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Miscellaneous Notes
• Apart from the Bible, the main Jewish sources used for Daniel’s final vision are
I and II Maccabees and Josephus. While these extra-Biblical texts are a valuable
resource, they must be viewed critically owing to mistakes, invented stories, bias,
and hyperbole.
• Non-Jewish literary works that assist in interpreting Daniel 11:2–35 include:
 Polybius (Greek historian, second century BC)
 Diodorus Siculus (Greek historian, first century BC)
 Livy (Roman historian, c.59 BC–AD 17)
 Plutarch (Greek biographer, c.AD 46 to after 119)
 Appian (Greek historian, second century AD)
 Athenaeus (Greek grammarian, late second to early third century AD)
 Justin (Roman historian, third century AD)
 Porphyry (Phoenician philosopher, third century AD) as quoted by Jerome
(Roman historian, c.347–c.420, also called Hieronymus)
• Of all the sources, I uphold the Bible as preeminent. By contrast, modern scholarship treats the Bible like any other historical work (i.e., it is prone to invented
stories, bias, etc.).
• Scripture is mainly quoted from the KJV. Daniel’s final vision, however, involves
cryptic prophecies and difficult wording. Where the KJV translation of a word,
phrase, or verse is unclear or inferior, an alternative translation will be offered.
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• Quotations from historians such as Polybius, Diodorus, Livy, Josephus, and Appian
are from editions of the Loeb Classical Library.
• Unless otherwise indicated, quotations from 1 and 2 Maccabees are from the RSV.
• All dates not prefixed by “AD” are “BC.”
• Reconstructing the history of the numerous Syrian Wars is challenging. Not all the
details are known, and the sequence of events is debated for many of the wars. For
the earlier wars, the main reference used in this study is John Grainger, The Syrian
Wars. For the later wars, the main reference is Dov Gera, Judaea and Mediterranean
Politics 219 to 161 B.C.E.
• Dating Hellenistic era events is made complex by the different calendars and
chronological datums used, as well as lack of information for some episodes. This
study uses the dates most commonly cited in modern works. For 1 Maccabees, the
traditional datum of Nisan 311 is used for the Seleucid Era (SE) dates recorded in
1:20, 1:54, and 4:52.
• Religious commentaries, particularly older ones, often overdo the comparisons
between Antiochus IV Epiphanes and the end-time Antichrist. In my view, the only
verses that allow such comparison are Daniel 11:31–35. All the preceding verses
about Antiochus’ reign (11:21–30) cannot be reconciled with end-time prophecies
such as those in Revelation. All subsequent verses about the king of the north
(11:36–45) bear little resemblance to the known history of Antiochus’ reign.
• The number of invasions of Jerusalem by Antiochus IV is debated. Based on Daniel
11, with additional details from the books of Maccabees, I submit that there were
three invasions:
 the first invasion occurred in 169 after Antiochus’s first war with Egypt
 the second invasion occurred in 168 after Antiochus’s second war with Egypt
 the third invasion, which began a prolonged occupation, was launched in 167
and involved three phases: (1) the military takeover of the city, (2) the issuing of
a decree outlawing Jewish religious practices, and (3) active enforcement of that
decree
Unfortunately, the books of Maccabees are incomplete in their reporting of the invasions. While both books recount the third invasion, 1 Maccabees omits the second
invasion and 2 Maccabees omits the first. This has led to contradictory hypotheses
among scholars on exactly how many invasions took place, and their dates.
• Commentators use different terms to define the Jewish state during the Hellenistic
era. A common one is Judaea. This can be confusing because Judaea also refers to
a regional division under the Romans. I have therefore chosen the term Judah to
define the Jewish homeland. This was the name of the Southern Kingdom during
the divided monarchy era.
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Part 1 – The Visions of Daniel
Daniel, a Hebrew youth, was exiled to Babylon in the third year of king Jehoiakim’s rule
after Nebuchadnezzar besieged Jerusalem for the first time. Along with other selected
youths, he was educated for service in the king’s palace and was assigned the Babylonian
name, Belteshazzar. Daniel was a remarkably faithful servant, and God gave him the gift
of understanding dreams and visions. This enabled him to achieve high office the land.
The book of Daniel comprises twelve chapters, which can be divided into two sections of
six chapters. 1 The first section is mainly historical while the second is mainly prophetic.
In all, there are four visions in the second, prophetic half of the book. They are interrelated
and build on each other as follows:
1. The Vision of the Four Beasts in Daniel 7 reveals further information about the
four kingdoms introduced in Nebuchadnezzar’s dream of a statue in Daniel 2. 2
Particular attention is paid to the final, fourth kingdom.
2. The Vision of the Ram and the Goat in Daniel 8 begins with prophecies about the
Persian and Greek empires. Those two empires are the second and third kingdoms
in Daniel 2 and 7. The vision then jumps to the latter days of the Greek era (the
end times) to elaborate on the “little horn” introduced in Daniel 7.
3. The Prophecy of the Seventy Weeks in Daniel 9 is a predictive declaration about
Jesus’ first and second comings, set within a chronological agenda of seventy weeks.
4. The Vision of the Kings of the South and North in Daniel 10 to 12 expands on the
outline given in Daniel 8. Notorious for its complexity, it contains prophecies about
the Persian empire, its defeat by the Greeks, the death of Alexander the Great, and
subsequent conflicts between two of the four divisions of the Greek empire: the
kings of the south (Ptolemies) and kings of the north (Seleucids). This is followed
by prophecies about the latter days of the Greek era (the end times).
This study examines Daniel’s final vision, which can be divided into three parts:
1. the prologue (10:1–11:1)
2. the vision itself (11:2–12:3)
3. final revelations to Daniel (12:4–13)

1

The chapters themselves are not in chronological order. Arranging them chronologically
would give this order: 1–4, 7, 8, 5, 6, 9–12.
2
According to the prophecies in Daniel 2 and 7, there will be four significant kingdoms in the
world from Daniel’s time to the end of history. They are significant because they all relate in some
way to God’s people. In my view, the four kingdoms are: (1) Babylon, (2) Persia, (3) Greece,
whose influence in the world extends to the end times, and (4) the final epoch of Satan’s rule.
For elaboration, see The End Times, Chapters 11 to 13.
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It is widely accepted that the vision begins by prophesying about near-future historical
events (the fate of the Persians, Greeks, etc.). However, at some point, the vision transitions to end-time prophecy. Where that occurs, exactly, is debated. I maintain that there is
a transition segment, wherein a dual fulfillment occurs, as follows:
• 11:2–30 prophesies about near-future historical events
• 11:31–35 has a dual fulfillment, in that it prophesies about near-future historical
events as well as end-time events
• 11:36–12:3 prophesies solely about end-time events
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Part 2 – A Man Clothed in Linen (10:1–10)
Dan 10:1. In the third year of Cyrus king of Persia a thing was revealed unto Daniel,
whose name was called Belteshazzar; and the thing was true, but the time appointed
was long: and he understood the thing, and had understanding of the vision.
Daniel received his fourth and final vision in the third year of Cyrus. This refers to Cyrus’
reign in Babylon, the third year of which was the Nisan year 536/35 (i.e., from spring 536
to spring 535). Daniel would have been in his eighties then.
Daniel’s Babylonian name was Belteshazzar (Dan 1:7). He was renowned as a revealer
of dreams and secrets (2:26; 4:8–9, 5:11–12). For this final vision, Daniel recalled his
Babylonian name. This was probably done to emphasize that, despite his age and the
change to Persian rule, he was still the same man about whom Nebuchadnezzar said a few
decades earlier:
O Belteshazzar, master of the magicians, because I know that the spirit of the holy
gods is in thee, and no secret troubleth thee, tell me the visions of my dream that I
have seen, and the interpretation thereof. (Dan 4:9)
Daniel said that “the thing was true.” This is the first of three statements of truth attested
to for the vision (cf. Dan 10:21; 11:2). The emphasis is not surprising. The vision’s events
are remarkable, particularly with regard to the unseen, supernatural world.
The KJV states that “the thing was true, but the time appointed was long.” The word for
“time appointed” ( %ªbª’ ) can also be used in contexts of warfare, and numerous Bible
translations use it that way. For example, the YLT states: “and the thing is true, and the
warfare is great.” This appears to be a better translation, given that the vision involves
significant conflicts to come.
Unlike his preceding visions, Daniel said that he understood this one. His understanding
was aided, no doubt, by years of meditation on the earlier visions.

Dan 10:2–3. In those days I Daniel was mourning three full weeks. I ate no pleasant
bread, neither came flesh nor wine in my mouth, neither did I anoint myself at all, till
three whole weeks were fulfilled.
Daniel had just completed three full weeks, or twenty-one days, of mourning. During that
time, he abstained from desirable breads, meat, and wine. He ate only the barest provisions
(vegetables, etc.). Also, he did not “anoint” himself. This refers to the lotions and oils
used for personal grooming (a common practice). Not using them accords with Daniel’s
stance of humility.
A three-week fast is uncommonly long. While Daniel does not disclose the reason for his
fast, its duration suggests that he was troubled by a significant event, about which he
sought understanding (cf. Dan 10:12). In all likelihood, it was an event affecting His
people in relation to their return to Jerusalem.
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Recall that in the first year of Cyrus, which was 538/37, the king decreed that the Jews
could return to Jerusalem to rebuild the temple (2 Chr 36:22–23; Ezra 1:1–4; 6:3–5).
This prompted the first wave of exiles to return. While the exact date of their arrival in
Jerusalem is unknown, it is usually dated to 537 or 536, probably around mid-summer
(cf. Ezra 7:9). Thus, two scenarios are possible:
1) IF THE JEWS ARRIVED IN JERUSALEM IN 537, they did so before the seventh month

that year (Ezra 3:1–6). This means that the temple foundation was laid on or after the
second month in 536 (3:8–11). Daniel mourned in the first month of 536, which was at
least one month before the temple foundation was laid. While Ezra indicates that the
Jews experienced difficulties in completing the temple after its foundation was laid (4:1–
5), no Scriptures suggest any problems for them before the temple foundation was laid.
In that case, Daniel probably grieved over the large number of Jews who had no desire to
leave Babylon, having laid roots there (cf. Jer 29:1–7). Jerusalem’s survival depended on
a robust repopulation effort.
2) IF THE JEWS ARRIVED IN JERUSALEM IN 536, they probably intended to depart early
that year, in Nisan (cf. Ezra 7:9). Daniel’s fasting from 3 to 23 Nisan in 536 (Dan 10:4)
suggests they had not departed yet. Evidently, there had been a major setback. This
possibly involved the royal court, with political maneuverings that affected the Jews. The
setback would have been resolved within a month or so because the first wave of returnees
was in Jerusalem by the seventh month (cf. Ezra 3:1; 7:9).

Common to both scenarios is a vital concern: the future of Jerusalem. If the Jews arrived
in Jerusalem in 536, it is likely that the issues in both scenarios troubled Daniel.

Dan 10:4–6. And in the four and twentieth day of the first month, as I was by the side
of the great river, which is Hiddekel; Then I lifted up mine eyes, and looked, and
behold a certain man clothed in linen, whose loins were girded with fine gold of
Uphaz: His body also was like the beryl, and his face as the appearance of lightning,
and his eyes as lamps of fire, and his arms and his feet like in colour to polished brass,
and the voice of his words like the voice of a multitude.
The four and twentieth day of the first month. Comparison with Daniel 10:12–13
suggests that Daniel mourned for the three-week period immediately preceding Nisan 24,
which is from Nisan 3 to 23. He therefore mourned and ate vegetarian rations through
the Passover (Nisan 14) and the Feast of Unleavened Bread (which ended on Nisan 21).
One assumes that Daniel celebrated the Passover on a restricted diet.
The Hiddekel. Daniel received his revelation while standing beside the river Hiddekel,
also known as the Tigris river. The Tigris lies to the east of the Euphrates river. Since it
was the Euphrates that ran through the city of Babylon, Daniel was away from the capital
at the time, though he was still in the land of Babylon.
A man clothed in linen. While beside the Tigris, Daniel saw a man clothed in linen.
Apparently, he appeared in the air above the river (cf. Dan 12:6). Looking up, Daniel saw
that he had “eyes as lamps of fire” with feet like “polished brass.” This is similar to the
person that John saw in Revelation 1, who was the exalted Jesus:
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His head and his hairs were white like wool, as white as snow; and his eyes were
as a flame of fire; And his feet like unto fine brass, as if they burned in a furnace;
and his voice as the sound of many waters. And he had in his right hand seven stars:
and out of his mouth went a sharp twoedged sword: and his countenance was as
the sun shineth in his strength. (Rev 1:14–16)
The “man clothed in linen” in Daniel 10 was evidently the Angel of the Lord, who is a
visual appearance of God (i.e., a theophany). He presents to humans in an accessible
form, and with an appearance related to the purpose at hand (cf. Gen 16:7–13; 18:1–33;
Exod 3:2–4; Judg 6:11–23; Dan 3:25–28). In this case, the purpose was Daniel’s final
vision, which dealt with coming conflicts for God’s people, including supernatural ones.
Since these conflicts have, at their core, God’s salvation program, the Angel of the Lord’s
appearance to Daniel was in a form that anticipated Jesus’ victory over Satan. The following salvific truths can be gleaned from His appearance:
• a certain man clothed in linen: The Saviour was a man, the Son of God, Jesus Christ.
The linen clothing represents His righteousness that believers wear (Isa 61:10; Rev
19:8).
• whose loins were girded with fine gold of Uphaz: The girdle represents truth and
righteousness (Isa 11:5; Eph 6:14). Being of fine gold reflects the fiery purification
that Jesus endured for our sins on the cross. Coming from Uphaz (or Ophir) implies
that it is the best gold (cf. Jer 10:9; Job 28:16).
• His body also was like the beryl: Beryl was a precious gemstone in the high priest’s
breastplate (Exod 28:20). The Lord our Saviour has a body like beryl (cf. Ezek
1:16). This shows that believers, the body of Christ, are a holy priesthood.
• and his face as the appearance of lightning, and his eyes as lamps of fire: This is
language of judgment. When Jesus returns, all the world will see Him at the same
time, like lightning that shines from the east and is seen instantly in the west (Matt
24:27). For believers, Jesus will be coming to remove them from the earth (24:30–
31). For those left behind, Jesus will be coming in wrath. His “eyes as lamps of
fire” show that He will see their sins perfectly, and they will be judged accordingly.
• and his arms and his feet like in colour to polished brass: Brass is that which is
melted in the furnace of God’s wrath (Ezek 22:20). Having arms of brass shows
that the Lord’s arm will save us by enduring the fires of hell. The feet of polished
brass show that Jesus will put His enemies under His feet when He judges them
after His return.
• and the voice of his words like the voice of a multitude: The voice of the Lord
sounds like a multitude of people. This prefigures the celebratory praises in heaven
of the multitudes who will be saved through the Word made flesh, Jesus Christ (cf.
Rev 19:1, 6).

Dan 10:7–8. And I Daniel alone saw the vision: for the men that were with me saw not
the vision; but a great quaking fell upon them, so that they fled to hide themselves.
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Therefore I was left alone, and saw this great vision, and there remained no strength
in me: for my comeliness was turned in me into corruption, and I retained no strength.
Despite being in the company of others, Daniel was the only one who saw the Angel of
the Lord, whom I will call from now on “the Lord.” The other men with Daniel became
scared and fled to hide themselves. Presumably, two things scared them. First, they heard
the Lord’s voice, which was “like the voice of a multitude.” Similarly, the men with Paul
on the road to Damascus heard Jesus’ voice but did not see Him (Acts 9:7). Second, they
saw Daniel’s profound reaction, which confirmed a supernatural event was taking place.
These responses reveal deeper truths. Daniel represents a believer. Just as he was able to
see the Lord, so people who are saved have spiritual eyes to see their need of a Saviour.
The men with Daniel who did not see the vision represent the unsaved; they are blind to
the truth of salvation. Nevertheless, in their souls they still fear the judgment that will
come upon them for their sins (Rom 1:18–20). So they try to hide from God; they do not
want to be accountable to Him (cf. Rev 6:14–17; Gen 3:8–10).
Alone now before the awesome vision, Daniel’s strength drained. His loss of strength
occurred through fear (Dan 10:12). In an earlier encounter with Gabriel, Daniel was also
afraid (8:15–18). But his reaction on this occasion was far more intense. His comeliness,
or the beauty of his human demeanor, was turned into corruption. This suggests that his
complexion took on a deathly pallor. Perhaps Daniel feared that he was about to die.
From Jewish history, he must have known that no man can see the Lord and live (Exod
33:20–23). This would explain the term “corruption” (maš·ît), which is an occasionally
used word meaning destruction (cf. Exod 12:13; 2 Chr 22:4; Ezek 5:16).
Spiritually, Daniel’s loss of strength shows that we are powerless to save ourselves. His
comeliness being turned into corruption shows that when we come before God, we appear
as we truly are. We are corrupt sinners, with no majesty of our own, awaiting spiritual death.

Dan 10:9–10. Yet heard I the voice of his words: and when I heard the voice of his
words, then was I in a deep sleep on my face, and my face toward the ground. And,
behold, an hand touched me, which set me upon my knees and upon the palms of my
hands.
Daniel had just seen an awesome appearance of the Lord. This so affected him that while
he was trying to concentrate on the Lord’s words, he fell into a deep sleep (of unknown
duration). The next thing Daniel knew, a hand was touching him, enabling him to rise to
a kneeling position. To whom did this hand belong? Evidently, it did not belong to the
Lord, who was positioned in the air above the river (cf. Dan 12:6), so was more than an
arm’s length away. Further, the Lord was in vision only, not in physical form (recall that
He was invisible to the men with Daniel). Most likely, then, Daniel was touched by the
hand of a different heavenly being.
In all, Daniel was touched three times (Dan 10:10, 16, 18). On this first occasion, it may
have been the angel Gabriel (cf. 8:16–18). Having been revived by him (though not
completely), Daniel was now able to receive the words of the Lord.
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Part 3 – The Lord Speaks to Daniel (10:11–11:1)
Dan 10:11. And he said unto me, O Daniel, a man greatly beloved, understand the
words that I speak unto thee, and stand upright: for unto thee am I now sent. And when
he had spoken this word unto me, I stood trembling.
The Lord called Daniel by name and said that he was greatly beloved (cf. Dan 9:23;
10:19). The name of every believer is known to God. It has been known from before the
foundation of the world (cf. Luke 10:20; Eph 1:4–5). Moreover, believers are beloved of
God (e.g., Rom 1:7; Col 3:12; 2 Thess 2:13).
The Lord asked Daniel to understand His words. Daniel was dazed and anxious, and he
probably found it hard to concentrate. The Lord’s instruction would have helped to
refocus his mind. The detailed prophecy about to be revealed required mental clarity to
absorb. The call to “understand” is also the first hint that there is more to this vision than
meets the eye.
Daniel was asked to “stand upright,” which is a fitting posture for receiving revelation
(cf. Ezek 2:1). The Lord said “unto thee am I now sent.” The Bible records that the Angel
of the Lord was sent to rescue Israel from Egypt (cf. Num 20:16), and to save Daniel’s
three friends (Dan 3:28). In both those instances, being “sent” involved the Lord delivering
His people. Divine deliverance is also a theme in this vision (e.g., Dan 12:1).

Dan 10:12. Then said he unto me, Fear not, Daniel: for from the first day that thou
didst set thine heart to understand, and to chasten thyself before thy God, thy words
were heard, and I am come for thy words.
Seeing Daniel trembling, the Lord told him not to fear. Daniel probably thought that he
was about to die because he had seen the Lord. But actually, he was about to be honored.
The Lord had heard his words from the first day of his twenty-one days of mourning and
fasting. Throughout that time, Daniel sought to understand, with prayers and by chastening
himself before God, what lay in store for his people and for Jerusalem. His prayers were
about to be answered (“I am come for thy words”).

Dan 10:13. But the prince of the kingdom of Persia withstood me one and twenty
days: but, lo, Michael, one of the chief princes, came to help me; and I remained there
with the kings of Persia.
This verse is not easy to interpret. I propose that it centers on a dispute in heaven between
Satan and the Lord. Given the context of the preceding and following verses (“I am come
for thy words . . . to make thee understand what shall befall thy people in the latter days”),
it appears the dispute involved the issuing of prophecies that announce victory over the
kingdom of Satan through the Messiah’s actions. My view is based on the following logic:
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• The prince of the kingdom of Persia withstood God for twenty-one days. Since
Daniel had just completed a twenty-one day fast, the two periods coincide. Thus,
there is a link between Daniel’s mourning and the prince of Persia’s resistance.
• Michael came to help the Lord. A key heavenly figure, Michael is referred to five
times in the Bible (Dan 10:13; 10:21–11:1; 12:1; Jude 9; Rev 12:7). In the two New
Testament passages, he is contending directly with Satan. This suggests that the
event described in Daniel 10:13 also refers to an episode of contention with Satan.
In my view, Michael is the Old Testament appearance of Jesus (see below).
• Satan is variously called “the prince [or ruler] of the devils,” “the prince of the
power of the air,” and “the prince of this world” (Matt 9:34; Eph 2:2; John 12:31).
In Daniel 10:13, he is called the prince of Persia because Persia was the ruling
“world” empire affecting Israel’s history at the time. Later, in 10:20, he is called
the prince of Grecia, in prophetic recognition of Persia’s defeat by the Greeks,
through whom Satan’s earthly dominion continued. (It is not surprising that Satan
is named as the prince of the very empires that ruled over and influenced the Jews.
As we will find, the Seleucid division of the Greek empire features prominently in
Daniel’s final vision. During the rule of its infamous king, Antiochus IV Epiphanes
[175–164], Satan tried to destroy the Jewish religion in an attempt to thwart God’s
plans for the coming Messiah.)
• Precisely what actions the Messiah would take to achieve victory for His people
was unknown to Satan. He may have thought, as did the Jews, that literal kingship
(sitting on the throne of David) was an integral step. His lack of knowledge was
divinely purposed. Throughout the Old Testament era, God kept secret His salvific
agenda, which would be achieved by His own son’s death and resurrection (Rom
16:25–26; Eph 1:9–10; 6:19; Col 1:25–27; 2:2–3; 1 Tim 3:16). The secret was kept
not only from the human race but also from angels (Eph 3:9–10; 1 Pet 1:12).
• Having quashed the prince of Persia’s resistance with the aid of Michael, the Lord
was free to support (again) the “kings of Persia.” In contrast to the single figure who
is the prince of Persia (Satan), the kings of Persia would be the earthly dynasty of
Persian kings, whose ruler at the time was Cyrus (cf. Ezra 9:9).
With the above points in mind, I offer the following interpretation of Daniel 10:13:
But the prince of the kingdom of Persia withstood me one and twenty days. Recall that
Daniel mourned and prayed for twenty-one days over concerns regarding his people and
the future of Jerusalem. A similar thing happened two years earlier when Daniel fasted
and prayed for the exiled Jews, who were all still in Babylon despite the Medo-Persian
empire now ruling there (Dan 9:1–3). Although the duration of that supplication was not
recorded (it was perhaps only for a day, from morning to evening – cf. 9:21), the result was
an extraordinary revelation: the Prophecy of the Seventy Weeks.
Essential to any study of eschatology, the Prophecy of the Seventy Weeks exercises our
minds even today, and is a vital consideration when examining Daniel’s final vision. For
the first time in Biblical history, God’s people received a prophecy that included a timeline
to the Messiah’s coming. Optimistic and encouraging, it confirmed that a countdown to
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the Messiah (and, by implication, to a successful future for Daniel’s people) had been
established:
Seventy weeks are determined upon thy people and upon thy holy city, to finish the
transgression, and to make an end of sins, and to make reconciliation for iniquity,
and to bring in everlasting righteousness, and to seal up the vision and prophecy,
and to anoint the most Holy. Know therefore and understand, that from the going
forth of the commandment to restore and to build Jerusalem unto the Messiah the
Prince shall be seven weeks, and threescore and two weeks: the street shall be
built again, and the wall, even in troublous times. (Dan 9:24–25)
How does the Prophecy of the Seventy Weeks relate to Daniel 10:13? Consider the following events, which appear to be connected:
• The Seventy Weeks prophecy was disclosed “In the first year of Darius the son of
Ahasuerus” (Dan 9:1). The first year of Darius was 538/37.
• That same year, the Lord stood up for Michael: “there is none that holdeth with me
in these things, but Michael your prince. Also I in the first year of Darius the Mede,
even I, stood to confirm and to strengthen him” (Dan 10:21–11:1).
• Now, two years later, in the third year of Cyrus (536/35), another event concerning
the Lord and Michael is mentioned: “But the prince of the kingdom of Persia
withstood me one and twenty days: but, lo, Michael, one of the chief princes, came
to help me” (Dan 10:13).
I propose that the Lord stood to confirm Michael in 538/37 because of the Seventy Weeks
prophecy. The disclosure of that prophecy, which was effectively a countdown to Satan’s
defeat, apparently took Satan by surprise. He therefore confronted the Lord about it after
its release. Satan was opposed to a revelation announcing so plainly, and through a firm
chronological agenda, the Messiah’s future success over him. Satan’s protests, though,
did not succeed because the Lord specifically took a stand to confirm Michael and the
Seventy Weeks prophecy that centered on Him.
Satan learnt from his mistake. Two years later, Daniel was again searching for answers
about Israel. Just as the command from heaven to release the Seventy Weeks prophecy
came at the start of Daniel’s supplications (Dan 9:23), so the command to release the
final vision most likely came at the start of Daniel’s twenty-one days of mourning.
Knowing this command had been given, Satan quickly opposed it because he suspected
the prophecy would contain verses that proclaimed a triumphant future for Daniel’s
people because of the Messiah’s actions. (Satan was aware that the prophecies to Daniel
were becoming more specific.) He therefore argued against its release every day of
Daniel’s twenty-one days. What was the legal basis for it? The Messiah had not yet come,
so how could the Lord issue any prophecy confirming His success?
It appears that Satan argued similarly over the body of Moses (Jude 9). Evidently, Moses
received his resurrected body after he died (Luke 9:30–31). But Satan contested this (cf.
Job 1:6–12; 2:1–6). How could Moses receive an eternal body when the Messiah had not
yet dealt with the problem of sin (cf. Dan 9:24)? Similarly, how could the Lord reveal
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details about His people’s successful future (in a new prophecy to Daniel) when the steps
to achieve that success (through the Messiah’s actions) had not yet been accomplished?
This was a particular gripe of Satan, as shown by his accusing of the Old Testament saints
day and night before God (Rev 12:10), and his adversarial stance against Joshua the
High Priest in Zechariah’s fourth night vision (Zech 3:1–2).
This is how Satan “withstood” (or resisted) the Lord. For twenty-one days, Satan argued
against the release of a prophecy that expanded on the victory implicit in the Prophecy of
the Seventy Weeks. Of course, Satan never held the upper hand during those twenty-one
days because God is greater than him (cf. 1 John 4:4). Nevertheless, in this instance, God
allowed Satan his time of resistance. He likewise allowed Satan his time of resistance
with Job, and with the body of Moses dispute.
As it turned out, the final revelation to Daniel did expand on the Prophecy of the Seventy
Weeks but perhaps not as Satan expected. Surprisingly, there is no direct mention of the
Messiah in the final revelation. Nevertheless, disclosures are made about the last half of
Daniel’s seventieth week (Dan 12:7, 11).
but, lo, Michael, one of the chief princes, came to help me. This fascinating statement
has spawned a variety of interpretations. The obvious questions are:
1. Who is Michael?
2. Why does the Lord, who is all-powerful, need help against an adversary?
3. Why did no one else come to help the Lord apart from Michael?
The last two questions are easily answered if we accept that Michael is the Old Testament
(preincarnate) appearance of Jesus. Consider the following assessment in support of that
view:
• In Jude 9, Michael is described as an “archangel.” The word “arch” means chief or
captain, and the word “angel” also means messenger. Jesus is indeed the archmessenger or chief messenger of God. Malachi 3:1 states: “and the Lord, whom ye
seek, shall suddenly come to his temple, even the messenger of the covenant, whom
ye delight in.”
• Aside from Jude 9, the only other instance of “archangel” is in 1 Thessalonians 4:
For the Lord himself shall descend from heaven with a shout, with the voice of the
archangel, and with the trump of God: and the dead in Christ shall rise first. Then
we which are alive and remain shall be caught up together with them in the clouds,
to meet the Lord in the air: and so shall we ever be with the Lord. (1 Thess 4:16–
17)
At His second coming when He gathers His elect, Jesus will “descend from heaven
with a shout” having a voice that will be “the voice of the archangel,” which also
serves as a heavenly trumpet call. This passage directly links Jesus to the voice of
the archangel. Additionally, at Jesus’ return, the saints will receive their resurrected
bodies. First to receive their resurrected bodies will be the deceased saints. This is
when “all that are in the graves shall hear his voice” (John 5:28), being the voice of
the Son of God (5:25). The voice is the same in both 1 Thessalonians 4:16 and
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John 5:28. It belongs to the archangel, who is the Son of God. (Note that the word
“archangel” takes the definite article in Jude 9. In other words, there is only one
archangel in heaven.)
• In the KJV, Daniel 10:13 describes Michael as “one of the chief princes.” By
contrast, the YLT describes him as “first of the chief heads.” The cardinal term
“one of” (as opposed to the ordinal term “first of”) is more in keeping with Hebrew
usage. It is therefore the preferred translation. This seems to favor Michael being a
prominent angel rather than Jesus. However, as Lewis Anderson suggests, “chief
princes” may refer to divine plurality:
The expression might reflect the divine plurality found in the early chapters of Genesis
such as “Let us make man in our image” (Gen 1:26), “the man has become like one of us”
(Gen 3:22) 3

In that case, Michael is one of the three persons of the Holy Trinity. United, these
three persons—the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—comprise the Godhead. Individually, they are “the chief princes,” or the figures of highest rank in heaven.
• Daniel 12:1 calls Michael “the great prince which standeth for the children of thy
people.” Only Jesus is qualified to stand for Daniel’s people, who are believers. He
is the Prince of princes, the only one empowered to intercede for us before the
Father. (On Jesus being a prince, see: Isaiah 9:6; Daniel 8:11, 25; 9:25; Acts 3:14–
15; 5:30–31; Revelation 1:5.) Michael being both a “great prince” and the one
“which standeth for the children of thy people” recalls the supernatural figure in
Joshua 5, who was the captain [or prince] of the Lord’s host. Joshua saw this prince
in a warlike posture because the conquest wars in Canaan were about to begin. He
is clearly a divine figure given what He told Joshua to do: “And Joshua fell on his
face to the earth, and did worship, and said unto him, What saith my lord unto his
servant? And the captain [prince] of the LORD’S host said unto Joshua, Loose thy
shoe from off thy foot; for the place whereon thou standest is holy” (Josh 5:15).
The majority of Reformation preachers and scholars identified Michael as Jesus. In the
centuries afterward, many authors also interpreted Michael messianically. 4
Michael came to help the Lord, meaning that the Old Testament appearance of Jesus came
to help God deal with Satan’s resistance. How, exactly, did Michael help? We can speculate that He stood personally with God before Satan to verbally confirm that His work on

3

Lewis O. Anderson, The Michael Figure in the Book of Daniel (Dissertations, 8: 1997), 168.
https://digitalcommons.andrews.edu/dissertations/8.
4
See, for example: William Lowth, A Commentary Upon the Prophecy of Daniel and the
Twelve Minor Prophets (2 vols.; London: printed for William Mears, 1726), 1:121; Isaac Watts,
The Glory of Christ as God-Man (Boston: Manning and Loring, 1795), 223–24; William Kinkade,
The Bible Doctrine of God, Jesus Christ, the Holy Spirit, Atonement, Faith and Election (New
York: H. R. Piercy, 1829), 149–55; Ernst W. Hengstenberg, The Revelation of St John (2 vols.;
Clark’s Foreign Theological Library 22; Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1851), 1:464–68; George
Douglas, “Michael,” in The Imperial Bible-Dictionary (ed. Patrick Fairbairn; 2 vols.; London:
Blackie and Son, 1866), 2:234–37.
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earth would succeed. This could be confirmed even before the cross because it was based
on divine decree from before the foundation of the world (Eph 1:4–5; Rev 13:8).
Michael’s confirmation would have been a major event in heaven. Most likely, it was the
first time that the preincarnate Jesus spoke in defence of Himself before Satan regarding
His coming mission. After Michael’s verbal confirmation, Satan’s objections to the issuing
a new vision were rendered groundless, owing to the following judicial principles:
at the mouth of two witnesses, or at the mouth of three witnesses, shall the matter
be established (Deut 19:15)
For there are three that bear record [witness] in heaven, the Father, the Word, and
the Holy Ghost: and these three are one. (1 John 5:7)
At what time during the twenty-one days did Michael come to help? Although it is logical
to conclude that it was on the final, twenty-first day, an earlier point cannot be ruled out.
Until the Messiah’s work was an accomplished fact, Satan was allowed to argue his case
before God, which he did whenever possible (Rev 12:10). From a judicial angle, though,
Satan’s objections were nullified after Michael confirmed the Lord’s witness. That said,
it seems the Lord’s intention was always to release the prophecy after Daniel’s period of
mourning ended, irrespective of when Michael came to help.
and I remained there with the kings of Persia. Having dismissed Satan’s objections with
Michael’s help, the Lord reaffirmed that He was remaining with (or still acting through)
the kings of Persia. In Ezra 9:9, the term “kings of Persia” refers to the Persian monarchy.
It is through the decrees of its kings that Jerusalem was rebuilt:
For we were bondmen; yet our God hath not forsaken us in our bondage, but hath
extended mercy unto us in the sight of the kings of Persia, to give us a reviving,
to set up the house of our God, and to repair the desolations thereof, and to give us
a wall in Judah and in Jerusalem. (cf. Ezra 6:1–12; 7:13; Neh 2:5–9)
To “remain with the kings of Persia” is therefore a figurative expression. It confirms the
Lord’s undertaking that successive Persian kings would continue to treat the Jews with
favor, so that Jerusalem and its temple would be rebuilt. This was a necessary step in
God’s plan for the Messiah.

