was afterward removed to Egypt, “*2
Chronicles 36:4. Jehoiakim, an unworthy son of Josiah, was, in redlity, as
he is represented by Jeremiah, one of the worst kings who reigned over
Judah. His reign continued eleven years, and as he came to the throne 611
B.C., hisreign continued to the year 600 B.C. In the third year of hisreign,
after the battle of Megiddo, Pharaoh-nechoh undertook a second
expedition against Nabopolassar, king of Babylon, with a numerous army,
drawn in part from Western Africa, Lybia and Ethiopia. — Jahn’s Hist.
Hebrews “Commonweslth,” p. 134. This Nabopolassar, who is also called
Nebuchadnezzar |, was at this time, as Berosus relates, aged and infirm. He
therefore gave up a part of his army to his son Nebuchadnezzar, who
defeated the Egyptian host at Carchemish (Circesium) on the Euphrates,
and drove Nechoh out of Asia. The victorious prince marched directly to
Jerusalem, which was then under the sovereignty of Egypt. After a short
siege Jehoiakim surrendered, and was again placed on the throne by the
Babylonian prince. Nebuchadnezzar took part of the furniture of the temple
as booty, and carried back with him to Babylon severa young men, the
sons of the principal Hebrew nobles, among whom were Daniel and his
three friends referred to in this chapter. It is not improbable that one object
in conveying them to Babylon was that they might be hostages for the
submission and good order of the Hebrewsin their own land. It is at this
time that the Babylonian sovereignty over Judah commences, commonly
called the Babylonian captivity, which, according to the prophecy of
Jeremiah, (***Jeremiah 25:1-14; 29:10), was to continue seventy years. In
“#Jeremiah 25:1; 46:2, it is said that this was in the fourth year of
Jehoiakim; in the passage before usiit is said that it was the third year. This
difference, says Jahn, arises from a different mode of computation:

“ Jehoiakim came to the throne at the end of the year, which Jeremiah
reckons as the first (and such a mode of reckoning is not uncommon), but
Daniel, neglecting the incomplete year, numbers one less.” For a more full
and complete examination of the objection to the genuineness of Daniel
from this passage, | would refer to Prof. Stuart on Danidl, “Excursus’ 1.
(See App. I. to thisVol.)

And besieged it Jerusalem was a strongly-fortified place, and it was not
easy to take it, except asthe result of asiege. It was, perhaps, never
carried by direct and immediate assault. Compare “**2 Kings 25:1-3, for
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an account of a siege of Jerusalem a second time by Nebuchadnezzar. At
that time the city was besieged about ayear and a half. How long the siege
here referred to continued is not specified.

2eDaniel 1:2. And the Lord gave Jehoiakim king of Judah into his
hand Jehoiakim was taken captive, and it would seem that there was an
intention to convey him to Babylon (***2 Chronicles 36:6), but that for
some cause he was not removed there, but died at Jerusalem (***2 Kings
24:5,6), though he was not honorably buried there, ***Jeremiah 22:19;
36:30. In the second book of Chronicles (***2 Chronicles 36:6), it is said
that

“Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon came up, and bound Jehoiakim
in fetters, to take him to Babylon.”

Jahn supposes that an error has crept into the text in the book of
Chronicles, as there is no evidence that Jehoiakim was taken to Babylon,
but it appears from <**2 Kings 24:1,2, that Jehoiakim was continued in
authority at Jerusalem under Nebuchadnezzar three years, and then
rebelled against him, and that then Nebuchadnezzar sent against him
“bands of the Chaldees, and bands of the Syrians, and bands of the
Moabites, and bands of the children of Ammon, and sent them against
Judah to destroy it.” Thereis no necessity of supposing an error in the text
in the account in the book of Chronicles. It is probable that Jehoiakim was
taken, and that the “intention” was to take him to Babylon, according to
the account in Chronicles, but that, from some cause not mentioned, the
purpose of the Chaldean monarch was changed, and that he was placed
again over Judah, under Nebuchadnezzar, according to the account in the
book of Kings, and that he remained in this condition for three years until
he rebelled, and that then the bands of Chaldeans, etc., were sent against
him. It is probable that at this time, perhaps while the siege was going on,
he died, and that the Chaldeans dragged his dead body out of the gates of
the city, and left it unburied, as Jeremiah had predicted, “**Jeremiah 22:19;
36:30.

With part of the vessels of the house of God “*%2 Chronicles 36:7. Another
portion of the vessels of the temple at Jerusalem was taken away by
Nebuchadnezzar, in the time of Jehoiachin, the successor of Jehoiakim,
“E2 Chronicles 36:10. On the third invasion of Palestine, the same thing
was repeated on a more extensive scale, **2 Kings 24:13. At the fourth
and final invasion, under Zedekiah, when the temple was destroyed, all its
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treasures were carried away, “**2 Kings 25:6-20. A part of these treasures
were brought back under Cyrus, “®**Ezra 1:7; the rest under Darius,
“Ezra 6:5. Why they were not “al” taken away at first does not appear,
but perhaps Nebuchadnezzar did not then intend wholly to overthrow the
Hebrew nation, but meant to keep them tributary to him as a people. The
temple was not at that time destroyed, but probably he alowed the worship
of Jehovah to be celebrated there still, and he would naturally leave such
vessels as were absolutely necessary to keep up the services of public
worship.

Which he carried into the land of Shinar The region around Babylon. The
exact limits of this country are unknown, but it probably embraced the
region known as Mesopotamia— the country between the rivers Tigris
and Euphrates. The derivation of the name “Shinar” is unknown. It occurs
only in “®Genesis 10:10; 11:2; 14:1,9; “*Joshua 7:21; *"saiah 11:11;
“Danid 1:2; **Zechariah 5:11.

To the house of his god To the temple of Bel, at Babylon. Thiswas a
temple of great magnificence, and the worship of Bel was celebrated there
with great splendor. For a description of thistemple, and of the god which
was worshipped there, see the notes at *™saiah 46:1. These vessels were
subsequently brought out at the command of Belshazzar, at his celebrated
feast, and employed in the conviviality and revelry of that occasion. See
“Daniel 5:3.

And he brought the vessals into the treasure-house of his god It would
seem rom this that the vessels had been taken to the temple of Bel, or
Belus, in Babylon, not to be used in the worship of theidol, but to be laid
up among the valuable treasures there. As the temples of the gods were
sacred, and were regarded as inviolable, it would be natural to make them
the repository of valuable spoils and treasures. Many of the spoils of the
Romans were suspended around the walls of the temples of their gods,
particularly in the temple of Victory. Compare Eschenberg, “Manual of
Class.” Literally, pt. iii. Sections 149, 150.

2eDaniel 1:3. And the king spake unto Ashpenaz the master of his
eunuchs On the general reasons which may have influenced the king to
make the selection of the youths here mentioned, see the analysis of the
chapter. Of Ashpenaz, nothing more is known than is stated here. Eunuchs
were then, as they are now, in constant employ in the harems of the East,
and they often rose to great influence and power. A large portion of the
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slaves employed at the courts in the East, and in the houses of the wealthy,
are eunuchs. Compare Burckhardt’ s “ Travelsin Nubia,” pp. 294, 295.
They are regarded as the guardians of the female virtue of the harem, but
their situation gives them great influence, and they often rise high in the
favor of their employers, and often become the principal officers of the
court. “The chief of the black eunuchsis yet, at the court of the Sultan,
which is arranged much in accordance with the ancient court of Persia, an
officer of the highest dignity. Heis called Kidar-Aga, the overseer of the
women, and is the chief of the black eunuchs, who guard the harem, or the
apartments of the females. The Kidar-Aga enjoys, through his situation, a
vast influence, especialy in regard to the offices of the court, the principal
Agas deriving their situations through him.” See Jos. von Hammers “des
Osmanischen Reichs Staatsverwalt,” Thessaloniansi. s. 71, as quoted in
Rosenmuller’s “ Alte und neue Morgenland,” ii. 357, 358.

(Thefigures in the annexed engravings are from the Nimroud
sculptures, and represent two eunuchs holding high official rank in
the royal household of the Assyrian monarch. The one is the royal
scepter-bearer, and the other the royal cup-bearer, the office of
each being designated by the insignia he bears.)

o

That it iscommon in the East to desire that those employed in public
service should have vigorous bodies, and beauty of form, and to train them
for this, will be apparent from the following extract:

“Curtius says, that in all barbarous or uncivilized countries, the
stateliness of the body is held in great veneration; nor do they think
him capable of great services or action to whom nature has not
vouchsafed to give a beautiful form and aspect. It has always been
the custom of eastern nations to choose such for their principal
officers, or to wait on princes and great personages. Sir Paul Ricaut
observes, ‘ That the youths that are designed for the great offices of
the Turkish empire must be of admirable features and |ooks, well
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shaped in their bodies, and without any defect of nature; for it is
conceived that a corrupt and sordid soul can scarcely inhabit in a
serene and ingenuous aspect; and | have observed, not only in the
seraglio, but also in the courts of great men, their personal
attendants have been of comely lusty youths, well habited,
deporting themselves with singular modesty and respect in the
presence of their masters; so that when a Pascha Aga Spahi travels,
he is aways attended with a comely equipage, followed by
flourishing youths, well clothed, and mounted, in great numbers.””
— Burder.

This may serve to explain the reason of the arrangement made in respect to
these Hebrew youths.

That he should bring certain of the children of Israel Hebrew, “of the sons
of Israel.” Nothing can with certainty be determined respecting their “age”
by the use of this expression, for the phrase means merely the descendants
of Jacob, or Isradl, that is, “Jews,” and it would be applied to them at any
time of life. It would seem, however, from subsequent statements, that
those who were selected were young men. It is evident that young men
would be better qualified for the object contemplated — to be “trained” in
the language and the sciences of the Chaldeans (**Daniel 1:4) — than
those who were at a more advanced period of life.

And of the king's seed, and of the princes That the most illustrious, and
the most promising of them were to be selected; those who would be most
adapted to accomplish the object which he had in view. Compare the
analysis of the chapter. It is probable that the king presumed that among
the royal youths who had been made captive there would be found those of
most talent, and of course those best qualified to impart dignity and honor
to his government, as well as those who would be most likely to be
qualified to make known future events by the interpretation of dreams, and
by the prophetic intimations of the Divine will.

2o Daniel 1:4. Children in whom was no blemish The word rendered
“children” in this place d 1y;™® is different from that which is rendered
“children” in “®*Job 1:3 — "B&"?", That word denotes merely that they
were “sons,” or “descendants,” of Isragl, without implying anything in
regard to their age; the word here used would be appropriate only to those
who were at an early period of life, and makes it certain that the king
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meant that those who were selected should be youths. Compare
ZGenesis 4:23, where the word is rendered “ayoung man.” It is
sometimes, indeed, used to denote a son, without reference to age, and is
then synonymous with “"B&™*, a“son.” But it properly means “one born;”
that is, “recently born;” achild, ®®Genesis 21:8; ““*Exodus 1:17; 2:3; and
then one in early life. There can be no doubt that the monarch meant to
designate youths. So the Vulgate, “pueros,” and the Greek, veavickoug
=3495” "and so the Syriac. All these words would be applicable to those who
werein early life, or to young men. Compare Introduction to Danie,
Section |. The word “blemish” refers to bodily defect or imperfection. The
object was to select those who were most perfect in form, perhaps partly
because it was supposed that beautiful youths would most grace the court,
and partly because it was supposed that such would be likely to have the
brightest intellectual endowments. It was regarded as essential to personal
beauty to be without blemish, *#2 Samuel 14:25:

“But in al Israel there was none to be so much praised as Absalom
for beauty; from the sole of Iris foot even to the crown of his head
there was no blemish in him.”

“#%Song of Solomon 4:7: “Thou art dl fair, my love; thereisno spot in
thee.” The word is sometimes used in amoral sense, to denote corruption
of heart or life (**Deuteronomy 32:5; ***Job 11:15; 31:7), but that is not
the meaning here.

But well-favored Hebrew, “good of appearance;” that is, beautiful.

And skillful in all wisdom Intelligent, wise — that is, in al that was
esteemed wise in their own country. The object was to bring forward the
most talented and intelligent, as well as the most beautiful, anong the
Hebrew captives.

And cunning in knowledge In al that could be known. The distinction
between the word here rendered “knowledge” t [ B2#" and the word

rendered “science” [ Dm&¥* is not apparent. Both come from the word
[ dg&®* to “know,” and would be applicable to any kind of knowledge.

The word rendered “cunning” is also derived from the same root, and
means “knowing,” or “skilled in.” We more commonly apply the word to a
particular kind of knowledge, meaning artful, shrewd, astute, dy, crafty,
designing. But this was not the meaning of the word when the trandation
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of the Bible was made, and it is not employed in that sense in the
Scriptures. It isaways used in a good sense, meaning intelligent, skillful,
experienced, well-instructed. Compare “**Genesis 25:27; **Exodus 26:1,
28:15; 38:23; ™1 Samuel 16:16; “**1 Chronicles 25:7; “*®*Psam 137:5;
“™lsaigh 3:3.

And under standing science That is, the sciences which prevailed among
the Hebrews. They were not a nation distinguished for “science,” in the
sense in which that term is now commonly understood — embracing
astronomy, chemistry, geology, mathematics, electricity, etc.; but their
science extended chiefly to music, architecture, natural history, agriculture,
morals, theology, war, and the knowledge of future events; in all which
they occupied an honorable distinction among the nations. In many of these
respects they were, doubtless, far in advance of the Chaldeans; and it was
probably the purpose of the Chaldean monarch to avail himself of what
they knew.

And such as had ability in themto stand in the king’ s palace Hebrew,
“had strength” — j B, Properly meaning, who had strength of body for
the service which would be required of them in attending on the court. “A
firm constitution of body is required for those protracted services of
standing in the hall of the royal presence.” — Grotius. The word “palace”
here I kyh&>" is commonly used to denote the temple (“**2 Kings 24:13;
<2 Chronicles 3:17; *™Jeremiah 50:28; “**Haggai 2:15. Its proper and
primitive signification, however, is alarge and magnificent building — a
palace — and it was given to the temple as the “palace” of Jehovah, the
abode where he dwelt as king of his people.

And whom they might teach That they might be better qualified for the
duties to which they might be called. The purpose was, doubtless (see
analysis), to bring forward their talent, that it might contribute to the
splendor of the Chaldean court; but as they were, doubtless, ignorant to a
great extent of the language of the Chaldeans, and as there were sciencesin
which the Chaldeans were supposed to excel, it seemed desirable that they
should have al the advantage which could be delayed from a careful
training under the best masters.

The learning — rps&®?. literally, “writing” (¥*saiah 29:11,12).
Gesenius supposes that this means the “writing” of the Chaldeans; or that
they might be able to read the language of the Chaldeans. But it, doubtless,
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included “the knowledge” of what was written, as well as the ability “to
read” what was written; that is, the purpose was to instruct them in the
sciences which were understood among the Chaldeans. They were
distinguished chiefly for such sciences as these:

(1) Astronomy. This science is commonly supposed to have had its orion
on the plains of Babylon, and it was early carried there to as high a degree
of perfection asit attained in any of the ancient nations. Their mild climate,
and their employment as shepherds, leading them to pass much of their
time at night under the open heavens, gave them the opportunity of
observing the stars, and they amused themselves in marking their positions
and their changes, and in mapping out the heavens in a variety of fanciful
figures, now called constellations.

(2) Astrology. Thiswas at first a branch of astronomy, or was almost
identical with it, for the stars were studied principally to endeavor to
ascertain what influence they exerted over the fates of men, and especially
what might be predicted from their position, on the birth of an individual,
asto hisfuture life. Astrology was then deemed a science whose laws were
to be ascertained in the same way as the laws of any other science; and the
world has been slow to disabuse itself of the notion that the stars exert an
influence over the fates of men. Even Lord Bacon held that it was a science
to be “reformed,” not wholly rejected.

(3) Magic; soothsaying; divination; or whatever would contribute to lay
open the future, or disclose the secrets of the invisible world. Hence, they
applied themselves to the interpretation of dreams; they made use of
magical arts, probably employing, as magicians do, some of the ascertained
results of science in producing optical illusions, impressing the common
with the belief that they were familiar with the secrets of the invisible
world; and hence, the name “Chaldean” and “magician” became almost
synonymous terms (***Daniel 2:2; 4:7; 5:7.)

(4) It is not improbable that they had made advances in other sciences, but
of thiswe have little knowledge. They knew little of the true laws of
astronomy, geology, cheministry, electricity, mathematics; and in these,
and in kindred departments of science, they may be supposed to have been
almost wholly ignorant.

And the tongue of the Chaldeans In regard to the “Chaldeans,” see the
notes at “*Job 1:17; and **1saiah 23:13. The kingdom of Babylon was
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composed mainly of Chaldeans, and that kingdom was called “the realm of
the Chaldeans’ (**Daniel 9:1). Of that realm, or kingdom, Babylon was
the capital. The origin of the Chaldeans has been a subject of great
perplexity, on which there is still a considerable variety of opinions.
According to Heeren, they came from the North; by Gesenius they are
supposed to have come from the mountains of Kurdistan; and by Michaglis,
from the steppes of Scythia They seem to have been an extended race, and
probably occupied the whole of the region adjacent to what became
Babylonia. Heeren expresses his opinion as to their origin in the following
language: “It cannot be doubted that, at some remote period, antecedent to
the commencement of historical records. “one mighty race” possessed
these vast plains, varying in character according to the country which they
inhabited; in the deserts of Arabia, pursuing anomad life; in Syria, applying
themselves to agriculture, and taking up settled abodes; in Babylonia,
erecting the most magnificent cities of ancient times; and in Phaaicia,
opening the earliest ports, and constructing fleets, which secured to them
the commerce of the known world.” There exists at the present time, in the
vicinity of the Bahrein Islands, and along the Persian Gulf, in the
neighborhood of the Astan River, an Arab tribe, of the name of the “Beni
Khaled,” who are probably the same people as the “Gens Chaldei” of Pliny,
and doubitless the descendants of the ancient race of the Chaldeans. On the
guestion when they became a kingdom, or realm, making Babylon their
capital, see the notes at ***1saiah 23:13. Compare, for an interesting
discussion of the subject, “Forster’s Historical Geography of Arabia,” vol.
i. pp. 49-56. The language of the Chaldeans, in which a considerable part
of the book of Daniel iswritten (see the Introduction Section IV ., 111.),
differed from the Hebrew, though it was a branch of the same Aramean
family of languages. It was, indeed, very closely allied to the Hebrew, but
was so different that those who were acquainted with only one of the two
languages could not understand the other. Compare “**Nehemiah 8:8.
Both were the offspring of the original Shemitish language. This original
language may be properly reduced to three great branches:

(1) The Aramean, which prevailed in Syria, Babylonia, and Mesopotamia;
and which may, therefore, be divided into the Syriac or West-Aramean,
and the Chaldee or East-Aramean, called after the Babylonian Aramean.

(2) The Hebrew, with which the fragments of the Phoenician coincide.
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(3) The Arabic, under which belongs the Ethiopic as a dialect. The
Aramean, which, after the return from the Babylonian captivity, was
introduced into Palestine, and which prevailed in the time of the Saviour, is
commonly called the Syro-Chaldaic, because it was a mixture of the
Eastern and Western diaects. The Chaldee, or East Aramean, and the
Hebrew, had in general the same stock of original words, but they differed
in several respects, such as the following:

(a) Many words of the old primitive language which had remained in one
dialect had been lost in the other.

(b) The same word was current in both dialects, but in different
significations, because in the one it retained the primitive signification,
while in the other it had acquired different meaning.

(c) The Babylonian diaect had borrowed expressions from the Northern
Chaldeans, who had made various irruptions into the country. These
expressions were foreign to the Shemitish dialects, and belonged to the
Japhetian language, which prevailed among the Armenians, the Medes, the
Persians, and the Chaldeans, who were probaby related to these. Traces of
these foreign words are found in the names of the officers of state, and in
expressions having reference to the government.

(d) The Babylonian pronunciation was more easy and more sonorous than
the Hebrew. It exchanged the frequent sibilants of the Hebrew, and the
other consonants which were hard to pronounce, for others which were
less difficult: it dropped the long vowels which were not essential to the
forms of words; it preferred the more sonorous “a” to the long “o,” and
assumed at the end of nouns, in order to lighten the pronunciation, a
prolonged auxiliary vowe (the so-called emphatic ‘aleph (a); it admitted
contractions in pronouncing many words) and must have been, as the
language of common life, far better adapted to the sluggish Orientals than
the harsher Hebrew. See an article “ On the Prevalence of the Aramean
Language in Palestine in the age of Christ and the Apostles,” by Henry F.
Pfannkuche, in the “Biblical Repository,” vol. i. pp. 318, 319. On thisverse
also, compare the notes at *™*saiah 39:7.

Z>PDaniel 1:5. And the king appointed them Calvin supposes that this
arrangement was resorted to in order to render them effeminate, and, by a
course of luxurious living, to induce them gradually to forget their own
country, and that with the same view their names were changed. But there
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is no evidence that this was the object. The purpose was manifestly to train
them in the manner in which it was supposed they would be best fitted, in
bodily health, in personal beauty, and in intellectual attainments, to appear
at court; and it was presumed that the best style of living which the realm
furnished would conduce to this end. That the design was not to make
them effeminate, is apparent from “**Daniel 1:15.

A daily provision Hebrew, “The thing of aday in hisday;” that is, he
assigned to them each day a portion of what had been prepared for the
royal meal. It was not a permanent provision, but one which was made
each day. The word rendered “provision tpZ#* — means a bit, “crumb,”
“morsel,” ™ Genesis 18:5; “**Judges 19:5; “*"Psalm 147:17.

Of the king’s meat The word “meat” here means “food,” asit does
uniformly in the Bible, the Old English word having this signification when
the trandation was made, and not being limited then, asit is now, to animal
food. The word in the original — gB&¥°"> — is of Persian origin, meaning
“food.” The two words are frequently compounded — gB#gh2&*

(¥ Danid 1.5,8,13,15,16; 11:26); and the compound means delicate food,
dainties; literally, food of the father, i.e., the king; or, according to
Lorsbach, in Archiv. f. “Morgenl.” Litt. Il., 313, food for idols, or the
gods;, — in either case denoting delicate food; luxurious living. —
Gesenius, “Lex.”

And of the wine which he drank Margin, “of hisdrink.” Such wine asthe
king was accustomed to drink. It may be presumed that this was the best
kind of wine. From anything that appears, this was furnished to them in
abundance; and with the leisure which they had, they could hardly be
thrown into stronger temptation to excessive indulgence.

So nourishing them three years As long as was supposed to be necessary
in order to develop their physical beauty and strength, and to make them
well acquainted with the language and learning of the Chaldeans. The
object was to prepare them to give as much dignity and ornament to the
court as possible.