Dan 10:14. Now I am come to make thee understand what shall befall thy people in
the latter days: for yet the vision is for many days.
The Lord came on Nisan 24, after a delay of twenty-one days. He came to tell Daniel
what would happen “in the latter days.” In Scripture, the terms “latter days” or “last days”
refer to days yet to come, as follows:
• events that will be fulfilled later during the Old Testament era (e.g., Gen 49:1;
Deut 31:29)
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• events that will be fulfilled during the New Testament era (e.g., Isa 2:2; Hos 3:5;
Acts 2:17; Heb 1:2)
• events that will be fulfilled during the end times (e.g., Ezek 38:16; 2 Pet 3:3)
The scope of Daniel’s final vision shows that the term latter days refers to events that
will transpire during the Persian and Greek eras, as well as the end times. Similarly, in
Daniel 2:28, God made known to Nebuchadnezzar “what shall be in the latter days.”
There, the statue of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream represented the rulership of major kingdoms
from Babylon to the end times.
The vision applied to “thy people.” Daniel’s people comprise two groups: (1) Old Testament Israelites who were the physical seed of Abraham, and (2) New Testament believers
who are the spiritual seed of Abraham (Gal 3:29).

Dan 10:15–17. And when he had spoken such words unto me, I set my face toward the
ground, and I became dumb. And, behold, one like the similitude of the sons of men
touched my lips: then I opened my mouth, and spake, and said unto him that stood
before me, O my lord, by the vision my sorrows are turned upon me, and I have retained
no strength. For how can the servant of this my lord talk with this my lord? for as for
me, straightway there remained no strength in me, neither is there breath left in me.
In the preceding verse, the reason for the Lord’s visit was revealed: “to make thee
understand what shall befall thy people in the latter days.” After hearing that, Daniel was
struck by weakness yet again (cf. Dan 10:8–9). He bowed his face to the ground and
became speechless. This was an understandable reaction. Not only had he been singled
out to receive revelation about his people, but the Lord was talking to him directly.
Waves of pain overcame Daniel: “by the vision my sorrows [or pangs] are turned upon
me (cf. 1 Sam 4:19; Isa 21:3).” This may have been abdominal pain, triggered by the
intense emotions he was experiencing (of awe, fear, stress, etc.).
For a second time, Daniel was touched by a heavenly being. This being appears to be a
new entrant to the vision. He is described as “one like the similitude of the sons of men,”
or one who looked human in form (cf. Ps 33:13–14; Jer 32:19). He may have been
Michael, the preincarnate Jesus, the very one spoken about in Daniel 10:13. He touched
Daniel’s lips, allowing him to speak. This calls to mind Jesus’ healing of the deaf, speech
impaired man:
And they bring unto him one that was deaf, and had an impediment in his speech;
and they beseech him to put his hand upon him. And he took him aside from the
multitude, and put his fingers into his ears, and he spit, and touched his tongue;
And looking up to heaven, he sighed, and saith unto him, Ephphatha, that is, Be
opened. And straightway his ears were opened, and the string of his tongue was
loosed, and he spake plain. (Mark 7:32–35)
Daniel was dumbstruck, but one like the sons of men touched him on the lips enabling him
to speak. Similarly, a deaf, speech impaired man stood before Jesus—the Son of man—
who touched his tongue, enabling him to speak plainly. The portrait of salvation is the
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same in both Daniel 10 and Mark 7: God became man to enable us to spiritually hear and
converse with Him. The divine hand on Daniel’s lips also conveys another truth. Our
innate condition is that we have unclean lips, which speak the thoughts of our wicked
hearts. But when God touches our lips (through the Holy Spirit), we are qualified to speak
to Him and for Him (cf. Ps 51:14–15; Isa 6:5–8; Jer 1:9; Eph 6:19).
His speech restored, Daniel uttered his first words to “him that stood before me,” who
was the Lord. Humbly, and almost apologetically, he said that his pains and weakness
were due to his reaction after seeing Him: “O my lord, by the vision [of you] my sorrows
are turned upon me, and I have retained no strength.”
Recognizing the greatness of the one before him, and feeling a sense of unworthiness,
Daniel asked, “For how can the servant of this my lord talk with this my lord?” From
Jewish history, Daniel must have known that no one can see the Lord and live (Exod
33:20–23). Yet here he was, talking face to face with Him. No wonder Daniel was
agitated. He even found it hard to breathe: “for as for me, straightway there remained no
strength in me, neither is there breath left in me” (cf. 1 Kings 17:17). Of course, Daniel
was not going to die. He had seen the Lord in limited form and not in His full glory.

Dan 10:18–19. Then there came again and touched me one like the appearance of a
man, and he strengthened me, And said, O man greatly beloved, fear not: peace be
unto thee, be strong, yea, be strong. And when he had spoken unto me, I was strengthened, and said, Let my lord speak; for thou hast strengthened me.
Although Daniel could now talk, he remained physically weak. In response, the being
who had the appearance of a man touched him again, to strengthen him. After that, the
Lord told Daniel that he was greatly beloved, that he should fear not, that peace may be
unto him, and to be strong.
The middle two statements are revealing. Only one other passage in the Bible uses the
same terms when a heavenly being is talking to a man. In Judges 6, Gideon realized that
the angel talking to him was the Lord himself, so he thought he would die (cf. Exod
20:19). But the Lord comforted him with the same words He comforted Daniel with:
And when Gideon perceived that he was an angel of the LORD, Gideon said, Alas,
O Lord GOD! for because I have seen an angel of the LORD face to face. And the
LORD said unto him, Peace be unto thee; fear not: thou shalt not die. (Judg 6:22–
23)
Knowing that his life was not in jeopardy, Daniel was strengthened. He was now ready
to receive divine revelation (“Let my lord speak; for thou hast strengthened me”).

Dan 10:20. Then said he, Knowest thou wherefore I come unto thee? and now will I
return to fight with the prince of Persia: and when I am gone forth, lo [or “behold”],
the prince of Grecia shall come.
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The Lord asked Daniel, “Knowest thou wherefore I come unto thee?” This seems to be a
redundant question because the Lord had already revealed the purpose of His visit in
Daniel 10:14: “Now I am come to make thee understand what shall befall thy people in
the latter days.” It appears the question was asked to emphasize that the vision was not
limited to earthy struggles. It included supernatural ones as well. As if underscoring that
point, the Lord said, “now will I return to fight with the prince of Persia.” Accepting that
the prince of Persia is Satan, this shows that the spiritual warfare between the kingdoms
of God and Satan is ongoing (cf. Eph 6:12).
The Lord then added, “and when I am gone forth, behold, the prince of Grecia shall
come.” In other words, after the Lord has gone forth to continue fighting the prince of
Persia, at some point during that clash the prince of Greece will come. Recall that Satan
is called the prince of Persia because Persia was the ruling empire affecting Israel’s
history at the time. Here, Satan is called the prince of Greece in prophetic recognition of
Persia’s defeat by Greece, which was the next kingdom to affect Israel’s history.
The depiction here of supernatural succession—fighting the prince of Persia then after
him the prince of Greece—parallels Daniel 8. This prophecy reveals how the MedoPersian empire (ram) will be defeated by the Greeks (goat), but then a king will arise in
the latter time of the Greeks:
The ram which thou sawest having two horns are the kings of Media and Persia. And
the rough goat is the king of Grecia: and the great horn that is between his eyes is
the first king. Now that being broken, whereas four stood up for it, four kingdoms
shall stand up out of the nation, but not in his power. And in the latter time of their
kingdom, when the transgressors are come to the full, a king of fierce countenance,
and understanding dark sentences, shall stand up. And his power shall be mighty,
but not by his own power: and he shall destroy wonderfully, and shall prosper,
and practise, and shall destroy the mighty and the holy people. (Dan 8: 20–24)
Daniel’s final vision expands on Daniel 8 as follows:
• Daniel 11:2–30 prophesies about near-future events, including:
 the fall of the Persian empire and rise of the Greek empire under a mighty king
 the death of the mighty king and four-way division of the Greek empire
 conflicts between two of the four divisions of the Greek empire, as ruled by
the kings of the south and north (Ptolemies and Seleucids)
 the rise of the Seleucid king Antiochus IV Epiphanes
 Antiochus’ two wars with Egypt and his two invasions of Jerusalem
• Daniel 11:31–35 has a dual fulfillment, referring to both near-future and end-time
events. The near-future prophecy deals with Antiochus IV’s attempt to destroy the
Jewish religion (in the year after his second invasion of Jerusalem). It prefigures
Satan’s end-time actions against the New Testament church.
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• Daniel 11:36–12:3 prophesies about the following end-time events:
 11:36–39: Satan’s triumphant end-time rule. This passage expands on the
activities of the “king of fierce countenance” in Daniel 8.
 11:40–45: the demonic onslaught of the earth’s final hour
 12:1–3: Michael “stands up”

Dan 10:21. But I will show thee that which is noted in the scripture of truth: and there
is none that holdeth with me in these things, but Michael your prince.
The Lord said that He would show Daniel “that which is noted in the scripture of truth.”
Since many of the events about to revealed had not been previously recorded, the scripture
of truth would be the Lord’s divine agenda, as kept in His unfailing memory. Because He
foreknows all things, they are as good as written history (cf. Ps 139:16; Matt 13:35; Heb
4:3; Rev 5:1).
In the context of this agenda, the Lord said that “there is none that holdeth with me in
these things, but Michael your prince.” Only Michael, the great prince “which standeth
for the children of thy people” (Dan 12:1), is strong enough to stand with the Lord to
counter the demonic forces that work against Daniel’s people.

Dan 11:1. But in the first year of Darius the Mede, I for my part stood up to be a
supporter and a stronghold for him. 5
Still on the subject of Michael, the Lord said that He Himself stood up to be a supporter
and a stronghold for him in the first year of Darius (538/37). That year stands out in
Scripture. It was when the Prophecy of the Seventy Weeks was disclosed (Dan 9:1–2).
The Seventy Weeks prophecy was stunning. For the first time in Biblical history, a timeline to the Messiah’s success over Satan had been revealed. As discussed when reviewing
Daniel 10:13, this prophecy probably took Satan by surprise. Compounding his disquiet
would have been the other major event later that year: the decree of Cyrus allowing the
Jews to return home to build a temple in Jerusalem (2 Chr 36:22–23). We may speculate
that Satan put those two events together and came to the mistaken conclusion that Cyrus’
decree was the starting point of the sixty-nine weeks to the Messiah: “from the going forth
of the commandment to restore and to build Jerusalem unto the Messiah the Prince shall
be seven weeks, and threescore and two weeks” (Dan 9:25). 6

5

Translation by Wood (1973: 278). Daniel 11:1 is a continuation of 10:21. The new chapter
correctly begins at 11:2.
6
The Seventy Weeks prophecy has four possible starting points. The first is the decree of
Cyrus in 538/37. Today, we know that this is not the correct starting point. However, for anyone
who considered the prophecy in Daniel’s day, Cyrus’ decree fitted well. For discussion of the
four starting points, see The End Times, Chapter 14.
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Not only did the Seventy Weeks prophecy take Satan by surprise, but the perceived
countdown from Cyrus’ decree probably angered him. This reaction is deduced from
Revelation 12:12, which shows that Satan is sensitive to his remaining time as ruler of
the world:
Woe to the inhabiters of the earth and of the sea! for the devil is come down unto
you, having great wrath, because he knoweth that he hath but a short time.
Angered by the countdown to his ruin, Satan challenged the Lord over the legality of a
prophecy that announced a timeline to the Messiah’s success. But his challenge failed
after the Lord supported Michael in a way that is not revealed here.
The argument over disclosures to Daniel about Satan’s defeat resurfaced two years later in
536/35 when Daniel was mourning and fasting for twenty-one days. When the command
was given at the start of that period to release a new prophecy (cf. Dan 9:23), Satan
opposed it (10:13).
Interestingly, the first confrontation in 538/37 saw the Lord helping Michael by speaking
on His behalf: “Also I in the first year of Darius the Mede, even I, stood to confirm and
to strengthen him” (Dan 1:11). The second confrontation in 536/35 saw Michael helping
the Lord by verbally confirming that His work on earth would be successful: “But the
prince of the kingdom of Persia withstood me one and twenty days: but, lo, Michael, one
of the chief princes, came to help me” (Dan 10:13). This “circle of mutual assistance” to
thwart demonic opposition was possible because “I and my Father are one” (John 10:30;
cf. 1 John 5:7). 7

7

The interactions recorded in Daniel between the Lord and Michael are intriguing and provide
a small glimpse into an otherwise incomprehensible subject: the workings of the Trinity.
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Part 4 – Introduction to the Vision
Before analyzing the vision proper (Dan 11:2–12:3), it will be instructive to discuss the
following topics:
1. Gentile rule over Judah from the Persians to the Hasmoneans
2. The level of detail in the vision

1. Gentile Rule over Judah from the Persians
to the Hasmoneans
In 539, the Babylonians were defeated by the Persians. In accordance with Persian policy,
the Jews who had been exiled to Babylon were permitted to return to their homeland.
They lived under Persian rule until the Greeks, led by Alexander the Great, finally defeated
the Persians in 330 (after a series of wars). Life continued normally for the Jews, albeit
as vassals, under both Persian and Greek rule.
Alexander went on to conquer most of the world known to the Greeks. The territorial
extent of his empire was vast, stretching from Macedonia in the west to parts of India in
the east, and to Egypt in the south. Alexander died unexpectedly in 323 at the age of 32.
He had ruled for only thirteen years (336–323).
Alexander changed the world more than any other ruler in history. In the centuries after
his death, Greek principles for living spread throughout the lands he conquered. Greek
achievements included: scholarship (especially medicine, astronomy, and mathematics),
politics, the arts, civic responsibility, bodily development, religion, philosophy, reason,
and the pursuit of knowledge. The modern world owes much to these achievements.
Division of the empire. After his death, Alexander’s empire was divided, but it was a
complicated affair because he had not provided for his succession. As a result, his ambitious subordinates fought among themselves for control of the realm. This is the period
of the “Diadochi” (from the Greek word diadochoi, which means “successors”). The
ensuing conflicts swept over Greece and the lands of the Near and Middle East for over
four decades (323–281). It was a time of shifting fortunes and battles for succession. The
final outcome was a threefold division of the empire that lasted for two centuries before
being conquered by the Romans. It comprised the following divisions, with the latter two
being of chief interest because Judah lay between them:
• GREECE AND MACEDONIA UNDER THE ANTIGONIDS. This was the dynasty begun by
Alexander’s general Antigonus I Monophthalmus. He became king in 306. The
Macedonian empire of the Antigonids lasted from 306 to 168. Geographically, it
was the smallest of the three divisions.
• EGYPT UNDER THE PTOLEMIES. This was the dynasty begun by Alexander’s general
Ptolemy I Soter. Ptolemy assumed the title of king in 305. His dynasty lasted from
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305 to 30 BC. The core territory of the empire consisted of Egypt and the three
regions annexed by Ptolemy: Cyrenaica, Cyprus, and the province in which Judah
was situated. Later possessions included areas in Asia Minor and Greece. The city
of Alexandria, founded by Alexander after he conquered Egypt, became the
empire’s commercial and administrative capital. It was also a major commercial
port, as well as Egypt’s intellectual center. A large Jewish community developed
there. Below are the primary Ptolemaic rulers through to the Maccabean revolt,
which marks the end of the near-future section of Daniel’s vision. Dates given are
for years of sole reign:
Ptolemy I Soter .............................. Satrap from 323; King 305–282
Ptolemy II Philadelphus ................. 282–246
Ptolemy III Euergetes..................... 246–222/1
Ptolemy IV Philopator ................... 222/1–204
Ptolemy V Epiphanes .................... 204–180
Ptolemy VI Philometor .................. 180–145
• SYRIA AND MESOPOTAMIA UNDER THE SELEUCIDS. This was the dynasty begun by
Seleucus I Nicator. Seleucus was the son of Antiochus, a general of Alexander’s
father, Philip II. Seleucus assumed the title of king in 305. His dynasty lasted from
311 to 64 BC. His empire, the largest of the three (both geographically and economically), included Syria, Babylonia, Persia, and parts of Asia Minor. The empire’s
two successive capitals, both founded by Seleucus, were Seleucia (on the west bank
of the Tigris River) and Antioch (on the Orontes River near modern day Antakya in
Turkey). Below are the Seleucid rulers through to the Maccabean revolt. Dates
given are for years of sole reign:
Seleucus I Nicator .......................... Satrap 311–305; King 305–281
Antiochus I Soter ........................... 281–261
Antiochus II Theos......................... 261–246
Seleucus II Callinicus .................... 246–225
Seleucus III Soter ........................... 225–223
Antiochus III (the Great) ................ 223–187
Seleucus IV Philopator .................. 187–175
Antiochus IV Epiphanes ................ 175–164
Antiochus V Eupator ..................... 164–162/1
Although the final outcome was a threefold division of the empire, an earlier arrangement involved a different scheme. Made around the time when the dominant leaders took
the title of king, it featured a fourfold division, as Grabbe explains (2008: 273):
The next round of fighting (311–301) was important because it ended in a division of
Alexander’s empire which was often looked back to, as if it had been a formal static event
(cf. Dan. 11.3–4). In 310 Cassander had Alexander IV and Rhoxane killed, but the next few
years saw most of Greece fall to Antigonus and Demetrius. These two were also able to
dislodge Ptolemy from Cyprus (306), but an offensive against Egypt itself failed. Antigonus
took the title king in 306, followed by Ptolemy (305), then Cassander, Lysimachus and
Seleucus. In 302 the alliance was reformed against Antigonus who was killed at the battle
of Ipsus. The division of 301 was not the last word but significant: Cassander still had
Greece (with his brother over Caria and Cilicia); Lysimachus, the rest of Asia and Thrace;
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Seleucus was given Armenia and Syria as well as Babylon; however, as well as holding
onto Egypt, Ptolemy (excluded from the negotiations for not taking sufficient part in the
battle) seized southern Syria and Palestine, even though the treaty assigned these to
Seleucus. This was to remain the Ptolemaic kingdom for the next century.

At this notable point during the successor wars, the main contenders declared themselves
kings and divided the empire into four realms, ruled by Cassander, Lysimachus, Seleucus,
and Ptolemy. This four-way settlement after the battle of Ipsus in 301 is undoubtedly the
one prophesied about in Daniel 8:8 and 11:4.
The south, the north, and Judah. Between the Ptolemaic (southern) and Seleucid (northern) kingdoms there existed a buffer territory comprising southern Syria, Phoenicia, and
the states of Palestine, which included Judah. 8 Similar to Egypt’s temple cities, Judah
was a “temple state,” ruled over by a high priest but with elders advising him. The elders
(called the gerousia) comprised high-ranking priests and laymen from the wealthy aristocracy. Judah’s only significant city was Jerusalem.
During the successor wars, the buffer territory—referred to as “Syria and Phoenicia” in
official documents 9—was fought over many times, as it had been for centuries between
Egypt and past Mesopotamian empires. Quite quickly, it became the possession of Ptolemy, who refused to concede it to Seleucus in the settlement of 301. Although Seleucus
demanded that Ptolemy withdraw, he decided not to take the land by force because
Ptolemy had helped him earlier to reconquer Babylonia. Nevertheless, Seleucus never
waived his claim to ownership of Syria and Phoenicia.
Although Seleucus did not take action against Ptolemy to seize the territory allotted to him
in 301, which included Judah, his descendants did. This paved the way for the atrocities
committed against the Jews by Antiochus IV (see Daniel 11:30–35).
Ptolemy 1 annexed Syria and Phoenicia in 319/18. His dynasty controlled Palestine until
200. The Ptolemies were generally benevolent rulers, and the region enjoyed prosperity
under them, despite their onerous method of tax collection. (The Ptolemies employed the
Greek system of tax-farming.) Militarily, those decades were characterized by numerous
struggles between the Ptolemies and Seleucids for control of the region. Eventually, in
200, during the Fifth Syrian War, 10 the Seleucid king Antiochus III took over the buffer
lands. So ended the Ptolemaic rule of Palestine, which had lasted for over a century.

8

Historians use “Palestine” as an all-purpose name for the geographical region bounded by
Syria to the north, Egypt to the south, the Mediterranean Sea to the west, and the Jordan River to
the east. The precise boundaries changed throughout history. For Mesopotamian and Egyptian
rulers, Palestine was a prized possession. It was important both strategically (as an advance base
for defence) and economically.
9
The administrative term “Syria and Phoenicia” was used by the Ptolemies. After the Seleucids took over the region (200 onward), the name was changed to “Coele-Syria and Phoenicia.”
10
The term “Syrian Wars” is used to denote the long-running series of conflicts that took place
between the Ptolemies and Seleucids over possession of southern Syria, Phoenicia, and Palestine. Historians differ on how many wars occurred, with the number varying between six (from
274 to 168) and nine (from 274 to c.96).
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Hellenism and the Jews. Hellenism refers to ancient Greek culture and ideals. How did
it affect the Jews? This question has long been debated. 11 Hellenism affected nations by
synthesis over time. Aspects of it were absorbed by societies relative to their own culture,
with some societies becoming more Hellenized than others. Native traditions were not
necessarily displaced by Hellenism; they were augmented by it.
It appears that, initially, the Jews did not see the Greeks as a threat. They had lived under
a succession of empires, and were familiar with heathen ways. The Greeks were just
another overlord to whom taxes had to be paid. Nevertheless, we can assume that Greek
culture influenced the Jews from early on, by small degrees. As time progressed, Hellenism made deeper inroads into Jewish society, probably from the latter part of the third
century BC onward. The upper class, who dominated positions of leadership (and lived
mainly in Jerusalem), saw it as the way of the future. Its new economic order meant
greater prosperity for them (a highly motivating factor) and benefits for the community.
Although Hellenism had aspects that could radically alter Judaism (e.g., polytheism),
these had not been adopted.
So, for the upper class, Hellenism was a matter of cultural and political change, not
religious change. The situation was viewed differently by non-elites, especially the rural
working class. They saw the increasing amity with Hellenism as a threat to their religion.
Tensions escalated after 175 when the high-priesthood was held by two successive
Hellenizing reformers: Jason then Menelaus.
Seleucid rule in Palestine. After Antiochus III gained control of Palestine in 200, not
much changed in Judah, at first. Like the Ptolemies, the Seleucids continued the religious
policy employed by the Persians and retained by Alexander, in that vassal states were
allowed to live in accordance with their own laws. Judah therefore enjoyed comparative
religious freedom.
In 175, Antiochus IV began to rule over the Seleucid kingdom. He took to himself the
name “Epiphanes,” meaning the Illustrious. Early in his reign, the Hellenizing reformer
Jason became high priest. Devout Jews disliked his reform agenda. He was succeeded
three years later by an even more aggressive reformer, the despotic high priest Menelaus.
Civil unrest erupted in Judah over unpopular actions taken by him, with public revolts
occurring. The unrest was incited both by anti-Greek Jews and those who simply wanted
Menelaus deposed. (His autocratic style made him unpopular even among the upper
class.) Menelaus’ tyranny heightened awareness of the negative aspects of Hellenism in
Jewish society.
Eventually, to solve the Jewish problem, Antiochus outlawed the practice of the Jewish
religion in Judah (beginning in 167). Cruel and ferocious actions against the Jews were
taken, including the desecration of the temple. It is a unique event in the ancient world,
11

Three books on this topic stand out: Elias Bickerman, The God of the Maccabees; Victor
Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilization and the Jews; Martin Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism.
Also valuable are: the revised version of Emil Schürer’s classic work, The History of the Jewish
People in the Age of Jesus Christ (175 B.C. – A.D. 135) Vol. 1; the Anchor Bible commentaries
on I and II Maccabees by Jonathan Goldstein; Erich Gruen’s article, “Hellenism and Persecution:
Antiochus IV and the Jews.”

24

and it puzzles scholars. Why did Antiochus suddenly change from being religiously
tolerant of all the states in his empire to being intolerant of the Jews only? This question
will be examined in Parts 9 to 12.
The trauma that Antiochus inflicted acted to unite many Jews against him. The most well
known act of resistance is that of Mattathias and his sons, the so-called “Maccabean
revolt.” Mattathias was a priest from Jerusalem living in a village called Modein, in the
hill country of Judea. His village was visited by officials who wanted the Jews to offer
pagan sacrifices on an altar. When a Hellenistic Jew stepped forward to offer a sacrifice,
Mattathias became enraged, ran forward, and killed him at the altar. He also killed the
king’s aid who was compelling men to sacrifice, then tore down the altar. Despite Antiochus’ subsequent reprisals, the Jews rose up behind Mattathias and his five sons to fight
for their liberation. The family of Mattathias became known as the Maccabees, but are
more commonly known as the Hasmoneans. (The name “Maccabee” derives from the
Hebrew word for hammer, which was a title given to Mattathias’ son, Judas.)
From 167, the Maccabee brothers and their followers fought the Seleucids. By 164, they
had won enough victories to take back the temple and purify it. The rededication of the
temple occurred on Kislev 25 (Dec 14) 164, an event commemorated by the holiday of
Hanukkah. In an unrelated episode, Antiochus Epiphanes died that month in Persia or
Babylon, not long after a failed attack on a temple in Elymais (Elam). He was succeeded
by his son Antiochus V Eupator.
Following the rededication of the temple, power struggles continued between the Maccabees and Seleucids, but the Seleucids eventually desisted. The family of Mattathias and
his heirs then formed the first Jewish dynasty in centuries, naming it the Hasmonean
dynasty. Its first ruler was Simon, who was made king and high priest. The Hasmonean
dynasty ruled from c.142 to 37 BC (with the Romans conquering Jerusalem in 63 BC).