That at the end thereof they might stand before the king Notes, “*Daniel
1:4. On the arrangements made to bring forward these youths, the editor of
the “Pictoria Bible’ makes the following remarks, showing the
correspondence between these arrangements and what usually occursin the
East: “There is not a single intimation which may not be illustrated from
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the customs of the Turkish seraglio until some alterations were made in
this, asin other matters, by the present sultan (Mahmoud). The pages of
the seraglio, and officers of the court, as well as the greater part of the
public functionaries and governors of provinces, were originally Christian
boys, taken captive in war, or bought or stolen in time of peace. The finest
and most capable of these were sent to the palace, and, if accepted, were
placed under the charge of the chief of the white eunuchs. The lads did not
themsel ves become eunuchs; which we notice, because it has been
erroneously inferred, that Daniel and the other Hebrew youths “must” have
been made eunuchs, “because” they were committed to the care of the
chief eunuch. The accepted |ads were brought up in the religion of their
masters, and there were schools in the palace where they received such
complete instruction in Turkish learning and science as it was the lot of few
others to obtain. Among their accomplishments we find it mentioned, that
the greatest pains were taken to teach them to speak the Turkish language
(aforeign one to them) with the greatest purity, as spoken at court.
Compare this with “Teach them the learning and tongue of the Chaldeans.”
The lads were clothed very neatly, and well, but temperately dieted. They
dept in large chambers, where there were rows of beds. Every one slept
separately; and between every third or fourth bed lay a white eunuch, who
served as a sort of guard, and was bound to keep a careful eye upon the
lads near him, and report his observations to his superior. When any of
them arrived at a proper age, they were instructed in military exercises, and
pains taken to make them active, robust, and brave. Every one, aso,
according to the custom of the country, was taught some mechanical or
liberal art, to serve him as aresource in adversity. When their education
was completed in al its branches, those who had displayed the most
capacity and valor were employed about the person of the king, and the
rest given to the service of the treasury, and the other offices of the
extensive establishment to which they belonged. In due time the more
talented or successful young men got promoted to the various high court
offices which gave them access to the private apartments of the seraglio, so
that they at almost any time could see and speak to their great master. This
advantage soon paved the way for their promotion to the government of
provinces, and to military commands; and it has often happened that
favorite court officers have stepped at once into the post of grand vizier, or
chief minister, and other high offices of state, without having previousy
been abroad in the world as pashas and military commanders. How well
this agreesto, and illustrates the usage of the Babylonian court, will clearly
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appear to the reader without particular indication. See Habesci’ s * Ottoman
Empire;” Tavernier’s“Relation de |’ Interieur du Sérail du Grand
Seigneur.”

2PDaniel 1:6. Now among these were of the children of Judah That is,
these were a part of those who were selected. They are mentioned because
they became so prominent in the transactions which are subsequently
recorded in this book, and because they evinced such extraordinary virtue
in the development of the principles in which they had been trained, and in
the remarkable trials through which they were called to pass. It does not
appear that they are mentioned here particularly on account of any
distinction of birth or rank, for though they were among the noble and
promising youth of the land, yet it is clear that others of the same rank and
promise also were selected, “®Daniel 1:3. The phrase “the children of
Judah” is only another term to denote that they were Hebrews. They
belonged to the tribe, or the kingdom of Judah.

Daniel Thisname I aYed ™ means properly “judge of God;” that is, one
who acts as judge in the name of God. Why this name was given to himis
not known. We cannot, however, fail to be struck with its appropriateness,
asthe events of hislife showed. Nor is it known whether he belonged to
the royal family, or to the nobles of the land, but as the selection was made
from that classit is probable. Those who were at first carried into captivity
were selected exclusively from the more elevated classes of society, and
there is every reason to believe that Daniel belonged to afamily of rank
and consequence. The Jews say that he was of the royal family, and was
descended from Hezekiah, and cite his history in confirmation of the
prophecy addressed by Isaiah to that monarch,

“Of thy sons which shall issue from thee, which thou shalt beget,
shall they take away; and they shall be eunuchs in the palace of the
king of Babylon,” **1saiah 39:7.

Compare Introduction Section I.

Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah Of the rank and early history of these
young men nothing is known. They became celebrated for their refusal to
worship the golden image set up by Nebuchadnezzar, “**Danidl 3:12,
following.
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2PDaniel 1:7. Unto whom the prince of the eunuchs gave names This
practice iscommon in Oriental courts.

“The captive youths referred to in the notes on “**Daniel 1:5, in the
Turkish court also receive new names, that is, Mahometan names,
their former names being Christian.” — “Pict. Bible.”

Itis“possible’ that this changing of their names may have been designed to
make them forget their country, and their religion, and to lead them more
entirely to identify themselves with the people in whose service they were
now to be employed, though nothing of thisis intimated in the history.
Such achange, it is easy to conceive, might do much to make them feel
that they were identified with the people among whom they were adopted,
and to make them forget the customs and opinions of their own country. It
is a circumstance which may give some additiona probability to this
supposition, that it is quite acommon thing now at missionary stations to
give new names to the children who are taken into the boarding-schools,
and especially the names of the Christian benefactors at whose expense
they are supported. Compare the same general character, for this change of
names may have been, that the name of the true God constituted a part of
their own names, and that thus they were constantly reminded of him and
his worship. In the new names given them, the appellation of some of the
idols worshipped in Babylon was incorporated, and this might serve as
remembrancers of the divinities to whose service it was doubtless the
intention to win them.

For he gave unto Daniel the name of Belteshazzar The name Belteshazzar
r Xaev#El BE> is compounded of two words, and means according to
Gesenius, “Bel’s prince;” that is, he whom Bel favors. “Bel” wasthe
principal divinity worshipped at Babylon (Notes, ®*™ saiah 46:1), and this
name would, therefore, be likely to impress the youthful Daniel with the
idea that he was a favorite of this divinity, and to attract him to his service.
It was aflattering distinction that he was one of the favorites of the
principal god worshipped in Babylon, and this was not improbably
designed to turn his attention from the God whose name had been
incorporated in his own. The giving of this name seemed to imply, in the
apprehension of Nebuchadnezzar, that the spirit of the gods wasin him on
whom it was conferred. See “**Daniel 4:8,9.
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And to Hananiah, of Shadrach The name “Hananiah” hynhg=™"® means,
“whom Jehovah has gracioudly given,” and is the same with Ananias
(Greek, Avowviag =*¢7), and would serve to remind its possessor of the
name of “Jehovah,” and of his mercy. The name Shadrach E r el/&8*,
according to Lorsbach, means “young friend of the king;” according to
Bohlen, it means “rejoicing in the way,” and this last signification is the one
which Gesenius prefers. In either signification it would contribute to a
forgetfulness of the interesting significancy of the former name, and tend to
obliterate the remembrance of the early training in the service of Jehovah.

And to Mishael, of Meshach The name “Mishadl” 1 aeymi™® means,
“who iswhat God is?” — from ymi™®® “who,” rva<"®** “what,” and
pyhila“"*3°> “God.” It would thus be a remembrancer of the greatness of
God; of his supremacy over al his creatures, and of his “incomparable”
exaltation over the universe. The signification of the name “Meshach”
Evem@™ is|ess known. The Persian word means “ovicula,” alittle sheep
(Gesenius), but why this name was given we are not informed. Might it
have been on account of his beauty, his gentleness, hislamb-like
disposition? If so, nothing perhaps would be better fitted to turn away the
thoughts from the great God and his service to himself.

And to Azariah, of Abednego The name “Azaziah” hyr ™ means,
“whom Jehovah helps,” from rz§™ “to help,” and Hy;™*, the same as
“Jah” (a shortened form of Jehovah, hwfayi™®, This name, therefore, had a
striking significancy, and would be a constant remembrancer of the true
God, and of the value of his favor and protection. The name Abed-nego @]
db§]means, “a servant of Nego,” or perhaps of “Nebo” — wbnj™. This
word “Nebo,” among the Chaldeans, probably denoted the planet Mercury.
This planet was worshipped by them, and by the Arabs, as the celestial
scribe or writer. See the notes at ®*™ saiah 46:1. The Divine worship paid
to this planet by the Chaldeans is attested, says Gesenius, by the many
compound proper names of which this name forms a part; as
Nebuchadnezzar, Nebushasban, and others mentioned in classic writers; as
Nabonedus, Nabonassar, Nabonabus, etc. This change of name, therefore,
was designed to denote a consecration to the service of thisidol-god, and
the change was eminently adapted to make him to whom it was given
forget the true God, to whom, in earlier days, he had been devoted. It was
only extraordinary grace which could have kept these youthsin the paths



135

of their early training, and in the faithful service of that God to whom they
had been early consecrated, amidst the temptations by which they were
now surrounded in aforeign land, and the influences which were employed
to alienate them from the God of their fathers.

2eDaniel 1:8. But Daniel purposed in his heart Evidently in
concurrence with the youths who had been selected with him. See
“PDaniel 1:11-13. Daniel, it seems, formed this as a“decided” purpose,
and “meant” to carry it into effect, as a matter of principle, though he
designed to secure his object, if possible, by making a request that he might
be “alowed” to pursue that course (*?Daniel 1:12), and wished not to
give offence, or to provoke opposition. What would have been the result if
he had not obtained permission we know not; but the probability is, that he
would have thrown himself upon the protection of God, as he afterward
did (Daniel 6), and would have done what he considered to be duty,
regardless of consequences. The course which he took saved him from the
trial, for the prince of the eunuchs was willing to allow him to make the
experiment, ““Danid 1:14. It is dways better, even where there is decided
principle, and a settled purpose in a matter, to obtain an object by a
peaceful request, than to attempt to secure it by violence.

That he would not defile himself with the portion of the king’s meat Notes,
“EDaniel 1:5. The word which is rendered “defile himsdf” — 1ag&™>
from 1288 — is commonly used in connection with “redemption,” its
first and usua meaning being to redeem, to ransom. In later Hebrew,
however, it means, to be defiled; to be polluted, to be unclean. The
“connection” between these significations of the word is not apparent,
unless, as redemption was accomplished with the shedding of blood,
rendering the place where it was shed defiled, the idea came to be
permanently attached to the word. The defilement here referred to in the
case of Daniel probably was, that by partaking of thisfood he might, in
some way, be regarded as countenancing idolatry, or as lending his
sanction to amode of living which was inconsistent with his principles, and
which was perilous to his health and morals. The Syriac renders this
simply, “that he would not eat,” without implying that there would be
defilement.

Nor with the wine which he drank As being contrary to his principles, and
perilous to his morals and happiness.
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Therefore he requested of the prince of the eunuchs that he might not
defile himself That he might be permitted to abstain from the luxuries set
before him. It would seem from this, that he represented to the prince of
the eunuchs the real danger which he apprehended, or the real cause why
he wished to abstain — that he would regard the use of these viands as
contrary to the habits which he had formed, as a violation of the principles
of hisreligion; and as, in his circumstances, wrong as well as perilous. This
he presented as a “request.” He asked it, therefore, as afavor, preferring to
use mild and gentle means for securing the object, rather than to put
himself in the attitude of open resistance to the wishes of the monarch.
What “reasons’ influenced him to choose this course, and to ask to be
permitted to live on a more temperate and abstemious diet, we are not
informed. Assuming, however, what is apparent from the whole narrative,
that he had been educated in the doctrines of the true religion, and in the
principles of temperance, it is not difficult to conceive what reasons
“would” influence a virtuous youth in such circumstances, and we cannot
be in much danger of error in suggesting the following:

(2) It is not improbable that the food which was offered him had been, in
some way, connected with idolatry, and that his participation in it would be
construed as countenancing the worship of idols. — Calvin. It is known
that a part of the animals offered in sacrifice was sold in the market; and
known, also, that splendid entertainments were often made in honor of
particular idols, and on the sacrifices which had been offered to them.
Compare 1 Corinthians 8. Doubtless, also, a considerable part of the food
which was served up at the royal table consisted of articles which, by the
Jewish law, were prohibited as unclean. It was represented by the prophets,
as one part of the evils of a captivity in aforeign land, that the people
would be under a necessity of eating that which was regarded as unclean.
Thus, in ®®Ezekid 4:13;

“And the Lord said, Even thus shall the children of Isradl eat their
defiled bread among the Gentiles, whither | will drive them.”

B 0sea 9:3:

“They shall not dwell in the Lord’ s land, but Ephraim shall return to
Egypt; and shall eat unclean thingsin Assyria.”

Rosenmuller remarks on this passage (“ Alte u. neue Morgenland,” 1076),
“1t was customary among the ancients to bring a portion of that which was
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eaten and drank as an offering to the gods, as a sign of thankful recognition
that al which men enjoy istheir gift. Among the Romans these gifts were
caled “libamina,” so that with each meal there was connected an act of
offering. Hence Daniel and his friends regarded that which was brought
from the royal table as food which had been offered to the gods, and
therefore asimpure.”

(2) Daniel and his friends were, doubtless, restrained from partaking of the
food and drink offered to them by aregard to the principles of temperance
in which they had been educated, and by afear of the consequences which
would follow from indulgence. They had evidently been trained in the ways
of strict temperance. But now new scenes opened to them, and new
temptations were before them. They were among strangers. They were
noticed and flattered. They had an opportunity of indulging in the pleasures
of the table, such as captive youth rarely enjoyed. This opportunity, there
can be no doubt, they regarded as a temptation to their virtue, and asin the
highest degree perilous to their principles, and they, therefore, sought to
resist the temptation. They were captives — exiles from their country — in
circumstances of great depression and humiliation, and they did not wish to
forget that circumstance. — Calvin. Their land was in ruins; the temple
where they and their fathers had worshipped had been desecrated and
plundered; their kindred and countrymen were pining in exile; everything
called them to amode of life which would be in accordance with these
melancholy facts, and they, doubtless, felt that it would be in every way
inappropriate for them to indulge in luxurious living, and revel in the
pleasures of a banquet. But they were aso, doubtless, restrained from these
indulgences by a reference to the dangers which would follow. It required
not great penetration or experience, indeed, to perceive, that in their
circumstances — young men as they were, suddenly noticed and honored
— compliance would be perilousto their virtue; but it did require
uncommon strength of principle to meet the temptation. Rare has been the
stern virtue among young men which could resist so strong allurements;
seldom, comparatively, have those who have been unexpectedly thrown, in
the course of events, into the temptations of agreat city in aforeign land,
and flattered by the attention of those in the higher walks of life, been
sufficiently firm in principle to assert the early principles of temperance and
virtue in which they may have been trained. Rare hasit been that ayouth in
such circumstances would form the steady purpose not to “defile himself”
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by the tempting allurements set before him, and that, at al hazards, he
would adhere to the principles in which he had been educated.

22PDaniel 1:9. Now God had brought Daniel into favor Compare
TEGenesis 39:21; “Proverbs 16:7. By what means this had been doneis
not mentioned. It may be presumed, however, that it was by the
attractiveness of his person and manners, and by the evidence of promising
talent which he had evinced. Whatever were the means, however, two
things are worthy of notice:

(1) The effect of this on the subsequent fortunes of Danidl. It wasto him a
great advantage, that by the friendship of this man he was enabled to carry
out the purposes of temperance and religion which he had formed, without
coming in conflict with those who were in power.

(2) God was the author of the favor which was thus shown to Daniel. It
was by a controlling influence which he exerted, that this result had been
secured, and Daniel traced it directly to him. We may hence learn that the
favor of otherstoward usis to be traced to the hand of God, and if we are
prospered in the world, and are permitted to enjoy the friendship of those
who have it in their power to benefit us, though it may be on account of
our personal qualifications, we should learn to attribute it all to God. There
would have been great reason to apprehend beforehand, that the refusal of
Daniel and his companions to partake of the food prepared for them would
have been construed as an affront offered to the king, especialy if it was
understood to be on the ground that they regarded it as “ defilement” or
“pollution” to partake of it; but God overruled it al so asto secure the
favor of those in power.

2Daniel 1:10. And the prince of the eunuchs said unto Daniel, | fear
my lord the king He was apprehensive that if Daniel appeared less
healthful, or cheerful, or beautiful, than it was supposed he would under
the prescribed mode of life, it would be construed as disobedience of the
commands of the king on his part, and that it would be inferred that the
wan and emaciated appearance of Daniel was caused by the fact that the
food which had been ordered had not been furnished, but had been
embezzled by the officer who had it in charge. We have only to remember
the strict and arbitrary nature of Oriental monarchies to see that there were
just grounds for the apprehensions here expressed.
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For why should he see your faces worse liking Margin, “sadder.” The
Hebrew word a [ 22”® means, properly, angry; and then morose, gloomy,
sad. The primary idea seemsto be, that of “any” painful, or unpleasant
emotion of the mind which depictsitself on the countenance — whether
anger, sorrow, envy, lowness of spirits, etc. Greek, cxv0pwmo “*°°°" —
stern, gloomy, sad, “"*Matthew 6:16; “**Luke 24:17. Here the reference is
not to the expression of angry feelings in the countenance, but to the
countenance as fallen away by fasting, or poor living. “ Than the children.”
The youths, or young men. The same word is here used which occursin
“Daniel 1:4. Compare the notes at that verse.

Which are of your sort Margin, “term,” or “continuance.” The Hebrew
word here used 1yGi™* means, properly, acircle, or circuit; hence an age,
and then the men of an age, a generation. — “Gesenius.” The word is not
used, however, in the Scriptures elsewhere in this sense. Elsewhereitis
rendered “joy,” or “rgjoicing,” “**Job 3:22; **"Psalm 43:4; 45:15; 65:12;
“=Proverbs 23:24; ¥*lsaiah 16:10; 35:2; 65:18; “*Jeremiah 48:33;
“FHosea 9:1; *Joel 1:16. This meaning it has from the usua sense of the
verb ByGi™* “to exult,” or “rgjoice.” The verb properly means, to movein
acircle; then to “dance” in acircle; and then to exult or regjoice. The word
“circle,” as often used now to denote those of a certain class, rank, or
character, would accurately express the sense here. Thus we speak of those
inthe “religious’ circles, in the socid circles, etc. The reference hereisto
those of the same class with Dani€l; to wit, in the arrangements made for
presenting them before the king. Greek, cuvniika vpov “°*¢”, of your

age.

Then shall ye make me endanger my head to the king Asif he had
disregarded the orders given him, or had embezzled what had been
provided for these youths, and had furnished them with inferior fare. In the
arbitrary courts of the East, nothing would be more natural than that such
an apparent failure in the performance of what was enjoined would peril his
life. The word here used, and rendered “ make me endanger” — bllh —
occurs nowhere else in the Bible. It means, in Piel, to make guilty; to cause
to forfeit. Greek, katadicaonte “2¢**” — you will condemn, or cause me
to be condemned.

2w Daniel 1:11. Then said Daniel to Melzar, whom the prince of the
eunuchs had set over Daniel ... Margin, or, the “steward.” It is not easy to
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determine whether the word here used rx1in™* isto be regarded as a
proper name, or the name of an office. It occurs nowhere else, except in
“Daniel 1:16, applied to the same person. Gesenius regards it as denoting
the name of an office in the Babylonian court — master of the wine, chief
butler. Othersregard it as meaning atreasurer. Theword is still inusein
Persia. The Vulgate renders it as a proper name — Malasar; and so the
Syriac — Meshitzar; and so the Greek — Apeload . The use of the article
in the word rx1 ™ would seem to imply that it denoted the name of an
“office,” and nothing would be more probable than that the actual
furnishing of the daily portion of food would be entrusted to a steward, or
to some incumbent of an office inferior to that sustained by Ashpenaz,
“Daniel 1:3.

22Daniel 1:12. Prove thy servants, | beseech thee, ten days A period
which would indicate the probable result of the entire experiment. If during
that period there were no indications of diminished health, beauty, or
vigour, it would not be unfair to presume that the experiment in behalf of
temperance would be successful, and it would not be improper then to ask
that it might be continued longer.

And let them give us pulse to eat Margin, “of pulse that we may eat.”
Hebrew, “Let them give us of pulse, and we will eat.” The word “pulse”
with us means leguminous plants with thin seeds; that is, plants with a
pericarp, or seed-vessel, of two valves, having the seeds fixed to one suture
only. In popular language the “legume” is called a*“pod;” as a“pea-pod,”
or “bean-pod,” and the word is commonly applied to peas or beans. The
Hebrew word L1y [ rawould properly have reference to seeds of any kind
— from [[rz2”*, to disperse, to scatter seed, to sow. Then it would refer
to plants that bear seed, of all kinds, and would be by no means limited to
pulse — as pease or beans. It isrendered by Gesenius, “seed-herbs, greens,
vegetables; i.e., vegetable food, such as was eaten in half-fast, opposed to
meats and the more delicate kinds of food.” The word occurs only here and
in “®Daniel 1:16. It is rendered in the Vulgate, “leguming;” and in the
Greek, ano ~°"*” tov % oreppatov “*°°°” — “from seeds.” Itisnot a
proper construction to limit thisto “pulse,” or to suppose that Daniel
desired to live solely on pease or beans; but the fair interpretation isto
apply it to that which grows up from “seeds’ — such, probably, as would
be sown in a garden, or, as we would now expressit, “vegetable diet.” It
was designed as an experiment — and was a very interesting one — to
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show the legitimate effect of such adiet in promoting beauty and health,
and the result is worthy of specia notice as contrasted with a more
luxurious mode of life.

And water to drink This, also, was a most interesting and important
experiment, to show that wine was not necessary to produce healthfulness
of appearance, or manly strength and beauty. It was an experiment to
illustrate the effect of “cold water” as a beverage, made by an interesting
group of young men, when surrounded by great temptations, and is,
therefore, worthy of particular attention.

2eDaniel 1:13. Then let our countenances be looked upon One of the
“objects’ to be secured by thiswhole trial was to promote their personal
beauty, and their healthful appearance (*™Daniedl 1:4,5), and Daniel was
willing that the trial should be made with reference to that, and that a
judgment should be formed from the observed effect of their temperate
mode of life. The Hebrew word rendered countenance hayin#™ is not
limited to the “face,” as the word countenance iswith us. It refersto the
whole appearance, the form, the “looks;” and the expression hereis
equivalent to, “Then look on us, and see what the result has been, and deal
with us accordingly” The Greek is, &t “*°%” 18eait Mpov “22°” — our
appearance.

Of the children Y ouths; young men. Notes, “*Daniel 1:4. The reference
is, probably, to the Chaldean youths who were trained up amidst the
luxuries of the court. It is possible, however, that the referenceisto
Hebrew youths who were less scrupul ous than Daniel and his companions.

And as thou seest, deal with thy servants Asthe result shall be. That is, let
us be presented at court, and promoted or not, as the result of our mode of
living shall be. What the effect would have been if there had been afailure,
we are not informed. Whether it would have endangered their lives, or
whether it would have been merely aforfeiture of the proffered honors and
advantages, we have no means of determining. It is evident that Daniel had
no apprehension asto the issue.

2#Daniel 1:14. So he consented to themin this matter Hebrew, “he
heard them in thisthing.” The experiment was such, since it was to be for
so short atime, that he ran little risk in the matter, as at the end of the ten
days he supposed that it would be easy to change their mode of diet if the
trial was unsuccessful.
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25Daniel 1:15. And at the end of ten days their countenances appeared
fairer Hebrew, “good;” that is, they appeared more beautiful and healthful.
The experiment was successful. There was no diminution of beauty, of
vigour, or of the usual indications of health. One of the results of a course
of temperance appears in the countenance, and it is among the wise
appointments of God that it should be so. He has so made us, that while
the other parts of the body may be protected from the gaze of men, it is
necessary that the “face” should be exposed. Hence, he has made the
countenance the principal scat of expression, for the chief muscles which
indicate expression have their location there. See the valuable work of Sir
Charles Bell on the “ Anatomy of Expression,” London, 1844. Hence, there
are certain marks of guilt and vice which always are indicated in the
countenance. God has so made us that the drunkard and the glutton must
proclaim their own guilt and shame. The bloated face, the haggard aspect,
the look of folly, the “heaviness of the eye, the disposition to squint, and to
see double, and aforcible elevation of the eyebrow to counteract the
dropping of the upper eyelid, and preserve the eyes from closing,” are all
marks which God has appointed to betray and expose the life of
indulgence. “ Arrangements are made for these expressionsin the very
anatomy of the face, and no art of man can prevent it.” — Bell on the
“Anatomy of Expression,” p. 106. God meant that if man “would” be
intemperate he should himself proclaim it to the world, and that his fellow-
men should be apprised of his guilt. Thiswas intended to be one of the
safeguards of virtue. The young man who will be intemperate “knows’
what the result must be. He is apprised of it in the loathsome aspect of
every drunkard whom he meets. He knows that if he yields himself to
indulgence in intoxicating drink, he must soon proclaim it himself to the
wide world. No matter how beautiful, or fresh, or blooming, or healthful,
he may now be; no matter how bright the eye, or ruddy the cheek, or
eloguent the tongue; the eye, and the cheek, and the tongue will soon
become indices of his manner of life, and the loathsomeness and
offensiveness of the once beautiful and blooming countenance must pay the
penalty of hisfolly. And in like manner, and for the same reason, the
countenance is an indication of temperance and purity. The bright and
steady eye, the blooming cheek, the lips that eloquently or gracefully utter
the sentiments of virtue, proclaim the purity of the life, and are the natural
indices to our fellow-men that we live in accordance with the great and
benevolent laws of our nature, and are among the rewards of temperance
and virtue.
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(“In reviewing the disclosures made by the narrative contained in
“Danidl 1:12-17, it seems plain, that the writer meant to exhibit
the thriving state of the lads upon their lender diet, as a special
blessing of Providence upon their “pious resolution;” for so, in the
view of the Mosaic prescriptions, it would seem that it ought to be
caled. Yet it is not certain that the writer intends their thrift to be
regarded by his readers as strictly “miraculous.” Certainly, in a
climate so excessively hot as that of Babylon, a vegetable diet, for
many months in the year, would be better adapted to occasion
fairness of countenance and fulness of flesh than aluxurious diet of
various highly-seasoned meats. That the God of heaven “rewarded”
the pious resolution and the persevering abstinence of the Jewish
lads lies upon the face of the narrative; and tinsis a truth adapted to
useful admonition, specially to the Jews who dwelt among the
pagan, and were under strong temptations to transgress the Mosaic
laws. The uncommon and extraordinary powers which were
conferred upon these young Hebrews are placed in such alight, as
to show that their peculiar gifts were the consequence of their pious
resolution and firmness.” — Stuart.)

2wDaniel 1:16. Thus Melzar took away the portion of their meat ...
Doubtless permanently. The experiment had been satisfactory, and it was
inferred that if the course of temperance could be practiced for ten days
without unhappy results, there would be safety in suffering it to be
continued. We may remark on this:

| . That the experiment was a most important one, not only for the object
then immediately in view, but for furnishing lessons of permanent
instruction adapted to future times. It was worth one such trial, and it was
desirable to have one such illustration of the effect of temperance recorded.
There are so strong propensities in our nature to indulgence; there are so
many temptations set before the young; there is so much that alluresin a
luxurious mode of life, and so much of conviviality and happinessis
supposed to be connected with the social glass, that it was well to have a
fair trial made, and that the result should be recorded for the instruction of
future times.

I'l. It was especially desirable that the experiment should be made of the
effect of strict abstinence from the use of “wine.” Distilled liquors were
indeed then unknown; but acohol, the intoxicating principle in all ardent
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spirits, then existed, as it does now, in wine, and was then, asit is now, of
the same nature as when found in other substances. It was in the use of
wine that the principal danger of intemperance then lay; and it may be
added, that in reference to a very large class of persons of both sexes, itis
in the use of wine that the principal danger aways lies. There are
multitudes, especialy of young men, who arein little or no danger of
becoming intemperate from the use of the stronger kinds of intoxicating
drinks. They would never “begin” with them. But the use of “wine” is so
respectable in the view of the upper classes of society; it is deemed so
essential to the banquet; it constitutes so much, apparently, a mark of
distinction, from the fact that ordinarily only the rich can afford to indulge
init; its useis regarded extensively as so proper for even refined and
delicate females, and is so often sanctioned by their participating in it; it is
so difficult to frame an argument against it that will be decisive; thereis so
much that is plausible that may be said in favor or in justification of its use,
and it is so much sanctioned by the ministers of religion, and by those of
influence in the churches, that one of the principal dangers of the young
arises from the temptation to indulgence in wine, and it was well that there
should be afair trial of the comparative benefit of total abstinence. A tria
could scarcely have been made under better circumstances than in the case
before us. There was every inducement to indulgence which is ever likely
to occur; there was as much to make it a mere matter of “principle” to
abstain from it as can be found now in any circumstances, and the
experiment was as triumphant and satisfactory as could be desired.

I'1'l. The result of the experiment.

(a) It was complete and satisfactory. “More” was accomplished in the
matter of the trial by abstinence than by indulgence. Those who abstained
were more healthful, more beautiful, more vigorous than the others. And
there was nothing miraculous — nothing that occurred in that case which
does not occur in similar cases. Sir John Chardin remarks, respecting those
whom he had seen in the East, “that the countenances of the kechicks
(monks) arein fact more rosy and smooth than those of others; and that
those who fast much, | mean the Armenians and the Greeks, are,
notwithstanding, very beautiful, sparkling with health, with a clear and
lively countenance.” He also takes notice of the very great abstemiousness
of the Brahminsin the Indies, who lodge on the ground, abstain from
music, from all sorts of agreeable smells, who go very meanly clothed, are
almost always wet, either by going into water, or by rain; “yet,” sayshe, “I
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have seen aso many of them very handsome and healthful.” Harmer’s
“Observa.” ii. pp. 112,113.

(b) The experiment has often been made, and with equal success, in
modern times, and especially since the commencement of the temperance
reformation, and an opportunity has been given of furnishing the most
decisive proofs of the effects of temperance in contrast with indulgence in
the use of wine and of other intoxicating drinks. This experiment has been
made on awide scale, and with the same result. It is demonstrated, asin
the case of Danidl, that “MORE” will be secured of that which men are so
anxious usually to obtain, and of that which it is desirable to obtain, than
can be by indulgence.

(1) There will be “more”’ beauty of personal appearance. Indulgence in
intoxicating drinks leaves its traces on the countenance — the skin, the
eye, the nose, the whole expression — as God “meant” it should. See the
notes at “*Daniel 1:15. No one can hope to retain beauty of complexion
or countenance who indulges freely in the use of intoxicating drinks.

(2) “More’ clearness of mind and intellectual vigour can be secured by
abstinence than by indulgence. It is true that, as was often the case with
Byron and Burns, stimulating drinks may excite the mind to brilliant
temporary efforts; but the effect soon ceases, and the mind makes a
compensation for its over-worked powers by sinking down below its
proper level asit had been excited above. It will demand a pendty in the
exhausted energies, and in the incapacity for even its usual efforts, and
unless the exhausting stimulus be again applied, it cannot rise even to its
usua level, and when often applied the mind is divested of “al” its
elagticity and vigour; the physical frame loses its power to endure the
excitement; and the light of geniusis put out, and the body sinks to the
grave. He who wishes to make the most of his mind “in the long run,”
whatever genius he may be endowed with, will be a temperate man. His
powers will be retained uniformly at a higher elevation, and they will
maintain their balance and their vigour longer.

(3) Thesameistruein regard to everything which requires vigour of body.
The Roman soldier, who carried his eagle around the world, and who
braved the dangers of every clime — equally bold and vigorous, and hardy,
and daring amidst polar snows, and the burning sands of the equator —
was a stranger to intoxicating drinks. He was allowed only vinegar and
water, and his extraordinary vigour was the result of the most abstemious
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fare. The wrestlersin the Olympic and Isthmian games, who did as much to
give suppleness, vigour, and beauty to the body, as could be done by the
most careful training, abstained from the use of wine and all that would
enervate. Since the temperance reformation commenced in this land, the
experiment has been made in every way possible, and it has been “ settled”
that a man will do more work, and do it better; that he can bear more
fatigue, can travel farther, can better endure the severity of cold in the
winter, and of toil in the heat of summer, by strict temperance, than he can
if heindulgesin the use of intoxicating drinks. Never was the result of an
experiment more uniform than this has been; never has there been a case
where the testimony of those who have had an opportunity of witnessing it
was more decided and harmonious; never was there a question in regard to
the effect of a certain course on health in which the testimony of physicians
has been more uniform; and never has there been a question in regard to
the amount of labor which a man could do, on which the testimony of
respectable farmers, and master mechanics, and overseers of public works,
could be more decided.

(4) Thefull force of these remarks about temperance in general, appliesto
the use of “wine.” It was in respect to “wine” that the experiment before us
was made, and it isthiswhich givesit, in agreat degree, its value and
importance. Distilled spirits were then unknown, but it was of importance
that afair experiment should be made of the effect of abstinence from
wine. The great danger of intemperance, taking the world at large, has
been, and is till, from the use of wine. This danger affects particularly the
upper classesin society and young men. It is by the use of wine, in agreat
majority of instances, that the peril commences, and that the habit of
drinking isformed. Let it be remembered, also, that the intoxicating
principleis the samein wine as in any other drink that produces
intemperance. It is “alcohol” — the same substance precisely, whether it be
driven off by heat from wine, beer, or cider, and condensed by distillation,
or whether it remain in these liquids without being distilled. It is neither
more nor lessintoxicating in one form than it isin the other. It is only more
condensed and concentrated in one case than in the other, better capable of
preservation, and more convenient for purposes of commerce. Every
“principle,” therefore, which applies to the temperance cause at all, applies
to the use of wine; and every consideration derived from health, beauty,
vigour, length of days, reputation, property, or salvation, which should
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induce a young man to abstain from ardent spirits at all should induce him
to abstain, as Daniel did, from the use of wine.

2=Daniel 1:17. Asfor these four children On the word “children,” see
the notes at “™Danid 1:4. Compare “*Daniel 1:6.

God gave them knowledge and skill See the notes at “*®Daniel 1:9. There
IS no reason to suppose that in the “knowledge and skill” here referred to,
it is meant to be implied that there was anything miraculous, or that there
was any direct inspiration. Inspiration was evidently confined to Danidl,
and pertained to what is spoken of under the head of “visions and dreams.”
The fact that “all” this was to be attributed to God as his gift, isin
accordance with the common method of speaking in the Scriptures; and it
isaso in accordance with “fact,” that “al” knowledge isto be traced to
God. See “®®Exodus 31:2,3. God formed the intellect; he preserves the
exercise of reason; he furnishes us instructors; he gives us clearness of
perception; he enables us to take advantage of bright thoughts and happy
suggestions which occur in our own minds, as much as he sendsrain, and
dew, and sunshine on the fields of the farmer, and endows him with skill.
Compare **1saiah 28:26, “For his God doth instruct him.” The knowledge
and skill which we may acquire, therefore, should be as much attributed to
God as the success of the farmer should. Compare “**Job 32:8,

“For thereis a spirit in man, and the inspiration of the Almighty
giveth them understanding.”

In the case before us, there is no reason to doubt that the natural powers of
these young men had been diligently applied during the three years of their
trial (*™Danid 1:5), and under the advantages of a strict course of
temperance; and that the knowledge here spoken of was the result of such
an application to their studies. On the meaning of the words “knowledge’
and “skill” here, see the notes at “Daniel 1:4.

In all learning and wisdom See also the notes at “Daniel 1:4.

And Daniel had understanding Showing that in that respect there was a
gpecial endowment in his case; akind of knowledge imparted which could
be communicated only by special inspiration. The margin is, “he made
Daniel understand.” The margin isin accordance with the Hebrew, but the
senseisthe same.
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In all visions On the word rendered “visions’ — “wgj {*™ — see the notes
at ®saiah 1:1, and the introduction to Isaiah, Section vii. (4). Itisaterm
frequently employed in reference to prophecy, and designates the usual
method by which future events were made known. The prophet was
permitted to see those events “asif” they were made to pass before the
eye, and to describe them “asif” they were objects of sight. Here the word
seems to be used to denote all supernatural appearances; all that God
permitted him to see that in any way shadowed forth the future. It would
seem that men who were not inspired were permitted occasionally to
behold such supernatural appearances, though they were not able to
interpret them. Thus their attention would be particularly called to them,
and they would be prepared to admit the truth of what the interpreter
communicated to them. Compare Daniel 4; 5:5,6; **Genesis 40:5; 41:1-7.
Daniel was so endowed that he could interpret the meaning of these
mysterious appearances, and thus convey important messages to men. The
same endowment had been conferred on Joseph when in Egypt. See the
passages referred to in Genesis.

And dreams One of the ways by which the will of God was anciently
communicated to men. See Introduction to Isaiah, Section VII. (2), and the
notes at “***Job 33:14-18. Daniel, like Joseph before him, was
supernaturally endowed to explain these messages which God sent to men,
or to unfold these preintimations of coming events. Thiswas a kind of
knowledge which the Chaldeans particularly sought, and on which they
especially prided themselves; and it was important, in order to “stain the
pride of al human glory,” and to make “the wisdom of thewise” in
Babylon to be seen to be comparative “folly,” to endow one man from the
land of the prophets in the most ample manner with this knowledge, asit
was important to do the same thing at the court of Pharaoh by the superior
endowments of Joseph (***Genesis 41:8).

2=Daniel 1:18. Now at the end of the days .. After three years. See
“Daniel 1:5.

The prince of the eunuchs brought them in Daniel, his three friends, and
the others who had been selected and trained for the same purpose.

2Paniel 1:19. And the king communed with them Hebrew, “ spake with
them.” Probably he conversed with them on the points which had
constituted the principal subjects of their studies; or he “examined” them. It
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is easy to imagine that this must have been to these young men a severe
ordeal.

And among them all was found none like Daniel ... Danidl and histhree
friends had pursued a course of strict temperance; they had come to their
daily task with clear heads and pure hearts — free from the oppression and
lethargy of surfeit, and the excitement of wine; they had prosecuted their
studies in the enjoyment of fine health, and with the buoyousness and
elasticity of spirit produced by temperance, and they now showed the result
of such a course of training. Y oung men of temperance, other things being
equal, will greatly surpass othersin their preparation for the duties of lifein
any profession or calling.

Therefore stood they before the king It is not said, indeed, that the others
were not permitted also to stand before the monarch, but the object of the
historian is to trace the means by which “these youths’ rose to such
eminence and virtue. It is clear, however, that whatever may have been the
result on the others, the historian means to say that these young men rose
to higher eminence than they did, and were permitted to stand nearer the
throne. The phrase “stood before the king,” is one which denotes elevated
rank. They were employed in honorable offices at the court, and received
peculiar marks of the roya favor.

“@PDaniel 1:20. And in all matters of wisdom and under standing
Margin, “of.” The Hebrew is, “Everything of wisdom of understanding.”
The Greek, “In all things of wisdom “and” knowledge.” The meaning is, in
everything which required peculiar wisdom to understand and explain it.
The points submitted were such as would appropriately come before the
minds of the sages and magicians who were employed as counselors at
court.

He found them ten times better Better counselors, better informed.
Hebrew, “ten “hands’ above the magicians;” that is, ten “times,” or “many”
times. In this sense the word “ten” is used in “®**Genesis 31:7,41;
FNumbers 14:22; “*Nehemiah 4:12; “**Job 19:3. They greatly
surpassed them.
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means, “those singing to;” then those who propose to heal the sick by
singing; then those who practice magical arts or incantations — particularly
with the idea of charming with songs; and then those who accomplish
anything surpassing human power by mysterious and supernatural means.
— Passow. The Hebrew word pfe 28, occurs only in the following
placesin the Scriptures, in al of which it is rendered “magicians.” —
*“PGenesis 41:8,24; “™Exodus 7:11,22; 8:7 (3),18 (14),19 (15); 9:11;
“Daniel 1:22; 2:2. From this it appears that it applied only to the
magicians in Egypt and in Babylon, and doubtless substantially the same
class of personsisreferred to. It isfound only in the plura number,
“perhaps’ implying that they formed companies, or that they were aways
associated together, so that different persons performed different partsin
their incantations. The word is defined by Gesenius to mean, “Sacred
scribes, skilled in the sacred writings or hieroglyphics — 1epoypappateig
— aclass of Egyptian priests.” It is, according to him (Lex.), of Hebrew
origin, and is derived from Fr j ", “stylus’ — an instrument of writing,
and the formative mem (m). It is not improbable, he suggests, that the
Hebrews with these letters imitated a ssimilar Egyptian word. Prof. Stuart
(inloc.) says that the word would be correctly trandated “ pen-men,” and
supposes that it originally referred to those who were “ busied with books
and writing, and skilled in them.” It is evident that the word is not of
Persian origin, since it was used in Egypt long before it occursin Daniel. A
full and very interesting account of the Magians and their religion may be
found in Creuzer, “Mythologie und Symbolik,” i. pp. 187-234. Herodotus
mentions the “Magi” as a distinct people, i. 101. The word “Mag” or
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“Mog” (from the poaryor =" of the Greeks, and the “magi” of the
Romans) means, properly, a“priest;” and at avery early period the names
“Chaldeans’ and “Magi” were interchangeable, and both were regarded as
of the same class. — Creuzer, i. 187, note. They were doubtless, at first, a
class of priests among the Medes and Persians, who were employed,
among other things, in the search for wisdom; who were connected with
pagan oracles; who claimed acquaintance with the will of the gods, and
who professed to have the power, therefore, of making known future
events, by explaining dreams, visions, preternatural appearances, etc. The
Magi formed one of the six tribes into which the Medes were formerly
divided (Herodotus, i. 101), but on the downfall of the Median empire they
continued to retain at the court of the conqueror a great degree of power
and authority. “ The learning of the Magi was connected with astrology and
enchantment, in which they were so celebrated that their name was applied
to all orders of magicians and enchanters.” — Anthon, “Class. Dic.” These
remarks may explain the reason why the word “magician” comes to be
applied to this class of men, though we are not to suppose that the persons
referred to in Genesis and Exodus, under the appellation of the Hebrew
name there given to them pfoj 28*, or those found in Babylon, referred
to in the passage before us, to whom the same name is applied, were of
that class of priests. The name “magi,” or “magician,” was so extended as
to embrace “all” who made pretensions to the kind of knowledge for which
the magi were distinguished, and hence, came aso to be synonymous with
the “Chaldeans,” who were aso celebrated for this. Compare the notes at
“Daniel 2:2. In the passage before us it cannot be determined with
certainty, that the persons were of “Magian” origin, though it is possible,
asin “Danidl 2:2, they are distinguished from the Chaldeans. All that is
certainly meant is, that they were persons who laid claim to the power of
diving into future events; of explaining mysteries; of interpreting dreams; of
working by enchantments, etc.

(The subjoined figure represents a priest or magician with a gazelle,
and istaken to be adiviner, one of the four orders of Chaldeans
named in “®Daniel 2:2, and the last of the three mentioned in
“Danid 5:7. From these persons it was the custom of the kings of
Assyriato require the interpretation of dreams and the prediction of
future events. Thisisthe only perfect piece of sculpture found by
Botta in one of the large courts of Khorsabad.)
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And astrologers — aVa##?>>, Thisword is rendered by the Septuagint,
poryovg 977, “magians.” So aso in the Vulgate, “magos.” The English
word “astrologer” denotes “one who professes to foretell future events by
the aspects and situation of the stars.” — Webster. The Hebrew word —
Hypvage— according to Gesenius, means “enchanters, magicians.” Itis
derived, probably, from the obsolete root &vag “to cover,” “to conceal,”
and refers to those who were devoted to the practice of occult arts, and to
the cultivation of recondite and cabalistic sciences. It is supposed by some
philologists to have given rise, by dropping the initial ‘aleph (a) to the
Greek cogog “*¢®°” “wise, wise man,” and the Persian “sophi,” an epithet
of equivalent import. See Gesenius on the word, and compare Bush on
“Daniel 2:2. The word isfound only in Daniel, “®Danid 1:20;
2:2,10,27; 4:7 (4); 5:7,11,15, in every instance rendered “astrologer” and
“astrologers.” Thereis no evidence, however, that the science of astrology
enters into the meaning of the word, or that the persons referred to
attempted to pracrise divination by the aid of the stars. It is to be regretted
that the term “astrologer” should have been employed in our trandation, as
it conveys an intimation which is not found in the original. It is, indeed, in
the highest degree probable, that a part of their pretended wisdom
consisted in their ability to cast the fates of men by the conjunctions and
opposition of the stars, but thisis not necessarily implied in the word. Prof.
Stuart renders it “enchanters.”

In all hisrealm Not only in the capital, but throughout the kingdom. These
arts were doubtless practiced extensively elsewhere, but it is probable that
the most skillful in them would be assembled at the capital.

22 PDaniel 1:21. And Daniel continued even unto the first year of king
Cyrus When the proclamation was issued by him to rebuild the temple at
Jerusalem, ™ Ezra 1:1. That is, he continued in influence and authority at
different times during that period, and, of course, during the whole of the
seventy years captivity. It is not necessarily implied that he did not “live’
longer, or even that he ceased then to have influence and authority at
court, but the object of the writer is to show that, during that long and
eventful period, he occupied a station of influence until the captivity was
accomplished, and the royal order was issued for rebuilding the temple. He
was among the first of the captives that were taken to Babylon, and he
lived to see the end of the captivity — “the joyful day of Jewish freedom.”
— Prof. Stuart. It is commonly believed that, when the captives returned,
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he remained in Chaldea, probably detained by his high employmentsin the
Persian empire, and that he died either at Babylon or at Shushan. Compare
the Introduction Section 1.

PRACTICAL REMARKS

In view of the exposition given of this chapter, the following remarks may
be made:

(1) Thereisin every period of the world, and in every place, much obscure
and buried talent that might be cultivated and brought to light, as there are
many gems in earth and ocean that are yet undiscovered. See the notes at
“Daniel 1:1-4. Among these captive youths — prisoners of war —in a
foreign land, and as yet unknown, there was most rich and varied talent —
talent that was destined yet to shine at the court of the most magnificent
monarchy of the ancient world, and to be honored as among the brightest
that the world has seen. And so in all places and at all times, there is much
rich and varied genius which might shine with great brilliancy, and perform
important public services, if it were cultivated and allowed to develope
itself on the great theater of human affairs. Thus, in obscure rura retreats
there may be bright gems of intellect; in the low haunts of vice there may
be talent that would charm the world by the beauty of song or the power of
eloguence; among daves there may be mind which, if emancipated, would
take its place in the brightest constellations of genius. The great
endowments of Moses as alawgiver, a prophet, a profound statesman,
sprang from an endlaved people, as those of Daniel did; and it is not too
much to say that the brightest talent of the earth has been found in places
of great obscurity, and where, but for some remarkabl e dispensation of
Providence, it might have remained forever unknown. This thought has
been immortalized by Gray:

“Full many a gem of purest ray serene,
The dark unfathomed caves of ocean bear;
Full many a flower is born to blush unseen,

And waste its sweetness on the desert air.

“ Some village Hampden, that with dauntless breast
Thelittle tyrant of hisfields withstood,;
Some mute inglorious Milton here may rest.
Some Cromwell, guiltless of his country’s blood.”
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There is at any time on the earth talent enough created for all that thereis
to be done in any generation; and there is always enough for talent to
accomplish if it were employed in the purposes for which it was originally
adapted. There need be at no time any wasted or unoccupied mind; and
there need be no great and good plan that should fail for the want of talent
fitted to accomplish it, if that which actually exists on the earth were called
into action.

(2) He does a great service to the world who seeks out such talent, and
givesit an opportunity to accomplish what it isfitted to, by furnishing it the
means of an education, “**Daniel 1:3. Nebuchadnezzar, unconscioudy, and
doubtless undesignedly, did agreat service to mankind by his purpose to
seek out the talent of the Hebrew captives, and giving it an opportunity to
expand and to ripen into usefulness. Daniel has taken his place among the
prophets and statesmen of the world as a man of rare endowments, and of
equally rare integrity of character. He has, under the leading of the Divine
Spirit, done more than most other prophets to lift the mysterious veil which
shrouds the future; more than “could” have been done by the penetrating
sagacity of all the Burkes, the Cannings, and the Metternichs of the world.
So far as human appearances go, all this might have remained in obscurity,
if it had not been for the purpose of the Chaldean monarch to bring

forward into public notice the obscure talent which lay hid among the
Hebrew captives. He always does a good service to mankind who seeks
out bright and promising genius, and who givesit the opportunity of
developing itself with advantage on the great theater of human affairs.