2. The Level of Detail in the Vision
There is a high level of detail in Daniel’s final vision, especially on the kings of the south
(Ptolemies) and north (Seleucids). Historical records have confirmed the accuracy of those
predicted events. In fact, because of that accuracy, some scholars conclude that the entire
book of Daniel was compiled after the Maccabean revolt began. By their understanding,
only someone living after the fact could have written with that level of precision. Most
conservative scholars, however, accept the traditional sixth century BC date for the
authorship of Daniel. 12
The climax of the near-future conflicts in Daniel 11 is the reign of Antiochus IV. On this,
Walter Price explains (1977: 36):

12

See, for example: Baldwin 1978 (15–82); McDowell 1979; Wood 1973 (19–23); Edwin M.
Yamauchi, “Hermeneutical Issues In The Book Of Daniel,” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society 23 (1980): 13–21.

25

It is a basic principle of biblical interpretation that the prophetic Word includes only those
countries which in some way affect Israel, the covenant people of God. In addition,
Daniel 11 presents a view of Gentile world rule in a studied pattern. The prophet moves
deductively, narrowing his field, as he proceeds in his prophetic vision forward through
the centuries. He begins with the Persian rulers of the fifth century B.C. (Dan 11:2). He
then views the rise of Alexander the Great and the Hellenistic world supremacy of the
fourth century B.C. (11:3). Then, as if he had reached a meridian, Daniel’s vision begins
to narrow. From among the empires of the Diadochi (11:4), he deletes two and focuses
upon the remaining estates of Ptolemy in Egypt and Seleucus in Syria (11:5–20). Finally,
Egypt is eliminated and successive kings of Syria are paraded before us until we come to
the evil acme of Gentile sway, the reign of Antiochus IV Epiphanes (11:21–34).

Specifically, the near-future conflicts in Daniel 11 climax with the actions that Antiochus
took against the Jews, as he tried to erase their religion from the earth. On why the
revelation up to that point is so detailed, I offer the following reasons:
• Daniel’s final vision involves supernatural end-time conflicts, which have their
roots in the vision’s near-future prophecies. If those near-future prophecies can be
confirmed as true, we can be assured that the end-time conflicts will happen too.
• The Old Testament prophets normally gave warning about traumatic episodes to
come (e.g., Ezekiel’s warnings about the siege and fall of Jerusalem by the hand of
the Babylonians). However, during the Intertestamental Period, there was no prophetic word from God. (It ceased with the book of Malachi and recommenced with
events tied to the birth of Jesus.) Graciously, Daniel’s final vision gave warning
about a coming religious cataclysm for Judah. Astute readers at the time would have
discerned its prelude.
• During the Intertestamental Period, which spanned about four centuries, Judah
underwent intellectual, social, and religious changes. As a result, Jewish society in
Jesus’ day was not the same as in Malachi’s day. The wealth of detail in Daniel 11
alerts us to the importance of the Intertestamental Period in shaping the world in
which Jesus was born.
• God’s attention to Gentile events affecting Israel in Daniel 11:2–35 suggests that
we should similarly pay attention to the worldly forces that will remold the endtime church, causing its downfall.
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Part 5 – Persia and Greece (11:2–4)
The first three verses of the vision prophesy about the fall of Persia and the rise and fate
of the Greeks. They supplement the vision of the Persians and Greeks in Daniel 8.

Dan 11:2–3. And now will I show thee the truth. Behold, there shall stand up yet three
kings in Persia; and the fourth shall be far richer than they all: and by his strength
through his riches he shall stir up all against the realm of Grecia. And a mighty king
shall stand up, that shall rule with great dominion, and do according to his will.
And now will I show thee the truth. For the third time, the truth of this vision is attested
to (cf. Dan. 10:1, 21). The repetition emphasizes the vision’s certainty.
Behold, there shall stand up yet three kings in Persia; and the fourth shall be far
richer than they all: and by his strength through his riches he shall stir up all against
the realm of Grecia. When Daniel received this vision, the ruling Persian king was Cyrus.
The three kings who followed him were Cambyses (530–522), Smerdis (522), and Darius
Hystaspes (522–486). The fourth king who accumulated great wealth was Xerxes (486–
465). His father Darius had invaded Greece earlier, but it was not a large scale invasion.
By contrast, Xerxes intended to conquer all Greece. Funding for the campaign was not
an issue because of the empire’s great wealth under Xerxes. But despite the large coalition of forces that he mustered for the battle (“by his strength through his riches he shall
stir up all against the realm of Grecia”), Xerxes was defeated. The Greeks were now on
the offensive.
And a mighty king shall stand up, that shall rule with great dominion, and do according to his will. The mighty king (from Greece) is Alexander III of Macedon, better known
as Alexander the Great. He came to the throne in 336 after the assassination of his father,
Philip II of Macedon. After a series of battles, Alexander defeated the Persian empire
and conquered all of its territory (the final victory occurring in 330). Over the next eight
years, Alexander continued his quest to conquer other lands. He founded over seventy
cities and created an empire that stretched across three continents. It covered around two
million square miles, from the western limit of Macedonia, north to the Danube, south
into Egypt, and east into the Indian Punjab. Alexander single-handedly changed the nature
of the ancient world. He also intended for his diverse empire to be united through common
usage of Greek language and culture.

Dan 11:4. And when he shall stand up, his kingdom shall be broken, and shall be
divided toward the four winds of heaven; and not to his posterity, nor according to his
dominion which he ruled: for his kingdom shall be plucked up, even for others beside
those.
And when he shall stand up, his kingdom shall be broken. In 323, at the height of his
power, Alexander contracted a fever in Babylon and died unexpectedly at the age of 32.
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He had ruled for only thirteen years (336–323). With his death, the conquering might of
the Greek empire was broken.
and shall be divided toward the four winds of heaven. Because Alexander had not
provided for his succession, his military leaders fought among themselves for control of
the realm. The resulting Wars of the Diadochi (or Wars of Alexander’s Successors)
lasted for over four decades (323–281). The final outcome was a threefold division of the
empire that lasted until the Roman ascendancy. Before that, though, there was an important period beginning at the end of the fourth century BC (in 301) when the major
contenders declared themselves kings and settled on a fourfold division, as follows:
• Cassander ruled Greece
• Lysimachus ruled the rest of Asia and Thrace
• Seleucus was given Armenia and Syria as well as Babylon
• Ptolemy retained Egypt, having already annexed southern Syria, Phoenicia, and
Palestine (these lands comprised a province that had been assigned to Seleucus)
This initially agreed-upon division of Alexander’s empire was unquestionably fourfold.
As predicted in Daniel 11:4, it was divided “toward the four winds of heaven.” The same
prediction is made in the Vision of the Ram and the Goat in Daniel 8:
WHAT DANIEL SAW:

Therefore the he goat waxed very great: and when he was
strong, the great horn was broken; and for it came up four notable ones toward the
four winds of heaven. (Dan 8:8)
GABRIEL’S EXPLANATION OF WHAT DANIEL SAW: And the rough goat is the king of
Grecia: and the great horn that is between his eyes is the first king. Now that being
broken, whereas four stood up for it, four kingdoms shall stand up out of the nation,
but not in his power. (Dan 8:21–22)

and not to his posterity. Although Alexander had family members who were eligible to
inherit his kingdom (a half-brother, a son, and an illegitimate son), none of them survived;
they were all murdered.
nor according to his dominion which he ruled. The division of the kingdom lacked the
power of the unified empire under Alexander. None of his successors ruled with the
authority held by Alexander.
for his kingdom shall be plucked up, even for others beside those. As mentioned above,
the break-up of Alexander’s empire was not in favor of family members but to “others
beside those,” being military leaders who were acting in their own interests.
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Part 6 – Palestine Under the Ptolemies (11:5–14)
Having prophesied about the division of the Greek empire, the vision moves forward to
reveal the noteworthy conflicts that would arise between the kings of the south (representing the dynasty of Ptolemies to the south in Egypt) and kings of the north (representing
the dynasty of Seleucids to the north based in Syria). These two kingdoms were the most
powerful of the Hellenistic monarchies, and they ruled over the Near East segment of
Alexander’s empire. Following the pattern of previous “south” and “north” rulers (Egypt
and Mesopotamian empires), they fought constantly over control of the strategic lands
between them, being southern Syria, Phoenicia, and Palestine. In official documents, this
province was called “Syria and Phoenicia” by the Ptolemies. The province included the
temple state of Judah. Syria and Phoenicia was under Ptolemaic rule until 200.

Dan 11:5. And the king of the south shall be strong, and one of his princes; and he
shall be strong above him, and have dominion; his dominion shall be a great dominion.
And the king of the south shall be strong. The king of the south in this verse is the
founder of the dynasty, Ptolemy I Soter. Ptolemy was a highly regarded general in
Alexander’s army, also a childhood friend. After Alexander’s death in 323, Ptolemy was
appointed satrap of Egypt. In 305, he declared himself Pharaoh of Egypt and founded the
mighty Ptolemaic Kingdom. His dynasty of “kings of the south” ruled over an empire
stretching from southern Syria in the north, to Cyrene in the west, and to Nubia in the
south. Incorporating a synthesis of Hellenistic and Egyptian culture, the dynasty lasted
until the Roman conquest in 30 BC. The empire’s capital was Alexandria.
and one of his princes; and he shall be strong above him, and have dominion; his
dominion shall be a great dominion. The is Seleucus I Nicator, founder of the Seleucid
dynasty (the “kings of the north”). Seleucus was a Macedonian officer in Alexander’s
army. Two years after Alexander’s death, Seleucus was appointed satrap of Babylonia
(in 321). However, he fled from Babylonia when it was seized by Antigonus I (another
of Alexander’s generals). Seleucus went to Egypt and served under Ptolemy, hence the
prophecy that Seleucid was “one of his [Ptolemy’s] princes.”
In 311, Ptolemy and Seleucus defeated Antigonus, and Seleucus retook Babylon. He
declared himself king in 305, and eventually controlled the largest division of Alexander’s
empire. He indeed became “strong above” Ptolemy. Seleucus’ dynasty ruled an empire
that, at the height of its power, included modern Afghanistan, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Syria,
parts of Turkey, Armenia, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Tajikistan. The empire had two
successive capitals: Seleucia on the west bank of the Tigris, and Antioch on the Orontes
River.
The Seleucid dynasty lasted for over two centuries, during which time Hellenism
developed across the kingdom. It was indeed “a great dominion.” However, by the first
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century BC, the demise of the Seleucids was well underway. In 64 BC, the kingdom’s
last strongholds were overthrown by the Roman general Pompey.

Dan 11:6. And in the end of years they shall join themselves together; for the king’s
daughter of the south shall come to the king of the north to make an agreement: but
she shall not retain the power of the arm; neither shall he stand, nor his arm: but she
shall be given up, and they that brought her, and he that begat her, and he that
strengthened her in these times.
And in the end of years they shall join themselves together; for the king’s daughter of
the south shall come to the king of the north to make an agreement. The events of this
verse do not involve Seleucus I or Ptolemy I, but their successors. We are alerted to this
by the phrase “in the end of years,” which is better translated “after certain years” (cf.
2 Chr 18:2). The ruler of Egypt at the time was Ptolemy I’s son, Ptolemy II Philadelphus
(282–246). The ruler of the north was the grandson of Seleucus I, Antiochus II Theos
(261–246). Although Ptolemy II and Antiochus II fought bitterly to begin with, Ptolemy II initiated an alliance c.253, about half a century after Ptolemy I and Seleucus I
assumed the throne. (Presumably, Ptolemy II thought that a policy of peace would be
more profitable for the kingdom, hence his about-face.) To seal the alliance, Ptolemy II
gave his daughter Berenice Phernophorus in marriage to Antiochus II. The KJV describes
the marriage as “an agreement.” A more accurate translation is “to do upright things”
[YLT]. This suggests that Berenice, in accordance with common practice then, married
Antiochus II in the hope of correcting the wrongs that the kingdoms had inflicted on each
other. She arrived in the royal palace at Antioch in 252, accompanied by her entourage
(she was independently wealthy).
but she [Berenice] shall not retain the power of the arm; neither shall he [Antiochus]
stand, nor his arm. Although the sources for these events are contradictory, the following interpretation is offered based on the historical accounts that align with Daniel 11.
Because he was marrying Berenice, Antiochus II disowned his first wife, Laodice, thereby
excluding her two sons (Seleucus and Antiochus) from the line of succession. Laodice
subsequently moved to western Asia Minor with her children (two sons and two daughters). Berenice, resident in Antioch, gave birth to a son (Antiochus) in 250 or 249.
By 246, Laodice was being treated as queen once more (this possibly occurred as early as
248), but she was still living in Asia Minor. Ptolemy II died in January 246 and was
succeeded by his son, Ptolemy III Euergetes (246–222/1). In June or July that year, Antiochus II died in unknown circumstances at Ephesus, where he was living with Laodice. 13
Daniel 11:6 foretells of the resulting reversal in fortune for all three members of the
Antiochus-Berenice line, in which such hopes for peace had been invested. Berenice
“shall not retain the power of the arm,” meaning that she lost her position of authority (as
queen). Similarly, Antiochus II no longer stood as king, death having removed him.
13

Some literary sources record that Antiochus II was poisoned by Laodice. Poisoning is so
often cited as a cause of death by ancient historians that it becomes questionable. Without other
proof, one must consider that the historian simply did not know how that person died, so wrote
that they were poisoned. Grainger suggests that Antiochus II died of natural causes (2010: 155).
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Neither did his “arm” stand, being Antiochus II’s son by Berenice, Antiochus. Although
he was promoted as the heir apparent, his life was cut short (see next).
and she [Berenice] is given up, she, and those bringing her in, and her child, and he
who is strengthening her in these times [YLT]. The preceding statement revealed the
fate of the Antiochus-Berenice line. But that was not the end of the matter. Lethal steps
were taken by Laodice to remove all Egyptian influence in the Seleucid court through
Berenice and her royal brigade. This act of revenge instigated the Third Syrian War.
Events transpired as follows:
• The death of Antiochus II worsened an already confused dynastic situation. Both
women, Laodice and Berenice, had put forward their respective sons as kings.
Antiochus II’s eldest son, about eighteen years of age and old enough to be king,
was Seleucus (by Laodice). His youngest, still a child at less than five years of age,
was Antiochus (by Berenice).
• Berenice had enough support in Antioch to ensure that her son was announced as
the next king, but she wisely appealed to her brother, Ptolemy III, for help. (The
political situation in Syria was in disarray.) Ptolemy III dispatched an advance naval
force to investigate the situation. At the same time, he arranged a larger naval force
to escort him to Syria. This was not a mission of war (yet), simply one of support
for his sister and nephew.
• Meantime, Laodice had evidently moved east with her family to be closer to the
political maneuverings in Syria. Before Ptolemy III arrived, though, Laodice took
her revenge by eliminating all aspects of Egyptian influence in the Seleucid court.
She had Berenice and her young son killed (“and she is given up . . . and her
child”). Also killed were “those bringing her in” (Berenice’s entourage) and “he
who is strengthening her in these times” (evidently a trusted courtier). The news of
their deaths was concealed from the public.

Dan 11:7–8. But out of a branch of her [Berenice’s] roots shall one stand up in his
estate, which shall come with an army [lit. “come to the army”], and shall enter into
the fortress of the king of the north, and shall deal against them, and shall prevail:
And shall also carry captives into Egypt their gods, with their princes, and with their
precious vessels of silver and of gold; and he shall continue more years than the king
of the north.
The branch from Berenice’s roots was her brother, Ptolemy III. He stood up in his
father’s estate when he succeeded him to the throne in January 246. Some months later
that year, in response to his sister’s call for help, he arrived in Syria (by sea) at Seleucia
Pieria, where he was received with the usual royal honors. After being similarly greeted
in Antioch (a short journey inland from Seleucia Pieria), he discovered, at the palace,
that his sister and her child were dead. It is at this point that Ptolemy III’s visit turned into
a war of retribution, being the Third Syrian War, also called the War of Laodice (246–
241). Ptolemy III arranged for reinforcements, and easily took control of the Seleucid
forces in the region (“come to the army”). Ptolemy III now occupied the heartland of the
enemy kingdom (“and shall enter into the fortress of the king of the north”). He crossed
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the Euphrates and subdued Seleucid territory possibly as far east as Babylon (“and shall
deal against them, and shall prevail”).
And shall also carry captives into Egypt 14 their gods, with their princes, and with their
precious vessels of silver and of gold. Having returned to Syria after his successes in the
Seleucid east, Ptolemy III heard about an uprising in Egypt. He decided to return home.
(The uprising may not have been the main reason he returned home, but it was a factor.)
This means that he had to abandon large amounts of core Seleucid territory. Evidently,
he did not wish to engage in the major, drawn-out, and expensive war that would ensue
if he annexed the conquered lands. He did hold on, though, to a few strategic cities, such
as Seleucia Pieria. He also appointed governors in the trans-Euphrates and Cilicia, and
left garrisons at various conquest locations. On leaving Syria, he took with him political
prisoners and vast quantities of loot (“their gods, with their princes, and with their
precious vessels of silver and of gold”). After his return to Egypt, the Third Syrian War
continued in other regions. This war, along with later conquests, resulted in the Ptolemaic
kingdom under Ptolemy III reaching the height of its power.
and he shall continue more years than the king of the north. The statement is probably
better translated, “and then shall he stand some years against the king of the north”
(Wood 1973: 285–86). The king of the north is Laodice’s elder son, Seleucus II Callinicus
(246–225). That Ptolemy III stood some years against him suggests that, after Ptolemy III
returned to Egypt, the Ptolemaic empire did not suffer any defeats during the reign of
Seleucus II. Two main reasons for this were: (1) the crippling effect of Ptolemy III’s
subjugation of the Seleucid empire, and (2) the internal, territorial power plays between
Seleucus II and his younger brother, Antiochus (Hierax), who also claimed to be the
rightful king. The resulting weakness in the Seleucid empire continued even beyond the
death of both brothers (Hierax in 227 and Seleucus II in 225).

Dan 11:9. So the king of the south shall come into his [the king of the north’s] kingdom, and shall return into his own land. 15
This summary statement has been added probably because of the extraordinary outcome
it reflects on. The Third Syrian War is the only time when a Ptolemaic king occupied the
heart of the Seleucid empire. In fact, it took Seleucus II several years to recover control
of the subjugated cities (a formal peace was concluded between Syria and Egypt in 241).
Ptolemy III could have annexed Syria, Cilicia, and Mesopotamia. Instead, he came into
the north’s kingdom, abandoned it (but with great spoil), then went back to his own land.

14

This is the first direct mention of Egypt in the vision. While it confirms Egypt to be the
south’s homeland (cf. Dan 11:42–43), no geographical names are given in the vision to define the
north’s homeland. This may be because Egypt in the fourth and third centuries BC was basically
the same kingdom as in Daniel’s day. By contrast, the Seleucid empire had a wide geographical
sweep with more than one capital. Simply calling it “Syria” would be inadequate.
15
Against the KJV, many scholars favor the king of the north as the object of the verse (i.e.,
the king of the north shall come against the realm of the king of the south but shall return to his
own land). See, for example: Kiel 1884 (436–37); Leupold 1969 (485); Goldingay 1987 (296);
Lucas 2002 (280). My preference is the more literal KJV translation.
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Dan 11:10. But his [the king of the north’s] sons shall be stirred up, and shall assemble a multitude of great forces: and one shall certainly come, and overflow, and pass
through: then shall he return, and be stirred up, even to his fortress.
The successors to the throne after Seleucus II were his sons Seleucus III Soter (225–223)
and Antiochus III (the younger of the two). Seleucus III sent Antiochus III to govern the
eastern regions while he focused on the west. In effect, it was a joint monarchy. Being
“stirred up” to reclaim lost territories, the sons bolstered their armies for their respective
campaigns. During his short rule, Seleucus III campaigned to recover lost territory in
Asia Minor. But before he could achieve any success, he was assassinated by two of his
officers in 223. His brother Antiochus III, later called Antiochus the Great (223–187),
inherited the sole rule of the Seleucid empire. In Egypt, Ptolemy III died in late 222 or
early 221, and was succeeded by his son Ptolemy IV Philopator (222/1–204).
and one [of the sons] shall certainly come, and overflow, and pass through. Of the two
sons of Seleucus II, Antiochus III was the surviving “one” who, in 219, moved against the
Egyptians as far south as Dora (Tel Dor) in Palestine. In the campaign season of 218, he
fought successfully in Phoenicia. He then took several Ptolemaic strongholds in central
and eastern Palestine. These successes confirm that Antiochus III did “certainly come”
(“certainly” connotes unusual determination) to “overflow and pass through” (or capture)
territories owned or legally claimed by the Seleucids.
These victories occurred in the first two years of the Fourth Syrian War (219–217).
Central to this war was the annexation of Syria and Phoenicia a hundred years earlier by
Ptolemy I. Historical records indicate that the Fourth Syrian War was the first battle
between the two monarchies to be fought in Palestine. It was a significant battle. For the
first time, the Seleucids ruled over the land originally assigned to them in 301. The importance of the occasion is alluded to in Daniel 11 by the threefold expression of action, “and
one shall certainly come, and overflow, and pass through.” This statement also showcases
Antiochus III’s ambitious nature and military aggression. Later, under his rule, the Seleucid empire reached the height of its prestige.
then shall he [the king of the north] return, and be stirred up, even to his [the king of
the south’s] fortress. In the winter of 218/17, Antiochus III and most of his army rested
at Ptolemais (or Akko, in Phoenicia). In 217, in the final year of the Fourth Syrian War,
Antiochus III returned to the theatre of battle to push the boundary of Egyptian control
even further south. He reached all the way to the Palestinian stronghold (or “fortress”) of
Raphia—just beyond the Egyptian frontier—where a major battle with the Egyptians was
about to take place.

Dan 11:11. And the king of the south shall be moved with choler, and shall come forth
and fight with him, even with the king of the north: and he [the king of the north]
shall set forth a great multitude; but the multitude shall be given into his [the king of
the south’s] hand.
Ptolemy IV was the king of the south who marched out from Egypt to fight Antiochus III
at Raphia in June 217. He had spent two years assembling and training his army. Polybius
gives an account of the size of the Egyptian forces involved (5.79):
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By the beginning of spring Antiochus and Ptolemy had completed their preparations and
were determined on deciding the fate of the Syrian expedition by a battle. Now Ptolemy
started from Alexandria with an army of seventy thousand foot, five thousand horse, and
seventy-three elephants, and Antiochus, on learning of his advance, concentrated his
forces . . . The whole army of Antiochus consisted of sixty-two thousand foot, six thousand
horse, and a hundred and two elephants.

In a pitched battle, considered one of the largest of the period, Ptolemy IV won a decisive
victory. He killed nearly 10,000 infantry, more than 300 cavalry, 5 elephants, and took
more than 4000 prisoners (Polyb. 5.86). Antiochus III’s multitude being given into the
hand of the king of the south expresses the totality of the victory.

Dan 11:12–13. And when he [the king of the south] hath taken away the multitude,
his heart shall be lifted up; and he shall cast down many ten thousands: but he shall
not be strengthened by it. For the king of the north shall return, and shall set forth a
multitude greater than the former, and shall certainly come after certain years with a
great army and with much riches.
And when he hath taken away the multitude, his heart shall be lifted up. Buoyed by
his victory against the Seleucid army, Ptolemy IV sought further gains. After his Raphia
triumph, he recaptured the province of Syria and Phoenicia without resistance. The Raphia
Decree of 217 (an Egyptian stele commemorating Ptolemy IV’s victory) suggests that he
then invaded the Seleucid kingdom itself, raiding a number of cities across the border:
afterwards, he went among the territories of his enemies and caused a garrison(?) camp to
be made for his forces and fortified; he remained in it until he was sought (?), those who
had ... of(?) those who opposed him, to come and do battle with him; he spent many days
outside that place; when they rose up again he let loose his army; their towns were plundered, since they were not able to defend their territories while they were being destroyed,
he making it clear to everyone that it was the work of the gods, and it was not well to fight
against him; he came away from those places having become master of all their territories
in twenty-one days (ll. 23–25; Simpson 1996: 249, 251)

Such was his success that Ptolemy IV may have controlled some of the cross-border
cities even until the Fifth Syrian War (202–198). His punitive attacks soon led to a peace
agreement with Antiochus III, after which Ptolemy IV returned to Egypt.
Concerning events in Judah during the Fourth Syrian War, reliable information is virtually
non-existent. The only source is 3 Maccabees, which reports, among other things, on
Ptolemy IV’s visit to Jerusalem after he defeated Antiochus III (1:1–2:24). He was
heartily received, but matters changed quickly when he tried to enter the Holy of Holies.
The high priest, Simon, sought God’s help in prayer. The divine response was punishing:
Thereupon God, who oversees all things, the first Father of all, holy among the holy ones,
having heard the lawful supplication, scourged him who had exalted himself in insolence
and audacity. He shook him on this side and that as a reed is shaken by the wind, so that
he lay helpless on the ground and, besides being paralyzed in his limbs, was unable even
to speak, since he was smitten by a righteous judgment. Then both friends and bodyguards, seeing the severe punishment that had overtaken him, and fearing lest he should
lose his life, quickly dragged him out, panic-stricken in their exceedingly great fear. After
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a while he recovered, and though he had been punished, he by no means repented, but
went away uttering bitter threats. (3 Macc 2:21–24)

Owing to the fable-like character of 3 Maccabees, this story is generally dismissed as
fiction. 16
he shall cause myriads to fall, but he shall not be strong. 17 This statement evidently
refers to the total of all who died by the hand of Ptolemy IV, from Raphia to his attacks
across the Seleucid border. The term “myriads” (ribbô ) denotes a large, undetermined
number. 18 The extent of Ptolemy IV’s victory no doubt prompted the peace agreement
with Antiochus III in 217.
The prophecy about myriads falling invokes a comparison with the remainder of the
sentence. While the large number slain suggests that Ptolemy IV was militarily superior
to Antiochus III, the reality was that he “shall not be strong.” The Ptolemaic dynasty began
to decline under his rule, which was weak and corrupt. Not surprisingly, his dominance
over Antiochus III did not last.
For the king of the north shall return, and shall set forth a multitude greater than the
former, and shall certainly come after certain years with a great army and with much
riches [or “much substance”]. Following the Ptolemaic victory at Raphia in 217, Antiochus III spent time restoring his kingdom and rebuilding his army. In 204, Ptolemy IV
died and was succeeded by his five year old son, Ptolemy V Epiphanes (204–180). In 202,
Antiochus III came against the south with an even greater army than at Raphia fifteen
years earlier. (The peace treaty of 217 was no longer valid owing to the death in 204 of
the other signatory, Ptolemy IV.) Antiochus III came with “much substance,” or plentiful
military supplies. (He overextended himself logistically at Raphia, so made up for it in this
campaign.) The time was right to attack. The Ptolemaic kingdom was beset with many
difficulties, and was in rapid decline. It also lacked strong leadership (Ptolemy V was a
child). Taking advantage of the kingdom’s weakened status, Antiochus III fought a series
of battles against the south between 202 and 198. This was the Fifth Syrian War. By 200,
Antiochus III held much of Palestine. But there was a notable counterattack, and it
affected Judah.

Dan 11:14. And in those times there shall many stand up against the king of the south:
also the robbers of thy people shall exalt themselves to establish the vision; but they
shall fall.