(3) We cannot but admire the arrangements of Providence by which this
was done. See the notes at ““*Daniel 1:1-4. This occurred in connection
with the remarkable purpose of a pagan monarch — a man who, perhaps
more than any other pagan ruler, has furnished an illustration of the truth
that “the king’s heart isin the hand of the Lord.” “That purpose was, to
raise to eminence and influence the talent that might be found among the
Hebrew captives.” There can be no doubt that the hand of God wasin this;
that there was a secret Divine influence on his mind, unknown to him,
which secured this result; and that, while he was aiming at one result, God
was designing to secure another. There was thus a double influence on his
mind:
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(a) that which arose from the purpose of the monarch himself, originated
by considerations of policy, or contemplating the aggrandizement and
increased splendor of his court; and

(b) the secret and silent influence of God, shaping the plans of the monarch
to the ends which “He” had in view. Compare the notes at “*1saiah 10:5
following.

(4) Asit isreasonable to suppose that these young men had been trained
up in the strict principles of religion and temperance (**®Daniel 1:8-12),
the case before us furnishes an interesting illustration of the temptations to
which those who are early trained in the ways of piety are often exposed.
Every effort seems to have been made to induce them to abandon the
principlesin which they had been educated, and there was a strong
probability that those efforts would be successful.

(a) They were among strangers, far away from the homes of their youth,
and surrounded by the allurements of a great city.

(b) Everything was done which could be done to induce them to “forget”
their own land and the religion of their fathers.

(c) They were suddenly brought into distinguished notice; they attracted
the attention of the great, and had the prospect of associating with princes
and nobles in the most magnificent court on earth. They had been selected
on account of their personal beauty and their intellectual promise, and were
approached, therefore, in aform of temptation to which youths are
commonly most sensitive, and to which they are commonly most liable to
yield.

(d) They were far away from the religious institutions of their country;
from the public services of the sanctuary; from the temple; and from all
those influences which had been made to bear upon them in early life. It
was arare virtue which could, in these circumstances, withstand the power
of such temptations.

(5) Young men, trained in the ways of religion and in the habits of
temperance, are often now exposed to similar temptations. They visit the
cities of aforeign country, or the citiesin their own land. They are
surrounded by strangers. They are far away from the sanctuary to which in
early life they were conducted by their parents, and in which they were
taught the truths of religion. The eye of that unslumbering vigilance which
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was upon them in their own land, or in the country neighborhood where
their conduct was known to al, is now withdrawn. No one will know it if
they visit the theater; no one will see them who will make report if they are
found in the gambling room, or the place of dissipation. In those new
scenes new temptations are around them. They may be noticed, flattered,
caressed. They may be invited to places by the refined and the fashionable,
from which, when at home, they would have recoiled. Or, it may be,
prospects of honor and affluence may open upon them, and in the whirl of
business or pleasure, they may be under the strongest temptations to forget
the lessons of early virtue, and to abandon the principles of the religion in
which they were trained. Thousands of young men areruined in
circumstances similar to those in which these youths were placed in
Babylon, and amidst temptations much less formidable titan those which
encompassed them; and it is arare virtue which makes a young man safe
amidst the temptations to which he is exposed in a great city, or in a distant
land.

(6) We have in this chapter an instructive instance of the value of early
training in the principles of religion and temperance. There can be no doubt
that these young men owed their safety and their future success wholly to
this. Parents, therefore, should be encouraged to train their sonsin the
strictest principles of religion and virtue. Seed thus sown will not be lost.
In adistant land, far away from home, from a parent’s eye, from the
sanctuary of God; in the midst of temptations, when surrounded by
flatterers, by the gay and by the irreligious, such principles will be a
safeguard to them which nothing else can secure, and will save them when
otherwise they would be engulphed in the vortex of irreligion and
dissipation. The best service which a parent can render to a son, isto
imbue his mind thoroughly with the principles of temperance and religion.

(7) We may see the value of a purpose of entire abstinence from the use of
“wine,” “®Daniel 1:8. Daniel resolved that he would not make use of it as
abeverage. His purpose, it would seem, was decided, though he meant to
accomplish it by mild and persuasive means if possible. There were good
reasons for the formation of such a purpose then, and those reasons are not
less weighty now. He never had occasion to regret the formation of such a
purpose; nor has anyone who has formed a similar resolution ever had
occasion to regret it. Among the reasons for the formation of such a
resolution, the following may be suggested:
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(a) A fixed resolution in regard to the course which one will pursue; to the
kind of life which he will live; to the principles on which he will act, is of
inestimable value in ayoung man. Our confidenceinaman isjust in
proportion as we have evidence that he has formed a steady purpose of
virtue, and that he has sufficient strength of resolution to keep it.

(b) The same reasons exist for adopting a resolution of abstinencein
regard to the use of wine, which exist for adopting it in relation to the use
of ardent spirits, for

(1) the intoxicating principle in wine or other fermented liquorsis
precisely the same asin ardent spirits. It is the result of “fermentation,”
not of “distillation,” and undergoes no change by distillation. The only
effect of that chemical processisto drive it off by heat, condense, and
collect it in aform better adapted to commerce or to preservation, but
the alcoholic principleis precisaly the samein wine asin distilled
liquors.

(2) Intoxication itself is the same thing, whether produced by fermented
liquors or by distilled spirits. It produces the same effect on the body,
on the mind, on the affections. A man who becomes intoxicated on
wine — as he easily may — isin precisaly the same condition, so far as
intoxication is produced, as he who becomes intoxicated on distilled
liquors.

(3) There isthe same kind of “danger” of becoming intemperate in the
use of the one as of the other. The man who habitually useswineis as
certainly in danger of becoming a drunkard as he who indulgesin the
use of distilled liquors. The danger, too, arises from the same source. It
arises from the fact that he who indulges once will feel induced to
indulge again; that a strong and peculiar craving is produced for
stimulating liquors; that the body is left in such a state that it demands a
repetition of the stimulus; that it isalaw in regard to indulgence in this
kind of drinks, that an increased “quantity” is demanded to meet the
exhausted state of the system; and that the demand goes on in this
increased ratio until there is no power of control, and the man becomes
aconfirmed inebriate. All these laws operate in regard to the use of
wine asreally asto the use of any other intoxicating drinks; and,
therefore, there is the same reason for the adoption of aresolution to
abstain from all alike.
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(4) The temptations are often “greater” in relation to wine than to any
other kind of intoxicating drinks. Thereis alarge class of personsin the
community who are in comparatively little danger of becoming
intemperate from any other cause than this. This remark applies
particularly to young men of wealth; to those who move in the more
elevated circles; to those who are in college, and to those who are
preparing for the learned professions. They arein peculiar danger from
this quarter, because it is regarded as genteel to drink a glass of wine;
because they are alured by the example of professed Christians, of
ministers of the gospel, and of ladies; and because they axe oftenin
circumstances in which it would not be regarded as respectable or
respectful to declineit.

(c) third reason for adopting such aresolution is, that it isthe ONLY
SECURITY that anyone can have that he will not become a drunkard. No
one who indulges at all in the use of intoxicating liquors can have any
“certainty” that he will not yet become a confirmed inebriate. Of the great
multitudes who have been, and who are drunkards, there are almost none
who “meant” to sink themselves to that wretched condition. They have
become intemperate by indulging in the socia glass when they thought
themselves safe, and they continued the indulgence until it was too late to
recover themselves from ruin. He who isin the habit of drinking at al can
have no “security” that he may not yet be all that the poor drunkard now is.
But he “will” be certainly safe from this evil if he adopts the purpose of
total abstinence, and steadfastly adheres to it. Whatever other dangers
await him, he will be secure against this; whatever other calamities he may
experience, heis sure that he will escape al those that are caused by
intemperance.

(8) We have in this chapter a most interesting illustration of the “value” of
temperancein “eating,” “*Daniel 1:9-17. There are laws of our nature
relating to the quantity and quality of food which can no more be violated
with impunity than any other of the laws of God; and yet those laws are
probably more frequently violated than any other. There are more persons
intemperate in the use of food than in the use of drink, and probably more
diseases engendered, and more lives cut short, by improper indulgencein
eating than in drinking. At the sametime it is a more base, low, gross, and
beastly passion. A drunkard is very often the wreck of a generous and
noble-minded nature. He was large-hearted, open, free, liberal, and others
took advantage of his generosity of disposition, and led him on to habits of
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intoxication. But there is nothing noble or generous in the gourmand. He
approximates more nearly to the lowest forms of the brutal creation than
any other human being; and if there is any man who should be looked on
with feelings of unutterable loathing, it is he who wastes his vigour, and
destroys his hedlth, by grossindulgence in eating. There isalmost no sin
that God speaks of in tones of more decided abhorrence than the sin of
“gluttony.” Compare ®*Deuteronomy 21:20,21; “**Psalm 141.4;
“TProverbs 23:1-3,20,21; “***Luke 16:19; 21:34.

(9) We have, in the close of the chapter before us, a most interesting
illustration of the effect of an early course of strict temperance on the
future character and successin life, ™*Daniel 1:17-21. Thetria in the case
of these young men was fairly made. It was continued through three years;
aperiod long enough for a*“fair” trial; a period long enough to make it an
interesting example to young men who are pursuing a course of literary
studies, who are preparing to enter one of the learned professions, or who
are qualifying themselves for alife of mechanica or agricultural pursuits. In
the case of these young men, they were strictly on “probation,” and the
result of their probation was seen in the success which attended them when
they passed the severe examination before the monarch (***Daniel 1:19),
and in the honors which they reached at his court, “*Daniel 1:19-21. To
make this case applicable to other young men, and useful to them, we may
notice two things: the fact that every young man is on probation; and the
effect of an early course of temperance in securing the object of that
probation.

(a) Every young man is on probation; that is, his future character and
success are to be determined by what he is when a youth.

(2) All the great interests of the world are soon to pass into the hands
of the young. They who now possess the property, and fill the offices
of theland, will pass away. Whatever there isthat is vauablein liberty,
science, art, or religion, will passinto the hands of those who are now
young. They will preside in the seminaries of learning; will sit down on
the benches of justice; will take the vacated seats of senators; will
occupy the pulpits in the churches; will be entrusted with all the offices
of honor and emolument; will be ambassadors to foreign courts; and
will dispense the charities of the land, and carry out and complete the
designs of Christian benevolence. There is not an interest of liberty,
religion, or law, which will not soon be committed to them.
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(2) Theworld is favorably disposed toward young men, and they who
are now entrusted with these great interests, and who are soon to leave
them, are ready calmly to commit them to the guardianship of the rising
generation, as soon as they have the assurance that they are qualified to
receive the trust. They, therefore, watch with intense solicitude the
conduct of those to whom so great interests are so soon to be
committed

(3) Early virtue is indispensable to afavorable result of the probation of
young men. A merchant demands evidence of integrity and industry in a
young man before he will admit him to share his business, or will give
him credit; and the same thing is true respecting a farmer, mechanic,
physician, lawyer, or clergyman. No young man can hope to have the
confidence of others, or to succeed in his calling, who does not give
evidence that he is qualified for success by afair probation or trial.

(4) Of noyoung manisit “presumed” that heis qualified to be
entrusted with these great and momentous interests until he has had a
fair trial. There is no such confidence in the integrity of young men, or
in their tendencies to virtue, or in their native endowments, that the
world is“willing” to commit gresat interests to them without an
appropriate probation. No advantage of birth or blood can secure this;
and no young man should presume that the world will be ready to
confide in him until he has shown that he is qualified for the station to
which he aspires.

(5) Into this probation, through which every young man is passing, the
question of “temperance’ enters perhaps more deeply than anything

el se respecting character. With reference to his habits on this point,
every young man is watched with aft eagle eye, and his character is
well understood, when perhaps he least suspectsit. The public cannot
be deceived on this point, and every young man may be assured that
there is an eye of undumbering vigilance upon him.

(b) The effect of an early course of temperance on the issue of this
probation. Thisis seen in the avoidance of a course of life which would
certainly blast every hope; and in its positive influence on the future
destiny.

1. The avoidance of certain things which would blast every hope which a
young man could cherish. There are certain evils which ayoung man will
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certainly avoid by a course of strict temperance, which would otherwise
certainly come upon him. They are such as these:

(a) Poverty, as arising from this source. He may, indeed, be poor if heis
temperate. He may lose his health, or may meet with losses, or may be
unsuccessful in business; but he is certain that he will never be made poor
from intemperance. Nine-tenths of the poverty in the community is caused
by this vice; nine-tenths of all who are in amshouses are sent there as the
result of it; but from al this he will be certain that “he” will be saved. There
isagreat difference, if aman is poor, between being such as the result of a
loss of health, or other Providential dispensations, and being such as the
result of intemperance.

(b) He will be saved from committing “crime” from this cause. About
ninetenths of the crimes that are committed are the results of intoxicating
drinks, and by a course of temperance a man is certain that he will be saved
from the commission of al those crimes. Y et if not temperate, no man has
any security that he will not commit any one of them. There is nothing in
himself to save him from the very worst of them; and every young man
who indulges in the intoxicating cup should reflect that he has no security
that he will not be led on to commit the most horrid crimes which ever
disgrace humanity.

(c) He will certainly be saved from the drunkard’ s death. He will indeed
die. He may die young, for, though temperate, he may be cut down in the
vigour of hisdays. But thereis all the difference imaginable between dying
as adrunkard, and dying in the ordinary course of nature. It would be a
sufficient inducement for anyone to sign a temperance pledge, and to
adhereto it, if there were no other, that he might avoid the horrors of a
death by “delirium tremens,” and be saved from the loathsomeness of a
drunkard’ s grave. It is much for a young man to be able to say as he enters
on life, and looks out on the future with solicitude asto what is to come,
“Whatever may await me in the unknown future, of thisonething | am
certain; | shall never be poor, and haggard, and wretched, as the drunkard
is. | shall never commit the crimes to which drunkenness prompts. | shall
never experience the unutterable horrors of “delirium tremens.” | shall
never die the death of unequalled wretchedness caused by a“maniaa
potu.” Come what may, | see, on the threshold of life, that | am to be free
from the “worst” evils to which man is ever exposed. If | am poor, | will
not be poor as the victim of intemperanceis. If | die early, the world will
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not fed it is benefited by my removal, and my friends will not go forth to
my grave with the unutterable anguish which a parent has who follows a
drunken son to the tomb.”

2. A course of temperance will have a direct and positive effect on the
issue of such a probation. So it had in the case of the young men in the
chapter before us; and so it will have in every case. Its effect will be seenin
the beauty, and healthfulness, and vigour of the bodily frame; in the
clearness of the intellect, and the purity of the heart; in habits of industry,
in general integrity of life, and in rendering it more probable that the soul
will be saved. In no respect whatever will a steadfast adherence to the
principles of temperance injure any young man; in every respect, it may be
the means of promoting hisinterests in the present life, and of securing his
final happiness in the world to come. Why, then, should any young man
hesitate about forming such a resolution as Daniel did (**Job 1:8), and
about expressing, in every proper way, in the most decided manner, his
determined purpose to adhere through life to the strictest principles of
temperance?
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NOTES ON DANIEL 2

SECTION 1. — AUTHENTICITY OF THE CHAPTER

The objections to the authenticity and credibility of this chapter are not
numerous or important.

| . Thefirst that is alleged, by Bertholdt (Com. pp. 192, 193), is
substantially this: “that if the account here is true, the records of ancient
times could not exhibit a more finished tyrant than Nebuchadnezzar was, if
he doomed so many persons to death, on so slight and foolish an occasion,
“Daniel 2:5. This cruelty, it issaid, iswholly contrary to the genera
character of Nebuchadnezzar asit is reported to us, and wholly incredible.
It is further said, that, though it was common in the East to trust in dreams,
and though the office of interpreting them was an honorable office, yet no
one was so unreasonable, or could be, as to require the interpreter to
reveal the dream itself when it was forgotten. The proper office of the
interpreter, it is said, was to interpret the dream, not to tell what the dream
was.”

To this objection, which seems to have considerable plausibility, it may be
replied:

(1) Much reliance was placed on “dreams’ in ancient times, alike among
the Hebrews and in the pagan world. The case of Pharaoh will at once
occur to the mind; and it need not be said that men everywhere relied on
dreams, and inquired earnestly respecting them, whether they “might” not
be the appointed means of communication with the spiritua world, and of
disclosing what was to occur in the future. There can be no objection,
therefore, to the supposition that this pagan monarch, Nebuchadnezzar, felt
all the solicitude which he is reported to have done respecting the dream
which he had. It may be further added, that in the dream itself thereis
nothing improbable as a dream, for it has al the characteristics of those
mysterious operations of the mind; and, if God ever communicated his will
by a dream, or made known future events in this way, there is no absurdity
in supposing that he would thus communicate what was to come, to him
who was at that time at the head of the empires of the earth, and who was
the king over the first of those kingdoms which were to embrace the
world’s history for so many ages.
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(2) Thereis no improbability in supposing that a dream would vanish from
the distinct recollection, or that if it had vanished, the mind would be
troubled by some vague recollection or impression in regard to it. This
often occurs in our dreams now, as in the indistinct recollection that we
have had a pleasant or afrightful dream, when we are wholly unable to
recal the dream itself. This often occurs, too, when we would be “glad” to
recover the dream if we could, but when no effort that we can make will
recal its distinct features to our minds.

(3) There was, really, nothing that was unreasonable, absurd, or tyrannical
in the demand which Nebuchadnezzar made on the astrologers, that they
should recal the dream itself, and then interpret it. Doubtless he could
recollect it if they would suggest it, or at least he could so far recollect it as
to prevent their imposing on him: for something like this constantly occurs
in the operation of our own minds. When we have forgotten a story, or a
piece of history, though we could not ourselvesrecal it, yet whenit is
repeated to us, we can then distinctly recollect it, and can perceive that that
is the same narrative, for it agrees with al our impressionsin regard to it.
Furthermore, though it was not understood to be a part of the office of an
interpreter of dreamsto “recal” the dream if it had vanished from the mind,
yet Nebuchadnezzar reasoned correctly, that if they could “interpret” the
dream they ought to be presumed to be able to tell what it was. The one
required no more sagacity than the other: and if they were, as they
pretended to be, under the inspiration of the godsin interpreting a dream, it
was fair to presume that, under the same inspiration, they could tell what it
was. Compare the notes at “*Daniel 2:5. No objection, then, can lie
against the authenticity of this chapter from any supposed absurdity in the
demand of Nebuchadnezzar. It was not only strictly in accordance with all
the just principles of reasoning in the case, but was in accordance with
what might be expected from an arbitrary monarch who was accustomed to
exact obedience in al things.

(4) What is here said of the threatening of Nebuchadnezzar (***Daniel
2:5), accords with the general traits of his character as history has
preserved them. He had in him the elements of cruelty and severity of the
highest order, especially when his will was not immediately complied with.
In proof of this, we need only refer to his cruel treatment of the king
Zedekiah, when Jerusalem was taken:
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“So they took the king, and brought him to the king of Babylon to
Riblah: and they gave judgment upon him. And they dew the sons
of Zedekiah before his eyes, and put out the eyes of Zedekiah, and
bound him with fetters of brass, and brought him to Babylon,” “*#*2
Kings 25:6,7:

compare aso, in #*2 Kings 25:18-21, the account of his saying the large
number of persons that were taken by Nebuzar-adan, captain of the guard,
and brought by him to the king in Babylon. These were dain in cold blood
by order of Nebuchadnezzar himself. These facts make it every way
probable that, in afit of passion, he would not hesitate to threaten the
astrologers with death if they did not comply at once with his will.
Compare “**Jeremiah 39:5, following; 52:9-11. The truth was, that though
Nebuchadnezzar had some good qualities, and was religious “in hisway,”
yet he had al the usual characteristics of an Oriental despot. He was a man
of strong passions, and was a man who would never hesitate in carrying
out the purposes of an arbitrary, a determined, and a stubborn will.

I'. A second objection made by Bertholdt, which may demand a moment’s
notice, is, substantialy, that the account bears the mark of alater hand, for
the purpose of conferring a higher honor on Daniel, and making what he
did appear the more wonderful: pp. 62, 63, 193-196. The supposition of
Bertholdt is, that the original account was merely that Nebuchadnezzar
required of the interpreter to explain the sense of the dream, but that, in
order to show the greatness of Daniel, the author of this book, long after
the affair occurred, added the circumstance that Nebuchadnezzar required
of them to make the “dream” known as well as the “interpretation,” and
that the great superiority of Daniel was shown by his being able at once to
do this.

As this objection, however, is not based on any historical grounds, and as it
is throughout mere conjecture, it is not necessary to notice it further.
Nothing is gained by the conjecture; no difficulty isrelieved by it; nor is
there any real difficulty “to be” relieved by any such supposition. The
narrative, as we have it, has, as we have seen, no intrinsic improbability,
nor isthere anything in it which is contrary to the well-known character of
Nebuchadnezzar.

I'11. A third objection to the authenticity of the chapter, which deservesto
be noticed, is urged by Luderwald, p. 40, following, and Bleek, p. 280, that
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this whole narrative has a strong resemblance to the account of the dreams
of Pharaoh, and the promotion of Joseph at the court of Egypt, and was
apparently made up from that, or copied from it.

But to this we may reply,

(a) that, if either happened, there is no more improbability in supposing
that it should happen to Daniel in Babylon than to Joseph in Egypt; and,
taken as separate and independent histories, neither of them isimprobable.

(b) Thereis so much diversity in the two cases as to show that the oneis
not copied from the other. They agree, indeed, in several circumstances. —
in the fact that the king of Egypt and the king of Babylon had each a
dream; in the fact that Joseph and Daniel were enabled to interpret the
dream; in the fact that they both ascribed the ability to do this, not to
themselves, but to God; and in the fact that they were both raised to honor,
as a consequence of their being able to interpret the dream. But in nothing
else do they agree. The dreams themselves; the occasion; the explanation;
the result; the bearing on future events — in these, and in numerous other
things, they differ entirely. It may be added also, that if the one had been
copied from the other, it is probable that there would have been some
undesigned allusion by which it could be known that the writer of the one
had the other before him, and that he was framing his own narrative from
that. But, as a matter of fact, there are no two records in history that have
more the marks of being independent and original narratives of real
transactions, than the account of Joseph in Egypt, and of Daniel in
Babylon.

|V A fourth objection to the account in this chapter arises from an alleged
error in “chronology.” For a consideration of this, see the notes at
“Daniel 2:1.

SECTION 2. — ANALYSISOF THE CHAPTER
The subjects of this chapter are the following:

| . The dream of Nebuchadnezzar, “Daniel 2:1. In accordance with the
common belief among the ancients, he regarded this as a Divine message.
The dream, too, was of such a character as to make a deep impression on
his mind, though its distinct features and details had gone from him.
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| 1. The demand of Nebuchadnezzar that the Chaldeans should recal the
dream to his recollection, and expound its meaning, “**Daniel 2:2-9. He
ordered those whose business it was professedly to give such
interpretations, to come into his presence, and to make known the dream
and its meaning. But it would seem that their pretensions went no further
than to explain a dream when it was known, and hence, they asked
respectfully that the king would state the dream in order that they might
explain it. The king, in angel threatened death, if they did not first recal the
dream, and then make known the interpretation, promising at the same
time ample rewards if they were able to do this. Asall this, under Divine
direction, was designed to communicate important information of future
events, it was so ordered that the dream should be forgotten, thus entirely
confounding the art of the Chaldeans, and giving an opportunity to Daniei
to make the dream and its interpretation known, thus exalting a man from
the land of the prophets, and showing that it was not by the skill of the
pretended interpreters of dreams that future events could be made known,
but that it was only by those who were inspired for that purpose by the true
God.