16

There are four Books of Maccabees, which all center on persecution of the Jews by Hellenistic kings. The books vary greatly in reliability, content, and style. First and Second Maccabees
were declared to be canonical by the Council of Trent in 1546 but were relegated to the Apocrypha
by protestants. Third Maccabees was regarded as canonical only by the Eastern Catholic churches.
Fourth Maccabees was rarely considered canonical. Third and Fourth Maccabees are usually
ranked among the Pseudepigrapha.
17
Translation by Wood (1973: 287).
18
For analysis of ribbô, see P. P. Jenson, “8047,” NIDOTTE 3:1036–37.
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As this verse indicates, the king of the south had enemies apart from Antiochus III, both
inside and outside of Egypt. External enemies included Philip V of Macedonia, who
attacked the Ptolemaic island of Samos in 201 (evidently after making a pact with Antiochus III over their carving up of outlying Ptolemaic possessions). Internally, problems
included:
• the formation of an independent kingdom in upper Egypt after a revolt by nonGreek Egyptians
• revolt by the local population of the Nile delta
• mutinies in the army
• internal power struggles in the Ptolemaic court, with coups and murders
An anti-Ptolemaic faction was at work even among “thy people,” being Daniel’s people,
the Jews. They are identified as “the robbers of thy people.” This is the first mention of
the Jews in Daniel 11. Given that the vision’s objective is to make Daniel understand
“what shall befall thy people in the latter days” (10:14), this first prophecy about Daniel’s
people is important.
Who were the “robbers of thy people?” The word translated “robbers” (pªrî%) appears
infrequently in Scripture. Its usage in Jeremiah, though, is informative. Just before the
Babylonian exile, Jeremiah accused the Jews of spiritual hypocrisy. They violated the
commandments, then stood in the temple thinking they would be absolved:
Behold, ye trust in lying words, that cannot profit. Will ye steal, murder, and commit
adultery, and swear falsely, and burn incense unto Baal, and walk after other gods
whom ye know not; And come and stand before me in this house, which is called
by my name, and say, We are delivered to do all these abominations? Is this house,
which is called by my name, become a den of robbers [pªrî%] in your eyes? Behold,
even I have seen it, saith the LORD. (Jer 7:8–11)
Just as thieves hide in dens (or caves) to avoid the authorities, so the hypocritical Jews
went to the temple, believing that participation in temple ritual would hide their sins
from God. But the Lord saw their wickedness, just as Jesus saw the wickedness of the
marketers who turned the temple into a “den of thieves” (cf. Matt 21:13; Mark 11:17).
From Jeremiah 7:11, we can deduce that the “robbers of thy people” are the wicked ones
who break the Law but think they will be absolved by participation in temple rituals. It
appears that only a select group of that cohort is in view here. As the context of Daniel
11:14 implies, these people were anti-Ptolemaic. Evidently, they were the pro-Seleucid
advocates we know about from sources such as Josephus. Mostly from the upper class,
and holding positions of power, they apparently persuaded the population that Judah’s
interests were best served by siding with the resurgent Seleucids and not the Ptolemies,
who were in decline. Public acceptance of their views caused the prestige of these men to
be magnified (they “shall exalt themselves”).
The pro-Seleucid advocates were members of influential families such as the Tobiads and
high-priestly Oniads. Because of their attachment to wealth and power, these families
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usually had their own best interests at heart. On their behavior, Grabbe observes (2008:
295): “The situation in Palestine during the Ptolemaic period appears to have lent itself
to mafia-style activity on the part of such families.” While they may have thought
themselves to be upright before God (through regular temple attendance), these “robbers
of thy people” began the string of events that would climax with the religious ban enacted
against the Jews by Antiochus IV. Thus, by encouraging the Jews to accept Seleucid rule,
they were establishing the vision of the coming “abomination that maketh desolate” (Dan
11:31).
Although the pro-Seleucid advocates exalted themselves, Daniel 11:14 reports that “they
shall fall” (cf. Luke 18:9–14). The verb “fall” is kšl, which means to stumble, falter, fail,
or be brought down. 19 The most likely meaning in 11:14 is that they would falter (or be
stumbled) in their plans to secure financial gain by promoting Seleucid rule. Historical
sources support this. Although Antiochus III was highly successful during the first stage
of the Fifth Syrian War, there was a counterattack by the Egyptian army, led by Scopas
the Aetolian. He captured many cities. In the winter of 201/00 he took Judah, with
Jerusalem surrendering. Scopas held Jerusalem at least until the summer of 200, when
Antiochus III defeated him at the battle of Panium.
Of interest here is the fate of the pro-Seleucid faction after Scopas occupied Jerusalem.
On this, Hengel writes (1974: 9):
In the autumn [of 201] Antiochus departed from Palestine, leaving garrisons behind. The
Ptolemaic leader Scopas took advantage of this in the winter of 201/200 for a counterthrust by which he was able to win back considerable areas of the lost territory. Meanwhile
a strong pro-Seleucid party had established itself in Jerusalem. The obscure saying in
Dan. 11:14 probably hints at its resistance and the punishment meted out by Scopas: ‘In
those times many shall rise against the king of the south; and the men of violence
(parisim) among your own people shall lift themselves up in order to fulfil the vision; but
they shall fail’ . . . A fragment of Polybius preserved in Josephus also suggests that the
Jews were suppressed by force; i.e., probably that this time the majority of them were proSeleucid.

Josephus states that the Jews surrendered only “after being attacked” (Ant. 12.132). This
supports the view that they resisted Scopas. Clearly, the Ptolemies were not welcome in
Judah, and Scopas apparently punished the heads of the pro-Seleucid faction by exiling
them to Egypt. 20 This appears to be the manner in which they “failed” or “stumbled.”
But their setback did not stop the tide of events. Despite the removal of the pro-Seleucid
heads, Judah welcomed Antiochus III when he retook Jerusalem in the summer or autumn
of 200. Josephus writes about the occasion (Ant. 12.133–134):
And later, when Antiochus took possession of the cities in Coele-Syria which Scopas had
held, and Samaria, the Jews of their own will went over to him and admitted him to their
city and made abundant provision for his entire army and his elephants; and they readily

For analysis of kšl, see Allan M. Harman, “4173,” NIDOTTE 2:733–35. Of interest here is
Harman’s observation: “In many cases the use of the vb. ‘stumble’ is equivalent to saying that
the people sinned against the Lord. Thus Isaiah describes sinful Jerusalem as a staggering city
(Isa 3:8), or sinful Israel as people staggering in the twilight (59:10; cf. also Job 4:4).”
20
For discussion of Scopas and the Jews, see Gera 1998 (25–35).
19
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joined his forces in besieging the garrison which had been left by Scopas in the citadel of
Jerusalem. Accordingly Antiochus considering it just to requite the zeal and exertions of
the Jews on his behalf, wrote to his governors and Friends, bearing witness to the Jews
concerning the good treatment which he had received at their hands, and announcing the
rewards which he had decided to give them on that account.

Although the leaders of the pro-Seleucid faction were in exile, the Jews heartily welcomed
Antiochus III when he retook the city. As Gera observes, this occurred because the high
priest himself, along with the gerousia (advising elders), had endorsed Seleucid rule
(1998: 34):
This continued support for Antiochus III, even after the heads of the pro-Seleucid faction
were exiled, is significant. The high priest Simon and the heads of the Jerusalem gerousia
succeeded the “children of the violent” alluded to in the book of Daniel, and they too
backed Antiochus III. The influence of the governor [of Syria and Phoenicia], coupled
with the prestige of the Seleucid kingdom at the time and the weakness of the Ptolemaic
kingdom, convinced the Jews to side with Antiochus III. The Jews were not alone in
endorsing Antiochus III, for Polybius tells us that almost none of the people of Syria and
Phoenicia remained loyal to Ptolemy V Epiphanes (16.22a). Support of the victorious
Seleucids was well rewarded. In the case of the Jews, we know that Antiochus III, through
his governor Ptolemy, extended the rights of the priestly class and members of the
gerousia, and buttressed their position at the head of Jewish society.

Daniel 11:14 is an important verse. Containing the first mention of Daniel’s people, a
mention that is cast in a wholly negative light, the verse outlines the genesis of the
problem that later becomes the crisis of the vision. In desiring and embracing the rule of
Antiochus III, the sinful progeny of Jews in 11:14 paved the way for similarly minded
men to conspire with Antiochus IV to outlaw, by force, the Jewish religion.
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Part 7 – Palestine Under the Seleucids (11:15–20)
The Ptolemies had ruled Palestine for over a century but that ended when Antiochus III
defeated the Egyptians in the Fifth Syrian War (202–198). For Judah, the changeover to
Seleucid rule was welcomed, especially given the tax concessions and beneficial edicts
brought about by their new king. Those edicts included a reconfirmation of standard
Hellenistic policy regarding the freedom of the Jews to live in accordance with their own
laws. This edict, a crucial one with respect to coming events in Daniel’s vision, appears in
Josephus’ collection of documents associated with Antiochus III (Ant. 12:142, 145–146):
And all the members of the nation shall have a form of government in accordance with
the laws of their country, and the senate, the priests, the scribes of the temple and the
temple-singers shall be relieved from the poll-tax and the crown-tax and the salt-tax . . . It
is unlawful for any foreigner to enter the enclosure of the temple which is forbidden to the
Jews, except to those of them who are accustomed to enter after purifying themselves in
accordance with the law of the country. Nor shall anyone bring into the city the flesh of
horses or of mules or of wild or tame asses, or of leopards, foxes or hares or, in general,
of any animals forbidden to the Jews. Nor is it lawful to bring in their skins or even to
breed any of these animals in the city. But only the sacrificial animals known to their
ancestors and necessary for the propitiation of God shall they be permitted to use.

Dan 11:15–16. So the king of the north shall come, and cast up a mount, and take the
most fenced cities: and the arms of the south shall not withstand, neither his chosen
people, neither shall there be any strength to withstand. But he that cometh against
him shall do according to his own will, and none shall stand before him: and he shall
stand in the glorious land, which by his hand shall be consumed.
This passage continues the narrative about the king of the north’s campaign during the
Fifth Syrian War (it follows after Daniel 11:13). After the counter-offensive by Scopas in
the winter of 201/00, Antiochus III defeated him at the battle of Panium in the summer
of 200. Within a short time, Antiochus III had retaken most of Palestine. But there were
Ptolemaic strongholds in Syria and Phoenicia that required more effort to take because
they were walled cities garrisoned by Egyptian troops. They included Sidon, Joppa,
Abila, Gadara, and cities in the region of Samaria. Using siege engines against their
defensive walls, Antiochus took those cities: “the king of the north shall come, and cast
up a mount [siege engines], and take the most fenced cities [the remaining strongholds].”
This final stage of the war slowed Antiochus III’s advance, with complete victory not
occurring until 198.
The capture of Sidon is noteworthy. After their defeat at Panium, Scopas and his army
fled to the safety of Sidon, which became the main Ptolemaic stronghold. Antiochus III
besieged it, probably in the summer or autumn of 200. During the siege, Egypt sent three
of its most distinguished generals, 21 along with a select army, to break through the Seleu-
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In his Commentary on Daniel, Jerome (1958: 126) identifies the three generals as Eropus,
Menocles, and Damoxenus.
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cid line and rescue Scopas and his 10,000 soldiers. However, the rescue attempt failed.
With food supplies in Sidon running out, Scopas surrendered. Hence, we read that “the
arms of the south shall not withstand, neither his chosen people [the three generals and
the select army].” Scopas’ surrender probably took place in the late spring or early summer
of 199.
By early 198, the Fifth Syrian War was over. Antiochus III now controlled the province
of Syria and Phoenicia, as foretold in the vision: “neither shall there be any strength to
withstand. But he [Antiochus] that cometh against him [the king of the south] shall do
according to his own will, and none shall stand before him.” The Seleucid victory ended
Ptolemaic rule of the province permanently. It was renamed “Coele-Syria and Phoenicia.”
And he shall stand in the glorious land, having destruction in his hand. 22 This remark
is an important postscript to the Fifth Syrian War. The “glorious” land is Judah (cf. 11:
41; 45). His “standing” in it shows that Antiochus III personally entered Jerusalem with
his army to retake it (in the summer or autumn of 200). As Josephus reports, the Jews
“readily joined his forces in besieging the garrison which had been left by Scopas in the
citadel of Jerusalem” (Ant. 12.133). This appears to be the “destruction” or “full end” or
“consummation” [kªlâ] referred to in Daniel 11:16. 23 It is the eradication, by Antiochus
III’s hand, of all the remaining defensive positions in the province, with the objective of
bringing Ptolemaic rule there to a full end.
The attention to Judah here is warranted because it marks a turning point in the prophecy:
Judah is now being ruled by the kings of the north. Although the Jews initially favored
Seleucid rule, they were to suffer greatly in a few decades under a son of Antiochus III.
This was Antiochus IV Epiphanes (175–164). He, too, stood in the glorious land, but the
destruction in his hand was targeted squarely at the Jews.

Excursus 1: The Growing Influence of Rome in the
Eastern Mediterranean
It will be instructive at this point to discuss the Roman Republic, which was ascendant
during the second century BC. While the Seleucids moved to extend their empire, the
Romans acted to contain it. This excursus will review the relations between Rome and
the Seleucid empire during the reign of Antiochus III.
By the end of 201, the Romans were aware that Antiochus III and Philip V had attacked
Ptolemaic possessions simultaneously, which suggested that they were in league against
Egypt. This was contrary to Roman interests. If the Ptolemaic kingdom was carved up
between the Seleucids and Macedonians, they would wield too much power, and be
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Translation by Wood (1973: 290).
For analysis of kªlâ, see William R. Domeris and Cornelis Van Dam, “3983,” NIDOTTE
2:641–43. The authors observe: “The nom. kªlâ often means a full end (e.g., Jer 4:27). This sense
of finality is an important feature of the semantic domain of klh and necessitates such harsh
expressions as annihilation, decimation, or total destruction.”
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formidable adversaries should they decide to expand their empires westward (especially
the Macedonians, who were geographically closer to Rome). Having discussed these and
other regional concerns, the Roman Senate authorized ambassadorial visits throughout
the region to make known their opinions and demands.
During the course of those visits, around September 200, the Roman ambassador Marcus
Aemilius Lepidus met Philip V by the walls of Abydus (a city he was besieging on the
Asiatic coast of the Hellespont). He presented Philip V with three main demands: (1) the
payment of indemnities to Pergamum and Rhodes, locations he was at war with; (2) that
he refrain from attacking the Greeks; and (3) that he refrain from attacking Ptolemaic
possessions. Failure to accept those demands would bring about a state of war.
The meeting failed, which meant that a state of war now existed between Rome and
Macedonia. The next major stop for the Roman envoys was Antioch, the Seleucid capital.
However, by the time they arrived (in the winter of 200/199), Antiochus III had already
defeated the Ptolemaic army and was conquering the Egyptian strongholds still standing
in Syria and Phoenicia. Not wanting to deny Antiochus III his victory (which may have
driven him to join with Philip V against Rome), the envoys established a political friendship with Antiochus III, on condition that he did not cooperate with Philip V against
Rome. Clearly, the Roman priority for the envoys was to limit Philip V’s power. The issue
of Ptolemaic possessions was less important.
In 200, Rome launched a war against Philip V (the Second Macedonian War). In 197,
Rome finally defeated him at the battle of Cynoscephalae. The same year, Antiochus III
campaigned in Asia Minor, seizing much of its coastal regions, including Ephesus. The
success and rapidity of his advance alarmed Rome. Antiochus III looked set to push
forward into Europe. Would he join forces with Philip V? Would some of Rome’s allies
in the region be influenced to side with him? In light of the threats to their interests, Rome
resolved to push the Seleucid kingdom as far east as possible (away from Greece).
Antiochus III crossed into Europe in the spring of 196. He gained control of the cities of
the Chersonesus as well as parts of Thrace. He also undertook rebuilding efforts in
Lysimacheia, intending for it to serve as the chief Seleucid city in the region, and also as
a residence for his son Seleucus. Twice that year, at Corinth then Lysimacheia, the
Romans made known their demands to Antiochus III. He was not to attack the autonomous
Greek cities in the region, and he was to withdraw from the captured cities that had been
under Macedonian or Egyptian control. At the face-to-face meeting in Lysimacheia (the
Corinth meeting was with Seleucid ambassadors only), Antiochus III disputed every one
of the Roman delegation’s claims, insisting on his right to reoccupy the European cities
formerly taken by Seleucus I (in Chersonesus and Thrace). He also assured them that he
had no intention of attacking Rome. The meeting ended with no concessions being made
by either side.
Antiochus III continued to campaign in Thrace in 195 and 194. Still alarmed by his
presence in Europe, Rome responded with the surprising move of recalling its army from
Greece in 194. This public relations ploy, of leaving the Greeks to be the masters of their
own fate, showed that Rome was generous, and the true liberator of Greece. By contrast,
Antiochus III, a Hellenistic conqueror, used force of arms to express his will. If he
attacked Greece, the region would see him as an invader, and Rome as a friend.
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After the failure of further negotiations between Rome and Antiochus III, the Seleucid
army invaded Greece. This forced Rome to go to war with Antiochus III. Hostilities began
in 192 and ended with the defeat of the Seleucid king in the battle of Magnesia in 190. In
the subsequent peace negotiations, Rome demanded stiff reparations from Antiochus III.
The following excerpt from Appian recounts Rome’s conditions for peace, as presented to
the Seleucid envoys by Publius Cornelius Scipio Africanus (who was acting commander
of the Roman army at the battle of Magnesia):
To them Publius made the following reply: “The grasping nature of Antiochus has been
the cause of his present and past misfortunes. While he was the possessor of a vast
empire, to which the Romans did not object, he seized Coele-Syria, which belonged to
Ptolemy, his own relative and our friend. Then he invaded Europe, which did not concern
him, subjugated Thrace, fortified the Chersonesus, and rebuilt Lysimacheia. He passed
thence into Greece and took away the liberty of the people whom the Romans had lately
freed . . . We might properly impose a severer punishment on him for his obstinacy in
fighting us so persistently: but we are not accustomed to abuse our own prosperity or to
aggravate the misfortunes of others. We offer him the same conditions as before, making
some small additions which will be advantageous to us and conducive to his own future
security. He must abandon Europe altogether and all of Asia this side of the Taurus, the
boundaries to be fixed hereafter; he shall surrender all the elephants he has, and such
number of ships as we may prescribe, and for the future keep no elephants and only so
many ships as we allow; he shall give twenty hostages, whom the consul will select, and
pay for the cost of the present war, incurred on his account, 500 Euboïc talents down and
2500 more when the Senate ratifies the treaty; and 12,000 more during twelve years, each
yearly instalment to be delivered in Rome . . . If Antiochus accepts these conditions without
guile we offer him peace and friendship subject to the Senate’s ratification.”
All the terms offered by Scipio were accepted by the ambassadors. That part of the
money which was to be paid down, and the twenty hostages, were furnished. Among the
latter was Antiochus [IV], the younger son of Antiochus. (Appian, Syr. 38–39)

The punitive terms were accepted by Antiochus III (he had no other choice) and the treaty
was ratified in Apamea in the summer of 188. It was an entirely one-sided treaty with no
real obligations on Rome’s part. While the reparations constituted Rome’s punishment
of Antiochus III, the treaty was also designed to weaken the Seleucid empire for years to
come. The financial demands were particularly heavy, leaving the empire constantly short
of money.
Part of the reparation was the handing over to Rome of twenty hostages—presumably
influential figures from the Seleucid court—to guarantee Antiochus III’s good behavior.
They were to be replaced every three years, ensuring that the Romans always held key
people. Since Antiochus III would have sought their advice on matters pertaining to the
empire, their loss would be keenly felt. (This setback added to the military and economic
blows already dealt to the monarchy.) One of the early hostages was Antiochus, the third
son of Antiochus III and future king (Antiochus IV Epiphanes).
The Roman-Syrian War (192–188) was a milestone event in the rise of the Republic. The
victory over Antiochus III at Magnesia, coupled with the restrictions placed on his
empire, had legitimized Rome’s involvement in eastern Mediterranean affairs. It also
allowed Rome to intervene in future Seleucid affairs, as happened to Antiochus IV on
the infamous “Day of Eleusis” (see Daniel 11:30). In the decades to follow, Rome’s
ascendancy coincided with the decline of the Seleucid empire.
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Dan 11:17. He shall also set his face to enter with the strength of his whole kingdom,
and upright ones with him; thus shall he do: and he shall give him the daughter of
women, corrupting her: but she shall not stand on his side, neither be for him.
He shall also set his face to enter with the strength of his whole kingdom. The setting
is the aftermath of the Fifth Syrian War (202–198). By 198, Antiochus III controlled all
the province of Syria and Phoenicia. A peace agreement with Egypt would be beneficial
now, as it would free the Seleucid army to campaign elsewhere (notably in Asia Minor).
The king therefore decided to go to Egypt (“set his face to enter” – cf. Gen 31:21; 2 Kgs
12:17) with a show of military force (“with the strength of his whole kingdom”). Backed
by his army, Antiochus III forced terms of peace on the Egyptian king. (He probably
negotiated with Scopas and Aristomenes, two influential ministers in the young king’s
court.) The agreement was most likely made in 198 or early 197.
and upright ones with him. This is better translated “bringing equitable terms with him”
(Leupold 1969: 490). The terms of the peace agreement were equitable. To seal it, Antiochus III promised to give his daughter, Cleopatra, in marriage to Ptolemy V (cf. Dan
11:6). However, the marriage did not occur immediately because Ptolemy V was only
about twelve years old.
thus shall he do: and he shall give him the daughter of women. Antiochus III was true
to his word (“thus shall he do”). The fulfillment of the peace terms occurred in the winter
of 194/93 when Antiochus III’s daughter was given in marriage to Ptolemy V at Raphia.
Ptolemy V was sixteen years of age when he married Cleopatra. Her being called the
“daughter of women” probably denotes eminence, similar to the expression “first lady.”
But Antiochus III had an ulterior motive in giving away his daughter in marriage.
Mindful of the Roman attention to the balance of power in the region, he was unwilling
to conduct overt campaigns against Egypt. So he resorted to subterfuge. By giving
Cleopatra in marriage to Ptolemy V, he hoped to establish Seleucid leverage in the court
through her position as queen. Also, should she give birth to a son, he would be an heir
to both crowns, thereby increasing Seleucid influence in the Ptolemaic court.
corrupting her. The order of the Hebrew words makes the interpretation of this remark
difficult. Bible translations generally favor one of two meanings:
• he shall give him the daughter of women, to destroy it
• he shall give him the daughter of women, to corrupt her
In the former case, the antecedent of “it” is not specified, but is presumed to be Ptolemaic
Egypt. In the latter case, the corrupting of Cleopatra refers to Antiochus III’s attempts at
making her betray her husband. While the latter has merit (the first is doubtful), I prefer a
third meaning, as offered by Archer (1985: 132):
• And he will give to him the daughter of women in order for her to corrupt him
Antiochus III hoped that Cleopatra would influence the young Egyptian king (still a
teenager) to favor Seleucid policies, thereby corrupting him politically.
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but she shall not stand on his [Antiochus III’s] side, neither be for him. The marriage
ploy of Antiochus III backfired. Cleopatra became attached to her husband, and favored
his interests over her father’s.

Dan 11:18. Then he shall turn his face to the coastlands and shall take many of them;
but a commander shall cause the reproach designed by him to cease and even turn his
reproach back upon him. 24
Then he shall turn his face to the coastlands and shall take many of them. After Antiochus III forced a peace agreement with Ptolemy V in 198 or early 197, he turned his
attention to Asia Minor, where he seized many of its coastal regions during the course of
197. In 196, he crossed into Europe and gained control of the cities of the Chersonesus
(Thracian Chersonese) as well as parts of Thrace. Despite Roman objections, Antiochus III
continued to campaign in Thrace in 195 and 194. He then invaded Greece in 192.
but a commander shall cause the reproach designed by him to cease. The invasion of
Greece in 192 was the last straw for the Romans, and they went to war with the Seleucids
in what is known as Roman-Syrian War (192–188). Hostilities ended when the Romans
defeated Antiochus III at the battle of Magnesia in 190. The “commander” in that battle
was the Roman general, Publius Cornelius Scipio Africanus. 25 He ended the “reproach”
meted out to the Republic by Antiochus III. The reproach was the king’s invasion of
Greece, which was done in contempt of Rome’s strong interest there, and in disregard of
its prior military occupancy. (Two years earlier, the Romans had recalled their army from
Greece to show that they were the true champions of Greek liberty.)
and even turn his reproach back upon him. Scipio Africanus did indeed reverse matters
such that Antiochus III’s reproach was turned back on him. Not only did he inflict a
crushing defeat on Antiochus III at the battle of Magnesia in 190, but humiliating reparations were imposed on him by Africanus in the Treaty of Apamea in 188. (See excerpt
from Appian in the excursus above.)

Dan 11:19. Then he shall turn his face toward the fort of his own land: but he shall
stumble and fall, and not be found.
Daniel 11:18 prophesied about Antiochus III’s successful campaign in Asia Minor: “he
[shall] turn his face unto the isles, and shall take many.” Now, having lost all those
possessions to the Romans, Antiochus III turned his face (or his attention) to the “fort of
his own land,” being the strong cities of his own empire. Apparently, in the wake of his
defeat at Magnesia, revolts broke out in various parts of the kingdom. The last we hear
of Antiochus the Great is his presence in Elymais (Elam), where he accused the inhabitants of revolt, giving cause to loot their temple. (Antiochus III was short of money owing
to the war reparations exacted by Rome.) Diodorus relates the event:
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Translation by Wood (1973: 292).
The nominal Roman commander for the campaign was Lucius Cornelius Scipio Asiaticus.
However, he relinquished much of its leadership to his brother, the famed general Africanus.
25
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29.15: Antiochus, pressed for funds and hearing that the temple of Bel in Elymaïs had a
large store of silver and gold, derived from the dedications, resolved to pillage it. He
proceeded to Elymaïs and after accusing the inhabitants of initiating hostilities, pillaged
the temple; but though he amassed much wealth he speedily received meet punishment
from the gods.
28.3: As for Antiochus, his project of pillaging the sanctuary of Zeus at Elymaïs brought
him to appropriate disaster, and he perished with all his host.

The temple attack occurred in the summer of 187, and it cost Antiochus III and his army
their lives (“he shall stumble and fall”). Daniel 11:19 adds that he shall “not be found.”
This cheerless epitaph alludes to the fleeting nature of power. Ruling for thirty-six years
(the longest of the Seleucid monarchs), Antiochus III proved himself as the most successful Seleucid king after Seleucus I himself. Before his defeat in the war with Rome, he
brought the empire to the height of its prestige. He certainly made his mark in history.
But power is ephemeral. After death, as the Psalmist observed, the one who wielded it is
no longer found:
I have seen the wicked in great power, and spreading himself like a green bay tree.
Yet he passed away, and, lo, he was not: yea, I sought him, but he could not be
found. (Ps 37:35–36; cf. Job 20:4–8)
The transient nature of power is one of the themes of Daniel’s final vision. Rulers come
go, as governed by God’s will (“he removeth kings, and setteth up kings” – Dan 2:21).
This is exemplified in the vision by the ongoing wars between the Seleucids and Ptolemies. But the day will come when all earthly kingdoms will be broken and consumed
(cf. Dan 2:44; Isa 34:1–17; Rev 2:26–27; 11:15). After that day, they will not be found.
In the poetic words of Isaiah 34:12: “They shall call the nobles thereof to the kingdom,
but none shall be there, and all her princes shall be nothing.”

Dan 11:20. And there shall rise up in his place one that shall cause an exactor to pass
through the glory of the kingdom; but after some days he shall be broken, but not in
anger nor by war. 26
And there shall rise up in his place. In 187, the son of Antiochus III, Seleucus IV Philopator (187–175), stood in his father’s estate as the next king. Although the ancient sources
indicate that Seleucus IV was a weak ruler, he maintained a state of peace for his entire
reign by astute dealings with Rome. Relations with the Ptolemies were also agreeable. Of
interest is the change of rulership in Egypt following the death of Ptolemy V in 180. He
was succeeded by his eldest son Ptolemy VI Philometor (180–145). However, because he
was only about six years of age, his mother, Cleopatra I, acted as regent. Cleopatra I was
the sister of Seleucus IV (see Daniel 11:17). It is unlikely that any hostilities occurred
between the Ptolemies and Seleucids during her rule (she died in April or May 176).
However, sometime after the death of both Seleucus IV and Cleopatra I, relations between
the Ptolemies and Seleucids soured (2 Macc 4:21). This occurred during the reign of
Antiochus IV.
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Translation by Leupold (1969: 492).
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one that shall cause an exactor to pass through the glory of the kingdom. With the
empire constantly short of money owing to the punitive war reparations imposed by Rome
(including an annual payment of 1000 talents), Seleucus IV was heavily reliant on tax
collection. He therefore entrusted this duty to “an exactor.” This person was Seleucus IV’s
chief minister, Heliodorus. He was tasked by the king to “pass through the glory of the
kingdom,” meaning that he was to focus his taxing efforts on the richest and most productive parts of the empire.
but after some [lit. few] days he shall be broken. The verb “broken” (šbr) refers to the
death of Seleucus IV in September 175 after a reign of twelve years. His dying “within
few days” [KJV] possibly continues the ephemeral tone set for Antiochus III’s death in
Daniel 11:19 (see discussion of “not be found”). In other words, one’s time on earth is
fleeting, even for kings of mighty empires (cf. Job 14:1–2; Ps 39:4–5; James 4:14).
but not in anger nor by war. The death of Seleucus IV occurred neither through an act
of overt anger (e.g., public revolt, personal revenge) nor warfare. Rather, it was through
betrayal. Seleucus IV was murdered by his chief minister Heliodorus, who had his own
plans for the empire. (Evidently, Heliodorus had a strong, independent power base in the
court.) His timing was well considered. When he killed Seleucus IV, there were three
potential heirs to the throne: Seleucus IV’s two sons Demetrius and Antiochus (aged
around ten and five, respectively), and his younger brother Antiochus, the future Antiochus IV Epiphanes, whose date of birth is uncertain (between 218 and 200).
The two sons of Seleucus IV had the strongest claim to the throne, but they were too
young to rule alone. Also, Demetrius was absent from the kingdom when Seleucus IV
died, having been sent to Rome by his father a few years earlier to replace his brother
Antiochus as a political hostage. (Antiochus had already spent some ten years there.) This
exchange, which occurred no later than 178/77, was probably done as a political move by
Seleucus IV to appease the Romans (the exact reasons are unknown). After leaving Rome,
Antiochus took up residence in Athens. He was still there some two or three years later
when Heliodorus made his move. 27 Recognizing that there was no clear heir apparent,
Heliodorus killed Seleucus IV and took control of the kingdom. The youngest son,
Antiochus, was proclaimed king. His mother, Queen Laodice—who had been both wife
and sister of Seleucus IV—was made the official regent owing to her son’s age. While it
is assumed that Heliodorus engineered these events, the complicity of Laodice cannot be
excluded. Either way, the Seleucid empire was effectively under Heliodorus’ control.
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For the date of the hostage exchange between Antiochus and Demetrius, see SEG XXXII
131, first published by Stephen V. Tracy, “Greek Inscriptions from the Athenian Agora Third to
First Centuries B.C.,” Hesperia 51 (1982): 60–62. See also S. R. Llewelyn and J. R. Harrison,
eds., New Documents Illustrating Early Christianity: Volume 10 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2012),
87–91.
As a result of the reconstruction of SEG 131, the scholarly consensus is that Antiochus lived
in Athens from 178 to 175. Until the discovery of this fragment, it had only been known that
Antiochus was in Athens when news of his brother’s death reached him. It was therefore assumed
that the hostage exchange had only recently taken place. But we now know that Antiochus had
been in Athens for some time, meaning that the exchange took place earlier than previously
thought. Antiochus’ prolonged stay in Athens is noteworthy, and sheds light on Daniel 11:21.
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Part 8 – Initial Years of Antiochus IV’s
Reign (11:21–24)
The vision that began in Daniel 11:2 with the clash of the Persians and Greeks has finally
narrowed to one individual: Antiochus IV Epiphanes. The following scheme is proposed
for the king of the north’s actions in 11:21–45:
1. Daniel 11:21–30 narrates the historical (near-future) activities of Antiochus IV.
This passage cannot be made to conform to other end-time prophecies, especially
those in the book of Revelation. The passage divides into three parts:
— The initial years of Antiochus’ reign (11:21–24)
— His first war with Egypt and first invasion of Jerusalem (11:25–28)
— His second war with Egypt and second invasion of Jerusalem (11:29–30)
2. Daniel 11:31–35 reveals the dreadful outcome associated with Antiochus’ decree to
outlaw Jewish religious practices (not long after his second invasion of Jerusalem).
This passage fits both the known history of Antiochus’ reign as well as end-time
prophecy, so is treated as having a dual fulfillment.
3. Daniel 11:36–45 disagrees with the known history of Antiochus, so is treated as
referring to the end times only. The passage describes the reign of the final king of
the north (Satan) during the ultimate, spiritual expression of Seleucid rule.

Dan 11:21–22. And in his estate shall stand up a vile [spurned] person, to whom they
shall not give the honour of the kingdom: but he shall come in peaceably, and obtain
the kingdom by flatteries. And with the arms of a flood shall they be overflown from
before him, and shall be broken; yea, also the prince of the covenant.
Antiochus IV is the one who stood up as king in the estate of his brother, Seleucus IV.
He is immediately introduced as a “vile” person. The word translated “vile” is nbzh, from
the root bzh. While many accept nbzh as applying to Antiochus’ character, Benjamin
Scolnic argues that nbzh should be rendered “spurned” or “scorned.” Therefore, the word
applies to Antiochus’ condition, in that he had been spurned by the royal court. This
parallels the next clause indicating that he had been denied royal honours (as normally
accorded to a king’s brother). Scolnic writes in the introduction to his paper (2012: 572):
While most English translations render nbzh  הזבנin Dan 11:21 as “contemptible, vile,
despicable,” closer examination will demonstrate that this Biblical Hebrew word should
be translated as “spurned, scorned, rejected.” Once one understands Dan 11:21 accordingly, other ancient sources can be brought to show that this verse states, in its own
thinly-veiled code, that before his rise to power, Antiochus IV, son of the late king
Antiochus III and brother of the current king Seleucus IV, had been scorned and had not
been given appropriate royal honors and that this rejection may have motivated him to
avenge himself and rise to power by killing those who had scorned him.
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Scolnic proposes that Antiochus was spurned, among other reasons, by Seleucus IV’s wish
for a son to succeed him, not his brother whom he mistrusted. This explains Antiochus’
prolonged residence in Athens after leaving Rome. He was effectively in exile (see fn. 27,
p. 46). However, on hearing about the murder of Seleucus IV, he seized the opportunity
to return to Antioch. His arrival, no doubt, upset Heliodorus’ plans.
but he shall come in peaceably, and obtain the kingdom by flatteries. Antiochus’ rise
to the throne was achieved peacefully through “flatteries,” or slippery dealings. Included
in those dealings would have been his astute proposal to the royal court. Recall that
Antiochus was a scorned prince. To win the court’s support and to sidestep Heliodorus,
he offered to marry Laodice, the deceased king’s sister-queen. 28 He would also retain the
kingship of her young son (as coregent), and even adopt him as his own son. These steps
were politically clever, and would be viewed favorably by the populace. (The rightful
heir, Demetrius, was still a hostage in Rome.) While this arrangement appeared magnanimous, it was ultimately deceitful because Antiochus had his young coregent executed five
years later in 170.
There may have been other flatteries, too. King Eumenes II and his brother Attalus, from
the royal house of Pergamum, helped Antiochus to secure the throne. Presumably, Antiochus won their support with promises and flatteries. Appian recounts the assistance of
Pergamum (Syr. 45):
Afterward, on the death of Antiochus the Great, his son Seleucus [IV] succeeded him, and
gave his son Demetrius as a hostage to the Romans in place of his brother Antiochus. When
the latter arrived at Athens on his way home, Seleucus was assassinated as the result of a
conspiracy of a certain Heliodorus, one of the court officers; but when Heliodorus sought
to possess himself of the government he was driven out by Eumenes and Attalus, who
installed Antiochus therein in order to secure his good-will; for, by reason of certain
bickerings, they also had already grown suspicious of the Romans. Thus Antiochus, the
son of Antiochus the Great, ascended the throne of Syria. He was called Epiphanes (the
Illustrious) by the Syrians, because when the government was seized by usurpers he showed
himself to be a true king. Having cemented his friendship and alliance with Eumenes he
governed Syria and the neighbouring nations with a firm hand.

And the arms of the flood are overflowed from before him, and are broken; and also
the leader of the covenant [YLT]. Opinion is divided on the interpretation of this statement. I suggest that it refers to the coup attempt mentioned above by Appian: “when the
government was seized by usurpers he showed himself to be a true king.” Unfortunately,
information is lacking on the identity of the usurpers, and on the strength of their forces,
which appears to have been sufficient to warrant public alarm. Nevertheless, the usurpers
were defeated, most likely with the help of king Eumenes II of Pergamum. (As can be
deduced from Appian’s account, Eumenes II and a detachment of troops accompanied
28

The policy of a Seleucid king marrying his sister derived from Egyptian practice and was
introduced by Antiochus III, whose daughter Laodice (IV) married three brothers in succession.
Her first husband was Antiochus the Younger, her second was Seleucus IV Philopator, and her
third was Antiochus IV Epiphanes. (In Greek circles, the marriage of siblings was considered
scandalous. However, it was considered normal among Egyptian dynasties in both pharaonic
and Ptolemaic times. The major object of sibling marriage was to reinforce the authority and
unity of the dynasty.)
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Antiochus from Athens to Antioch.) Thus, the forces that attempted to take over the
empire, represented by the “arms of the flood,” were themselves “overflowed from before
him [Antiochus], and are broken.”
Also defeated was the “leader of the covenant.” This was probably Heliodorus, who
engineered the coup attempt, having made an agreement (or covenant) with the usurpers
over rulership of the empire. But his plans came unstuck. In the words of Charles Rollin
(1768: 280): “Providence removed this powerful adversary, to make way for Antiochus,
and raise him to the throne.” Antiochus ruled the Seleucid empire from 175 to 164.

Dan 11:23–24. And after the league made with him he shall work deceitfully: for he
shall come up, and shall become strong with a small people. He shall enter peaceably
even upon the fattest places of the province; and he shall do that which his fathers
have not done, nor his fathers’ fathers; he shall scatter among them the prey, and
spoil, and riches: yea, and he shall forecast his devices against the strong holds, even
for a time.
Like Daniel 11:22, this passage is cryptic, resulting in an array of interpretations. My view
is based on the premise that Antiochus needed to secure his rule at home, especially after
Heliodorus’ attempted coup. The newly installed king did not want a popular uprising
through which the throne might be usurped. He therefore acted to gain the loyalty of his
subjects. War with Egypt was also on his mind.
And after the league made with him he shall work deceitfully: for he shall come up, and
shall become strong with a small people. The nature of the league made with Antiochus
is unknown. It may refer to the marriage/adoption pact that won him the throne. More
likely, it was a pledge of loyalty from the empire’s military leaders and factional heads.
With the league secured, Antiochus was free to “work deceitfully.” This refers to how he
consolidated his rule internally, by showmanship and pretense. He travelled about the
empire (“he shall come up”) to gain support and establish the legitimacy of his rule (“and
shall become strong”). Assisting him were “a small people,” better translated as “a few
of the nation” [YLT]. Rather than travelling with a large army in an arrogant show of
strength, he travelled with a small group of the nation’s elite, probably highly placed
ministers and military leaders.
He shall enter peaceably even upon the fattest places of the province. Apparently, during
his empire-wide visit, Antiochus paid special attention to one particular province. We may
assume that it was Coele-Syria and Phoenicia, the strategic buffer territory between the
kingdoms of the north and south. Travelling peaceably with his impressive delegation, he
entered the principal cities of that province, cities that abounded in wealth and riches.
and he shall do that which his fathers have not done, nor his fathers’ fathers; he shall
scatter among them the prey, and spoil, and riches. Although relations between the
Seleucids and Ptolemies were presently peaceful, Antiochus planned to conquer Egypt at
some point during his rule. But first, he had to ensure that the strategic lands between Syria
and Egypt were unquestionably pro-Seleucid. Therefore, to win over popular support,
Antiochus gave gifts to the ordinary people of the cities that he visited in Coele-Syria and
Phoenicia. The gifts were from the acquired wealth—“the prey, and spoil, and riches”—
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of the cities themselves. No previous Seleucid king had demonstrated such largesse, as
the vision foretells: “he shall do that which his fathers have not done, nor his fathers’
fathers” (cf. 1 Macc 3:30: “he used to give more lavishly than preceding kings”). By gifts
and showy speeches, the new king ingratiated himself to the province.
yea, and he shall forecast his devices against the strong holds, even for a time. This
statement may refer to Antiochus’ planning for war with Egypt. Of concern were its
“strong holds,” or fortified cites. Antiochus forecasting his devices “even for a time”
implies that it took some years before he invaded Egypt. The next four verses narrate that
war.
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Part 9 – First War with Egypt and First
Invasion of Jerusalem (11:25–28)
Dan 11:25a. And he shall stir up his power and his courage against the king of the
south with a great army; and the king of the south shall be stirred up to battle with a
very great and mighty army.
First Maccabees 1:16 records: “When Antiochus saw that his kingdom was established,
he determined to become king of the land of Egypt, that he might reign over both kingdoms.” With his power and courage stirred up, Antiochus prepared his army for war with
Egypt. This preparation took at least two years. Larger still was the Egyptian army that
was also being prepared. The war eventually took place in November 170.
Events in Egypt leading up to the first war with Antiochus. The king of the south who
was preparing to fight Antiochus was Ptolemy VI Philometor (180–145). Recall that he
came to the throne following the death of his father Ptolemy V in 180. Because he was
only about six years of age, his mother, Cleopatra I, acted as regent. Cleopatra I was the
sister of Seleucus IV and Antiochus IV, given in marriage to Ptolemy V in the winter of
194/93 (Dan 11:17). Her influence explains the general peace between the Seleucids and
Ptolemies during her coregent reign with Ptolemy VI.
Cleopatra I had two sons, therefore nephews of Antiochus IV: Ptolemy VI (the elder) and
Ptolemy VIII (the younger by a few years). She also had a daughter, Cleopatra 2, who
was close to Ptolemy VI’s age.
Following Cleopatra I’s death in April or May 176, Ptolemy VI became sole regent.
However, because he was only about ten years of age, he was reliant on the advice of
courtiers, especially his tutor Eulaeus and the Syrian Lenaeus. These men emerged as
guardians and leaders of the state after Cleopatra I died. In order to increase their own
influence in the empire, Eulaeus and Lenaeus worked to strengthen the king’s authority.
Presumably, it was by their advice that he married his sister Cleopatra 2 in 175, despite
his young age (around eleven). 29 The staged marriage was no doubt intended to bolster
the positions of Eulaeus and Lenaeus.
The death of the two peacekeeping regents (Cleopatra I in 176 and Seleucus IV in 175),
coupled with the instability in the Seleucid court in 175, prompted Eulaeus and Lenaeus
to change Egyptian foreign policy. The empire now sought to retake Coele-Syria and
Phoenicia, a province they had always viewed as theirs. Preparations to revive the war
against the Seleucid kingdom subsequently began (money had to be raised, troop
numbers bolstered, etc.). Antiochus became aware of Egypt’s altered stance sometime
between 174 and 172 when his envoy, Apollonius, attended a festival in Alexandria and

29

Females in ancient Egypt often married early, at 12 to 14 years of age. Males generally
married later, at around 16 to 20 years of age, which allowed them time to establish themselves
in order to support a family. For royal males, this was not an issue.
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noted a mood of hostility towards the Seleucid monarch. In response, Antiochus reinforced
his frontier with Egypt, and prepared his forces for war.

Dan 11:25b–26. but he [the king of the south] shall not stand: for they shall forecast
devices against him. Yea, they that feed of the portion of his meat shall destroy [or
“break”] him, and his army shall overflow: and many shall fall down slain.
To say that Ptolemy VI will not “stand” means that he will lose his authority. In all
likelihood, this is referring to the noteworthy event of the triple regency. Shortly before
Antiochus attacked Egypt, a multiple regency was established in Egypt with three equal
monarchs: Ptolemy VI, his sister-wife Cleopatra II, and his brother Ptolemy VIII Euergetes
(Physcon). Despite the two boys disliking each other (Cleopatra was the peacemaker), the
joint regency was probably presented to the populace as an expression of the unity of the
royal house against the approaching battle with Antiochus. Behind it, though, may have
been factional scheming, as Gera proposes (1998: 125):
It may very well be that the joint rule was formed after a faction supporting Ptolemy VIII
Euergetes, Ptolemy Philometor’s younger brother, gained influence in the king’s court.
Eulaeus and Lenaeus would then be forced to submit to the pressure of this group—
presumably headed by two influential members of the court, Comanus and Cineas—and
to give Ptolemy VIII Euergetes and Cleopatra II a share in the kingship. While this
assumption is certainly attractive, it cannot be proved. If it is true, some of the responsibility for the outbreak of the Sixth Syrian War must be shifted to the party supporting
Ptolemy VIII Euergetes.
According to this reconstruction, by the autumn of 170 the Ptolemaic court was
deeply divided between two political factions, one headed by Eulaeus and Lenaeus with
Philometor as its nominal head, and the second which championed the right of Ptolemy
VIII Euergetes and Cleopatra II to share in the throne.

The above reconstruction agrees with Daniel 11:25b–26, which says that Ptolemy VI
“shall not stand.” That is, he will lose his position as sole ruler of Egypt. This occurred
through the scheming of the rival faction (“they shall forecast devices against him”).
Specifically, the schemers were those that “feed of the portion of his meat.” In other
words, they were the king’s own advisors, trusted men who sat in his presence, while at
the same time working deceitfully against him. By their actions, Ptolemy VI’s rightful
inheritance—the sole rulership of the Ptolemaic empire—was “broken.”
The triple regency in Egypt was established in October 170. A few weeks later, in November 170, the opposing armies met for the main battle in the Sinai desert between Mount
Casius and Pelusium (a border fortress just east of the Delta). The Egyptians were
completely defeated. Thus began the Sixth Syrian War (170–168), which involved two
separate invasions of Egypt (the second is discussed in Daniel 11:29–30).
After a short truce, Antiochus took Pelusium, which was a crucial military triumph. The
fortress of Pelusium was the gateway to Egypt. Having captured it, Antiochus had easy
access to all the kingdom. He then went on to occupy a large part of lower Egypt, taking
the old capital, Memphis. This was the first successful invasion of Egypt since Alexander
the Great.
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and his army shall overflow. This statement can be interpreted in two ways: (1) the king
of the north’s army will sweep away all opposition, or (2) the king of the south’s army
will be swept away in defeat. It is unknown which meaning is intended here (both are
represented in commentaries).
and many shall fall down slain. This evidently refers to those who fell during the main
battle itself. By contrast, Diodorus reports that the soldiers who survived had their lives
spared (30:14):
Though Antiochus was in a position to slaughter the defeated Egyptians, he rode about
calling to his men not to kill them, but to take them alive. Before long he reaped the fruits
of his shrewdness, since this act of generosity contributed very greatly to his seizure of
Pelusium, and later to the acquisition of all Egypt.

Nevertheless, many Egyptian troops fell in the battle. On this, we read 1 Maccabees 1:
16–19:
When Antiochus saw that his kingdom was established, he determined to become king of
the land of Egypt, that he might reign over both kingdoms. So he invaded Egypt with a
strong force, with chariots and elephants and cavalry and with a large fleet. He engaged
Ptolemy king of Egypt in battle, and Ptolemy turned and fled before him, and many were
wounded and fell. And they captured the fortified cities in the land of Egypt, and he
plundered the land of Egypt.

Dan 11:27. And both these kings’ hearts shall be to do mischief, and they shall speak
lies at one table; but it shall not prosper: for yet the end shall be at the time appointed.
While marching victoriously through Egypt on his way to Alexandria, Antiochus let it be
known that he was securing Egypt on behalf of Ptolemy VI (his nephew), whom he
viewed as the sole, legitimate ruler of the empire. With the approach of the Seleucid
army imminent, Comanus and Cineas sat in council with Ptolemy VI to discuss the issue.
(Apparently, for their part in the military defeat, Eulaeus and Lenaeus had been removed
from office, possibly in a coup by Comanus and Cineas.) The decision was made to send
Greek envoys to Antiochus to negotiate for peace. At some point up-river of Naucratis,
Antiochus received the Greek envoys, who blamed Eulaeus for reigniting hostilities with
the Seleucid empire. Although no settlement was reached, Antiochus promised to reply
to the envoys after his own ambassadors returned from direct talks with Ptolemy VI.
(Evidently, Antiochus wanted to establish contact with his nephew on his own terms
because he suspected duplicity on the part of Comanus and Cineas. While professing the
best interests of Ptolemy VI, Comanus and Cineas may have been scheming to secure the
throne for Ptolemy VIII.)
Antiochus continued to Alexandria to besiege it. Around this time, a personal meeting
with Ptolemy VI was arranged, and the two reached an agreement. While the details of
the pact are unknown, Antiochus probably promised to restore his nephew as sole regent
of Egypt. In return, Ptolemy VI had to accept Seleucid ownership of Coele-Syria and
Phoenicia. But these were just lies (“And both these kings’ hearts shall be to do
mischief, and they shall speak lies at one table”). Regarding the lies of Antiochus, he had
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no intention of restoring the sole monarchy to his nephew. As one may infer from
Diodorus (30:18), his goal was to conquer Egypt for himself:
For on the grounds of kinship he should, as he said himself, have spared the lad, but on
the contrary after winning his confidence he deceived him and sought to bring him to
utter ruin. (cf. 1 Macc 1:16)

As for the lies of Ptolemy VI, he probably told Antiochus that he accepted the Seleucid
claim to Coele-Syria and Phoenicia. All the while, though, he knew that his future plans
included an attempt to retake the province. The empire was desperate for money, and the
lost province was a rich commercial asset.
The deceitful plans of neither man succeeded (“but it shall not prosper”). The Ptolemaic
kingdom, now in slow decline, never retook Coele-Syria and Phoenicia. Similarly, the
Seleucid empire never conquered Egypt.
Antiochus’ setbacks in Egypt began with the siege of Alexandria. Although the prolonged
siege had taken its toll on the inhabitants (especially through food shortages), Antiochus
was forced to abandon it due to one or more of the following factors:
•
•
•
•

the approach of winter and the need to rest his army
fear of the Romans 30
the annual Nile flood may have strengthened the defences of the capital
possible trouble in Phoenicia requiring the king’s attention

At some point before Antiochus abandoned the siege, the people of Alexandria—alarmed
by their deteriorating circumstances—proclaimed Ptolemy VIII king. In their eyes, the
recent accord between Ptolemy VI and Antiochus was objectionable, and made their king
a Seleucid puppet. In response, Ptolemy VI fled the capital to Memphis, where he set up
a rival court. Antiochus departed Egypt probably in the autumn of 169, but he left troops
in Pelusium to guarantee his re-entry if needed. As it turned out, he was back in less than
a year for a second attempt at conquering Egypt.
for yet the end shall be at the time appointed. At first glance, this statement appears out
of place because the words “end” and “time appointed” suggest an end-time context (cf.
Dan 8:19; 11:35.
The unexpected mention of “the end” in this near-future section of the vision emphasizes
that history conforms to a divine, preordained agenda. In Daniel 11:27, a turning point
had been reached in that agenda. Had the plans of either Antiochus or Ptolemy VI
prospered, events in Judah would not have taken the course they did. Indeed, there is
every reason to believe that Judah would have been Hellenized to a disturbing degree
had the Maccabean revolt of 167–60 not occurred. The resulting societal change would
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Gera posits that Antiochus IV abandoned the siege of Alexandria because of his fear of Rome,
as brought about by the mediation of a Roman delegation while the siege was underway (1998:
142–48). Josephus also cites “fear of the Romans” for Antiochus’ withdrawal (Ant. 12.246).
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have disrupted the timing of Jesus’ first coming, and therefore the timing of “the end”
(Jesus’ second coming). Thus, God ensured that the plans of both kings did not succeed.

Excursus 2: The Jewish High Priests Onias III, Jason, and Menelaus
While Ptolemaic Egypt was a homogenous political entity, the Seleucid empire was not.
The latter comprised a jumble of societies—being the legacy of the Persian inheritance—
with different political, economic, and religious circumstances.
The Seleucid empire was divided into provinces, or satrapies. Judah was a subdivision
of the province called “Coele-Syria and Phoenicia.” Provinces were governed by satraps,
whose main concern was the collection of revenues from the province.
Self-ruling communities within a province fell into one of three categories: polis (Greekstyle city-state), dynasty (vassal principality), and ethnos (Oriental society ruled by local
leaders). The Jewish community in Coele-Syria and Phoenicia was an ethnos. In contrast
to a polis or dynasty, an ethnos was ruled by the nobility. The Jews stood out from other
ethnos communities in that priests dominated the leadership. Judah had only one city of
note, Jerusalem, in which most of the nobility (upper class) resided.
Ethnoses like Judah were generally left alone. All the empire wanted of them was for taxes
to be paid, and for auxiliary troops to be supplied when needed for the king’s military
campaigns. While Judah was important strategically (as a buffer land against Egypt), she
was a minor player in the grand scheme of the Seleucid empire.
Appreciation of the structure of the community in Judah is vital to understanding events
from 175 onward. There were two distinct classes, as Venter explains (1997: 70):
the Jews were people living in an agrarian society being part of a large agrarian, bureaucratic and partly commercialized aristocratic Hellenistic empire. Steep hierarchy and great
inequality existed, while control and wealth were in the hands of the few. There were two
major classes separated by a wide gulf. The large peasant class produced the food. The
small elite class organized the society in such a way that the peasants were forced to
produce a surplus which could be extracted from them usually by burdensome taxes. In
exchange the rulers protected the peasants so that they could plant and harvest crop
without disturbance, destruction or theft. These two factions of society, according to the
theory of Lensky (cf Saldarini 1988:39), could be further subdivided into nine significant
classes. In the upper class there was the ruler, governing class, retainer class, merchant class
and priestly class. In the lower section were the peasants, artisans, unclean or degraded
persons and the expendable class.

The chief ruling authority in Judah was the high priest (this had been the case since late
in the Persian period). He received advice from the heads of the noble families, both
priestly and lay. Essentially, then, Judah was a hierocracy, or government by the clergy.
But the high priest was more than just a leader of the Jewish people. He was also a
representative of the Seleucid king, and therefore responsible for the payment of tribute.
As the king’s envoy, the high priest could deal directly with the satrap (governor of the
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province) or even with the king himself. For that reason, the high priest was chosen not
by the Jewish people but by the royal authorities. Generally, they selected a new high
priest from the family (sons or brothers) of his predecessor.
The dual role of the high priest was paradoxical. He had to be the defender of God’s Law
on the one hand, while representing the pagan king, loyally, on the other. Until the reign
of Antiochus IV, this paradox had not been a problem because pagan rulers (whether
Persian or Hellenic) stayed out of Jewish internal affairs. Matters took a turn for the worse,
though, during the reign of Antiochus IV.
Three Jewish high priests ruled during the change in circumstance between Judah and
the Seleucid empire: Onias III (of the traditional Zadokite line), his brother Jason, and
Menelaus (of the Bilgah line; see fn. 32, p. 58).
Onias III succeeded his father Simon II (Simon the Just) as high priest during the rule of
Seleucus IV (i.e., between 187–175, with an earlier date being preferred). Onias was well
regarded both by the Jews and the Seleucid administration, and Jerusalem enjoyed peace
under his rule. But things deteriorated when personal ambitions and rivalries in Judah
attracted Seleucid attention.
It began with the “Heliodorus affair” late in Seleucus IV’s rule. A quarrel arose between
Onias and a certain Simon, financial overseer of the temple. Simon “had a disagreement
with the high priest about the administration of the city market” (2 Macc 3:4) The true
reason, though, may have been Simon’s ambition to increase his authority over Jewish p.
financial affairs. He appealed to the king’s representatives with a suggestion that the
funds in the temple treasury be made available to the Seleucid empire. This resulted in
Seleucus IV sending his chief minister Heliodorus to Jerusalem to plunder the temple.
According to 2 Maccabees 3, the end result was that Heliodorus received a heavenly
flogging by celestial beings, and he left Jerusalem empty-handed but glad to be alive.
While the supernatural aspects of this story are fictitious, Heliodorus probably did leave
empty-handed after strong objections by the Jewish elders.
Simon continued to cause trouble. He escalated his attacks on Onias, with the result that
some of the high priest’s supporters were murdered. This prompted Onias to seek the
intervention of Seleucus IV. Unfortunately, his journey to Antioch in 175 occurred
around the same time that Seleucus IV was assassinated, with the throne passing to his
brother Antiochus IV.
Capitalizing on this disruption, Onias’ brother Jason left for Antioch to meet with the
new king, to obtain the high priesthood for himself. Backing his move, no doubt, were the
heads of the priestly and lay nobility, who were eager to enjoy the benefits of Hellenistic
civilization, especially monetary ones. Jason would be their conduit for reform.
Jason “bought” the office from Antiochus by offering to increase the tribute paid to the
empire. He also promised an extra amount if the king agreed to his request to institute a
gymnasium and an ephebate in Jerusalem. (The gymnasium hosted athletic exercises and
public games; it symbolized the Greek way of life. In states without a polis such as
Judah, it was also a place of learning, and for engaging in intellectual pursuits. The

56

ephebate was an association specifically for young men, designed to educate and prepare
them for citizenship. The ephebes were clientele of the gymnasium.)
In addition, Jason sought permission from the king “to enroll the Antiochenes in Jerusalem” (2 Macc 4:9; cf. 4:19). While the meaning of this statement is debated, the view
adopted by Peter Green—that the Antiochenes would be an elite “club”—fits well:
At the very most, it seems clear, what Jason envisaged was a privileged enclave, a Greekstyle politeuma [polity] within the Jewish theocracy; and probably no more, in fact, than
the creation of a specifically favored cosmopolitan class dedicated to social and political
self-advancement via the promotion of Hellenism. (Green 1990: 510)

With the Seleucid empire always needing money, and not caring much about who was
high priest in Judah, Antiochus accepted Jason’s offers. He made him high priest and
dismissed Onias, who subsequently went into exile. (The nature of the high priestly office
in Judah changed forever after Onias was ousted.) This is the first intervention by Antiochus in the internal affairs of Jerusalem. It most likely occurred in the winter of 175/74.
Crucially, the establishment of a gymnasium affected the legality of the Mosaic Law in
Judah. Recall that Antiochus III proclaimed a “charter of freedom” for the Jews after he
conquered Coele-Syria and Phoenicia (Josephus, Ant. 12:142–146). The legal force of that
charter, though, had now been suspended through Jason’s actions. On this key development, Bickerman explains (1979: 41):
Such a symbiosis of holy city and Greek gymnasium was initiated also in Jerusalem
through Jason’s foundation. But whereas athletic contests were merely strange to
Cappadocian custom [a gymnasium also stood in the temple city of Comana in the land of
Cappadocia], they were objectionable according to Jewish law. Not only that, but according to the charter of Antiochus III, this sacred law was also the valid public law in
Jerusalem. Only the king was allowed to grant exemptions from this law, just as, at any
time, he could revoke the entire privilege. Jason, therefore, had to apply to the king for the
proper authorization, and he began his project only “when the king agreed” (II Macc.
4:10). Now we can understand why this permission was granted only to him personally,
and why he had to promise the Greek ruler money in order to be allowed to introduce
Greek customs in Jerusalem. All this, according to Seleucid law, was entirely legal. But
with his decree Epiphanes suspended, not only the absolute validity of the charter granted
by his father, but also the exclusive rule of Torah in Jerusalem. Thus began the crisis of
Jewish theocracy, which rested upon an expression of the will of a ruler of different faith.