I 1'l. The acknowledged failure of the power of the astrologers and
Chaldeans, “*Daniel 2:10,11. They admitted that they could not do what
was demanded of them. Whatever might be the consequence, they could
not even “attempt” to recal aforgotten dream. And as, though we may be
unable to recal such adream distinctly ourselves, we could easily
“recognize’ it if it were stated to us; and as we could not be imposed on by
something el se that anyone should undertake to make us believe was the
real dream, the magicians saw that it was hopeless to attempt to palm a
story of their own invention on him, asif that were the real dream, and they
therefore acknowledged their inability to comply with the demand of the
king.

| V. The decree that they should die, “Daniel 2:12,13. In this decree,
Daniel and his three friends who had been trained with him at court (Daniel
1) were involved, not because they had failed to comply with the demand
of the king, for there is the fullest evidence that the subject had not been
laid before them, but because they came under the genera class of wise
men, or counselors, to whom the monarch looked to explain the
prognostics of coming events.
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V. Daniel, when apprised of the decree, and the cause of it, went to the
king and requested a respite in the execution of the sentence, “*Daniel
2:14-16. It would seem that he had the privilege of access to the king at
pleasure. We may presume that he stated that the thing had not in fact been
laid before him, though he had become involved in the general sentence,
and it is no unreasonable supposition that the king was so much troubled
with the dream, that he was so anxious to know its signification, and that
he saw so clearly that if the decree was executed, involving Daniel and his
friends, “all” hope of recalling and understanding it would be logt, that he
was ready to grasp at “any” hope, however dender, of being made
acquainted with the meaning of the vision. He was willing, therefore, that
Daniel should be spared, and that the execution of the decree should be
suspended.

V1. In these interesting and solemn circumstances, Daniel and his friends
gave themselves to prayer, “*Danidl 2:17,18. Their lives were in danger,
and the case was such that they could not be rescued but by a direct Divine
inter position. There was no power which they had of ascertaining by any
human means what was the dream of the monarch, and yet it was
indispensable, in order to save their lives, that the dream should be made
known. God only, they knew, could communicate it to them, and he only,
therefore, could save them from death; and in these circumstances of
perplexity they availed themselves of the privilege which all the friends of
God have — of carrying their cause at once before his throne.

V1. The secret was revealed to Daniel in anight vision, and he gave
utterance to an appropriate song of praise, “*Daniel 2:19-23. The
occasion was one which demanded such an expression of thanksgiving, and
that which Daniel addressed to God was every way worthy of the occasion.

VII1. Theway was now prepared for Daniel to make known to the king
the dream and the interpretation. Accordingly he was brought before the
king, and he distinctly disclaimed any power of himself to recal the dream,
or to make known its signification, “*Daniel 2:24-30.

| X. The statement of the dream and the interpretation, “*Daniel 2:31-45.

X. The effect on Nebuchadnezzar, “*Daniel 2:46-49. He recognized the
dream; acknowledged that it was only the true God who could have made
it known; and promoted Daniel to distinguished honor. In his own honors,
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Daniel did not forget the virtuous companions of hisyouth (Danidl 1), and
sought for them, now that he was elevated, posts of honorable employment
aso, “*Daniel 2:49.

Z2PDaniel 2:1. And in the second year of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar
There is an apparent chronologica difficulty in this statement which has
given some perplexity to expositors. It arises mainly from two sources.

(1) That in ***Jeremiah 25:1, it is said that the first year of the reign of
Nebuchadnezzar corresponded with the fourth year of Jehoiakim, king of
Judah, and as the captivity was in the third year of the reign of Jehoiakim
(*™Danid 1:1), the time here would be the “fourth” year of the reign of
Nebuchadnezzar, instead of the second.

(2) That we learn from “**Daniel 1:5,18, that Daniel and his three friends
had been in Babylon already three years, under a process of training
preparatory to their being presented at court, and as the whole narrative
leads us to suppose that it was “after” this that Daniel was regarded as
enrolled among the wise men (compare “**Daniel 2:13,14), on the
supposition that the captivity occurred in the first year of the reign of
Nebuchadnezzar, this would bring the time of the dream into the fourth
year of hisreign. This difficulty is somewhat increased from the fact that
when Nebuchadnezzar went up to besiege Jerusalem heis called “king,”
and it is evident that he did not go as a lieutenant of the reigning monarch;
or as agenera of the Chaldean forces under the direction of another. See
2 Kings 24:1,11. Various solutions of this difficulty have been
proposed, but the true one probably is, that Nebuchadnezzar reigned some
time conjointly with his father, Nabopolassar, and, though the title “king”
was given to him, yet the reckoning here is dated from the time when he
began to reign alone, and that this was the year of his sole occupancy of
the throne. Berosus states that his father, Nabopolassar, was aged and
infirm, and that he gave up a part of his army to his son Nebuchadnezzar,
who defeated the Egyptian host at Carchemish (Circesium) on the
Euphrates, and drove Necho out of Asia. The victorious prince then
marched directly to Jerusalem, and Jehoiakim surrendered to him; and this
was the beginning of the seventy years, captivity. See “ Jahn’s History of
the Hebrew Commonwealth,” p. 134. Nabopolassar probably died about
two years after that, and Nebuchadnezzar succeeded to the throne. The
period of their reigning together was two years, and of course the second
year of his single reign would be the fourth of his entire reign; and a
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reckoning from either would be proper, and would not be misunderstood.
Other modes of solution have been adopted, but as this meets the whole
difficulty, and is founded on truth, it is unnecessary to refer to them.
Compare Prof. Stuart, on Daniel, Excursus|. and Excursus 1. (See
Appendix | and Appendix Il to this Volume.)

Nebuchadnezzar dreamed dreams The plural is here used, though thereis
but one dream mentioned, and probably but one is referred to, for
Nebuchadnezzar, when speaking of it himself (**®Danidl 2:3), says, “| have
dreamed adream.” In the Latin Vulgate, and in the Greek, it isalsoin the
singular. It is probable that thisis a popular use of words, as if one should
say, “| had strange dreams last night,” though perhaps but a single dream
was intended. — Prof. Bush. Among the methods by which God made
known future events in ancient times, that by “dreams’ was one of the
most common. See the notes at “*Daniel 1:17; Introduction to Isaiah,
Section VII. (2); compare “®Genesis 20:3,6; 31:11; 37:5,6; 40:5; 41:7,25;
<] Kings 3:5; “**Numbers 12:6; **Joel 2:28; **Job 33:14-16. The
belief that the will of heaven was communicated to men by means of
dreams, was prevalent throughout the world in ancient times. Hence, the
striking expression in Homer, lliad i. 63 — ko1 “%%2” yop “*°*” 7' ovoap
67T e 19977 Avog "% gotiy TH7, “the dream is of Jove.” Sointhe
commencement of his second Iliad, he represents the will of Jupiter as
conveyed to Agamemnon by Oveipog , or “the dream.” So Diogenes

L aertius makes mention of a dream of Socrates, by which he foretold his
death as to happen in three days. This method of communicating the Divine
will was adopted, not only in reference to the prophets, but also to those
who were strangersto religion, and even to wicked men, asin the case of
Pharaoh, Abimelech, Nebuchadnezzar, the butler and baker in Egypt, etc.
In every such instance, however, it was necessary, asin the case before us,
to cal in the aid of atrue prophet to interpret the dream; and it was only
when thus interpreted that it took its place among the certain predictions of
the future. One “object” of communicating the Divine will in this manner,
seems to have been to fix the attention of the person who had the dream on
the subject, and to prepare him to receive the communication which God
had chosen to make to him. Thus it cannot be doubted that by the belief in
dreams entertained by Pharaoh and Nebuchadnezzar, as disclosing future
events, and by the anxiety of mind which they experienced m regard to the
dreams, they were better prepared to receive the communications of
Joseph and Danidl in reference to the future than they could have been by
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any other method of making known the Divine will. They had no doubt
that some important communication had been made to them respecting the
future, and they were anxious to know what it was. They were prepared,
therefore, to welcome any explanation which commended itself to them as
true, and in this way the servants of the true God had a means of access to
their hearts which they could have found in no other way. By what laws it
was o regulated that a dream should be “known” to be a preintimation of
coming events, we have now no means of ascertaining. That it is“possible”
for God to have access to the mind in sleep, and to communicate hiswill in
this manner, no one can doubt. That it was, so far as employed for that
purpose, a safe and certain way, is demonstrated by the results of the
predictions thus made in the case of Abimelech, “**Genesis 20:3,6; of
Joseph and his brethren, ““*Genesis 37:5,6; of Pharaoh, *“Genesis
41:7,25; and of the butler and baker, ““*Genesis 40:5. It is not, however,
to be inferred that the same reliance, or that any reliance, is now to be
placed on dreams, for were there no other consideration against such
reliance, it would be sufficient that there is no authorized interpreter of the
wanderings of the mind in sleep. God now communicates his truth to the
souls of men in other ways.

Wherewith his spirit was troubled Alike by the unusual nature of the
dream, and by the impression which he undoubtedly had that it referred to
some important truths pertaining to his kingdom and to future times. See
“EDaniel 2:31-36 The Hebrew word here rendered “troubled” i [ g£&™
means, properly, to “strike, to beat, to pound;” then, in Niph., to be
moved, or agitated; and also in Hithpa., to be agitated, or troubled. The
proper signification of the word isthat of striking as on an anvil, and then it
refers to any severe stroke, or anything which produces agitation. The
“verb” occurs only in the following places: ““*Judges 13:25, whereit is
rendered “move;” and ***Psalm 67:4,(5); **Genesis 41:8; “**Danie

2:1,3, whereit isrendered “troubled.” The “noun” is of frequent
occurrence. “And his deep brake from him.” Hebrew hny & hyhie>
128, Literdly, “His deep was upon him.” The Greek is, “his degp was
from him;” i.e., left him. The Vulgate, “his deep fled (fugit) from him.” But
it may be doubted whether the Hebrew will bear this construction.
Probably the literal construction is the true one, by which the sense of the
Hebrew — 1 [28* “upon” — will be retained. The meaning then would
be, that this remarkabl e representation occurred when hewas “in” a
profound sleep. It was a“dream,” and not “an open vision.” It was such a
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representation as passes before the mind when the senses are locked in
repose, and not such as was made to pass before the minds of the prophets
when they were permitted to see visions of the future, though awake.
Compare “**Numbers 24:4,16. There is nothing in the words which
conveys the idea that there was anything preternatural in the sleep that had
come upon Nebuchadnezzar, but the thought is, that all this occurred when
he “was’ sound asleep. Prof. Stuart, however, renders this, “his sleep failed
him,” and so does al'so Gesenius. Winer rendersit, “his sleep went away
from him.” But it seems to me that the more natural ideais that which
occursin the literal translation of the words, that this occurred as a dream,
in a state of profound repose.

ZPDaniel 2:2. Then the king commanded That is, when he awoke. The
particle rendered “then,” does not imply that this occurred immediately.
When he awoke, his mind was agitated; he was impressed with the belief
that he had had an important Divine communication; but he could not even
recal the dream distinctly, and he resolved to summon to his presence those
whose business it was to interpret what were regarded as prognostics of
the future.

The magicians, and the astrologers These are the same words which occur
in “®Daniel 1:20. See the notes at that place.

And the sorcerers Hebrew aves™ Vulgate, “malefici” — sorcerers.
Greek, pappoxevg “>**%” Syriac, “magician.” The Hebrew word is derived
from &vEe— meaning, in Pid, to practice magic; to use magic formulas,
or incantations; to mutter; and it refersto the various arts by which those
who were addicted to magic practiced their deceptions. The particular idea
in this word would seem to be, that on such occasions some forms of
prayers were used, for the word in Syriac means to offer prayers, or to
worship. Probably the aid of idol gods was invoked by such persons when
they practiced incantations. The word is found only in the following places:
once as a“verb,” “*2 Chronicles 33:6, and rendered “used witchcraft;”
and as a“participle,” rendered “sorcerers,” in “*Exodus 7:11; “*Daniel
2:2; " Maachi 3:5; and “witch,” in ***Exodus 22:18 (17);
“EDeuteronomy 18:10. The “noun” avKand avK™ isused in the
following places, aways with reference to sorcery or witchcraft:
“#®Jeremiah 27:9; <22 Kings 9:22; ®*®1saiah 47:9; ***Micah 5:12 (11);
“®"Nahum 3:4. It may not be easy to specify the exact sense in which this
word is used as distinguished from the others which relate to the same
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general subject, but it would seem to be that some form of “prayer” or
“invocation” was employed. The persons referred to did not professto
interpret the prognostics of future events by any original skill of their own,
but by the aid of the gods.

And the Chaldeans See the notes at “Daniel 1:4. The Chaldeans appear
to have been but one of the tribes or nations that made up the community
at Babylon (compare the notes at ***1saiah 23:13), and it would seem that
at thistime they were particularly devoted to the practice of occult arts,
and secret sciences. It is not probable that the other persons referred to in
this enumeration were Chaldeans. The Magians, if any of these were
employed, were Medians (see the notes at “®Daniel 1:20), and it is not
improbable that the other classes of diviners might have been from other
nations. The purpose of Nebuchadnezzar was to assemble at his court
whatever was remarkabl e throughout the world for skill and knowledge
(see andlysis of Daniel 1), and the wise men of the Chaldeans were
employed in carrying out that design. The Chaldeans were so much
devoted to these secret arts, and became so celebrated for them, that the
name came, among the Greek and Roman writers, to be used to denote all
those who laid claim to extraordinary powers in this department. Diodorus
Siculus (lib. ii.) says of the Chaldeansin Babylon, that

“they sustain the same office there that the priests do in Egypt, for
being devoted to the worship of God through their whole lives,
they give themselves to philosophy, and seek from astrology their
highest glory.” Cicero also remarks (De Divin., p. 3),

that

“the Chaldeans, so named, not from their art, but their nation, are
supposed, by a prolonged observation of the stars, to have wrought
out a science by which could be predicted what was to happen to
every individual, and to what fate he was born.” Juvenal likewise
(Sat. vi., verses 552-554),

has this passage: “Chaldagis sed major erit fiducia; quidquid dixerit
astrologus, credent a fonte relatum Ammonis. — But their chief
dependence is upon the Chaldeans; whatever an astrologer declares, they
will receive as aresponse of (Jupiter) Ammon.” Horace refersto the
“Babylonians’ as distinguished in his time for the arts of magic, or
divination:
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“nec Babylonios, tentaris numeros.” — Car. lib. i.; xi.

It is not probable that the whole nation of Chaldeans was devoted to these
arts, but as a people they became so celebrated in this kind of knowledge
that it was their best known characteristic abroad. (See also the appendix
to this volume, No. I11.)

For to show the king his dreams To show him what the dream was, and to
explain its import. Compare “*Genesis 41:24; “™Judges 14:12; <1
Kings 10:3. That it was common for kingsto cal in the aid of interpreters
to explain the import of dreams, appears from Herodotus. When Astyages
ascended the throne, he had a daughter whose name was Mandane. She
had a dream which seemed to him so remarkable that he called in the
“magi,” whose interpretation, Herodotus remarks, was of such a nature
that it “terrified him exceedingly.” He was so much influenced by the
dream and the interpretation, that it produced an entire change in his
determination respecting the marriage of his daughter. — Book i., 107: So
again, after the marriage of his daughter, Herodotus says (book i., cviii.):

“ Astyages had another vision. A vine appeared to spring from his
daughter which overspread all Asia. On this occasion, aso, he
consulted hisinterpreters; the result was, that he sent for his
daughter from Persia, when the time of her delivery approached.
On her arrival, he kept a strict watch over her, intending to destroy
her child. The magi had declared the vision to intimate that the
child of his daughter should supplant him on the throne.”

Astyages, to guard against this, as soon as Cyrus was born, sent for
Harpagus, a person in whom he had confidence, and commanded him to
take the child to his own house, and put him to death. These passagesin
Herodotus show that what is here related of the king of Babylon,
demanding the aid of magicians and astrologers to interpret his dreams,
was by no means an uncommon occurrence.

ZPDaniel 2:3. And the king said unto them, | have dreamed a dream,
and my spirit was troubled to know the dream That is, clearly, to know all
about it; to recollect distinctly what it was, and to understand what it
meant. He was agitated by so remarkable a dream; he probably had, as
Jerome remarks, a shadowy and floating impression of what the dream was
— such as we often have of a dream that has agitated out minds, but of
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which we cannot recal the distinct and full image; and he desired to reca
that distinctly, and to know exactly what it meant. See “**Danidl 2:1.

22Daniel 2:4. Then spake the Chaldeans to the king The meaning is,
either that the Chaldeans spoke in the name of the entire company of the
soothsayers and magicians (see the notes, “Daniel 1:20; 2:2), because
they were the most prominent among them, or the name is used to denote
the collective body of soothsayers, meaning that this request was made by
the entire company.

In Syriac In the original — tymya}— in “Aramean.” Greek, Zvpiott —
“in Syriac.” So the Vulgate. The Syriac retains the original word. The
word means Aramean, and the reference is to that language which is
known as East Aramean — a general term embracing the Chaldeg, the
Syriac, and the languages which were spoken in Mesopotamia. See the
notes at “Danid 1:4. This was the vernacular tongue of the king and of
his subjects, and was that in which the Chaldeans would naturally address
him. It is referred to here by the author of this book, perhaps to explain the
reason why he himself makes use of this language in explaining the dream.
The use of this, however, is not confined to the statement of what the
magicians said, but is continued to the close of the seventh chapter.
Compare the Intro. Section 1V. I11. The language used is that which is
commonly called Chaldee. It is written in the same character as the
Hebrew, and differs from that as one dialect differs from another. It was,
doubtless, well understood by the Jews in their captivity, and was probably
spoken by them after their return to their own land.

O king, live for ever Thisisaform of speech quite common in addressing
monarchs. See ®**1 Samuel 10:24; “**1 Kings 1:25 (margin); “**Daniel
3:9; 5:10. The expression is prevalent till, as in the phrases, “Long live the
king,” “Vivel” empereur,” “Viveleroi,” etc. It isfounded on the idea that
long lifeisto be regarded as a blessing, and that we can in no way express
our good wishes for anyone better than to wish him length of days. In this
place, it was merely the usual expression of respect and homage, showing
their earnest wish for the welfare of the monarch. They were willing to do
anything to promote his happiness, and the continuance of hislife and
reign. It was especially proper for them to use this language, as they wore
about to make a rather unusual request, which “might” be construed as an
act of disrespect, implying that the king had not given them all the means
which it was equitable for them to have in explaining the matter, by
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requiring them to interpret the dream when he had not told them what it
was.

Tell thy servants the dream, and we will show the interpretation The claim
which they set up in regard to the future was evidently only that of
“explaining” what were regarded as the prognostics of future events. It was
not that of being able to recal what is forgotten, or even to “originate”
what might be regarded preintimations of what is to happen. Thiswas
substantially the claim which was asserted by all the astrologers, augurs,
and soothsayers of ancient times. Dreams, the flight of birds, the aspect of
the entrails of animals dain for sacrifice, the positions of the stars, meteors,
and uncommon appearances in the heavens, were supposed to be
intimations made by the gods of what was to occur in future times, and the
business of those who claimed the power of divining the future was merely
to interpret these things. When the king, therefore, required that they
should recal the dream itself to his own mind, it was a claim to something
which was not involved in their profession, and which they regarded as
unjust. To that power they made no pretensions. If it be asked why, as they
were mere jugglers and pretenders, they did not “invent” something and
state “that” as his dream, since he had forgotten what his dream actually
was, we may reply,

(1) that there is no certain evidence that they were not sincere in what they
professed themselves able to do — for we are not to suppose that all who
claimed to be soothsayers and astrologers were hypocrites and intentional
deceivers. It was not at that period of the world certainly determined that
nothing could be ascertained respecting the future by dreams, and by the
positions of the stars, etc. Dreams “were” among the methods by which the
future was made known; and whether the knowledge of what isto come
could be obtained from the positions of the stars, etc., was a question
which was at that time unsettled Even Lord Bacon maintained that the
science of astrology was not to be “rejected,” but to be “reformed.”

(2) If the astrologers had been disposed to attempt to deceive the king,
there is no probability that they could have succeeded in palming an
invention of their own on him as his own dream. We may not be able
distinctly to recollect a dream, but we have a sufficient impression of it —
of its outlines— or of some striking, though disconnected, thingsin it, to
know what it is“not.” We might instantly recognize it if stated to us, we
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should see at once, if anyone should attempt to deceive us by paming an
invented dream on us, that “that” was not what we had dreamed.

Z@PDaniel 2:5. The king answered and said to the Chaldeans, The thing
is gone from me The Vulgate renders this, “Sermo recessit ame” — “The
word is departed from me.” So the Greek, 6 “***®” Aoyog “%°¢” ar’ ~°7*”
gpov 1% aestn “°%%7. Luther, “Esist mir entfalen” — “It hasfallen
away from me,” or has departed from me. Coverdale, “It is gone from me.”
The Chaldee word rendered “the thing” — ht 1 ini— means, properly, “a
word, saying, discourse” — something which is“spoken;” then, like
rbd™" and the Greek pnua ~**”", a“thing.” The reference hereisto the
matter under consideration, to wit, the dream and its meaning. The fair
interpretation is, that he had forgotten the dream, and that if he retained
“any” recollection of it, it was only such an imperfect outline asto aarm
him. The word rendered “is gone” — aDzhae— which occurs only here and
in “®Danid 2:8, is supposed to be the same as 1za&"***> — “to go away,
to depart.” Gesenius renders the whole phrase, “ The word has gone out
from me; i.e, what | have said isratified, and cannot be recalled;” and
Prof. Bush (in loc.) contends that thisis the true interpretation, and this
also isthe interpretation preferred by John D. Michaelis, and Dathe. A
construction somewhat similar is adopted by Aben Ezra, C. B. Michadlis,
Winer, Hengstenberg, and Prof. Stuart, that it means, “My decree isfirm,
or steadfast;” to wit, that if they did not furnish an interpretation of the
dream, they should be cut off. The question as to the true interpretation,
then, is between two constructions: whether it means, asin our version,
that the dream had departed from him — that is, that he had forgotten it —
or, that a decree or command had gone from him, that if they could not
interpret the dream they should be destroyed. That the former is the correct
interpretation seems to me to be evident.

(2) Itisthe natural construction, and accords best with the meaning of the
origina words. Thus no one can doubt that the word hLmi™®, and the
words rbd™> and pnpo “**¢"", are used in the sense of “thing,” and that
the natural and proper meaning of the Chaldee verb dzagis, to “go away,
depart.” Compare the Hebrew 1zas"#*>> in **Deuteronomy 32:36, “He

seeth that their power is gone;” *1 Samuel 9:7, “The bread is spent in
our vessels,” ¥ Job 14:11, “The waters fail from the sea;” and the Chaldee
1zas"#% in ®®Ezra 4:23, “They went up in haste to Jerusalem;” “*®Ezra
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5:8, “We went into the province of Judea;” and “**Danidl 2:17,24;
6:18(19),19(20).

(2) Thisinterpretation is sustained by the Vulgate of Jerome, and by the
Greek.

(3) It does not appear that any such command had at that time gone forth
from the king, and it was only when they came before him that he
promulgated such an order. Even though the word, as Gesenins and
Zickler (Chaldaismus Danidl Proph.) maintain, is afeminine participle
present, instead of averb in the preterit, till it would then as well apply to
the “dream” departing from him, as the command or edict. We may
suppose the king to say, “The thing leaves me; | cannot recal it.”

(4) It was so understood by the magicians, and the king did not attempt to
correct their apprehension of what he meant. Thus, in “Daniel 2:7, they

Saya

“Let the king tell his servants the dream, and we will show the
interpretation thereof.”

This shows that they understood that the dream had gone from him, and
that they could not be expected to interpret its meaning until they were
apprised what it was.

(5) It isnot necessary to suppose that the king retained the memory of the
dream himself, and that he meant merely to try them; that is, that he told
them a deliberate falsehood, in order to put their ability to the test.
Nebuchadnezzar was a cruel and severe monarch, and such a thing would
not have been entirely inconsistent with his character; but we should not
needlessy charge cruelty and tyranny on any man, nor should we do it
unless the evidence is so clear that we cannot avoid it. Besides, that such a
test should be proposed is in the highest degree improbable. There was no
need of it; and it was contrary to the established belief in such matters.
These men were retained at court, among other reasons, for the very
purpose of explaining the prognostics of the future. There was confidence
in them; and they were retained “because’ there was confidence in them. It
does not appear that the Babylonian monarch had had any reason to
distrust their ability asto what they professed; and why should he,
therefore, on “this’ occasion resolve to put them to so unusual, and
obviously so unjust atrial? For these reasons, it seems clear to me that our
common version has given the correct sense of this passage, and that the



179

meaning is, that the dream had actually so far departed from him that he
could not repeat it, though he retained such an impression of its portentous
nature, and of its appalling outline, asto fill his mind with alarm. Asto the
objection derived from this view of the passage by Bertholdt to the
authenticity of this chapter, that it is wholly improbable that any man
would be so unreasonable as to doom others to punishment because they
could not recal his dream, since it entered not into their profession to be
ableto do it (Commentary i. p. 192), it may be remarked, that the character
of Nebuchadnezzar was such as to make what is stated here by Daniel by
no means improbable. Thusit is said respecting him (***2 Kings 25:7),

“And they dew the sons of Zedekiah ‘before his eyes,” and put out
the eyes of Zedekiah, and bound him with fetters of brass, and
carried him to Babylon.”

Compare “#22 Kings 25:18-21; “**Jeremiah 39:5, following; “**Jeremiah
52:9-11. See also “*"Danidl 4:17, where he is called “the basest of men.”
Compare Hengstenberg, “Die Authentie des Daniel,” pp. 79-81. On this
objection, see Introduction to the chapter, Section I. I.

If ye will not make known, unto me the dream, with the interpretation
thereof Whatever may be thought as to the question whether he had
actualy forgotten the dream, there can be no doubt that he demanded that
they should state what it was, and then explain it. This demand was
probably as unusual asit was in one sense unreasonable, since it did not fall
fairly within their profession. Y et it was not unreasonable in this sense, that
if they really had communication with the gods, and were qualified to
explain future events, it might be supposed that they would be enabled to
recal this forgotten dream. If the gods gave them power to explain what
was to “come,” they could as easily enable them to recal “the past.”

Ye shall be cut in pieces Margin, “made.” The Chaldeeis, “Yeshal be
made into pieces, “referring to a mode of punishment that was common to
many ancient nations. Compare “**1 Samuel 15:33: “And Samuel hewed
Agag in pieces before the Lord in Gilgal.” Thus Orpheusis said to have
been torn in pieces by the Thracian women; and Bessus was cut in pieces
by order of Alexander the Great.

And your houses shall be made a dunghill Compare <**2 Kings 10:27.
Thisis an expression denoting that their houses, instead of being elegant or
comfortable mansions, should be devoted to the vilest of uses, and
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subjected to all kinds of dishonor and defilement. The language here used
isin accordance with that which is commonly employed by Orientals. They
imprecate all sorts of indignities and abominations on the objects of their
didlike, and it is not uncommon for them to smear over with filth what is
the object of their contempt or abhorrenee. Thus when the caliph Omar
took Jerusalem, at the head of the Saracen army, after ravaging the greater
part of the city, he caused dung to be spread over the site of the sanctuary,
in token of the abhorrence of al Mussulmans, and of its being henceforth
regarded as the refuse and offscouring of al things. — Prof. Bush. The
Greek renders this, “And your houses shall be plundered;” the Vulgate,
“And your houses shall be confiscated.” But these renderings are entirely
arbitrary. This may seem to be a harsh punishment which was threatened,
and some may, perhaps, be disposed to say that it is improbable that a
monarch would allow himself to use such intemperate language, and to
make use of so severe athreatening, especially when the magicians had as
yet shown no inability to interpret the dream, and had given no reasons to
apprehend that they would be unable to do it. But we are to remember

(1) the cruel and arbitrary character of the king (see the references above);

(2) the nature of an Oriental despotism, in which a monarch is acccustomed
to require al his commands to be obeyed, and his wishes gratified
promptly, on pain of death;

(3) the fact that his mind was grestly excited by the dream; and

(4) that he was certain that something portentous to his kingdom had been
prefigured by the dream, and that this was a case in which al the force of
threatening, and all the prospect of splendid reward, should be used, that
they might be induced to tax their powers to the utmost, and allay the
tumults of hismind.

ZPDaniel 2:6. But if ye show the dream If you show what the dream
was.

And the interpretation thereof What it signifies. That is, they were so to
state the dream that Nebuchadnezzar would recognize it; and they were to
give such an explanation of it as would commend itsalf to his mind as the
true one. On this last point he would doubtless rely much on their
supposed wisdom in performing this duty, but it would seem clear, also,
that it was necessary that the interpretation should be seen to be a“fair”



181

interpretation, or such as would be “fairly” implied in the dream. Thus,
when Daniel made known the interpretation, he saw at once that it met all
the features of the dream, and he admitted it to be correct. So aso when
Daniel explained the handwriting on the wall to Belshazzar, he admitted
the justness of it, and loaded him with honors, “®Danid 5:29. So when
Joseph explained the dreams of Pharaoh, he at once saw the
appropriateness of the explanation, and admitted it to be correct
(*®Genesis 41:39-45); and so in the case above referred to (notes on
“Danid 2:2), of Astyages respecting the dreams of his daughter (Herod.
1, cvii.; cviii.), he at once saw that the interpretation of the dreams
proposed by the Magi accorded with the dreams, and took his measures
accordingly.

Ye shall receive of me gifts, and rewards, and great honor Intending to
appeal to their highest hopes to induce them, if possible, to disclose the
meaning of the dream. He specifics no particular rewards, but makes the
promise general; and the evident meaning is, that, in such a case, he would
bestow what it became a monarch like him to give. That the usua rewards
in such a case were such as were adapted to stimulate to the most vigorous
exertions of their powers, may be seen from the honor which he conferred
on Daniel when he made known the dream (¥**Danidl 2:48), and from the
rewards which Belshazzar conferred on Daniel for making known the
interpretation of the writing on the wall (**Daniel 5:29):

“Then commanded Belshazzar, and they clothed Daniel with
scarlet, and put a chain of gold about his neck, and made a
proclamation concerning him, that he should be the third ruler in
the kingdom.” Compare “**Esther 5:11; 6:7-9.

ZPDaniel 2:7. They answered again, and said, Let the king tell his
servants the dream, and we will show the interpretation of it Certainly not
an unreasonable request, in any circumstances, and especialy in theirs.
They did not profess, evidently, to be able to recal a dream that was
forgotten, but the extent of their profession on this subject appears to have
been, that they were able to “explain” what was commonly regarded as a
prognostic of afuture event.

2Daniel 2:8. The king answered and said, | know of certainty that ye
would gain the time Margin, “buy.” The Chaldee word “ynb¥;(from
“bz*™® means, to get for oneself, buy, gain, procure. Greek, e€ayopalete
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— “that ye redeem time;” and so the Vulgate — “quod tempus redimitis.”
Theideais, that they saw that they could not comply with his requisition,
and that their asking him (*Daniel 2:7) to state the dream was only a
pretext for delay, in the hope that in the interval some device might be hit
on by them to appease him, or to avert his threatened indignation. It would
be natural to suppose that they might hope that on reflection he would
become more calm, and that, although they “might” not be able to recal the
dream and explain it, yet it would be seen to be unreasonable to expect or
demand it. The king seems to have supposed that some such thoughts were
passing through their minds, and he charges on them such a project. The
argument of the king seems to have been something like this: “ They who
can explain a dream correctly can aswell tell what it isaswhat its
interpretation is, for the one is as much the result of Divine influence as the
other; and if men can hope for Divine help in the one case, why not in the
other? As you cannot, therefore, recal the dream, it is plain that you cannot
interpret it; and your only object in demanding to know it is, that you may
ward off as long as possible the execution of the threatened sentence, and,
if practicable, escape it altogether.” It is not improbable that what they said
was more than the ssmple request recorded in “**Daniel 2:7. They would
naturally enlarge on it, by attempting to show how unreasonable was the
demand of the king in the case, and their arguments would give afair
pretext for what he here charges on them.

Because ye see the thing is gone from me According to the interpretation
proposed in “*Danid 2:5, the “dream.” The meaning is, “Y ou see that |
have forgotten it. | have made a positive statement on that point. There can
be no hope, therefore, that it can berecalled, and it is clear that your only
object must be to gain time. Nothing can be gained by delay, and the
matter may therefore be determined at once, and your conduct be
construed as a confession that you cannot perform what is required, and
the sentence proceed without delay.” This makes better sense, it seems to
me, than to suppose that he means that a sentence had gone forth from him
that if they could not recal and interpret it they should be put to death.

ZPDaniel 2:9. But if ye will not make known unto me the dream, there
is but one decree for you That is, you shall share the same fate. Y ou shall
all be cut to pieces, and your houses reduced to ruin, “*®Daniel 2:5. There
shall be no favor shown to any class of you, or to any individual among
you. It seemsto have been supposed that the responsibility rested on them
individually as well as collectively, and that it would be right to hold each
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and every one of them bound to explain the matter. As no difference of
obligation was recognized, there would be no difference of criminality. It
should be said, however, that there is a difference of interpretation here.
Gesenius, and some others, render the word translated “ decree” — €D
— “counsel, plan, purpose,” and suppose that it means, “this only is your
counsel, or plan;” that is, to prepare lying words, and to gain time. So Prof.
Stuart renders the verse, “If ye will not make known to me the dream, one
thing is your purpose, both afalse and deceitful word have ye agreed to
utter before me, until the time shall have changed; therefore tell me the
dream, and then | shall know that you can show me the interpretation
thereof.” The original word, however, is most commonly used in the sense
of law or decree. See ®*Deuteronomy 33:2; “®Esther 1:8,13,15, 19; 2:8;
3:8,14,15; 4:3,8,11,16; 8:13,14,17; 9:1,13,14; and there seems to be no
necessity for departing from the common trandation. It contains a sense
according to the truth in the case, and is in accordance with the Greek,
Latin, and Syriac versions.

For ye have prepared lying and corrupt words to speak before me That is,
“Y ou have done this in asking me to state the dream (**Danidl 2:4,7), and
in the demand that the dream should be made known to you, in order that
you may interpret it. | shall know by your inability to recal the dream that
you have been acting afalse and deceitful part, and that your pretensions
were al false. Your wish, therefore, to have me state the dream will be
shown to be a mere pretence, an artifice for delay, that you might put off
the execution of the sentence with the hope of escaping altogether.”

Till the time be changed That is, until a new state of things shall occur;
either until his purpose might change, and his anger should subside or until
there should be a change of government: It was natural for such thoughts
to pass through the mind of the king, since, as matters could be no “worse”
for them if the subject was delayed, there was a possibility that they might
be “better” — for any change would be likely to be an advantage. There
does not appear to have been any great confidence or affection on either
side. The king suspected that they were influenced by bad motives, and
they certainly had no strong reasons for attachment to him. Compare the
notes at “Danidl 2:21, and ““Daniel 7:25.

22Daniel 2:10. The Chaldeans answered before the king, and said
Perhaps the “ Chaldeans’ answered because they were the highest in favor,
and were those in whom most confidence was usually reposed in such
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matters. See the notes at “*Daniel 2:2. On such an occasion, those would
be likely to be put forward to announce their inability to do this who would
be supposed to be able to interpret the dream, if any could, and on whom
most reliance was usually placed.

Thereis not a man upon the earth that can show the king's matter Chald.,
1[#* tvBy2&”™ — “upon the dry ground.” Compare “*Genesis 1:10.
The meaning is, that the thing was utterly beyond the power of man. It was
what none who practiced the arts of divining laid claim to. They doubtless
supposed that as great proficientsin that art as the world could produce
might be found among the wise men assembled at the court of Babylon,
and if they failed, they inferred that al others would fail. Thiswas,
therefore, a decided confession of their inability in the matter; but they
meant to break the force of that mortifying confession, and perhaps to
appease the wrath of the king, by affirming that the thing was wholly
beyond the human powers, and that no one could be expected to do what
was demanded.

Therefore” thereis* no king, lord, nor ruler, that asked such things No
one has ever made a similar demand. The matter is so clear, the
incompetency of man to make such a disclosure is so manifest, that no
potentate of any rank ever made such arequest. They designed,
undoubtedly, to convince the king that the request was so unreasonable
that he would not insist on it. They were urgent, for their life depended on
it, and they apprehended that they had justice on their side.

2Daniel 2:11. And it is a rare thing that the king requireth Chald.,
ryQy2&® — meaning, “choice, vauable, costly;” then, “heavy, hard,
difficult.” Greek, Bapvg “°%°". Vulgate, “gravis — heavy, weighty.” The
ideais not so much that the thing demanded by the king was “ uncommon”
or “rarely made” — though that was true, as that it was so difficult asto be
beyond the human powers. They would not have been likely on such an
occasion to say that the requirement was absolutely unjust or unreasonable.
The term which they used was respectful, and yet it implied that no man
could have any hope of solving the question as it was proposed by him.

And there is none other that can show it before the king except the gods,
whose dwelling is not with flesh This was clearly true, that a matter of that
kind could not be disclosed except by Divine assistance. It would seem
from this that these persons did not claim to be inspired, or to have
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communication with the gods; or, at least, that they did not claim to be
inspired by the Supreme God, but that they relied on their own natural
sagacity, and their careful and long study of the meaning of those
occurrences which prefigured future events, and perhaps on the mystic arts
derived from their acquaintance with science as then understood. The word
“gods’ here — H 1 a&2%*, the same as the Hebrew pyhil a“"**%> — isin
the plural number, but might be applied to the true God, as the Hebrew
pyhila“"*3%> oftenis. It is by no means certain that they meant to use this
in the plural, or to say that it was an admitted truth that the gods
worshipped in Babylon did not dwell with people. It was, undoubtedly, the
common opinion that they did; that the temples were their abode; and that
they frequently appeared among men, and took part in human affairs. But it
was avery early opinion that the Supreme God was withdrawn from
human affairs, and had committed the government of the world to
intermediate beings — “internuncii” — demons, or aeons. beings of power
far superior to that of men, who constantly mingled in human affairs. Their
power, however, though great, was limited; and may not the Chaldeans
here by the word “yhil 2’— have meant to refer to the Supreme God, and
to say that this was a case which pertained to him alone; that no inferior
divinity could be competent to do such athing as he demanded; and that as
the Supreme God did not dwell among men it was hopeless to attempt to
explain the matter? Thus understood, the result will convey a higher truth,
and will show more impressively the honor put on Daniel. The phrase,
“whose dwelling is not with flesh,” means “with men — in human bodies.”
On the supposition that this refers to the Supreme God, this undoubtedty
accords with the prevailing sentiment of those times, that however often
the inferior divinities might appear to men, and assume human forms, yet
the Supreme God was far removed, and never thus took up his abode on
the earth. They could hope, therefore, for no communication from Him
who alone would be competent to the solution, of such a secret as this.
This may be regarded, therefore, as afrank confession of their entire failure
in the matter under consideration. They acknowledged that “they”
themselves were not competent to the solution of the question, and they
expressed the opinion that the ability to do it could not be obtained from
the help which the inferior gods rendered to men, and that it was hopeless
to expect the Supreme God — far withdrawn from human affairs — to
interpose. It was a public acknowledgment that their art failed on a most
important trial, and thus the way was prepared to show that Daniel, under
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the teaching of the true God, was able to accomplish what was wholly
beyond all human power. The trial had been fairly made. The wisest men of
the Chaldean realm had been applied to. They on whom reliance had been
placed in such emergencies; they who professed to be able to explain the
prognostics of future events, they who had been assembled at the most
important and magnificent court of the world — the very center of Pagan
power; they who had devoted their lives to investigations of this nature,
and who might be supposed to be competent to such awork, if any on
earth could, now openly acknowledged that their art failed them, and
expressed the conviction that there was no resource in the case.

Z2Daniel 2:12. For this cause the king was angry Because they failed in
explaining the subject which had been referred to them. It is true that his
anger was unjust, for their profession did not imply that they would
undertake to explain what he demanded, but his wrath was not unnatural.
His mind was alarmed, and he was troubled. He believed that what he had
seen in his dream foreboded some important events, and, as an arbitrary
sovereign, unaccustomed to restrain his anger or to inquire into the exact
jusrice of matters which excited Irisindignation, it was not unnatural that
he should resolve to wreak his vengeance on all who made any pretensions
to the arts of divining.

And very furious Wrought up to the highest degree of passion. Chaldee,
“Much enraged.” It was not a calm and settled purpose to execute his
threat, but a purpose attended with a high degree of excitement.

And commanded to destroy all the wise men of Babylon That is, all who
made pretensions to this kind of wisdom; all who came under the
wellknown denomination of “wise men,” or “sages.” He had called that
class before him (***Danid 2:2); he had demanded of them an explanation
of his dream; he had been assured by the leading men among them, the
Chaldeans (***Danidl 2:10,11), that they could not recall his dream; and, as
he supposed that all who could be relied on in such a case had failed, he
resolved to cut them off asimpostors.

(The cruelty of Asiatic despots, and their infliction of extreme and
agonizing punishment on the most frivolous pretences, are
proverbial. The fury and anger of Nebuchadnezzar would no doubt,
result in a sentence of death against the wise men, accompanied by
the most excruciating tortures. And we may probably learn its
nature from the engraving, which represents the chief of the slayers
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commencing the operation of flaying aive, while the miserable
culprit seems to be deprecating the monarch’s wrath. This group
forms part of the sculpturesin the Hall of Judgment in the interior
of the palace at Khorsabad.)

Where Daniel was at thistime is not known. It would seem, however, that
from some reason he had not been summoned before the king with the
others, probably because, although he had shown himself to be eminently
endowed with wisdom (*®Daniel 1:20), he had not yet made any
pretensions to this kind of knowledge, and was not numbered with the
Magi, or Chaldeans. When, however, the decree went forth that “all” the
“wise men of Babylon” should be dain, the exhibition of wisdom and
knowledge made by him (***Daniel 1:18-20) was recollected, and the
executioners of the sentence supposed that tie and his companions were
included in the genera instructions. Whether the word “Babylon” here
relates to the city of Babylon, or to the whole realm, there is no certain
way of determining. Considering, however, the character of Oriental
despotisms, and the cruelty to which absolute sovereigns have usually been
transported in their passion, there would be no improbability in supposing
that the command included the whole realm, though it is probable that
most of this class would be found in the capital.

2Daniel 2:13. And the decree went forth that the wise men should be
slain The original here will bear a somewhat different trandation, meaning,
“the decree went forth, “and” the wise men were dain;” that is, the
execution of the sentence was actually commenced. So the Vulgate: “Et
egressa sententia, sapientes interficiebantur.” So also the Greek version:
Kot “2%%7 o1 =% goo1 %7 amextevvovto — “and the wise men
were slain.” This seemsto me to be the more probabl e interpretation, and
better to suit the connection. Then it would mean that they had actually
begun to execute the decree, and that in the prosecution of their bloody
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work they sought out Daniel and his companions, and that by his influence
with Arioch the execution of the sentence was arrested.

And they sought Daniel and his fellows to be slain His three companions
(*™Danid 1:6), who probably had not been among those who were
summoned to court to explain the matter. Had they been consulted at first,
the issuing of the decree would have been prevented, but it seems to have
been the design of Providence to give the fairest trial of the ability of these
sages, and to allow matters to come to acrisis, in order to show that what
was done was wholly beyond human power.

“=PDaniel 2:14. Then Daniel answered Margin, “returned.” The original
literally is, “returned counsal and wisdom,” meaning, that he returned an
answer which was replete with wisdom. It would seem probable that
Arioch had communicated to Daniel the decree of the king, and had stated
to him that he was involved in that decree, and must prepare to die.

Counsel and wisdom That is, “wise counsel.” He evinced great prudence
and discretion in what he said. He made such a suggestion to Arioch as, if
acted on, would stay the execution of the sentence against al the wise men,
and would secure the object which the king had in view. What was the
exact nature of this answer is not mentioned. It is probable, however, that
it was that he might be enabled to disclose the dream, and that he made this
so plausible to Arioch, that he was disposed to allow him to make the trial.
It is evident that Arioch would not have consented to arrest the execution
of the sentence, unless it had appeared to him to be in the highest degree
probable that he would be able to relieve the anxiety of the king. Knowing
that the “main” object of the king was to obtain the interpretation of his
dream, and seeing that this object was not any the more likely to be
secured by the execution of this stern decree, and knowing the high favor
with which Daniel had been received at court (***Danidl 1:19-21), he
seems to have been willing to assume some measure of responsibility, and
to allow Danidl to make his own representation to the king.

To Arioch the captain of the king's guard Margin, “chief of the
executioners, or daughter-men, or chief marshal.” Greek, apyipayeipw
T0v ¥ Bacidemg “**°” — chief cook of the king. The Vulgate renders
this,” Then Daniel inquired respecting the law and the sentence of Arioch,
the commander of the royal army.” The Chaldee word rendered “guard” is
JBj T, Itisderived from jbd&E™™, to daughter; to kill animals; and
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then to kill or lay men. The “noun,” then, means a dlaughterer or ayer; a
cook; an executioner, or one who kills men at the will of a sovereign, or by
due sentence of law. There can be no doubt that the word here refers to
Arioch, as sent out to execute this sentence; yet we are not to regard hint
as amere executioner, or as we would a hangman, for undoubtedly the
king would entrust this sentence to one who was of respectable, if not of
high rank. It is probable that one of the principal officers of his body-guard
would be entrusted with the execution of such a sentence. In “**1 Samuel
8:13, the word is rendered “cooks.” It does not el sewhere occur. That he
was not a“mere”’ executioner is apparent from the title given him in the
next verse, where heis called “the king's captain.”

Which was gone forth to slay ... He had gone to execute the decree, and its
execution had already commenced.

2Daniel 2:15. He answered and said to Arioch the king’s captain The
word “captain” — adifferent word from that which occursin “*Daniel
2:14, fyLv&®™ — denotes one who has rule or dominion; onewho is
powerful or mighty; and it would be applied only to one who sustained a
post of honor and responsibility. See the use of the word 1™, as
meaning “to rule,” in “**Nehemiah 5:15; ™ Ecclesiastes 2:19; 6:2; 8:9;
Esther 9:1; ™ Psalm 119:133. The word here used is the same which
occursin “Daniel 2:10, whereit is rendered “ruler.” It doubtless denotes
here an officer of rank, and designates one of more honorable employment
than would be denoted by the word “executioner.” It should be said on
these verses (*Danid 2:14,15), however, that the office of executioner in
the East was by no means regarded as a dishonorable office. It was
entrusted to those high in rank, and even nobles considered it an honor,
and often boasted of it as such, that among their ancestors there were those
who had in thisway been entrusted with executing the commands of their
sovereign. Hanway and AbdulKerim both say that this office conferred
honor and rank. Tournefort says, that in Georgia “the executioners are very
rich, and men of standing undertake this employment; far different from
what occursin other parts of the world, in that country this givesto a
family atitle of honor. They boast that among their ancestors there were
many who were executioners; and this they base on the sentiment, that
nothing is more desirable than justice, and that nothing can be more
honorable than to be engaged in administering the laws.” See Rosenmuller,
Morgenland, 1079.
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Why is the decree so hasty from the king? Implying that all the effort had
not been made which it was possible to make to solve the mystery. The
ideais, that a decree of such a nature, involving so many in ruin, ought not
to have proceeded from the king without having taken al possible
precautions, and having made all possible efforts to find those who might
be able to disclose what the king desired. It wasto Daniel ajust matter of
surprise that, after the favor and honor with which he had been received at
court (*™Danie 1:19,20), and the confidence which had been reposed in
him, a command like this should have been issued. so comprehensive as to
embrace him and his friends, when they had done nothing to deserve the
displeasure of the king.