Jason’s reforms undoubtedly upset the rural working class. By contrast, the urban upper
class—who were motivated by wealth and power—enjoyed the sophistication that he
had introduced into their culture. Along with many of the city’s inhabitants, they viewed
Jason’s selective adoption of Hellenistic practices as broad-minded and progressive.
However, because they also took pride in their racial heritage, they continued to worship
in the temple, believing themselves to be right with God (see Dan 11:14, “robbers of thy
people”).
We can speculate that Jason was an astute salesman for reform, and knew where to draw
the line so that ordinary Jews were not completely outraged. The historical record is
informative in this regard, but more for what it does not say. For example, although
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2 Maccabees 4 portrays Jason as being wicked, there is no evidence that he altered Jewish
temple worship, which would have been counterproductive. Neither is there evidence of
public uprisings, although there was surely internal debate in Judah about the limits of
Hellenism in Jewish society. We can assume, then, that Jason’s reforms achieved broad
acceptance in the city of Jerusalem. Indeed, when Antiochus visited in 173 or 172, “He
was welcomed magnificently by Jason and the city, and ushered in with a blaze of torches
and with shouts” (2 Macc 4:22). Outside the city, however, tensions were rising among
working class Jews. Most of them were committed to their ancestral traditions, both
religious and cultural.
So, during the priesthood of Jason, it appears that Judah was a nation in transition. While
many in Jerusalem thought that his reforms were appropriate, the rural labourers were
upset, but they were not involved in active resistance or public uprisings just yet.
Jason’s successor, Menelaus. In 172 or 171, three years after he was made high priest,
Jason sent an envoy, Menelaus, to Antiochus. The purpose was to provide urgently
requested funds for the king, presumably for his impending war with Egypt. Menelaus
was the brother of Simon, the troublemaker who had earlier harassed Onias (2 Macc 3:4–
40). 31 Both were of the priestly family of Bilgah. 32 Seeking the position of high priest for
himself, Menelaus used Jason’s ploy and bought the position from Antiochus, outbidding
Jason by three hundred talents of silver (2 Macc 4:23–24). From Antiochus’ point of
view, it made no difference whether Jason or Menelaus was high priest; he was about to
go to war with Egypt and needed money. For conservative Jews, though, Menelaus’
appointment signalled a break with tradition. He was outside the family of the Oniads,
the customary office holders. After Menelaus returned to Jerusalem, Jason fled to the
land of the Ammonites. (His brother Onias was probably still in Syria at the time, also in
exile.)
Menelaus ruled until 163. The main literary source for his tenure in office is 2 Maccabees.
Although some events recounted there are viewed sceptically, it is a key source. The
following outline draws from it:
• Both Jason and Menelaus were Hellenizing reformers. But unlike Jason, Menelaus
is portrayed as cruel and tyrannical, with an aggressive reform agenda. During his
rule, turmoil and civil unrest intensified in the land, even among the upper class.
Reasons for the unrest included: (1) the heavy tax burden imposed by him, (2)

31

According to Josephus (Ant. 12:237–39), the Oniad priest Simon II had three sons, all of
whom served as priests: his successor Onias III, his replacement Jesus who changed his name to
Jason (the Greek form), and Onias who was called Menelaus. It is unlikely that two brothers had
the same name (Onias III and Onias/Menelaus). The more credible account is that of 2 Maccabees 4:23. Menelaus was the brother of the troublemaker Simon, who instigated the plundering
of the temple by Heliodorus.
32
All the Greek texts of 2 Maccabees indicate that Simon and Menelaus were of the nonpriestly tribe of Benjamin. By contrast, the Latin and Armenian versions use “Balcea, Balgei,
Balgeus,” which refers to the well-known priestly family of Balga or Bilgah (cf. Neh 12:5, 18;
1 Chr 24:14). It appears the Greek texts are incorrect because it is unlikely that laymen occupied
high temple positions such as those held by Simon and Menelaus. Further, Menelaus was accepted
as high priest without objection from the Jews on the basis of tribal authority.
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temple robbery, (3) bribery of Seleucid officials to stay in power at all costs, and
(4) unjust and dictatorial methods.
• Unable to pay the steep tribute that he had promised to Antiochus, Menelaus was
summoned in 170 to appear before the king. However, Antiochus was called away
to deal with an insurrection in the empire, leaving a high-ranking official, Andronicus, in charge. This was probably the same Andronicus who, under Antiochus’
orders, assassinated the king’s co-regent nephew in the summer of 170. 33 Taking
advantage of the king’s absence, Menelaus departed Jerusalem for Antioch, leaving
his brother, Lysimachus, in charge of the priesthood. On meeting Andronicus,
Menelaus placated him by handing over golden vessels stolen from the temple.
(While some of this may have been payment for the tribute debt, bribery is likely.)
• On hearing about the sacrilegious act of temple theft, Onias denounced Menelaus
publically, then fled for safety to a sanctuary in Daphne, a suburb of Antioch. Fearing that his failure to pay the full tribute amount might cause Onias to be reinstated,
Menelaus conspired with Andronicus to have Onias killed, which Andronicus did
after luring Onias from his refuge by deceitful means. News of the murder spread
far and wide, and was viewed with indignation both by Jews and Gentiles. It even
angered Antiochus, who stripped Andronicus of his office, then executed him.
• Some scholars doubt that Andronicus was the murderer of Onias, or that Onias was
murdered at all. In any case, it appears likely that Andronicus was executed to cover
up Antiochus’ involvement in the murder of his coregent. The king probably stayed
for a few weeks in Antioch to monitor the reactions of the court and populace, to
ensure his cover up had succeeded. He then departed Antioch in late August or
September 170 for war with Egypt, but via a stopover in Tyre.
• Meantime, in Jerusalem, Lysimachus followed Menelaus’ precedent of stealing
temple treasures (to meet Judah’s tribute debt). During a subsequent temple raid, a
popular revolt in Jerusalem broke out, and Lysimachus was stoned and clubbed to
death. The episode is recorded in 2 Maccabees 4:
When many acts of sacrilege had been committed in the city by Lysimachus with
the connivance of Menelaus, and when report of them had spread abroad, the
populace gathered against Lysimachus, because many of the gold vessels had
already been stolen. And since the crowds were becoming aroused and filled with
anger, Lysimachus armed about three thousand men and launched an unjust attack,
under the leadership of a certain Auranus, a man advanced in years and no less
advanced in folly. But when the Jews became aware of Lysimachus’ attack, some
picked up stones, some blocks of wood, and others took handfuls of the ashes that

33

In 173, Antiochus IV had a son by Laodice, also named Antiochus (who became Antiochus V Eupator when he succeeded his father in 164). With the birth of his own son now ensuring
a direct father-son succession, the junior coregent Antiochus (son of Seleucus IV by Laodice)
was a hindrance to the king’s ambitions. We can assume that, after Antiochus IV confirmed his
own son (now aged three) to be fit and healthy, he had his coregent murdered by Andronicus.
This occurred in July or August 170, a few months before the first war with Egypt. Presumably,
Antiochus IV was making sure there would be no factional coup to install his junior coregent as
sole monarch while he was campaigning in Egypt.
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were lying about, and threw them in wild confusion at Lysimachus and his men. As
a result, they wounded many of them, and killed some, and put them all to flight;
and the temple robber himself they killed close by the treasury. Charges were
brought against Menelaus about this incident. (2 Macc 4:39–43)

This revolt by ordinary citizens is a crucial event. It heralded the start of active
resistance by the populace against the Hellenistic reformers, and sheds light on
Antiochus’ vicious (second) invasion of Jerusalem in 168.
• With public opposition growing to Menelaus’ irreligious methods, the elders laid
charges against him for Antiochus to hear in Tyre on his way to Egypt. (As noted
above, Antiochus made a stopover in Tyre in the autumn of 170.) The elders sent
three witnesses against Menelaus. However, Menelaus bribed the governor to
intercede before the king on his behalf. This was successful, and Antiochus acquitted
Menelaus of the charges. In an act of injustice, the three accusers were killed.
Menelaus thus stayed in power, and his continued rule increased resentment among
the Jews. The resentment was directed not only against Menelaus and his faction,
but also against the Seleucid throne and Greek culture.
• From Antiochus’ viewpoint, the situation in Jerusalem was stable, but only just. At
least his eager representative, Menelaus, would be loyal. Nevertheless, he could not
dwell on local matters, given the more pressing issue at hand: the war with Egypt to
which he was en route. This first war with Egypt began in November 170 (see
Daniel 11:25–27). We now move to Antiochus’ return journey home after that war.

Dan 11:28. Then shall he return into his land with great riches; and his heart shall be
against the holy covenant; and he shall do exploits, and return to his own land.
As discussed in Daniel 11:27, Antiochus abandoned his first war with Egypt around the
autumn of 169. This next verse prophesies that he will return to his land “with great
riches.” Due to his extravagant ways and military expenses, Antiochus seized wealth
whenever he could. During the course of the first Egyptian campaign, Antiochus obtained
it from two sources: (1) the spoils from Egypt; (2) robbery of the temple in Jerusalem
during his return to Antioch (the likely excuse being that Judah was in arrears with
respect to its heavy tribute burden).
The temple robbery was, in effect, a hostile invasion. (As a side benefit, the show of force
would help to reinforce Menelaus’ rule.) After the gates of Jerusalem were freely opened
to Antiochus by Menelaus and his faction, the king looted the temple and killed all who
opposed him. This caused widespread mourning and bitterness, as 1 Maccabees 1:20–28
records:
After subduing Egypt, Antiochus returned in the one hundred and forty-third year [169
BC]. He went up against Israel and came to Jerusalem with a strong force. He arrogantly
entered the sanctuary and took the golden altar, the lampstand for the light, and all its
utensils. He took also the table for the bread of the Presence, the cups for drink offerings,
the bowls, the golden censers, the curtain, the crowns, and the gold decoration on the
front of the temple; he stripped it all off. He took the silver and the gold, and the costly
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vessels; he took also the hidden treasures which he found. Taking them all, he departed to
his own land. He committed deeds of murder, and spoke with great arrogance. Israel
mourned deeply in every community, rulers and elders groaned, maidens and young men
became faint, the beauty of women faded. Every bridegroom took up the lament; she who
sat in the bridal chamber was mourning. Even the land shook for its inhabitants, and all
the house of Jacob was clothed with shame.

On the injustice of the invasion, Josephus writes in Against Apion (2.83–84):
That the raid of Antiochus [Epiphanes] on the temple was iniquitous, that it was impecuniosity [the want of money] which drove him to invade it, when he was not an open enemy,
that he attacked us, his allies and friends, and that he found there nothing to deserve
ridicule; these facts are attested by many sober historians. Polybius of Megalopolis,
Strabo the Cappadocian, Nicolas of Damascus, Timagenes, Castor the chronicler, and
Apollodorus all assert that it was impecuniosity which induced Antiochus, in violation of
his treaties with the Jews, to plunder the temple with its stores of gold and silver.

While Daniel 11:28 does not specifically say that Antiochus invaded Jerusalem, it is
implied by the comment that “his heart shall be against the holy covenant; and he shall
do exploits [or take action].” The “holy covenant” refers to God’s promise to raise a
unique nation through Abraham’s seed (Gen 17:7–8). The Jews were the Old Testament
embodiment of that covenant, which was underpinned by the Mosaic Law. Antiochus
being against the holy covenant means that he was against the Mosaic Law, and against
the religious uniqueness and monotheism of the people who observed its rituals. While
Antiochus’ first invasion—“he shall do exploits”—was in some respects justifiable (Judah
was in tax arrears), his actions were disproportionate, and surely attributable to the bias
in his heart against the Jews (see Part 10, next). His bias explains the remarks in 1 Maccabees that he “arrogantly entered the sanctuary” (1:21) and “committed deeds of murder,
and spoke with great arrogance” (1:24).
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Part 10 – “His Heart Shall be Against the
Holy Covenant”
Antiochus’ invasion of Jerusalem in the autumn of 169 was the first of three invasions by
the Seleucid king. As discussed in Parts 11 and 12, the next two invasions had everworsening outcomes, as follows:
• Due to a public revolt against the rule of the Hellenizing reformers, Antiochus
invaded Jerusalem for a second time around August 168. Thousands of Jews were
killed. Before leaving, Antiochus appointed officials to keep the Jews in check until
a permanent solution was decided on.
• A third invasion, which began a prolonged occupation, was launched in 167 and
involved three phases:
1. the military takeover of the city around the autumn of 167
2. the subsequent issuing of a decree outlawing Jewish religious practices
3. active enforcement of that decree by lethal force
So, what began as temple robbery (the first invasion of Jerusalem) ended as wholesale
religious persecution (during the prolonged occupation). The persecution is mystifying,
and modern scholarship has labored to understand why the king acted at variance with
the normal workings of Hellenistic government. In my view, the key to understanding
Antiochus’ behavior is the statement in Daniel 11:28 that “his heart shall be against the
holy covenant.”
I propose that Antiochus’ persecution was due, mainly, to Satan working in his heart to
despise the Jewish religion and their racial uniqueness. This was a key step in his ultimate
goal: to prevent the coming Messiah’s success. As mentioned when reviewing Daniel
10:13, Satan had little idea on how the Messiah would carry out His mission; it was a
mystery. His lack of knowledge about the Messiah’s agenda occurred because God kept
its details a secret throughout the Old Testament era:
Now to him that is of power to stablish you according to my gospel, and the preaching of Jesus Christ, according to the revelation of the mystery, which was kept
secret since the world began, But now is made manifest, and by the scriptures of the
prophets, according to the commandment of the everlasting God, made known to
all nations for the obedience of faith. (Rom 16:25–26; see also Eph 1:9–10; 3:8–
11; 6:19; Col 1:25–27; 2:2–3; 1 Tim 3:16)
While Satan was largely unaware of the Messiah’s agenda, it was reasonable to assume
that He would become a literal king, so restoring the Davidic monarchy (cf. Isa 9:6–7;
Mic 5:2; Zech 9:9). The timing of that event was linked to a key time span about which
Satan was keenly aware. The Prophecy of the Seventy Weeks revealed that “Messiah the
prince” would be present in the world after 69 weeks, or 483 years, from “the going forth
of the commandment to restore and to build Jerusalem” (Dan 9:25).
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Such a command had been given by Cyrus in 538/37 (2 Chr 36:22–23; Ezra 1:1–4). 34
Advancing 483 years forward from that point takes us to c.55 BC. (Of course, Satan was
not using “BC” dates, but his own equivalent.) Assuming that the Messiah’s mission
would be conducted in His adulthood, possibly as late as fifty years of age (cf. Num
4:23ff.; John 8:57), Satan could logically conclude that the earliest date for the Messiah’s
birth was c.105 BC. So, if Satan could transform Judaism into a Hellenistic-styled religion
before then (through the official sanction of Antiochus), he would stymie God’s plans for
Israel and the Messiah.
Satan therefore needed to frustrate God’s plans before c.105 BC. Knowing that he only had
about six decades in which to accomplish this, he seized on the opportunity presented by
the civil unrest in Judah during the reign of Menelaus. If Satan could annul the Jewish
religion and replace it with Hellenistic values, the Jews would be transformed from a setapart race to one like the Gentiles.
The short time frame that Satan had in which to bring about societal change (six decades,
roughly the passage of one generation) called for rapid and forceful measures to ensure
its success. The key to his plan was Antiochus, whose personality was accommodating.
From the historical record we know that Antiochus was well liked by the Romans during
his time as a political hostage in the Republic (he greatly admired Roman culture). As a
leader and commander-in-chief, he was energetic, self-confidant, ambitious, intelligent,
and capable (as confirmed by his political, diplomatic, and military successes). However,
he was also impulsive, capricious, and notorious for unconventional social behaviour (to
the point that some thought he was insane). This worked to Satan’s advantage. His first
move was to place in the king’s heart a loathing of the distinguishing rituals of the Jewish
faith. He used the same tactic—of planting a notion in someone’s heart—when he tried
to destroy the Messiah through Judas’ betrayal of Him (having failed earlier to kill Jesus
through Herod’s slaughter of the infants):
And supper being ended, the devil having now put into the heart of Judas Iscariot,
Simon’s son, to betray him. (John 13:2; cf. Luke 22:1–4; John 13:27; Acts 5:3)
Then shall he [Antiochus] return into his land with great riches; and his heart shall
be against the holy covenant. (Dan 11:28)
We can speculate that Satan began to turn Antiochus’ heart against the Jewish faith
during his stopover in Tyre (around the autumn of 170) while en route to his first war
with Egypt. At Tyre, the king heard the charges laid against Menelaus regarding crimes
against the temple (see Excursus 2 in Part 9). The testimony of the three witnesses sent
to him by the Jewish elders would have given Antiochus an appreciation of how the Jews
considered themselves to be a set-apart race, and why the temple was unique in their
religion (as the dwelling place of the one true God). Antiochus obviously knew some of
34

Although three later dates for this command are possible for the start of the Seventy Weeks,
Satan could not take any chances. He would act to destroy the Jewish religion before the earliest
possible date for the Messiah’s birth. (To any astute observer living before the first century BC,
Cyrus’ decree would have seemed the most likely date for the start of Daniel’s Seventy Weeks.
Today, we know that it was one of the later dates.)
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this already, and he may have even disliked the Jews innately given the disparity between
their religious beliefs and Greek ideals. As a cosmopolitan king, though, he could never
display his dislike in public. But now, having heard the testimony of Menelaus’ accusers
(devout Jews), and with Satan working in his heart, Antiochus became more firmly set
against Judaism.
Satan’s influence over Antiochus accords with a constant theme in Daniel’s final vision,
which is conflict, both earthly and in the supernatural realm. Already in Daniel 10:13, the
Lord gave a glimpse into supernatural confrontations over earthly events affecting Israel.
The persecution authorized by Antiochus was a major event affecting Israel, so we are
not surprised that supernatural activity should be behind it. It prefigures the attack on the
end-time church, which will be supernaturally driven. Clearly, demonic manoeuvrings
are integral to this vision, both in the Hellenistic era and during the end times.
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Part 11 – Second War with Egypt and Second
Invasion of Jerusalem (11:29–30)
Dan 11:29–30. At the time appointed he shall return, and come toward the south; but it
shall not be as the former, or as the latter. For the ships of Chittim shall come against
him: therefore he shall be grieved, and return, and have indignation against the holy
covenant: so shall he do; he shall even return, and have intelligence with them that
forsake the holy covenant.
This passage prophesies about the following key events:
• Antiochus’ second war with Egypt
• the successful intervention by Rome to stop Antiochus from conquering Egypt, and
his dejection over that turn of events
• Antiochus’ punitive invasion of Jerusalem during his return home
• His meeting with a Jewish delegation in Antioch (some months later)
This is the concluding passage of the near-future section of Daniel’s final vision. Following this is a segment having both a near-future and end-time fulfillment (11:31–35).
At the time appointed he shall return, and come toward the south. In his first war with
Egypt, Antiochus took much territory, but he did not win control of Alexandria. When he
abandoned the siege of the capital around the autumn of 169, the country was divided,
with two rival courts: one at Alexandria in which Ptolemy VIII and his sister Cleopatra II
ruled, and one in Memphis ruled by their brother Ptolemy VI (whom Antiochus viewed
as the legitimate, sole ruler of Egypt). But even as Antiochus was withdrawing from
Egypt, a reconciliation was taking place between the Ptolemies. They quickly reached
agreement and Ptolemy VI returned to Alexandria. The triple monarchy was restored by
October or November 169.
United again, the Ptolemies strengthened the Egyptian army by hiring and borrowing
soldiers from Greece. Antiochus interpreted this as a move by Egypt to take Coele-Syria
and Phoenicia. This threat to his empire, which caused him to attack Egypt in the first
place (late in 170), had now resurfaced. Antiochus responded quickly by occupying Cyprus
—a strategic Ptolemaic possession—and marching against Egypt in the spring of 168.
He was met near Raphia by a delegation from the triple monarchy, asking for terms. His
terms were that he should keep Pelusium and Cyprus, so containing Ptolemaic expansion
(Pelusium by land and Cyprus by sea). The Ptolemies were given a time limit in which to
respond, but it expired without a reply. Evidently, the Ptolemies had rejected Antiochus’
terms outright because they were pinning their hopes on Roman intervention. (They had
sent a delegation to Rome a few months earlier with a request for help.)
Antiochus was aware of Egypt’s appeal to Rome (he had also sent his own delegation
there). But this did not deter him. With the time limit for negotiations having expired,
Antiochus invaded Egypt in the spring of 168. He quickly occupied Memphis and much
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of the Delta. He then marched against the capital. By this time, Antiochus was no doubt
aware that Rome had sent a senatorial delegation to mediate for peace. He awaited their
arrival while simultaneously besieging Alexandria. All these things took place “at the
time appointed,” confirming that their chronology was preordained.
but this latter occasion shall not be as the former. For ships of Chittim shall come
against him. 35 Antiochus’ second or “latter” war with Egypt in the spring of 168 differed
from the former war of 170. This is because another regional power, the Republic of
Rome, intervened to prevent Antiochus from taking Alexandria and conquering Egypt.
From the outset, the Romans did not want Antiochus to control Egypt because an enlarged
Seleucid empire would be a future threat to them. However, because of their current war
with Perseus of Macedon—being the Third Macedonian War (171–168)—the Romans
had insufficient leverage to manipulate eastern Mediterranean affairs to their advantage.
(Perseus was the son of Philip V, who died in 179. Both kings engaged in wars with Rome
over control of Greece.)
Despite the war with Perseus, the Romans were thinking ahead with respect to Antiochus, who had become too strong and was upsetting the balance of power in the region.
Early in 168 (before Antiochus’ second invasion of Egypt), the Roman Senate instructed
Caius Popillius Laenas (consul since 172) to mediate and prevent any further attacks on
Egypt by the Seleucid king. The timing of his intervention was left to his discretion.
Popillius Laenas and his ambassadors left Rome probably late in the winter of 169/68.
They sailed to Greece to “watch and wait” while the war with Perseus continued. Despite
Antiochus’ invasion of Egypt in the spring, the Roman delegation remained in Greece. In
June 168, the Romans ended the Third Macedonian War by their victory over Perseus in
the battle of Pydna. With Roman prestige now at a zenith, and with military forces
available if needed, the time was right to confront Antiochus. Popillius Laenas and his
delegation set sail for Alexandria (via a short stop in Rhodes) to end the war. Their ships
came from “Chittim,” which represents the islands and coastal regions of the northern
Mediterranean west of Palestine (cf. Num 24:24; Jer 2:10).
Antiochus knew Popillius Laenas from his years in Rome as a political hostage (where
he was treated well by the Romans). The meeting between them took place at Eleusis, an
outer suburb of Alexandria, at the beginning of July 168. Although Antiochus understood
Roman politics and power, what followed was unexpected. Referred to by historians as
the “Day of Eleusis,” the event is infamous in antiquity, and brought the Sixth Syrian War
to an end. Diodorus recounts the details (31.2):
As the Romans approached, Antiochus, after greeting them verbally from a distance, stretched out his hand in welcome. Popillius, however, who had in readiness the document in
which the senate’s decree was recorded, held it out and ordered Antiochus to read it. His
purpose in acting thus, it was thought, was that he might avoid clasping the king’s hand in
friendship until it was evident from his decision whether he was, in fact, friend or foe.
When the king, after reading the document, said that he would consult with his friends on
these matters, Popillius, hearing this, acted in a manner that seemed offensive and arrogant
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Translation by Wood (1973: 299).
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in the extreme. Having a vinestock ready at hand, with the stick he drew a line about
Antiochus, and directed him to give his answer in that circle. The king, astonished by
what had taken place, and awed, too, by the majesty and might of Rome, found himself in
a hopeless quandary, and on full consideration said that he would do all that the Romans
proposed. Popillius and his colleagues then took his hand and greeted him cordially. Now
the purport of the letter was that he must break off at once his war against Ptolemy.
Pursuant to these instructions the king withdrew his forces from Egypt, panic-stricken by
the superior might of Rome, the more so as he had just had news of the Macedonian
collapse. Indeed, had he not known that this had taken place, never of his own free will
would he have heeded the decree.

Jason’s revolt. While the aforesaid events were transpiring in Egypt, Judah was having
its own problems. The exiled chief priest, Jason, had stormed Jerusalem with a private
army of at least a thousand men and taken control of the city:
When a false rumor arose that Antiochus was dead, Jason took no less than a thousand
men and suddenly made an assault upon the city. When the troops upon the wall had been
forced back and at last the city was being taken, Menelaus took refuge in the citadel. But
Jason kept relentlessly slaughtering his fellow citizens, not realizing that success at the
cost of one’s kindred is the greatest misfortune, but imagining that he was setting up
trophies of victory over enemies and not over fellow countrymen. He did not gain control
of the government, however; and in the end got only disgrace from his conspiracy, and
fled again into the country of the Ammonites. (2 Macc 5:5–7)

Second Maccabees 5:5 states that Jason’s revolt was prompted by a false rumour of
Antiochus’ death (in Egypt). Whether he heard a false rumour or not, Jason was certainly
taking advantage of the unpopularity of Menelaus at a time when the Seleucid monarch
was preoccupied with war. Wanting to reclaim the priesthood, Jason’s move may have
been supported by, and arranged with, Jewish conservatives in the city. 36 But in his
pursuit of power, Jason slaughtered his fellow citizens, which caused a public backlash.
(A number of slain Jews would have been defenders of Menelaus.) With his plans in
tatters, and unable to retain control, Jason fled for his life. While the specifics of what
happened next in Judah are debated, Tcherikover’s proposal is attractive (1959: 188):
Logic demands the conclusion that, after Jason’s failure, the control of the city passed to
the opponents of the king—the enemies of the Hellenizers. This means that a very
significant thing had occurred in Jerusalem, namely, a people’s revolt against Jason and
the overthrow of the rule of the Hellenizers in the city: Antioch-at-Jerusalem was liquidated
and the people was preparing to return to its traditional form of government. Simultaneously, the rising was a demonstration of hostility toward Syria and of sympathy for Egypt,
for only from Egypt could the rebels hope to receive support for the liberation movement.

Clearly, Judah was in rebellion against the Seleucid empire. The king’s response was not
long in coming.
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Resistance to Menelaus’s rule and his aggressive agenda for Hellenistic reform had been
mounting for some time, led by groups such as the Hasidim (1 Macc 2:42). These groups distinguished themselves by loyalty to the Torah, and to the Oniads whom they held in esteem.
(Menelaus was of the priestly family of Bilgah, so in their eyes he held the office of high priest
illegitimately.)
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therefore he shall be grieved [dejected], and return, and have indignation [anger]
against the holy covenant: so shall he do. Antiochus had complied with the Republic’s
demands, so avoiding war with Rome. His decision displayed wisdom and restraint
(confirming he was no madman), and he left Egypt for home at the end of July. Nevertheless, the forced withdrawal was painful, and left him hurt and dispirited as Polybius
reports (29:27):
The [Roman] letter ordered him to put an end at once to the war with Ptolemy. So, as a
fixed number of days were allowed to him, he led his army back to Syria, deeply hurt and
complaining indeed, but yielding to circumstances for the present.

Antiochus’ dejection turned to outright anger when he heard about the civil strife in Jerusalem. Not only were the people rebelling, but they had overthrown the king’s personal
appointee (Menelaus) and were sympathizing with the national enemy, Egypt. A strong
punitive response was called for. So, while en route from Egypt to Syria, Antiochus
invaded Jerusalem in August 168 to restore law and order, and to teach the Jews a lesson.
His actions were ferocious, as 2 Maccabees 5:11–23 recounts:
When news of what had happened reached the king, he took it to mean that Judea was in
revolt. So, raging inwardly, he left Egypt and took the city by storm. And he commanded
his soldiers to cut down relentlessly every one they met and to slay those who went into the
houses. Then there was killing of young and old, destruction of boys, women, and children, and slaughter of virgins and infants. Within the total of three days eighty thousand
were destroyed, forty thousand in hand-to-hand fighting; and as many were sold into
slavery as were slain. Not content with this, Antiochus dared to enter the most holy temple
in all the world, guided by Menelaus, who had become a traitor both to the laws and to his
country. He took the holy vessels with his polluted hands, and swept away with profane
hands the votive offerings which other kings had made to enhance the glory and honor of
the place . . . So Antiochus carried off eighteen hundred talents from the temple, and hurried
away to Antioch, thinking in his arrogance that he could sail on the land and walk on the
sea, because his mind was elated. And he left governors to afflict the people: at Jerusalem,
Philip, by birth a Phrygian and in character more barbarous than the man who appointed
him; and at Gerizim, Andronicus; and besides these Menelaus, who lorded it over his fellow
citizens worse than the others did. 37

Antiochus’ heavy-handed response was driven by an unfortunate mix of events:
• His dejection and humiliation over the Day of Eleusis affair.
• His anger over Jason’s revolt, the subsequent people’s uprising, and their rejection
of his chosen representative, Menelaus.
• The likelihood of a conspiracy with Egypt by Ptolemaic sympathizers in Judah.
• The working of Satan in his heart against the Jews.
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The total of 80,000 casualties in Jerusalem (40,000 slain and 40,000 enslaved) is an unlikely
figure. Given that the city’s population was probably less than 120,000 at the time, the casualty
count has undoubtedly been exaggerated by the author (see Goldstein 1983: 258). Also, it appears
that 2 Maccabees embellishes the account of the second invasion by adding elements of the
temple robbery of 169 (see Gruen 1993: 246–47, fnn. 21–22).
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he shall even return, and have intelligence with them that forsake the holy covenant.
After his vicious attack on Jerusalem, Antiochus resumed his journey home (“he shall
even return”). However, before he left, he installed officials (presumably with garrisons)
to police the Jews: Philip at Jerusalem, and Andronicus in Samaria. Menelaus was also
deputized. The fact that Menelaus “lorded it over his fellow citizens worse than the others
did” (2 Macc 5:23) shows that he relished his policing role. Perhaps he even used it to
pay back those who lorded it over him during the peoples’ revolt against the Hellenizers.
After returning to Syria, Antiochus would have been occupied with the business of kingship. (During the preceding two years, he had been absent from the capital for about
seventeen months.) Regarding Judah, Antiochus’ next step was to “have intelligence with
them that forsake the holy covenant.” We can speculate on this event as follows.
The current police action in Judah was a drain on resources. Knowing that a public revolt
was inevitable if his troops were removed, Antiochus sought a permanent solution, one
that would allow him to remove his forces before too long. Sometime before the autumn
of 167, Antiochus sent to Menelaus, requesting a meeting in Antioch with trusted Jewish
leaders. (The meeting was kept secret from the populace because a death toll was likely.)
The Jewish delegation was to provide counsel on how to stop the civil unrest in Judah.
The fact that Antiochus sought council from this delegation—“have intelligence with
them”—showed that he still did not understand the Jewish religion. Their input would help
to inform his decision on this annoying temple state. (History confirms that the Greeks
and Romans had difficulty in understanding Jewish ways, especially their monotheistic
worship, adherence to the Torah, and separatism.)
The Jewish delegation is described as “them that forsake the holy covenant.” Presumably,
they comprised pro-Hellenistic members of Menelaus’ faction. Their advice, no doubt,
was guided by self-serving motives. I suggest that Antiochus received the following
“intelligence” (or recommended course of action) from them:
• According to the edict of Antiochus III (Josephus, Ant. 12:142–146), the official
law of Judah was the Torah (i.e., the Mosaic Law). However, when Jason received
permission from Antiochus IV to establish a gymnasium in Jerusalem, exclusive
rule of the Torah was suspended. Hence, the remark in 2 Maccabees 4:11 that Jason
“set aside the existing royal concessions to the Jews.” At present, the Torah was
still being observed. But with its rule in Judah no longer legally protected, Antiochus could revoke it at any time.
• The main impediment for the Hellenizing reformers in Jerusalem was the antiGreek, religious conservatives who were fuelling opposition to both Menelaus and
the Seleucid regime. If the Torah and its religious practices were outlawed—by
force if necessary—the legal basis for their opposition would be nullified, so
removing the impetus for public uprisings. This was a high priority for Antiochus,
to stop the civil unrest. Judah was a vital frontier state against Egypt and it needed
to be under firm control.
• For Jews who could not abide by the new rules, the delegation may have recommended that they be free to leave the country. Many would surely flee to the large
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Jewish community in Egypt’s capital, Alexandria. This would diminish the number
of Ptolemaic sympathizers in Judah.
• Outlawing ancestral religious practices would also make it easier for Menelaus and
his supporters to recast Judaism in contemporary (Greek) terms. Judah’s standing
with the Seleucid regime would only improve as a result. It would be a “win-win”
for both administrations. It would certainly be a win for the ruling elite in Judah.
The unobstructed adoption of Hellenistic practices would allow increased
economic exchanges with non-Jewish states, so increasing the wealth of the upper
class. Undoubtedly, the delegation’s proposed course of action to Antiochus was
driven in large part by their love of money. These men were the current “robbers of
thy people.” By their actions, the vision of calamity alluded to in Daniel 11:14 was
being fulfilled.
Recall that Satan had set Antiochus’ heart against the holy covenant, so he was already
predisposed against the uniqueness of the Jews. Guided by his meeting with the Jewish
Hellenizers, he decided on the following three-stage plan:
1. a military takeover of Jerusalem to secure the city and prepare it for the next two
steps
2. the issuing of a royal decree to outlaw ancestral religious practices, a list of which
was drawn up for Antiochus by the Jewish delegation
3. enforcement of the decree under penalty of death (continuing for as long as it took
to achieve success)
This simplistic and misguided response, impelled by demonic influence in the king’s
heart, resulted in a pogrom unprecedented in the history of ancient empires. (Subsequent
events in Judah show that Antiochus seriously underestimated the resolve of the Jews in
the face of persecution. Eventually, in 163, his son Antiochus V Eupator repealed the
coercive religious measures and returned the temple to the Jews – 2 Macc 11:22–33.)
Who was to blame for the persecution? The remark in Daniel 11:30 that the king will
“have intelligence with them that forsake the holy covenant” is not given its due weight
by scholars. They tend to see the persecution as being initiated either by the Hellenizing
Jews or by Antiochus. For instance, JoAnn Scurlock asks:
So which was it? Was Antiochus simply being nasty? Was Antiochus imposing his own
religion on the Jews? Or was Antiochus allowing Menelaus or other Hellenizing Jews to
reform Judaism? (Scurlock 2000: 127)

We will visit scholarly opinion again in the next part. In my view, based on Daniel 11:30
and 11:14, the blame must be laid equally on Antiochus and the Jewish Hellenizing “den
of thieves” who conspired with him. It was a mutually beneficial decision driven by each
side’s own agenda.
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Part 12 – The Abomination of Desolation
(11:31–35): Historical Meaning
Daniel 11:2–30 prophesied about near-future historical events, from the latter time of the
Persian empire to the fateful meeting between Antiochus IV and the Jewish Hellenizers.
The outcome of that meeting was Antiochus’ decree prohibiting Jewish religious observances. The next section, 11:31–35, prophesies about the subsequent desecration of the
temple in Jerusalem and other events affecting the populace. In my view, this passage
has a dual fulfillment in that it also refers to end-time events. With respect to the historical
meaning (reviewed in this part), the events prophesied about in 11:31–35 have been the
subject of much attention by scholars.