Then Arioch made the thing known to Daniel The statement respecting the
dream; the trouble of the king; the consultation of the magicians; their
inability to explain the dream, and the positive command to put all the
pretenders to wisdom to desth. It is clear that Daniel had not before been
informed of these things.

22Daniel 2:16. Then Daniel went in ... Either by himsalf, or through the
medium of some friend. Perhaps all that is meant is not that he actually
went into the presence of the monarch, but that he went into the palace,
and through the interposition of some high officer of court who had access
to the sovereign, desired of him that he would give him time, and that he
would make it known. It would rather appear, from “*Daniel 2:24,25, that
the first direct audience which he had with the king was after the thing was
made known to him in a night vision, and it would scarcely accord with
established Oriental usages that he should go immediately and
unceremoniously into the royal presence. A petition, presented through
some one who had access to the king, would meet al the circumstances of
the case.

That he would give him time He did not specify “why” he desired time,
though the reason why he did it is plain enough. He wished to lay the
matter before God, and to engage his friends in earnest prayer that the
dream and the interpretation might be made known to him. This request
was granted to him. It may seem remarkable, as no time was allowed to the
Chaldeans that they might make inquiry (**®Danidl 2:8), that such afavor
should have been granted to Daniel, especially after the execution of the
sentence had been commenced; but we are to remember
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(2) that the king would recollect the favor which he had aready shown
Daniel on good grounds, and the fact that he regarded him as endowed
with great wisdom, “**Daniel 1:19,20.

(2) Daniel did not ask, as the Chaldeans did, that the king should tell the
dream before he undertook to explain it, but he proposed evidently to
unfold the whole matter.

(3) It could not but occur to the king that Daniel had not yet been
consulted, and that it was but reasonable that he should have afair tria
now, since it appeared that he was involved in the genera sentence.

(4) The anxiety of the king to understand the dream was so grest that he
was willing to grasp at “any” hopein order that his perplexities might be
relieved; and

(5) It isnot improper to suppose that there may have been aDivine
influence on the mind of this monarch, making' him willing to do so smple
an act of justice asthis, in order that it might be seen and acknowledged
that the hand of God was in the whole matter.

2Daniel 2:17. Then Daniel went to his house It is quite evident that he
had obtained the object of his request, though thisis not expressly
mentioned. The king was undoubtedly, for the reasons above stated,
willing that he should have afair opportunity to try his skill in disclosing
the mysterious secret.

And made the thing known to Hananiah ... Made the whole matter known
— the perplexity respecting the dream; the failure of the Chaldeans to
interpret it; the decree; and his own petition to the king. They had a
common interest in knowing it, as their lives were all endangered.

ZPDaniel 2:18. That they would desire mercies of the God of heaven
concerning this secret That they would implore of God that he would
show his mercy to them in revealing this secret, that their lives might be
gpared. In the margin, asin the Chaldee, thisis “from before the God of
heaven.” All depended now on God. It was clear that human skill was
exhausted, and that no reliance could be placed on any ability which man
possessed. The art of the Chaldeans had failed, and Daniel, as well by this
failure as by the promptings of his own feelings, must now have perceived
that the only hope was in God, and that his favor in the case was to be
obtained only by prayer. As his three friends were equally interested in the
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issue, and as it was an early principle of religion, and one found in all
dispensations (compare “**Matthew 18:19), that “united” prayer has
specia power with God, it was natural and proper to call on hisfriendsto
join with him in asking this favor from Him who alone could grant it. It
was the natural and the last resource of piety, furnishing an example of
what all may do, and should do, in times of perplexity and danger.

That Daniel and his fellows should not perish Margin, “or, they should not
destroy Daniel.” The leading in the margin is most in accordance with the
Chaldege, though the sense is substantialy the same. The word “fellows’ is
the same which is before rendered “ companions.”

With the rest of the wise men of Babylon It seemsto have been certain that
the decree would be executed on the Chaldeans, soothsayers, etc. And,
indeed, there was no reason “why” the decree should not be executed.
They had confessed their inability to comply with the king’s command, and
whatever Daniel could now do could not be construed in their favor as
furnishing any reason why the decree should not be executed on them. It
was presumed, therefore, that the law, severe as it seemed to be, would be
carried into effect on them, and we may suppose that this was probably
done. The only hope of their escaping from the common lot was in the
belief that the God whom they served would now interpose in their behalf.

ZPDaniel 2:19. Then was the secret revealed ... To wit, the dream and
the interpretation. The thing which had been “hidden” was disclosed. We
may suppose that this occurred after a suitable time had been given to

prayer.

In a night vision A representation made to him at night, but whether when
he was asleep or awake does not appear. Compare the notes at “*Daniel
1:17; ™ saiah 1:1; **Job 4:13; 33:15.

Then Daniel blessed the God of heaven Nothing would be more natural
than that he should burst forth in a song of grateful praise for disclosing a
secret by means of which hislife, and the lives of his companions, would be
preserved, and by which such signa honor would redound to God himself,
as aone able to reveal coming events.

22Daniel 2:20. Daniel answered and said The word “answer,” in the
Scriptures, often occurs substantially in the sense of “speak” or “say.” It
does not always denote a reply to something that has been said by another,
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asit does with us, but is often used when a speech is commenced, asif one
were replying to something that “might” be said in the case, or as meaning
that the circumstances in the case gave rise to the remark. Here the
meaning is, that Daniel responded, as it were, to the goodness which God
had manifested, and gave utterance to his feelings in appropriate
expressions of praise.

Blessed be the name of God forever and ever That is, blessed be God —
the “name,” in the Scriptures, being often used to denote the person
himself. It is common in the Bible to utter ascriptions of praise to God in
view of important revelations, or in view of great mercies. Compare the
song of Moses after the passage of the Red Sea, Exodus 15; the song of
Deborah after the overthrow of Sisera, Judges 5; Isaiah 12.

For wisdom, and might are his Both these were manifested in aremarkable
manner in the circumstances of this case, and therefore these were the
beginnings of the song of praise: “wisdom,” as now imparted to Daniel,
enabling him to disclose this secret, when all human skill had failed; and
“might,” as about to be evinced in the changes of empire indicated by the
dream and the interpretation. Compare “**Jeremiah 32:19, “Great in
counsal, and mighty in work.”

Z2PDaniel 2:21. And he changeth the times and the seasons The object
of thisisto assert the general control of God in reference to all changes
which occur. The assertion is made, undoubtedly, in view of the
revolutions in empire which Daniel now saw, from the signification of the
dream, were to take place under the Divine hand. Foreseeing now these
vast changes denoted by different parts of the image (*Daniel 2:36-45),
stretching into far-distant times, Daniel was led to ascribe to God the
control over “all” the revolutions which occur on earth. Thereisno
essential difference between the words “times’ and “seasons.” The words
in Chaldee denote stated or appointed seasons; and the idea of times
“appointed, set, determined,” enters into both. Times and seasons are not
under the control of chance, but are bounded by established laws; and yet
God, who appointed these laws, has power to change them, and all the
changes which occur under those laws are produced by his agency. Thus
the changes which occur in regard to day and night, spring and summer,
autumn and winter, clouds and sunshine, health and sickness, childhood
and youth, manhood and age, are under his control. Such changes, being in
accordance with certain laws, may be regarded as “ appointed,” or “set,”
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and yet the laws and the revolutions consequent on them are al under his
control. So in regard to the revolutions of empire. By the arrangements of
his providence he secures such revolutions as he shall seeit to be best
should occur, and in al of them his high hand should be regarded. The
words “seasons’ and “times’ are of frequent occurrence in Daniel, and are
sometimes used in a peculiar sense (see the notes at “*Daniel 7:12,25),
but they seem here to be employed in their usua and general signification,
to denote that “al” the revolutions which occur on earth are under his
control.

He removeth kings, and setteth up kings He has absolute control over al
the sovereigns of the earth, to place on the throne whom he will, and to
remove them when he pleases. This was doubtless suggested to Daniel, and
was made the foundation of this portion of his hymn of praise, from what
he was permitted to see in the disclosures made to him in the interpretation
of the dream. He then saw (compare “*Daniel 2:37-45) that there would
be most important revolutions of kingdoms under the hand of God, and
being deeply impressed with these great prospective changes, he makes this
general statement, that it was the prerogative of God to do this at pleasure.
Nebuchadnezzar was brought to feel this, and to recognize it, when he said
(**"Danid 4:17),

“The Most High ruleth in the kingdom of men, and giveth it to
whomsoever he will;”

“he doeth according to hiswill in the army of heaven, and among
the inhabitants of the earth: none can stay his hand, or say unto
him, What doest thou?’ “**Daniel 4:32,35.

This claim is often asserted for God in the Scriptures as a proof of his
supremacy and greatness.

“For promotion cometh neither from the east, nor from the west,
nor from the south: but God is the judge; he putteth down one, and
setteth up another,” “***Psalm 75:6,7.

Compare ™1 Samuel 2:7,8. Thus he claimed absolute control over
Sennacherib to employ him at his pleasure in executing his purposes of
punishment on the Hebrew nation (¥*®1saiah 10:5-7), and thus over Cyrus
to execute his purposes on Babylon, and to restore his people to their land,
*Msaiah 45:1, following See also ®**saiah 46:10,11. In this manner, dl
the kings of the earth may be regarded as under his control; and if the
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Divine plan were fully understood it would be found that each one has
received his appointment under the Divine direction, to accomplish some
important part in carrying forward the Divine plansto their fulfillment. A
history of human affairs, showing the exact purpose of God in regard to
each ruler who has occupied a throne, and the exact object which God
designed to accomplish by placing “him” on the throne at the time when he
did, would be afar more important and valuable history than any which has
been written. Of many such rulers, like Cyrus, Sennacherib, Pilate, Henry
VI, Edward VI, and the Elector of Saxony, we can see the reason why
they lived and reigned when they did; and doubtless God has had some
important end to accomplish in the development of his great plansin the
case of every one who has ever occupied athrone.

He giveth wisdom unto the wise ... He is the source of all true wisdom and
knowledge. Thisis often claimed for God in the Scriptures. Compare
“Proverbs 2:6,7:

“For the Lord giveth wisdom;
Out of his mouth cometh knowledge and understanding.
He layeth up sound wisdom for the righteous;
Heisa buckler to them that walk uprightly.”

See also “*1 Kings 3:9-12; **Exodus 31:3. God claims to be the source
of all wisdom and knowledge. He originally formed each human intellect,
and made it what it is; he opens before it the paths of knowledge; he gives
to it clearness of perception; he preserves its powers so that they do not
become deranged; he has power to make suggestions, to direct the laws of
association, to fix the mind on important thoughts, and to open before it
new and interesting views of truth. And as it would be found, if the history
could be written, that God has placed each monarch on the throne with a
distinct reference to some important purpose in the development of his
great plans, so probably it would be seen that each important work of
genius which has been written; each invention in the arts; and each
discovery in science has been, for asimilar purpose, under his control. He
has created the great intellect just at the time when it was needful that such
adiscovery or invention should be made, and having prepared the world
for it by the course of events, the discovery or invention has occurred just
at the time when, on the whole, it was most desirable that it should.

“ZDaniel 2:22. He revealeth the deep and secret things Things which
are too profound for man to fathom by his own power, and which are
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concealed or hidden until he makes them known. What is said here is an
advance on what was affirmed in the previous verse, and relates to another
kind of knowledge. “That” related to such knowledge as was not properly
beyond the grasp of the human intellect when unaided in any supernatural
manner, and affirmed that even then al discoveries and inventions are to be
traced to God; “this’ refersto a species of knowledge which lies beyond
any natural compass of the human powers, and in which a supernatural
influence is needed — such things as the Chaldeans and astrologers
claimed the power of disclosing. The assertion here is, that when the
highest human wisdom showed itself insufficient for the exigency, God was
able to disclose those deep truths which it was desirable for man to
understand. Applied generaly, this refersto the truths made known by
revelation — truths which man could never have discovered by his unaided
powers.

He knoweth what is in the darkness What appears to man to be involved in
darkness, and on which no light seemsto shine. This may refer not only to
what is concealed from man in the literal darkness of night, but to all that is
mysterious; al that lies beyond the range of human inquiry; all that pertains
to unseen worlds. An immensely large portion of the universe lies wholly
beyond the range of human investigation at present, and is, of course, dark
to man.

And the light dwelleth with him The word rendered “dwelleth” are|
means, properly, to loose, to unbind, to solve, as e.g., hard questions,
“Daniel 5:16; and is then applied to travelers who unbind the loads of
their beasts to put up for the night, and then it comes to mean to put up for
the night, to lodge, to dwell. Hence, the meaning is, that the light abides
with God; it isthere asin its appropriate dwelling-place; heisin the midst
of it: al islight about him; light when it is sent out goes from him; when it
is gathered together, its appropriate place is with him. Compare “**Job
38:19,20:

“Whereisthe way where light dwelleth?
And asfor darkness, whereisthe place thereof?
That thou shouldest take it to the bound thereof,
And that thou shouldest know the paths to the house thereof ?”

See the notes at that passage. Compare also *®*1 Timothy 6:16: “Dwelling
in the light which no man can approach unto.” “***1 John 1:5: “God is light,
and in himisno darkness at all.”
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“2ZPDaniegl 2:23. | thank thee, and praise thee, O thou God of my fathers
By his“fathers’ here, Danidl refers doubtless to the Jewish peoplein
general, and not to his own particular ancestors. The meaning of the phrase
“God of my fathers’ is, that he had been their protector; had regarded them
as his people; had conferred on them great favors. The particular ground of
thanksgiving hereis, that the same God who had so often revealed himself
to the Hebrew people by the prophetsin their own land, had now
condescended to do the same thing to one of their nation, though a captive
in a strange country. The favor thus bestowed had an increased value, from
the fact that it showed that the Hebrew people were not forgotten, though
far from the land of their birth, and that, though in captivity, they might still
hope for the benign interposition of God.

Who hast given me wisdom and might The word “wisdom” here
undoubtedly refers to the ability which had now been given him to declare
the nature and purport of the dream, imparting to him a degree of wisdom
far superior to those pretenders to whom the matter had been at first
submitted. The word “might” (Chald., strength — aTy}lbG]does not
probably differ materially from “wisdom.” It means “ability” to interpret
the dream — implying that it was a task beyond natural human ability.

For thou hast now made known unto us the king’s matter That is, it had
been made known to him and his friends. He joins himself with them, for,
athough it was particularly made known to him, yet, as they had united
with him in prayer that the secret might be disclosed, and as they shared
common dangers, he regarded it as in fact made known to them all.

22Daniel 2:24. Therefore Daniel went in, unto Arioch In view of the
fact that the matter was now disclosed to him, he proposed to lay it before
the king. This of course, he did not do directly, but through Arioch, who
was entrusted with the execution of the decree to slay the wise men of
Babylon. That officer would naturally have access to the king, and it was
proper that a proposal to arrest the execution of the sentence should be
made through his instrumentality. The Chaldee 1 K&™ I bgj™® "D&* s,
properly, “on this whole account “ — or, “on this whole account because”
— in accordance with the usually full and pleonastic mode of writing
particles, Similar to the German “alldiewell,” or the compound English
“forasmuch as.” The meaning is, that in view of the whole matter, he
sought to lay the case before the king.
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Destroy not the wise men of Babylon That is, “ Stay the execution of the
sentence on them. Though they have failed to furnish the interpretation
demanded, yet, as it can now be given, there is no occasion for the exercise
of this severity.” The ground of the sentence was that they could not
interpret the dream. As the execution of the sentence involved Daniel and
his friends, and as the reason why it was passed at all would now cease by
his being able to furnish the required explanation, Daniel felt that it was a
matter of mere justice that the execution of the sentence should cease
altogether.

Bring me in before the king It would seem from this that Daniel did not
regard himself as having free access to the king, and he would not
unceremoniously intrude himself into his presence. This verse confirms the
interpretation given of “Daniel 2:16, and makes it in the highest degree
probable that this was the first occasion on which he was personally before
the king in reference to this matter.

ZZPDaniel 2:25. Then Arioch brought in Daniel before the king in haste
The Chaldee word used here implies “in tumultuous haste,” as of one who
was violently excited, or in a state of trepidation, from ITh&s"?¢> — “to
tremble, to bein trepidation.” The trepidation in this case may have arisen
from one or both of two causes:

(1) exultation, or joy, that the great secret was discovered; or

(2) joy that the effusion of blood might be stayed, and that there might be
Nnow Nno necessity to continue the execution of the sentence against the wise
men.

| have found a man Margin, asin Chaldee, “That | have found aman It is
not to be supposed that Arioch had known anything of the application
which Daniel had made to the king to delay the execution of the sentence
(¥ Danid 2:16), and, for anything that appears, he had suspended that
execution on his own responsibility. Ignorant as he was, therefore, of any
such arrangement, and viewing only his own agency in the matter, it was
natural for him to go in and announce this as something entirely new to the
king, and without suggesting that the execution of the sentence had been at
all delayed. It was a most remarkable circumstance, and one which looks
like aDivine interposition, that he should have been disposed to delay the
execution of the sentence at all, so that Daniel could have an opportunity
of showing whether he could not divulge the secret. All the circumstances
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of the case seem to imply that Arioch was not a man of a cruel disposition,
but was disposed, as far as possible, to prevent the effusion of blood.

Of the captives of Judah Margin, asin Chald., “of the children of the
captivity.” Theword “Judah” here probably refers to the “ country” rather
than to the “people,” and means that he was among those who had been
brought from the land of Judah.

That will make known unto the king the interpretation It is clear, from the
whole narrative, that Arioch had great confidence in Danidl. All the
“evidence” which he could halve that he would be able to make this
known, must have been from the fact that Daniel “professed” to be able to
do it; but such was his confidence in him that he had no doubt that he
would be able to do it.

ZPDaniel 2:26. The king answered, and said to Daniel, whose name
was Belteshazzar See the notes at “Danid 1:7. The “king” may have
addressed him by this name, and probably did during this interview. This
was the name, it would seem, by which he was known in Babylon — a
name which implied honor and respectability, as being conferred on one
whom it was supposed the principal Babylonian divinity favored.

Art thou able to make known unto me the dream? One of the first pointsin
the difficulty wasto recal “the dream itself,” and hence, this was the first
inquiry which the king presented. If he could not recal that, of course the
matter was at an end, and the law would be suffered to take its course.

2ZDaniel 2:27. Daniel answered in the presence of the king, and said,
The secret which the king hath demanded, cannot the wise men ... show
unto the king Daniel regarded it as a settled and indisputable point that the
solution could not be hoped for from the Chaldean sages. The highest
talent which the realm could furnish had been applied to, and had failed. It
was clear, therefore, that there was no hope that the difficulty would be
removed by human skill. Besides this, Daniel would seem also to intimate
that the thing, from the necessity of the case, was beyond the compass of
the human powers. Alike in reference to the question whether a forgotten
dream could be recalled, and to the actual “signification” of adream so
remarkable as this, the whole matter was beyond the ability of man.

The wise men, the astrologers ... On these words, see the notes at
“Daniel 1:20. All these words occur in that verse, except rz&f™>
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“Gozrin” — rendered “ soothsayers.” Thisis derived from rz6g— “to cut,
to cut off;” and then “to decide, to determine;” and it is thus applied to
those who decide or determine the fates or destiny of men; that is, those
who “by casting nativities from the place of the stars at one’s birth, and by
various arts of computing and divining, foretold the fortunes and destinies
of individuals.” See Gesenius, “Com. z. Isa.” 2:349-356, Section 4, Von
den Chaldern und deren Astrologie. On p. 555, he has given afigure,
showing how the heavens were “cut up,” or “divided,” by astrologersin
the practice of their art. Compare the phrase “numeri Babylonii,” in Hor.
“Carm.” |. xi. 2. The Greek isyoLapnveov — the Chaldee word in Greek
letters. Thisis one of the words — not very few in number — which the
authors of the Greek version did not attempt to translate. Such words,
however, are not useless, as they serve to throw light on the question how
the Hebrew and Chaldee were pronounced before the vowel points were
affixed to those languages.

“PDaniel 2:28. But thereisa God in heaven that revealeth secrets One
of the principal objects contemplated in al that occurred respecting this
dream and its interpretation was, to direct the mind of the monarch to the
true God, and to secure the acknowledgment of his supremacy. Hence, it
was so ordered that those who were most eminent for wisdom, and who
were regarded as the favorites of heaven, were constrained to confess their
entire inability to explain the mystery. The way was thus prepared to show
that he who “could” do this must be the true God, and must be worthy of
adoration and praise. Thus prepared, the mind of the monarch was now
directed by this pious Hebrew youth, though a captive, to atruth so
momentous and important. His whole training, his modesty and his piety,
all were combined to lead him to attribute whatever skill he might evince in
so difficult a matter to the true God alone: and we can scarcely conceive of
amore sublime object of contemplation than this young man, in the most
magnificent court of the world, directing the thoughts of the most mighty
monarch that then occupied a throne, to the existence and the perfections
of the true God.

And maketh known to the king Nebuchadnezzar Margin, “hath made.” The
trandation in the text is more correct, for it was not true that he had as yet
actually made these things known to the king. He had furnished intimations
of what was to occur, but he had not yet been permitted to understand
their signification.
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What shall be in the latter days Greek en’ “**°°” eoyatmv "% 1y “3%88”
Nuepmv “22%°” — “inthe last days.” Vulgate, “in novissimis temporibus’ —
“inthelast times.” Chald., tyrij a&'®> pw@*™® — “in the after days;” or,
as Faber expressesiit, “in the afterhood of days.” The phrase means what
we should express by saying, “ hereafter — in future times— in time to
come.” This phrase often has specia reference to the times of the Messiah,
asthe last dispensation of things on the earth, or as that under which the
affairs of the world will be wound up. Compare the notes at **1saiah 2:2.
It does not appear, however, to be used in that sense here, but it denotes
merely “future” times. The phrase “the latter days,” therefore, does not
exactly convey the sense of the original. It is “future” days rather than
“latter” days.

Thy dream, and the visions of thy head upon thy bed The phrase “visions
of thy head” means conceptions or notions formed by the brain. It would
seem from this, that, even in the time of Daniel, the brain was regarded as,
in some sense, the organ of thinking, or that “thought” had its seat in the
head. We are not to suppose that by the use of these different expressions
Daniel meant to describe two things, or to intimate that Nebuchadnezzar
had had visions which were distinct. What he saw might be described as a
dream or avision; it, in fact, had the nature of both.

Are these “These which | now proceed to describe.”

PDanid 2:29. Asfor thee, O king, thy thoughts came into thy mind
upon thy bed Margin, “up;” that is, thy thoughts ascended. The Chaldeeis,
“thy thoughts ascended” — g I 57, So the Greek: “ Thy thoughts
ascended (aveBnoav “*°°7) upon thy couch.” Thereis, evidently, some
allusion to the thoughts “ascending,” or “going up;” and perhaps the idea
is, that they were employed on important subjects — an idea which we
now express by saying that one' s thoughts are “elevated,” as contrasted
with those which are “low” and “grovelling.”

What should come to pass hereafter It would seem most probable from
this, that the thoughts of Nebuchadnezzar were occupied with this subject
in his waking moments on his bed, and that the dream was grafted on this
train of thought when he fell asleep. Nothing is more probable than that his
thoughts might be thus occupied. The question respecting his successor;
the changes which might occur; the possibility of revolutionsin other
kingdoms, or in the provinces of his own vast empire, al were topics on
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which his mind would probably be employed. As God designed, too, to fix
his thoughts particularly on that general subjects the changes which were
to occur in his empire — such an occasion, when his attention was greatly
engrossed with the subject, would be very suitable to impart the knowledge
which he did by thisvision. Dani€l refersto this, probably, because it
would do much to confirm the monarch in the belief of hisinspiration, if he
referred to the train of thought which had preceded the dream; asiit is not
improbable that the king would remember his “waking” thoughts on the
subject, though his “dream” was forgotten.

Z=PDaniel 2:30. But as for me So far as| am concerned in this matter, or
whatever skill or wisdom | may evince in the interpretation, it is not to be
traced to myself. The previous verse commences with the expression “as
for thee,” and in this verse, by the phrase “as for me,” Daniel puts himself
in strong contrast with the king. The way in which this was done was not
such as to flatter the vanity of the king, and cannot be regarded as the art
of the courtier, and yet it was such as would be universally adopted to
conciliate his favor, and to give him an elevated idea of the modesty and
piety of the youthful Daniel. In the previous verse he says, that, asto what
pertained to the king, God had grestly honored him by giving him
important intimations of what was yet to occur. Occupying the position
which he did, it might be supposed that it would not be wholly unnatural
that he should be thus favored, and Daniel does not say, asin his own case,
that it was not on account of anything in the character and rank of the king
that this had been communicated to him. But when he comes to speak of
himself — ayouth; a captive; a stranger in Babylon; a native of another
land — nothing was more natural or proper than that he should state
distinctly that it was not on account of anything in him that this was done.

This secret is not revealed to me for any wisdom that | have more than any
living That is, “itisnot “by” any wisdom which | have above others, nor is
it “on account of” any previous wisdom which | have possessed or
manifested.” Thereis an absolute and total disclaimer of the idea that it
was in any sense, or in any way, on account of his own superiority in
wisdom. All the knowledge which he had in the case was to be traced
entirely to God.

But for their sakes that shall make known the interpretation to the king
Margin, “or, the intent that the interpretation may be made known.” The
margin is the more correct rendering, and should have been admitted into
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the text. The LITERAL trandation is, “but ("hd) on account of the thing
that they might make known the interpretation to the king.” The word
rendered “make known” isindeed in the plural, but it is evidently used in
an impersonal sense, meaning that the interpretation would be made
known. “It was to the intent that they might make it known;” that is, that
somebody might do it, or that it might be done. Would not modesty and
delicacy lead to the choice of such an expression here, inclining Daniel to
avoid, asfar as possible, all mention of himself? The main thought is, that
the grand object to be secured was not to glorify Daniel, or any other
human being, but to communicate to this pagan monarch important truths
respecting coming events, and through him to the world.

And that thou mightest know the thoughts of thy heart In reference to this
matter; that is, that he might be able to recal the thoughts which passed
through his mind in the dream. This (*®Daniel 2:27-30) is the introduction
to the important disclosure which Daniel was about to make to the king.
This entire disclaimer of the honor of having originated the interpretation
by his own wisdom, and the ascribing of it to God, are worthy here of
specid attention. It is probable that the magicians were accustomed to
ascribe to their own skill and sagacity the ability to interpret dreams and
the other prognostics of the future, and to claim special honor on that
account. In opposition to this, Daniel utterly disclaims any such wisdom
himself, and attributes the skill which he has entirely to God. Thisisa
beautiful illustration of the nature of modesty and piety. It places before us
ayoung man, having now the prospect of being elevated to great honors;
under every temptation to arrogate the possession of extraordinary wisdom
to himself; suddenly exalted above all the sages of the most splendid court
on earth, disclaiming all merit, and declaring in the most solemn manner
that whatever profound wisdom there might be in the communication
which he was about to make, it was not in the slightest degree to be traced
to himself. See the remarks at the end of the chapter, (6.)

2=Daniel 2:31. Thou, O king, sawest Margin, “wast seeing.” The
margin is in accordance with the Chaldee. The language is properly that
which denotes a prolonged or attentive observation. He was in an attitude
favorable to vision, or was looking with intensity, and there appeared
before him this remarkable image. Compare ““*Daniel 7:1,2,4,6. It was not
athing which appeared for a moment, and then vanished, but which
remained so long that he could contemplate it with accuracy.
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And, behold, a great image Chald., “one image that was grand” —
™ d j 28 ayGvE@®®, So the Vulgate — “ statua una grandis.” So the
Greek — e1kmv “°% po “***” The object seems to be to fix the
attention on the fact that there was but “one” image, though composed of
so different materials, and of materials that seemed to be so little fitted to
be worked together into the same statue. The idea, by its being represented
as“one” is, that it was, in some respects, “the same kingdom” that he saw
symbolized: that is, that it would extend over the same countries, and could
be, in some sense, regarded as a prolongation of the same empire. There
was so much of “identity,” though different in many respects, that it could
be represented as “one.” The word rendered “image” |11 x> denotes
properly “ashade,” or “shadow,” and then anything that “ shadows forth,”
or that represents anything. It is applied to man (“*Genesis 1:27) as
shadowing forth, or representing God; that is, there was something in man
when he was created which had so far aresemblance to God that he might
be regarded as an “image” of him. The word is often used to denote idols
— as supposed to be a “representation” of the gods, either in their forms,
or as shadowing forth their character as majestic, stern, mild, severe,
merciful, etc. ***Numbers 33:52; **1 Samuel 6:5; “***2 Kings 11:18; “#*2
Chronicles 23:17; ®®Ezekiel 7:20; 16:17; 23:14; “**Amos 5:26. This
image is not represented as an idol to be worshipped, nor in the use of the
word isit to be supposed that there is an allusion, as Prof. Bush supposes,
to the fact that these kingdoms would be idolatrous, but the word is used
inits proper and primitive sense, to denote something which would
“represent,” or “shadow forth,” the kingdoms which would exist. The
exact “size” of theimage is not mentioned. It is only suggested that it was
great — a proper characteristic to represent the “ greatness’ of the
kingdoms to which it referred.

This great image The word here rendered “great” b r2%” is different from
that used in the previous clause, though it is not easy to determine the
exact difference between the words. Both denote that the image was of
gigantic dimensions. It iswell remarked by Prof. Bush, that “the
monuments of antiquity sufficiently evince that the humor prevailed
throughout the East, and still more in Egypt, of constructing enormous
statues, which were usually dedicated to some of their deities, and
connected with their worship. The object, therefore, now presented in the
monarch’s dream was not, probably, entirely new to his thoughts.”
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Whose brightness was excellent “Whose brightness “excelled,” or was
unusual and remarkable.” The word rendered brightness wyzi™®# is found
only in Danidl. It is rendered “brightness’ in “®Daniel 2:31; 4:36, and in
the margin in “®Danid 5:6,9; and “countenance” in “*Daniel 5:6 (text),
and in “**Danid 2:9,10; 7:28. From the places where it is found,
particularly “**Daniel 4:36, it is clear that it is used to denote a certain
beauty, or majesty, shining forth in the countenance, which was fitted to
impress the beholder with awe. The term here is to be understood not
merely of the face of the image, but of its entire aspect, as having
something in it signally splendid and imposing. We have only to conceive
of acolossal statue whose head was burnished gold, and alarge part of
whose frame was polished silver, to see the force of this language.

Stood before thee It stood over against him in full view. He had an
opportunity of surveying it clearly and distinctly.

And the form thereof was terrible Vast, imposing, grand, fearful. The
sudden appearance of such an object as this could not but fill the mind with
terror. The design for which this representation was made to
Nebuchadnezzar is clearly unfolded in the explanation which Danidl gives.
It may be remarked here, in general, that such an appearance of a gigantic
image was well adapted to represent successive kingdoms, and that the
representation was in accordance with the spirit of ancient times. “In
ancient coins and medals,” says the editor of the “Pictorial Bible,” “nothing
is more common than to see cities and nations represented by human
figures, male or female. According to the ideas which suggested such
symbols, avast image in the human figure was, therefore, a very fit emblem
of sovereign power and dominion; while the materials of which it was
composed did most significantly typify the character of the various
empires, the succession of which was foreshown by thisvision. This last
idea, of expressing the condition of things by metallic symbols, was
prevalent before the time of Daniel. Hesiod, who lived about two centuries
before Daniel, characterizes the succession of ages (four) by the very same
metals — gold, silver, brass, and iron.”

22Daniel 2:32. Thisimage's head was of fine gold Chaldee, “ good
gold” — bf;bF;**™ —that is, fine, pure, unaloyed. The whole head of
the figure, colossal as it was, appeared to be composed wholly of this. Had
the “whole” image been made of gold, it would not have been so striking
— for it was not uncommon to construct vast statues of this metal.
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Compare “*Daniel 3:1. But the remarkable peculiarity of thisimage was,
that it was composed of different materials, some of which were seldom or
never used in such astructure, and all of which had a peculiar significancy.
On the significancy of this part of the figure, and the resemblance between
this head of gold and Nebuchadnezzar himself, see the notes at “*Daniel
2:37,38.

His breast and his arms of silver The word rendered “breast” “ydij isin
the plural number, in accordance with common usage in the Hebrew, by
which several members of the human body are often expressed in the
plural; as pynp™> — “faces,” etc. Thereis afoundation for such a usage
in nature, in the two-fold form of many of the portions of the human body.
The portion of the body which is here represented is obviously the upper
portion of the front part — that which is prominently visible when we |ook
at the human frame. Next to the head it is the most important part, asit
embraces most of the vital organs. Some degree of inferiority, aswell as
the idea of succession, would be naturally represented by this. “ The inferior
value of silver as compared with gold will naturally suggest some degree of
decline or degeneracy in the character of the subject represented by the
metal; and so in other members, as we proceed downward, as the material
becomes continually baser, we naturally infer that the subject deteriorates,
in some senseg, in the like manner.” — Professor Bush, “inloc.” On the
kingdom represented by this, and the propriety of this representation, see
the notes at “*Daniel 2:39.

His belly and his thighs of brass Margin, “sides.” It is not necessary to
enter minutely into an examination of the words here used. The word
“belly” denotes, unquestionably, the regions of the abdomen as externally
visible. The word rendered “thighs” in the text is rendered “sides’ in the
margin. Itis, like the word “breast” in the previous verse, in the plura
number and for the same reason. The Hebrew word E rg™® is commonly
rendered “thigh” in the Scriptures (“*Genesis 24:2,9;
32:25(26),31,32(32,33), et a.), though it is also frequently rendered
“side,” “Exodus 32:27; 40:22,24; *™_eviticus 1:11; “®Numbers 3:29,
et a. According to Gesenius, it denotes “the thick and double fleshy
member which commences at the bottom of the spine, and extends to the
lower legs.” It isthat part on which the sword was formerly worn,
FZExodus 32:27; “**Judges 3:16,21; **Psalm 45:3(4). It isaso that part
which was smitten, as an expression of mourning or of indignation,
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“#%Jeremiah 31:19; “*?Ezekiel 21:12(17). Compare Hom. lliad xii. 162,
xv. 397; Od. xiii. 198; Cic. 150: “Orat.” 80; “Quinc.” xi. 3. It is not
improperly here rendered “thighs,” and the portion of the figure that was of
brass was that between the breast and the lower legs, or extended from the
breast to the knees. The word is elsewhere employed to denote the shaft or
main trunk of the golden candlestick of the tabernacle, “*Exodus 25:31,
37:17; “®™Numbers 8:4.

Of brass An inferior metal, and denoting a kingdom of inferior power or
excellence. On the kingdom represented by this, see the notes at “**Daniel
2:39.

“=PDaniel 2:33. Hislegs of iron The portion of the lower limbs from the
knees to the ankles. Thisis undoubtedly the usual meaning of the English
word “legs,” and it as clearly appears to be the sense of the original word
here. Iron was regarded as inferior to either of the other metals specified,
and yet was well adapted to denote a kingdom of a particular kind — less
noble in some respects, and yet hardy, powerful, and adapted to tread
down the world by conquest. On the application of this, see the notes at
“EDaniel 2:40.

His feet part of iron and part of clay Asto hisfeet; or in respect to his
feet, they were partly of iron and partly of clay — a mixture denoting great
strength, united with that which is fragile and weak. The word rendered
“clay” in this place asgE™ isfound nowhere else except in this chapter,
and is aways rendered “clay,” “*Danidl 2:33-35,41(twice),
42,43(twice),45. In some instances (“**Danid 2:41,43), the epithet “miry”
is applied to it. Thiswould seem to imply that it was not “burnt or baked
clay,” or “earthenware,” as Professor Bush supposes, but clay in its natural
state. The ideawould seem to be, that the framework, so to speak, was
iron, with clay worked in, or filling up the interstices, so as to furnish an
image of strength combined with that which isweak. That it would be well
adapted represent a kingdom that had many elements of permanency init,
yet that was combined with things that made it weak — a mixture of that
which was powerful with that which was liable to be crushed; capable of
putting forth great efforts, and of sustaining great shocks, and yet having
such elements of feebleness and decay asto make it liable to be
overthrown. For the application of this, see the notes at “**Danidl 2:41-43.
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2=Daniel 2:34. Thou sawest Chaldee, “ Thou wast seeing;” that is, thou
didst continue to behold, implying that the vision was of somewhat long
continuance. It did not appear and then suddenly vanish, but it remained so
long that he had an opportunity of careful observation.

Till that a stone was cut out without hands That is, from a mountain or hill,
“Daniel 2:45. Thisideais expressed in the Latin and the Greek version.
The vision appears to have been that of a colossal image “standing on a
plain” in the vicinity of a mountain, standing firm, until, by some unseen
agency, and in an unaccountable manner, a stone became detached from
the mountain, and was made to impinge againgt it. The margin hereis,
“which was not in his hands.” The more correct rendering of the Chaldee,
however, isthat in the text, literally, “a stone was cut out which was not by
hands” — dyZ8”: or perhaps till more accurately, “a stone was cut out
which was not in hands,” so that the fact that it was not in or by “hands”
refers rather to its not being projected by hands than to the manner of its
being detached from the mountain. The essential idealis, that the agency of
hands did not appear at all in the case. The stone seemed to be self-moved.
It became detached from the mountain, and, asiif instinct with life, struck
the image and demolished it. The word rendered “stone” “ba;"®®
determines nothing as to the “size” of the stone, but the whol e statement
would seem to imply that it was not of large dimensions. It struck upon
“the feet” of theimage, and it “became” itself a great mountain (***Daniel
2:35) — all which would seem to imply that it was at first not large. What
increased the astonishment of the monarch was, that a stone of such
dimensions should have been adequate to overthrow so gigantic a statue,
and to grind it to powder. The points on which it was clearly intended to
fix the attention of the monarch, and which made the vision so significant
and remarkable, were these:

(a) the colossal size and firmness of the image;

(b) the fact that a stone, not of large size, should be seen to be selfdetached
from the mountain, and to move against the image;

(c) the fact that it should completely demolish and pulverize the colossal
figure; and

(d) the fact that then this stone of inconsiderable size should be itself
mysteriously augmented until it filled the world.
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It should be added, that the vision appears not to have been that of a stone
detached from the side of a hill, and rolling down the mountain by the force
of gravitation, but that of a stone detached, and then moving off toward
theimage asif it had been thrown from a hand, though the hand was
unseen. Thiswould very strikingly and appropriately express the idea of
something, apparently small in its origin, that was impelled by a cause that
was unseen, and that bore with mighty force upon an object of colossal
magnitude, by an agency that could not be explained by the causes that
usually operate. For the application and pertinency of this, see the notes at
“®Daniel 2:44,45.

Which smote the image upon his feet The word here used a j mjmeans, to
“strike,” to “smite,” without reference to the question whether it isasingle
blow, or whether the blow is often repeated. The Hebrew word XXX is
uniformly used as refering to “the clapping of the hands;” that is, smiting
them together, “**Psalm 98.:8; ***1saiah 55:12; “**Ezekiel 25:6. The
Chaldee word is used only here and in “®Danid 2:35, referring to the
smiting of the image, and in “®Daniel 4:35(32), where it is rendered “ stay”
— “none can stay his hand.” The connection here, and the whole
statement, would seem to demand the sense of a continued or prolonged
smiting, or of repeated blows, rather than a single concussion. The great
image was not only thrown down, but there was a subsequent process of
“comminution,” independent of what would have been produced by the
fall. A fall would only have broken it into large blocks or fragments; but
this continued smiting reduced it to powder. Thiswould imply, therefore,
not only a single shock, or violent blow, but some cause continuing to
operate until that which had been overthrown was effectually destroyed,
like avast image reduced to impal pable powder. The “first concussion” on
the feet made it certain that the colossal frame would fall; but there was a
longer process necessary before the whole effect should be accomplished.
Compare the notes at “**Daniel 2:44,45.

And brake themto pieces In “®Daniel 2:35, theideais, “they became like
the chaff of the summer threshing-floors.” The meaning is not that the
image was broken to “fragments,” but that it was “beaten fine” — reduced
to powder — so that it might be scattered by the wind. Thisis the sense of
the Chaldee word qqBs™*, and of the Hebrew word also qqBs™”, See
FExodus 32:20:
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“And he took the calf which they had made, and burned it in the
fire, and ground it to powder.” “**Deuteronomy 9:21:

“And | took your sin, the calf which ye had made, and burnt it with
fire, and stamped it, and ground it very small, even until it was as
small asdust.” **lsaiah 41:15:

“Thou shalt thresh the mountains and “beat them small,” and shalt
make the hills as chaff.” “**2 Kings 23:15:

“He burnt the high place, and “ stamped” it “small” to powder.” <**2
Chronicles 34:4: “ And they brake down the dtars, etc., and “made dust” of
them, and strewed it upon the graves of them that had sacrificed unto
them.” Compare **Exodus 30:36; “**2 Chronicles 34:7; “**2 Kings 23:6.
From these passages it is clear that the general meaning of the word is that
of reducing anything to fine dust or powder, so that it may be easily blown
about by the wind.

2=Daniel 2:35. Then wastheiron, the clay, the brass, the silver, and
the gold broken to pieces together, and became like the chaff of the
summer threshing-floor The word rendered “together” d j 2&* our
trangators would seem to have understood as referring to “time;” to its
being done simultaneously. The more literal interpretation, however, is, “as
one” that is, “they were beaten small asone,” referring to identity of
condition. They were all reduced to one indiscriminate mass; to such a
mass that the original materials could no longer be distinguished, and
would all be blown away together. The literal meaning of the word d j 28
used and d j #* is, “one,” or “first.” ¥®Ezra 4.8, “wrote a letter;”
PEzra5:13, “in the first year of Cyrus,” “™Ezra 6:2, “aroll;” “®Danid
2:9; “there is but one decree for you;” “**Daniel 3:19, “heat the furnace
one seven times hotter,” etc. United with the preposition (K) it means “as
one,” like the Hebrew d j a;"#*%> — “™Ecclesiastes 11:6; “**2 Chronicles
5:13; " Ezra 2:64; 3:9; **1saiah 65:25. The phrase “chaff of the summer
threshing-floors’ refers to the mode of winnowing grain in the East. This
was done in the open air, usually on an elevated place, by throwing the
grain, when thrashed, into the air with a shovel, and the wind thus drove
away the chaff. Such chaff, therefore, naturally became an emblem of
anything that was light, and that would be easily dissipated. See the notes
at *™saiah 30:24; “"*Matthew 3:12.
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And the wind carried them away, that no place was found for them They
were entirely dissipated like chaff. Asthat seemsto have no longer any
place, but is carried we know not where, so the figure here would denote
an entire annihilation of the power to which it refers.

And the stone that smote the image became a great mountain, and filled
the whole earth The vision which was before the mind of the king as here
represented was, that the stone which was cut out of the mountain was at
first small, and that while he contemplated it, it swelled to larger
dimensions, until it became an immense mountain — a mountain that filled
the whole land. It was this which, perhaps more than anything else, excited
his wonder, that a stone, at first of so small dimensions, should of itself so
increase as to surpass the size of the mountain from which it was cut, until
it occupied every place in view. Everything about it was so remarkable and
unusual, that it was no wonder that he could not explain it. We have now
gone over adescription of the literal vision asit appeared to the mind of
the monarch. Had it been left here, it is clear that it would have been of
difficult interpretation, and possibly the true explanation might never have
been suggested. We have, however, an exposition by Daniel, which leaves
no doubt as to its design, and which was intended to carry the mind
forward into some of the most important and remarkable events of history.
A portion of his statement has been fulfilled; a part remains till
unaccomplished, and a careful exposition of his account of the meaning of
the vision will lead our thoughts to some of the most important historical
events which have occurred in introducing the Christian dispensation, and
to events still more important in the statement of what is yet to come.

2Daniel 2:36. Thisisthe dream; and we will tell the interpretation
thereof before the king Daniel here speaksin his own name, and in the
name of his companions. Hence, he says, “we will tell the interpretation.” It
was in answer to their united supplications (***Daniel 2:18), that this
meaning of the vision had been made known to him; and it would not only
have been aviolation of the rules of modesty, but an unjust assumption, if
Daniel had claimed the whole credit of the revelation to himself. Though he
was the only one who addressed the king, yet he seems to have desired that
it might be understood that he was not alone in the honor which God had
conferred, and that he wished that his companions should be had in just
remembrance. Compare “**Daniel 2:49.
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Z=PDaniel 2:37. Thou, O King, art a king of kings The phrase “king of
kings’ is a Hebraism, to denote a supreme monarch, or one who has other
kings under him as tributary, “"*Ezra 7:12; “Ezekiel 26:7. Assuchitis
applied by way of eminence to the Son of God, in “**Revelation 17:14;
19:16. As here used, it means that Nebuchadnezzar ruled over tributary
kings and princes, or that he was the most eminent of the kings of the
earth. The scepter which he swayed was, in fact, extended over many
nations that were once independent kingdoms, and the title here conferred
on him was not one that was designed to flatter the monarch, but was a
simple statement of what was an undoubted truth. Daniel would not
withhold any title that was in accordance with redlity, as he did not
withhold any communication in accordance with reality that was adapted to
humble the monarch.

For the God of heaven hath given thee a kingdom ... At the same time that
Daniel gave him atitle which might in itself have ministered to the pride of
the monarch, heis careful to remind him that he held this title in virtue of
no wisdom or power of hisown. It was the true God who had conferred on
him the sovereignty of these extensive realms, and it was one of the designs
of thisvision to show him that he held his power at hiswill, and that at his
pleasure he could cause it to pass away. It was the forgetfulness of this,

and the pride resulting from that forgetfulness, which led to the melancholy
calamity which befel this haughty monarch, as recorded in Daniel 4.

2=Daniel 2:38. And wheresoever the children of men dwell, the beasts
of the field, and the fowls of the heavens, hath he given into thy hand This
is evidently general language, and is not to be pressed literaly. It is
designed to say that he ruled over the whole world; that is, the world as
then known. This is common language applied in the Scriptures to the
Babylonian, Persian, Grecian, and Roman kingdoms. Thus in “*Daniel
2:39, the third of these kingdoms, the Grecian, was to “bear rule over all
the earth.” Compare “*Daniel 8:5:

“And, as | was considering, behold, an he-goat came from the west
on the face of the whole earth.”

So of the Roman empire, in “®Daniel 7:23: “The fourth beast shall devour
the whole earth.” The declaration that his kingdom embraced the beasts of
the field and the fowls of the air is a strong expression, meaning that he
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reigned over the whole world. A somewhat similar description of the
extent of the empire of the king of Babylon occurs in “**Jeremiah 27:4-8:

“And command them to say unto their masters, Thus saith the Lord
of hosts, the God of Israel, Thus shall ye say unto your masters; |
have made the earth, the man and the beast that are upon the
ground, by my great power, and by my outstretched arm, and have
given it unto whom it seemed meet unto me. And now | have given
all these landsinto the hand of Nebuchadnezzar, the king of
Babylon, my servant; and the