Every year the Hanukkah festival reminds the Jews of the world of the first and only
attempt made in all of history to destroy the Jewish faith in the One and Eternal God.
Antiochus IV Epiphanes, King of Syria, under whose rule Jerusalem stood, in the
year 167 B.C. desecrated the temple on Mount Zion, prohibited the Torah, persecuted
the faithful, and forced a pagan religion upon the people. (Bickerman 1979: 9)

Antiochus’ move to outlaw the Jewish faith was to be enacted in three steps: (1) military
takeover of Jerusalem; (2) issuing of a royal decree outlawing ancestral religious practices;
(3) enforcement of the decree.
Step 1. The military takeover of Jerusalem probably took place in the summer or autumn
of 167. This agrees with the notice in 1 Maccabees 1:29 that it occurred two years after
Antiochus’ first invasion of Jerusalem (in the autumn of 169). It was led by Apollonius,
a commander of mercenaries from Mysia. Feigning peaceful intentions at first, he waited
until the Sabbath day to launch his attack:
In his malice toward the Jewish citizens, Antiochus sent Apollonius, the captain of the
Mysians, with an army of twenty-two thousand, and commanded him to slay all the grown
men and to sell the women and boys as slaves. When this man arrived in Jerusalem, he
pretended to be peaceably disposed and waited until the holy sabbath day; then, finding
the Jews not at work, he ordered his men to parade under arms. He put to the sword all
those who came out to see them, then rushed into the city with his armed men and killed
great numbers of people. (2 Macc 5:23–26; cf. 1 Macc 1:29–40)

During the assault, untold numbers of Jews were killed, the city was looted, and its walls
were torn down. (Antiochus’ command to “slay all the grown men” is an exaggeration
because adult males continued to inhabit the city.) A garrison was also stationed in a
fortified compound built by the invaders known as the Acra. Located near the temple, the
Acra served as the center of Hellenistic reform; it represented the Seleucid empire in
Jerusalem. It was manned by the military settlers, who no doubt began to worship their
foreign gods. It was also manned by Greek colonists, Menelaus and his party, and other
sympathizing Jews. Because of this intake of “sinful people, lawless men” (1 Macc 1:34),
Jerusalem became “a dwelling of strangers” and “strange to her offspring” (1 Macc 1:38).
Consequently, many Jews fled from the city, some in preparation for guerrilla resistance.
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Step 2. The next step in Antiochus’ plan was the promulgation of a decree banning Jewish
religious practices:
Then the king wrote to his whole kingdom that all should be one people, and that each
should give up his customs. All the Gentiles accepted the command of the king. Many even
from Israel gladly adopted his religion; they sacrificed to idols and profaned the sabbath.
And the king sent letters by messengers to Jerusalem and the cities of Judah; he directed
them to follow customs strange to the land, to forbid burnt offerings and sacrifices and
drink offerings in the sanctuary, to profane sabbaths and feasts, to defile the sanctuary and
the priests, to build altars and sacred precincts and shrines for idols, to sacrifice swine and
unclean animals, and to leave their sons uncircumcised. They were to make themselves
abominable by everything unclean and profane, so that they should forget the law and
change all the ordinances. “And whoever does not obey the command of the king shall
die.” In such words he wrote to his whole kingdom. And he appointed inspectors over all
the people and commanded the cities of Judah to offer sacrifice, city by city. Many of the
people, every one who forsook the law, joined them, and they did evil in the land; they
drove Israel into hiding in every place of refuge they had. (1 Macc 1:41–53)

First Maccabees 1:41–43 introduces the decree as part of an empire wide edict requiring
people to abandon their local customs. This seems unlikely given the lack of historical
evidence of any compliance by other states. The religious infighting was unique to Judah,
so the religious ban was probably unique to Judah. (It was later extended to nearby cities.)
What may have been sent “to his whole kingdom” was a royal statement to neighboring
provinces announcing Antiochus’ decision on the rebellion in Judah. This would be
appropriate for two reasons: (1) to prepare nearby states for his extraordinary response,
and (2) to gauge their reaction to his decree, which contained harsh dictates.
Step 3. The final step in Antiochus’ plan was the forced implementation of his decree,
under penalty of death.

Dan 11:31. And arms shall stand on his part, and they shall pollute the sanctuary of
strength, and shall take away the daily sacrifice, and they shall place the abomination
that maketh desolate.
The arms that shall stand on his part are the forces that Antiochus sent to Judah, led by
Apollonius. (The king did not go there himself.) After Jerusalem was secured, Antiochus’
decree was promulgated then enforced. All types of religious practices were outlawed,
including the daily temple sacrifices and offerings, circumcision, Sabbath and festival
observances, and Scripture readings. In their place, Jews were compelled to build altars,
and to sacrifice unclean animals on them. The occupying forces also set up the “abomination that maketh desolate” in Jerusalem’s temple, which was probably a pagan idolaltar. By this sacrilege, the “sanctuary of strength” (the temple) was polluted. First Maccabees 1:54–61 recounts the atrocities:
Now on the fifteenth day of Chislev, in the one hundred and forty-fifth year [Wed Dec 6,
167], they erected a desolating sacrilege upon the altar of burnt offering. They also built
altars in the surrounding cities of Judah, and burned incense at the doors of the houses
and in the streets. The books of the law which they found they tore to pieces and burned
with fire. Where the book of the covenant was found in the possession of any one, or if
any one adhered to the law, the decree of the king condemned him to death. They kept
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using violence against Israel, against those found month after month in the cities. And on
the twenty-fifth day of the month they offered sacrifice on the altar which was upon the
altar of burnt offering.

Antiochus’ response to the internal dispute in Judah between the Hellenizing rulership
and those who opposed them was unfair and heavy-handed. The following summary by
Robert Doran (2011: 423–24) shows how Antiochus’ actions have puzzled scholars:
“Das eigentliche und einzige Rätsel der Geschichte des seleukidischen Jerusalem” [“the
basic and sole enigma in the history of Seleucid Jerusalem”], declared Elias Bickermann
about the persecution of the Jews by Antiochus IV.1 The statement was later echoed by
Fergus Millar: “There seems no way of reaching an understanding of how Antiochus came
to take a step so profoundly at variance with the normal assumptions of government in his
time.”2 Since Bickermann’s magisterial work, various attempts have been put forward to
explain this enigma. Bickermann himself held that the main proponents of the persecution
were Hellenized Jews who wished to reform and bring up-to-date the Jewish religion.3 In
this he was followed by Martin Hengel, and more recently by J. Scurlock.4 In response to
this religious motivation of the persecution, Victor Tcherikover formulated his own
lapidary statement: “It was not the revolt which came as a response to the persecution, but
the persecution which came as a response to the revolt.”5 Tcherikover saw the revolt as an
uprising of the poor against the rich elites who had imposed the transformation of Jerusalem
into a polis.6 Jonathan Goldstein reverted to the religious interpretation of Bickermann
but identified Antiochus IV as the cause. Aware of the Roman attacks on the followers of
Bacchus [a religious cult], Antiochus sought to distinguish between the present, depraved
Judaism and that of the original tradition.7 Klaus Bringmann looked more to political
factors, the desire of Menelaus to gain control, and the support given by Antiochus IV to
crush Menelaus’s rivals.8 Erich Gruen, in a masterful overview of the question, pointed to
the need for Antiochus IV, after the humiliation of the “day of Eleusis,” to show that he
was still a force with which to reckon.9 In his recent analysis of the persecution edict, Peter
Franz Mittag concluded that the divergent details of the edict from all the sources made it
well nigh impossible to reconstruct the edict in detail.10
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In my view, comprehension of this event is provided by the statement in Daniel 11:28
that Antiochus’ heart was against the holy covenant. Therefore, his irrational actions stem
from being under Satan’s influence (cf. John 13:2). Those actions were taken because of
Satan’s concern over the Prophecy of the Seventy Weeks. By that prophecy, he deduced
that the earliest date for the Messiah’s birth was only about six decades away (see Part
10). To prevent the Messiah’s rise to the Davidic throne, Satan plotted to change the
nation’s culture by destroying its racial identity, just as the Assyrians destroyed the racial
identity of the Northern Kingdom. Working through Antiochus (and Menelaus), he would
effect this change through the abolition of Jewish ancestral laws and their replacement
by Hellenistic values. Forced assimilation of those values over several decades would
cause the Jews to become like the heathen nations, with little desire in their hearts for a
Davidic king.
In the end-time interpretation of Daniel 11:31–35, spiritual history will repeat. As occurred
in Judah, the forces of the king of the north (Satan) will work to corrupt the New Testament church through assimilation of worldly values, whose seeds were sown in Greek
culture. Satan will do this because he knows that Jesus’ coming is at hand, and he wants
to stop as many people as possible from becoming saved.

Dan 11:32. And such as do wickedly against the covenant shall he corrupt by flatteries:
but the people that do know their God shall be strong, and do exploits [or will act].
The ones who did “wickedly against the covenant” are Menelaus and the Hellenizing
reformers, the apostate elite of the nation who wanted Judaism to be outlawed. To reward
them and their followers, and to ensure their continued loyalty, Antiochus (through
Apollonius) made promises, or “flatteries.” These probably involved financial gain (cf.
1 Macc 2:18). This made them even more corrupt and committed to the cause. By contrast,
devoted Jews boldly resisted the reform attempts, so doing “exploits,” even in the face of
death. Like other rulers before him, Antiochus had underestimated the Jews:
But many in Israel stood firm and were resolved in their hearts not to eat unclean food.
They chose to die rather than to be defiled by food or to profane the holy covenant; and
they did die. (1 Macc 1:62–63)

The most well known act of resistance by Jews against the reform attempts was that of
the Maccabees. However, owing to the militant nature of the Maccabean revolt, and the
style of government formed later by the Hasmoneans, this study does not champion them
as God-fearing, holy defenders of the truth.

Dan 11:33. And they that understand among the people shall instruct many: yet they
shall fall by the sword, and by flame, by captivity, and by spoil, many days.
The phrase “they that understand [¸kl ]” is better translated “those who are wise.” Later
verses in the vision show that those who are wise are people who are saved:
And they that be wise [¸kl ] shall shine as the brightness of the firmament; and they
that turn many to righteousness as the stars for ever and ever. (Dan 12:3)
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Many shall be purified, and made white, and tried; but the wicked shall do wickedly:
and none of the wicked shall understand; but the wise [¸kl ] shall understand. (Dan
12:10)
The wise in Daniel 12:3 are reported as turning many to righteousness, which probably
applies also to 11:33. The saved people among the Jews exhorted others to maintain their
faith, and to pray for strength to endure. But they, too, fell victim to death (by sword and
flame), to slavery (captivity), and to robbery (spoil). Their tribulation lasted “many days,”
which turned out to be a few years. 38

Dan 11:34–35. Now when they shall fall, they shall be holpen with a little help: but
many shall cleave to them with flatteries. And some of them of understanding shall
fall, to try them, and to purge, and to make them white, even to the time of the end:
because it is yet for a time appointed.
The righteous ones who helped others were themselves given a measure of help when they
suffered persecution. Presumably, the “help” here is strength from the Lord to witness
even more boldly (cf. Ps 86:14–17; 119:86–88; Luke 21:12–15). Their witness attracted
followers. But many were insincere, offering flatteries to ingratiate themselves with the
righteous ones.
The prophecy indicates that “some of them of understanding shall fall, to try them, and
to purge, and to make them white.” Affliction is a constant for God’s people. Through it,
people are not only brought to salvation (Ps 51:7; Isa 1:18, 25; Zech 13:9), but some who
are already saved are further purified and strengthened in their spiritual walk (Ps 66:10–
12; Mal 3:2–3).
Spiritual refinement by affliction occurred in Antiochus’ day, and it will be a constant in
the life of believers until Jesus returns. Thus, we read that the refinement will continue
“even to the time of the end: because it is yet for a time appointed.”
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The duration of temple desecration lasted for just over three lunisolar years. The exact
year-dates involved are debated, being either 168–165 or 167–164. For discussion, see Grabbe
1991. Although Grabbe favors 168–165, I prefer the more traditional 167–164. Using those
dates, the temple desecration lasted for 1104 days, from Kislev 15 (Wed Dec 6), 167 to Kislev
25 (Mon Dec 14), 164. Note that it did not last for 1290 or 1335 days (Dan 12:11–12), as proposed
by some authors.
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Part 13 – The Abomination of Desolation
(11:31–35): End-Time Meaning
This study proposes that Daniel 11:31–35 has both a near-future and end-time fulfillment.
Jesus confirmed the end-time fulfillment in His Olivet Discourse when He recalled
Daniel’s prophecy about the “abomination of desolation” (Matt 24:15; Mark 13:14).
The jump from Antiochus Epiphanes in Daniel 11:30 to the end times in 11:31 follows
the pattern established in The Vision of the Ram and the Goat in Daniel 8. This prophecy
begins with an overview of the Persian and Greek empires. It then jumps to the latter days
of the Greek era (i.e., the end times) when the “little horn” (or Antichrist) will arise:
And the rough goat is the king of Grecia: and the great horn that is between his eyes
is the first king [Alexander]. Now that being broken, whereas four stood up for it,
four kingdoms shall stand up out of the nation, but not in his power. And in the latter
time of their kingdom [or in the latter time of the Greek era], when the transgressors
are come to the full, a king of fierce countenance, and understanding dark sentences
[the “little horn”], shall stand up. (Dan 8:21–23; see also Dan 7:8, 11, 20– 22)
The same jump occurs in Daniel 11 as we move from the crisis in Judah by the hand of
Antiochus Epiphanes to the crisis in the end-time church by the hand of the spiritual king
of the north. The theme that connects these two crises (and bridges the time gap) is the
corrupting effect of worldly values—derived from Greek culture—on the community of
God’s people. In both cases, invisible demonic maneuverings are driving the events.

Summary of My End-Time Beliefs
Analysis of the prophecies in Daniel 11:31 to 12:3 is greatly influenced by one’s views
on the following: interpreting the book of Revelation; the end-time condition of the New
Testament church; the identity of the Antichrist; the 1000-year period of Revelation 20.
These topics are discussed in my study The End Times. I encourage readers to access that
study for explanation of views that are made without elaboration here. My end-time
beliefs can be summarized as follows:
• The four different positions on interpreting the book of Revelation are: idealist,
preterist, historicist, and futurist. My interpretation is closest to the “futurist” view.
Revelation is the unfolding of God’s plan for the New Testament age and beyond,
with emphasis on end-time events that will affect humanity both supernaturally and
physically. The book comprises a series of prophetic visions. Some of them portray
the same event but are described differently. The language used in the visions is a
mixture of symbolic and literal, as informed by the context. My interpretation is
grounded in Reformed theology
• In talking about end-time signs in Matthew 24, the first thing that Jesus focused on
was the fidelity of Gospel witness. He said, “Take heed that no man deceive you.
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For many shall come in my name, saying, I am Christ; and shall deceive many”
(24:4–5). This does not mean that people will literally be calling themselves Christ,
which would deceive only a few. Rather, they are saying that Jesus is the Christ, and
they are teaching in His name. Jesus’ focus here is telling. Many Christians believe
that the end times will be characterized by the rise of a political, charismatic world
leader whom they identify as the Bible’s Antichrist. His rule will be associated with
a time of unprecedented trouble in the world. In other words, physical, observable
events are at the center of end-time prophecy. By contrast, corruption of the Gospel
was a major end-time sign that Jesus revealed to His disciples. This a spiritual sign,
not an obvious physical one.
• The corruption of the Gospel in the end-time church will allow Satan to rule there
as the Antichrist. This does not mean that he will rule in every Christian assembly.
To the very end, there will be faithful congregations, ministries, and fellowships,
but they will be in a minority.
• Regarding the 1000-year period, or millennium, of Revelation 20:1–10, I uphold
the Amillennial position. According to that view, the millennium is symbolic for
the period between Jesus’ victory at the cross and the loosing of the demonic host
in the final years before Jesus’ return. It represents the era of faithful Gospel
outreach by New Testament congregations. During that time, Satan is “bound,” or
spiritually restrained, to enable the success of the Gospel. After that symbolic
1000-year period is over, Satan will be “loosed” to deceive the nations as he did so
successfully in Old Testament days. As a result, the Gospel will become largely
ineffectual, as follows:
 IN THE CHURCH: Satan will rule as the Antichrist, or “little horn,” through
false prophets and teachers.
 IN THE WORLD: The increased wickedness of the nations, as generated by
Satan, will ensure that people have no interest in the Gospel.
Satan is the end-time king of the north in Daniel 11:31–45. His loosing begins the
Great Tribulation period prophesied about by Jesus:
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 Judaea flee into the mountains . . . For then shall be great tribulation
. . . Then if any man shall say unto you, Lo, here is Christ, or there; believe it not.
For there shall arise false Christs, and false prophets, and shall shew great signs
and wonders; insomuch that, if it were possible, they shall deceive the very elect.
(Matt 24:15–16, 21, 23–24)
The tribulation period is a time of spiritual and not physical affliction. It is a time
when few people will be coming to faith owing to Satan’s hold over both the church
and the world. As discussed in Part 18, I believe this period will last for 1290 days.
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Dan 11:31. And arms shall stand on his part, and they shall pollute the sanctuary of
strength [being the “holy place” or temple], and shall take away the daily sacrifice, and
they shall place the abomination that maketh desolate.
The historical attack by Antiochus IV anticipates Satan’s attack on the end-time church.
After he is loosed, false teachers and prophets (Satan’s “arm”) will desecrate the temple
(or rule in most congregations) through the idol-altar of false gospels (the abomination of
desolation – see below). Full of worldly values sown by the seeds of Greek culture, these
gospels will have no spiritual strength. As a result, the daily sacrifice—a metaphor for the
ongoing power of the Gospel to save people through Jesus’ blood sacrifice—will be
removed. On false gospels, teachers, and apostasy in the end-time church, the Bible
reveals:
For the time will come when they will not endure sound doctrine; but after their own
lusts shall they heap to themselves teachers, having itching ears; And they shall turn
away their ears from the truth, and shall be turned unto fables. (2 Tim 4:3–4)
For false Christs and false prophets shall rise, and shall shew signs and wonders,
to seduce, if it were possible, even the elect. (Mark 13:22)
Let no man deceive you by any means: for that day [Jesus’ return] shall not come,
except there come a falling away first, and that man of sin be revealed, the son of
perdition. (2 Thess 2:3)
Now the Spirit speaketh expressly, that in the latter times some shall depart from
the faith, giving heed to seducing spirits, and doctrines of devils. (1 Tim 4:1)
they shall place the abomination that maketh desolate. This statement is best reviewed
in light of Jesus’ comments in the Olivet Discourse, as recorded in the Synoptic Gospels:

MATTHEW 24

MARK 13

LUKE 21

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
Judaea flee into the
mountains: (vv. 15–16)

But when ye shall see
the abomination of
desolation, spoken of
by Daniel the
prophet, standing
where it ought not,
(let him that readeth
understand,) then let
them that be in
Judaea flee to the
mountains: (v. 14)

And when ye shall see
Jerusalem compassed with
armies, then know that the
desolation thereof is nigh. Then
let them which are in Judaea
flee to the mountains; and let
them which are in the midst of
it depart out; and let not them
that are in the countries enter
thereinto. For these be the days
of vengeance, that all things
which are written may be
fulfilled. (vv. 20–22)
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Jesus warned of an event that, when it happens, should prompt those in Judea to flee to
the mountains. The Olivet Discourse presents this event in two ways, both in terms of
Gentile forces invading Jerusalem. Matthew 24 and Mark 13 describe it as the abomination of desolation standing in the holy place. In other words, Jerusalem will be invaded
and its temple defiled. Luke 21 describes it as Jerusalem being encompassed by armies.
Both accounts point to the same truth: Satan will vanquish the end-time church (i.e.,
Jerusalem) through the ascendancy of false gospels.
On the prophecy in Luke 21:20 of seeing Jerusalem compassed with armies, Revelation
20:7–9 expands:
And when the thousand years are expired, Satan shall be loosed out of his prison,
And shall go out to deceive the nations . . . to gather them together to battle . . . And
they went up on the breadth of the earth, and compassed the camp of the saints
about, and the beloved city [of Jerusalem].
When the symbolic 1000-year period of faithful church outreach expires, Satan will be
loosed to deceive the nations to ensure they remain spiritually blinded (cf. 2 Cor 4:3–4).
This will prepare them for the battle of the last day (cf. Rev 16:14–21; 19:11–21). Central
to that preparation is the silencing of the Gospel. Hence, the language of the nations
compassing the camp of the saints about, and the beloved city. The “camp of the saints”
represents believers, whose witness will be rejected by the world. The “beloved city” of
Jerusalem represents the New Testament church, which will become spiritually as
Sodom and Egypt through the abundance of worldly-influenced doctrines (Rev 11:8).
The same event of Satan ruling in the church is described in Matthew 24 and Mark 13 as
the abomination of desolation, spoken of by Daniel the prophet, standing in the holy place.
The book of Daniel prophesies about this event in four places, two directly (11:31; 12:11)
and two indirectly (8:13; 9:27). In every case, it refers to an end-time desolation whereby
falsehood will supplant truth in the holy place. As a result, Satan will rule in most congregations as the Antichrist (1 John 2:18; 2 Thess 2:3–4).
Jesus warned His people that when they see either the abomination of desolation standing in the holy place or Jerusalem compassed by armies, “then let them which be in
Judaea flee into the mountains.” Luke 21:21 adds: “let them which are in the midst of it
[that is, in the midst of Jerusalem] depart out; and let not them that are in the countries
enter thereinto.” The overall message is that we should stay clear of Christian places that
are besieged by the Devil, and flee to where faithfulness may be found. This is because
“these be the days of vengeance, that all things which are written may be fulfilled” (21:
22). The days of Satan’s loosing will be a time of wrath and vengeance, when God judges
His household (and the world) for their sinfulness.

Dan 11:32. And such as do wickedly against the covenant shall he corrupt by flatteries:
but the people that do know their God shall be strong, and do exploits.
Those who “do wickedly against the covenant” are worldly-minded churchgoers. The
king of the north (Satan) will corrupt them even further through the allure, or “flatteries,”
of false gospels. But people will not realize that they are being deceived. As revealed in
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2 Thessalonians, churchgoers who do not have a love of the truth will be overcome by
“strong delusion.” It will happen when the “man of sin” (the Antichrist) “sitteth in the
temple of God” (or rules in the church):
Now we beseech you, brethren, by the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, and by our
gathering together unto him, That ye be not soon shaken in mind, or be troubled,
neither by spirit, nor by word, nor by letter as from us, as that the day of Christ is
at hand. Let no man deceive you by any means: for that day shall not come, except
there come a falling away first, and that man of sin be revealed, the son of
perdition; Who opposeth and exalteth himself above all that is called God, or that
is worshipped; so that he as God sitteth in the temple of God, showing himself that
he is God . . . Even him, whose coming is after the working of Satan with all power
and signs and lying wonders, And with all deceivableness of unrighteousness in
them that perish; because they received not the love of the truth, that they might be
saved. And for this cause God shall send them strong delusion, that they should
believe a lie: That they all might be damned who believed not the truth, but had
pleasure in unrighteousness. (2 Thess 2:1–4, 9–12)
Witnessing the corruption of the end-time church before their eyes, “the people that do
know their God shall be strong, and do exploits.” In other words, believers will actively
defend their faith, declaring the truth wherever they can.

Dan 11:33. And they that understand [or “those who are wise”] among the people shall
instruct many: yet they shall fall by the sword, and by flame, by captivity, and by spoil,
many days.
Those who are wise in the Christian community are believers (cf. Dan 12:3, 10). Understanding the supernatural conflicts of the times, they will share their knowledge with
others, and give instruction on righteousness in the face of spiritual attack. However,
despite their knowledge, they will “fall by the sword, and by flame, by captivity, and by
spoil.” This language of four types of suffering draws from Ezekiel. It symbolizes God’s
punishment of the corporate assembly of His people:
For thus saith the Lord GOD; How much more when I send my four sore judgments
upon Jerusalem, the sword, and the famine, and the noisome beast, and the
pestilence, to cut off from it man and beast? (Ezek 14:21; cf. 5:17; Rev 6:7–8)
Although it is God’s household as a corporate entity that is being referred to in the above
verse (cf. Isa 1:4–9), God’s end-time judgments will affect believers too, as happened in
Judah (cf. Ezek 21:3–4). The causes of affliction for end-time believers will undoubtedly
include: rejection by their own congregations, difficulty in witnessing, the distress of sin
abounding, seeing loved ones having no interest in the Gospel, and persecution (in some
places). Despite these difficulties, it must be emphasized that believers will not suffer
spiritual harm.

Dan 11:34–35. Now when they shall fall, they shall be holpen with a little help: but
many shall cleave to them with flatteries. And some of them of understanding shall
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fall, to try them, and to purge, and to make them white, even to the time of the end:
because it is yet for a time appointed.
Mercifully, when they fall, believers will receive a little help. As with the historical
interpretation, we may assume this “help” is strength from the Lord to witness even more
boldly in the face of hostility (cf. Ps 86:14–17; 119:86–88; Luke 21:12–15).
but many shall cleave to them with flatteries. The bold testimony of believers will attract
followers who will applaud what they hear (“cleave to them with flatteries”). But many
of those followers will be unsaved. While their knowledge of Scripture may delude them
into thinking that their eternal destiny is secure, the truth will be otherwise.
And some of them of understanding shall fall, to try them, and to purge, and to make
them white. Some believers will “fall” in order that they may be refined and cleansed.
That is, the Lord will use the spiritual and physical afflictions of those days to purify and
strengthen them (cf. Ps 66:10–12; Mal 3:2–3; 1 Pet 1:6–7; 4:12–13). A similar statement
is made in Daniel 12:10: “Many shall be purified, and made white, and tried.”
even to the time of the end. The Lord’s refining of believers will continue “even to the
time of the end.” This refers to Jesus’ return when believers will be gathered to Him, so
leaving all earthly afflictions behind (Matt 24:29–31). This glorious event is prophesied
about later in the vision: “and at that time thy people shall be delivered, every one that
shall be found written in the book” (Dan 12:1).
because it is yet for a time appointed. The end is for a “time appointed.” Jesus’ return
will occur at the exact day and hour decreed by God, the timing of which we cannot know
(Matt 24:36; 25:13).
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Part 14 – He Shall Magnify Himself Above All
(11:36–39)
The prophecies in Daniel 11:36–45 do not agree with the known events of the reign of
Antiochus IV. They have therefore been treated as referring solely to end-time events.
The first section, 11:36–39, reveals the triumphant reign of the king of the north over the
church and the nations during the time of his loosing.

Dan 11:36. And the king shall do according to his will; and he shall exalt himself, and
magnify himself above every god, and shall speak marvellous things against the God
of gods, and shall prosper till the indignation be accomplished: for that that is determined shall be done.
And the king shall do according to his will. Having gained control of most New Testament congregations, the king of the north (Satan) “shall do according to his will.” His
will is to prevent people from becoming saved. This is epitomized in Daniel 7 and 8 by
the victorious “little horn” making war with the saints and desecrating the temple:
behold, there came up among them another little horn . . . in this horn were eyes like
the eyes of man, and a mouth speaking great things . . . I beheld, and the same horn
made war with the saints, and prevailed against them; until the Ancient of days
came, and judgment was given to the saints of the most High. (Dan 7:8, 21–22)
And out of one of them came forth a little horn, which waxed exceeding great . . .
he magnified himself even to the prince of the host, and by him the daily sacrifice
was taken away, and the place of his sanctuary was cast down. (Dan 8:9, 11)
and he shall exalt himself, and magnify himself above every god. By embracing false
doctrines, unsaved people in the church will actually be worshipping Satan (unwittingly)
and not God. In this respect, the New Testament refers to Satan as the Antichrist (1 John
2:18; 4:3). He is the coming one “Who opposeth and exalteth himself above all that is
called God, or that is worshipped; so that he as God sitteth in the temple of God, showing
himself that he is God” (2 Thess 2:4). Wanting to be like God has always been Satan’s
ambition, as revealed prophetically in Isaiah 14:13–14:
For thou hast said in thine heart, I will ascend into heaven, I will exalt my throne
above the stars of God: I will sit also upon the mount of the congregation, in the
sides of the north: I will ascend above the heights of the clouds; I will be like the
most High.
and shall speak marvellous things against the God of gods. The king of the north will
speak “marvellous things” against God. This refers to Satan’s end-time attack on the
church through false prophets and teachers. Their words sound like the marvellous words
of the Gospel. But what they are really speaking is “great swelling words of vanity”
(2 Pet 2:18; cf. Jude 16) and “feigned words that make merchandise of you” (2 Pet 2:3).
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By their words of deception, which are ultimately blasphemous (cf. Rev 13:6), they will
debase all that is holy and true. Daniel 7 prophesies about the little horn and the “great
words” that he will speak through his agents of deception in the church:
And he [the little horn] shall speak great words against the most High, and shall
wear out the saints of the most High . . . But the judgment shall sit, and they shall
take away his dominion, to consume and to destroy it unto the end. (Dan 7:25–26)
and [he] shall prosper. Daniel 8 expands on the little horn “prospering” during the end
times:
And his power shall be mighty, but not by his own power: and he shall destroy
wonderfully, and shall prosper, and practice, and shall destroy the mighty and the
holy people. And through his policy also he shall cause craft to prosper in his
hand; and he shall magnify himself in his heart, and by peace shall destroy many:
he shall also stand up against the Prince of princes; but he shall be broken without
hand. (Dan 8:24–25)
AND HIS POWER SHALL BE MIGHTY, BUT NOT BY HIS OWN POWER: The little

horn will be victorious not because he is more powerful than God but because God
is allowing him to exercise that power.
AND HE SHALL DESTROY WONDERFULLY, AND SHALL PROSPER, AND
PRACTICE: The little horn’s campaign against the church will be highly successful.

Destroying “wonderfully” implies a remarkable destruction.
AND SHALL DESTROY THE MIGHTY AND THE HOLY PEOPLE: The “mighty

and the holy people” are believers, who are “a royal priesthood, an holy nation”
(1 Pet 2:9; cf. Deut 7:6). Their being destroyed is not a literal mass murder. Rather,
it stresses that their testimony will be profoundly rejected by the world. With only
small numbers coming to faith, it will be as though believers had been killed (cf.
Rev 11:7; 13:7).
AND THROUGH HIS POLICY ALSO HE SHALL CAUSE CRAFT TO PROSPER IN
HIS HAND: The little horn will cause “craft,” which means deceit, “to prosper in

his hand.” This refers to the overwhelming success of false teachers and prophets
whose deceitful doctrines will cause a great “falling away” in the church (2 Thess
2:3). Satan’s tactic of choice is deception. Recall that he used it with devastating
effect in the Garden of Eden.
AND HE SHALL MAGNIFY HIMSELF IN HIS HEART, AND BY PEACE SHALL
DESTROY MANY: The little horn will “magnify himself in his heart,” as he shows

himself to be like God (cf. 2 Thess 2:4). Through his agency of “peace,” or through
false gospels that claim reconciliation with God but instead incur His wrath, the
little horn will spiritually destroy many.
HE SHALL ALSO STAND UP AGAINST THE PRINCE OF PRINCES; BUT HE SHALL
BE BROKEN WITHOUT HAND: In warring against the Gospel, the little horn will

be opposing the author of our salvation, Jesus Christ, the Prince of princes (cf. Rev
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19:16). But he will be “broken without hand.” In the battle of the last day, the Lord
will consume him with the “spirit of his mouth, and shall destroy [him] with the
brightness of his coming” (2 Thess 2:8; cf. Rev 20:9–10). Thus, his rule will be
broken by divine hand. It will not be broken by human hand as happens with the
fall of earthly kingdoms.
till the indignation be accomplished. Satan will prosper until the “indignation” (za’am)
is completed. The word za’am means “anger.” It refers to the carrying out of God’s wrath
during the end times. This is when He will judge the rebellious church, just as He judged
unfaithful Judah:
Her priests have violated my law . . . Her princes in the midst thereof are like wolves
ravening the prey, to shed blood, and to destroy souls . . . her prophets have daubed
them with untempered mortar, seeing vanity, and divining lies unto them, saying,
Thus saith the Lord GOD, when the LORD hath not spoken . . . Therefore have I
poured out mine indignation [za’am] upon them; I have consumed them with the fire
of my wrath: their own way have I recompensed upon their heads, saith the Lord
GOD. (Ezek 22:25–31)
for that that is determined shall be done. God’s end-time judgments are certain to occur,
and will run their full course.

Dan 11:37–38. Neither shall he regard the God [gods] of his fathers, nor the desire of
women, nor regard any god: for he shall magnify himself above all. But in his estate
shall he honour the God of forces: and a god whom his fathers knew not shall he
honour with gold, and silver, and with precious stones, and pleasant things.
Daniel 11:37 elaborates on the extent of the king of the north’s self-exaltation. There are
three things that he will not regard because he will consider himself to be above them all:
(1) the gods of his fathers; (2) the desire of women; (3) any god.
First, the king of the north will not regard the “god” (elōhîm) of his fathers. This plural
masculine noun can be equally translated “gods.” Gauging by the context, “gods of his
fathers” is more appropriate. Recall that Daniel 11 presents a dynasty of kings of the north,
ending historically with Antiochus IV then spiritually with Satan. The “fathers” of Satan
in Daniel 11 are therefore the kings of the north who preceded him. It is unlikely that any
of them worshipped the monotheistic Hebrew God (certainly not Antiochus IV). The
Seleucid kings worshipped several gods. However, the end-time king of the north will
not regard any of them. He has no need to. People are worshipping him.
Second, Satan will not regard the “desire of women.” This can be interpreted in two ways:
(1) he will not wish to court women, or (2) he will not regard something that women
desire. The latter meaning is preferable. Given that the context of Daniel 11:37 is the
king’s self-exaltation over and above that which people worship, the “desire of women”
is probably a well-known Hellenic goddess. (This may be Artemis, the goddess of women,
childbirth, song, and dance.) Third, Satan will not regard “any god,” meaning any deity
that people worship through the making of idols (cf. 1 Chr 16:26).
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In summary, Daniel 11:37 conveys supremacy. Satan, the ultimate king of the north, will
not regard the gods of his ancestors, nor any goddess, nor any deity/idol revered by people;
they are all lifeless. Instead, he will be the living ruler “who opposeth and exalteth himself
above all that is called God” (2 Thess 2:4).
The god of forces. As ruler of the earth, Satan will honour the “god of forces,” which is
the power of spiritual warfare that sustains his dominion. This is the true battle of the ages,
the war that is being fought over the ownership of human souls (Eph 6:11–12). Satan’s
“god of forces” was unknown to his fathers (the Seleucid kings) because they used earthly
might to achieve their goals. By contrast, spiritual warfare results in permanent, eternal
outcomes rather than changeable, earthly ones. It is the only means by which the ultimate
prize, a human soul, can be taken. Satan will esteem this god above all else.
Satan will honour his god “with gold, and silver, and with precious stones, and pleasant
things.” This lavish tribute emphasizes Satan’s affection for his god of warfare. It stands
in contrast to King David’s affection for the temple in Jerusalem about to be built:
Now I have prepared with all my might for the house of my God the gold for things
to be made of gold, and the silver for things of silver, and the brass for things of
brass, the iron for things of iron, and wood for things of wood; onyx stones, and
stones to be set, glistering stones, and of divers colours, and all manner of precious
stones, and marble stones in abundance. (1 Chr 29:2)

Dan 11:39. He will act against the strongest fortresses by means of the strange god;
those who recognize him he will highly honor and cause them to rule over many, allotting land as a reward. 39
While the Ptolemies and Seleucids attacked physical fortresses (Dan 11:7, 10, 15), Satan
will neutralize the enemy by overcoming the strong fortresses that are the congregations
of the New Testament church. Against them, he will employ his “strange god” (the one
unknown to his fathers) of spiritual warfare, which is invisible to humanity.
Among the unsaved in the church, he will single out “those who recognize him,” being
people in positions of leadership who are attracted to power and status. He will “highly
honor” them by allowing them to be successful. As a result, they will “rule over many”
as their congregations expand. He will also reward them with possessions of land. This
appears to be a metaphor for wealth. Like army heroes of old who received portions of
conquered land as booty, successful false teachers will profit, materially, from their labors.

39

Translation by Wood (1973: 307).
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Part 15 – The Demonic Onslaught of the Earth’s
Final Hour (11:40–45)
Daniel 11:31–39 prophesied about the king of the north’s triumph after the demonic host
is loosed. The vision now moves to the concluding period of his rule, which is the earth’s
final hour. The last nine verses of the vision (11:40–12:3) refer to that short but intense
period. They divide into parallel sections that both begin with Jesus’ return.
The first section (11:40–45) is discussed in this Part. It centers on the king of the north
and his attack on the world in the hour following Jesus’ return. The second section (12:
1–3) is discussed in Part 16. It centers on Jesus’ return, and how believers will be removed
from the earth to escape its final hour.
Before discussing Daniel 11:40–45, the closing events of the world should be reviewed.
While no single Bible passage reveals all the details, an assessment of related Scriptures
suggests the following sequence of events:
• Before Jesus returns, the powers of the heavens will be shaken (Matt 24:29; Luke
21:25–26). The sun and moon will darken. Stars will fall from the sky, which
suggests meteor showers and/or meteorites. Also, the sea and the waves will roar,
possibly because of meteorite impacts. These events will cause planet-wide distress,
with confusion and dismay. People will be in fear, imagining the worst.
• It is unknown how long the heavenly disturbances will continue before Jesus
returns. They may last a few hours or a few days, perhaps longer. When Jesus does
return, everyone on earth will see Him (Rev 1:7). He will be seen “coming in the
clouds of heaven with power and great glory” (Matt 24:30).
• When Jesus returns, He will remove believers from the earth. This is the so-called
“Rapture” (Matt 24:31; 1 Thess 4:14–17; 1 Cor 15:51–52). The unsaved will be
left behind for judgment (Matt 24:40–42).
• In the hour after the Rapture, which is the earth’s final hour, plagues will be poured
out on the unsaved (cf. Rev 18:8, 10, 17, 19). These are the seven vial plagues of
Revelation 16 in which the wrath of God is “filled up” (15:1), or completed. The
vial plagues are the “time of trouble” spoken about in Daniel 12:1 (Part 16 refers).
• After the seventh vial plague is poured out, the universe will be destroyed by fire
(2 Pet 3:10–13). This marks the start of eternity, in which the Great White Throne
Judgment will take place (Rev 20:11–15; 2 Cor 5:10).
Daniel 11:40–45 describes a major supernatural event. When Jesus returns to remove
believers from the earth, the king of the north will wage spiritual warfare to ensure that
the unsaved, who have been left behind, do not repent. Following the pattern of preceding
verses, the attack is described in terms of Hellenistic era warfare and geography.
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Dan 11:40. And at the time of the end shall the king of the south push at him: and the
king of the north shall come against him like a whirlwind, with chariots, and with
horsemen, and with many ships; and he shall enter into the countries, and shall overflow and pass over.
Daniel 11:35 refers to “the time of the end: because it is yet for a time appointed.” The
“time of the end” is Jesus’ return. It will occur on the day and hour appointed by God.
When He returns, believers will be raptured. Watching all this happen before their eyes,
the unsaved will be in great fear, as Revelation 11 reveals:
the Spirit of life from God entered into them [into the “two witnesses,” who represent
believers], and they stood upon their feet [in their resurrected bodies]; and great
fear fell upon them which saw them. And they heard a great voice from heaven
saying unto them, Come up hither. And they ascended up to heaven in a cloud [the
Rapture]; and their enemies beheld them. (Rev 11:11–12)
At the time of the end when all the world sees the return of Jesus and the Rapture, the
king of the south will push at the king of the north. In Daniel’s final vision, the king (or
kingdom) of the south is Egypt (11:8, 42, 43). The Bible depicts Egypt as the land of
bondage (Exod 13:3; Lev 26:13). It represents the unsaved world imprisoned to sin. How
will the unsaved “push at”—or move against—the king of the north during the earth’s
final hour?
When those left behind on the earth see Jesus’ return to gather believers, a number of
them, especially religiously oriented people, will turn their thoughts to God. Of course,
Satan does not want anyone to turn their thoughts to God at all. In response to this “threat”
from the unregenerate world (i.e., the king of the south pushing at him), Satan will act to
harden the hearts of sinners everywhere so they do not repent. His actions in achieving
this are portrayed as a furious onslaught, as he and his demons attack with exceptional
strength. God will permit this because it suits His purposes.
This onslaught will be the crowning success of Satan’s “god of forces” (Dan 11:38).
Daniel 11:40 portrays it as the king of the north utilizing all military assets at his disposal
to attack Egypt (“with chariots, and with horsemen, and with many ships”). It will be a
whirlwind assault, as Satan acts to control the hearts of the unsaved wherever they are
found (“he shall enter into the countries, and shall overflow and pass over”).

Dan 11:41. and hath come into the desirable land, and many do stumble, and these
escape from his hand: Edom, and Moab, and the chief of the sons of Ammon. [YLT]
As the demonic assault progresses, a crucial target will be the congregations of the New
Testament church. They are represented by the “desirable land” of Judah (cf. Dan 11:16).
The king of the north will come against them because unsaved churchgoers everywhere
will be turning to God in prayer when the fearful events of the last hour begin. The
demonic host will therefore expend maximum effort to keep them spiritually blinded. It
will be the ultimate fulfilment of 2 Corinthians 4:3–4:

87

But if our gospel be hid, it is hid to them that are lost: In whom the god of this world
hath blinded the minds of them which believe not, lest the light of the glorious gospel
of Christ, who is the image of God, should shine unto them.
Two other passages prophesy about this demonic attack on the end-time church in the
earth’s final hour. Similar to Daniel 11:40, each employs the imagery of a furious cavalry
charge:
• In Joel 2:1–11, the assault is depicted as a swarm of locusts. Likened to horses and
horsemen, they will destroy by fire all obstacles in their path:
A fire devoureth before them; and behind them a flame burneth . . . The appearance
of them is as the appearance of horses; and as horsemen, so shall they run. Like the
noise of chariots on the tops of mountains shall they leap, like the noise of a flame
of fire that devoureth the stubble, as a strong people set in battle array . . . The
earth shall quake before them; the heavens shall tremble: the sun and the moon
shall be dark, and the stars shall withdraw their shining. (Joel 2:4–5, 10)
• In the sixth trumpet judgment (Rev 9:13–21), 200 million horsemen are loosed,
their horses breathing fire:
And thus I saw the horses in the vision, and them that sat on them, having breastplates of fire, and of jacinth, and brimstone: and the heads of the horses were as
the heads of lions; and out of their mouths issued fire and smoke and brimstone.
(Rev 9:17)
and many do stumble. Because of this demonic assault, many in the glorious land (the
unsaved in the church) will “stumble.” This is the verb kšl, which carries the sense of
stumbling or tottering. When used negatively about God’s people, it implies that they
have sinned against Him (e.g., Isa 59:10). Kšl is also used to show that someone will be
brought to ruin (e.g., Jer 50:32). Both meanings are relevant here.
and these escape from his hand. Although Judah will be invaded, the Transjordan nations
of Edom, Moab, and Ammon will escape. Those nations were related to Israel by blood.
But they became enemies, working against the Jews (e.g., Ezek 25:2–14; Zeph 2:8–9).
As “enemies of my enemy,” they are allies of the king of the north, so they will be spared
invasion. Today, the ancient nations of Edom, Moab, and Ammon identify with the Arab
world. Most people in the Arab world adhere to Islam. This major world religion rejects
Jesus’ divinity. Its aims are therefore allied with the king of the north’s.

Dan 11:42–43. He shall stretch forth his hand also upon the countries: and the land
of Egypt shall not escape. But he shall have power over the treasures of gold and of
silver, and over all the precious things of Egypt: and the Libyans and the Ethiopians
shall be at his steps.
Having subjugated the desirable land (the church), the king of the north will continue his
southward sweep. He will “stretch forth his hand also upon the countries: and the land of
Egypt shall not escape.” The north’s whirlwind advance from Syria to Egypt, while
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conquering everything in his way, symbolizes Satan’s apocalypse against those left behind
on the earth.
With Egypt conquered, the sum of her wealth—all of her treasures of gold, silver, and
precious things—will become the king of the north’s possession. These spoils represent
the souls of unsaved people everywhere. That the king of the north will have power over
them means that the demons will exercise influence over them.
Also, the “Libyans and the Ethiopians shall be at his steps.” Libya and Ethiopia are famed
in the Bible for their military prowess, and for helping Egypt in warfare (e.g., 2 Chr 12:
2–3; 16:8; Jer 46:9; Ezek 30:4–5). Both countries will surrender to the king of the north,
so emphasizing the defenselessness of Egypt (the world) against his blitz.
As the demonic onslaught of the earth’s final hour takes place, the seven vial plagues of
Revelation 16 will be poured out on the unsaved. Satan’s success in his onslaught is seen
in people blaspheming God during the plagues, with no one repenting:
And the fourth angel poured out his vial upon the sun; and power was given unto
him to scorch men with fire. And men were scorched with great heat, and blasphemed the name of God, which hath power over these plagues: and they repented
not to give him glory. And the fifth angel poured out his vial upon the seat of the
beast; and his kingdom was full of darkness; and they gnawed their tongues for
pain, And blasphemed the God of heaven because of their pains and their sores,
and repented not of their deeds. (Rev 16:8–11)

Dan 11:44. But tidings out of the east and out of the north shall trouble him: therefore
he shall go forth with great fury to destroy, and utterly to make away many.
News from the east and north will trouble Satan. He will be concerned about a powerful
coalition of forces that resides in the east, and is moving towards him. Their attack will
be from the north, having marched via the Fertile Crescent to cross the Euphrates in
northern Syria. (The Arabian Desert prevented Oriental armies from marching directly
eastward from Mesopotamia to Palestine.) In particular, tidings from the north indicates
that the attack is imminent.
This powerful force comprises the “kings of the east” (Rev 16:12), who represent Christ
and the armies of believers in heaven (19:11–16). Just as Babylon was destroyed by the
Medes and Persians who lived to the east of them, so the unsaved and the demons will be
defeated by Christ and the believers in the great battle of the earth’s final hour (19:17–
21).
Satan knows this battle is soon to occur because he will discern the tidings of it by the
event of Jesus’ return taking place, as well as the vial plagues being poured out. He will
therefore be vexed because he knows his end is near (cf. 20:8–10).
he hath gone forth in great fury to destroy, and to devote many to destruction [YLT].
Knowing that his time is running out, Satan will be furious, and he will work hard to
destroy people (by keeping them spiritually blinded). Satan is the essence of destruction,
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as attested by his Hebrew and Greek names, Abaddon and Apollyon (Rev 9:11). And he
will be successful because he will devote “many” to destruction. The word “many” in this
verse is rabbîm. As discussed when reviewing Daniel 12:2 in Part 16 (“And many of them
that sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake”), this word can also imply “all” because
there is no Hebrew word for “all” as a plural. Therefore, the emphasis is not on many as
a part of the whole, but on the numbers involved. Thus, the king of the north will devote
many, being the multitude of the nations, to destruction.

Dan 11:45. And he shall plant the tabernacles of his palace between the seas in the
glorious holy mountain; yet he shall come to his end, and none shall help him.
The king of the north will “plant the tabernacles of his palace,” or locate his royal headquarters, in the glorious holy mountain of Jerusalem (cf. Isa 66:20). Occupation of the
capital shows that Satan will “own” the New Testament church after Jesus removes
believers from the earth. Jerusalem is also described as lying “between the seas,” being
the Mediterranean and Dead Seas. The king of the north placing his tents between them
highlights his control of all the territory between them, which represents the church.
However, it will be a short-lived victory. The time when Satan reaches his zenith of power
will also be the time of his undoing (“yet he shall come to his end”). Near the close of
the earth’s final hour, Jesus and His armies of believers will defeat the nations and the
demonic host (Rev 19:11–21). No one will be able to rescue Satan from his certain fate
(“none shall help him”), as Revelation 20:7–10 prophesies:
And when the thousand years are expired, Satan shall be loosed out of his prison,
And shall go out to deceive the nations which are in the four quarters of the earth,
Gog and Magog, to gather them together to battle: the number of whom is as the
sand of the sea. And they went up on the breadth of the earth, and compassed the
camp of the saints about, and the beloved city [of Jerusalem]: and fire came down
from God out of heaven, and devoured them. And the devil that deceived them
was cast into the lake of fire and brimstone, where the beast and the false prophet
are, and shall be tormented day and night for ever and ever. (Rev 20:7–11)
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Part 16 – Michael Stands Up (12:1–3)
Dan 12:1. And at that time shall Michael stand up, the great prince which standeth
for the children of thy people: and there shall be a time of trouble, such as never was
since there was a nation even to that same time: and at that time thy people shall be
delivered, every one that shall be found written in the book.
Daniel 11:40–45 concluded the lengthy account of the kings of the south and north by
showing what will happen to the final king of the north, Satan, in the hour after Jesus’
return.
The next three verses (Dan 12:1–3) close the vision. They begin with the chronological
marker, “And at that time.” This is unlikely to be the time when the king of the north
comes to his end with none to help him. In other words, 12:1 does not follow chronologically after 11:45. Rather, “at that time” refers to “the time of the end” of 11:40. Thus, 11:40
and 12:1 begin at the same point in time, being the return of Jesus. This is depicted in
12:1 as Michael standing up.
As proposed in Part 3, Michael is an Old Testament name for Jesus. He is standing (or
coming from heaven) to rescue His people from the judgments about to be poured out on
the earth in its final hour. These are the seven vial plagues of Revelation 16. The plagues
constitute a “time of trouble, such as never was since there was a nation even to that
same time.” They are severe and unparalleled. Consider them all:
1. People will receive grievous sores (16:2).
2. The sea will become as blood (16:3).
3. Rivers and fountains will become as blood (16:4–7).
4. The sun will scorch people with great heat (16:8–9).
5. The earth will be plunged into darkness because it will no longer receive celestial
light (16:10–11).
6. The sixth vial plague announces the gathering of the nations “to the battle of that
great day of God Almighty” (16:12–16).
7. The seventh vial plague is the Battle of Armageddon. This is not a battle fought with
human weaponry. Rather, it comprises two literal judgments, being a planet-wide
earthquake followed by a rain of great hailstones (16:16–21). These cataclysmic
events will end human life on earth. This conclusion is supported by related endtime prophecies, such as Zephaniah 1:14–18:
The great day of the LORD is near, it is near, and hasteth greatly, even the voice
of the day of the LORD: the mighty man shall cry there bitterly. That day is a day
of wrath, a day of trouble and distress, a day of wasteness and desolation, a day of
darkness and gloominess, a day of clouds and thick darkness, A day of the trumpet
and alarm against the fenced cities, and against the high towers. And I will bring
distress upon men, that they shall walk like blind men, because they have sinned
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against the LORD: and their blood shall be poured out as dust, and their flesh as
the dung. Neither their silver nor their gold shall be able to deliver them in the day
of the LORD’S wrath; but the whole land shall be devoured by the fire of his
jealousy: for he shall make even a speedy riddance of all them that dwell in the land.
and at that time thy people shall be delivered, every one that shall be found written in
the book. “At that time” when Michael stands up, he will deliver Daniel’s people. This
refers to believers, whose names are written in the Book of Life (Phil 4:3; Rev 21:27).
They are being delivered to escape the hour of wrath about to start. This deliverance is
the Rapture, after which the unprecedented “time of trouble” will begin.
Similar language of unprecedented trouble is used in relation to two events:
• the Great Tribulation period (Matt 24:21)
• the earth’s final hour, which is called a “day of trouble” or “time of trouble” (Nah
1:6–8; Zeph 1:14–15; Ps 37:37–40)
Undoubtedly, Daniel 12:1 is referring to the earth’s final hour. On the Lord’s deliverance
of His people from that time of trouble, we read in the prophecy of Psalm 37:
Mark the perfect man, and behold the upright: for the end of that man is peace.
But the transgressors shall be destroyed together: the end of the wicked shall be
cut off. But the salvation of the righteous is of the LORD: he is their strength in
the time of trouble. And the LORD shall help them, and deliver them: he shall
deliver them from the wicked, and save them, because they trust in him. (Ps 37:
37–40)

Dan 12:2. And many of them that sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake, some to
everlasting life, and some to shame and everlasting contempt.
Before believers are removed from the earth, an astonishing supernatural event must first
take place. This is the “resurrection,” which Jesus spoke about in John 5:28–29:
Marvel not at this: for the hour is coming, in which all that are in the graves shall
hear his voice, and shall come forth; they that have done good, unto the resurrection of life; and they that have done evil, unto the resurrection of damnation. (cf.
Acts 24:15)
Both resurrections will occur when Jesus returns. For the believing dead, it will be the
“resurrection of life” (cf. John 6:40; 11:23–24). This refers to the completion of salvation
for believers when their souls, which have been in heaven since they died, will be given
bodies in which to live for eternity in heaven. For the unsaved dead, it will be the
“resurrection of damnation.” They will receive eternal bodies designed for hell. Jesus’
account of the resurrection in John 5:28–29 parallels the prophecy of Daniel 12:2, where
some will awake to everlasting life, and some to everlasting contempt.

92

On believers receiving their resurrected bodies, which is the first part of the Rapture, Paul
revealed in 1 Corinthians 15:51–52:
Behold, I shew you a mystery; We shall not all sleep, but we shall all be changed,
In a moment, in the twinkling of an eye, at the last trump: for the trumpet shall
sound, and the dead shall be raised incorruptible, and we shall be changed.
On Jesus’ return and the Rapture, 1 Thessalonians 4:13–17 teaches:
But I would not have you to be ignorant, brethren, concerning them which are
asleep, that ye sorrow not, even as others which have no hope. For if we believe that
Jesus died and rose again, even so them also which sleep in Jesus will God bring
with him. For this we say unto you by the word of the Lord, that we which are alive
and remain unto the coming of the Lord shall not prevent them which are asleep.
For the Lord himself shall descend from heaven with a shout, with the voice of the
archangel, and with the trump of God: and the dead in Christ shall rise first: Then
we which are alive and remain shall be caught up together with them in the clouds,
to meet the Lord in the air: and so shall we ever be with the Lord. (cf. Matt 24:29–
31)
“Many” of them that sleep. In Daniel 12:2, the KJV confusingly translates rabbîm to
mean “many,” implying a limited resurrection. However, the YLT is more precise: “And
the multitude of those sleeping in the dust of the ground do awake.” On the Hebrew
sense of rabbîm in Daniel 12:2, Baldwin explains (1978: 225–26):
the use of the word ‘many’ in Hebrew is not quite parallel with its use in English. Hebrew
rabbîm, ‘many’, tends to mean ‘all’, as in Deuteronomy 7:1; Isaiah 2:2, where ‘all nations’
becomes ‘many peoples’ in the parallel verse 3; and in Isaiah 52:14, 15; 53:11, 12, where
this key-word occurs no fewer than five times, with an inclusive significance. As Jeremias
points out, the Hebrew word kol, ‘all’, means either ‘totality’ or ‘sum’; there is no word
for ‘all’ as a plural. For this rabbîm does duty, and so comes to mean ‘the great multitude’,
‘all’; cf. ‘Multitudes who sleep in the dust of the earth ...’ (NIV). The emphasis is not upon
many as opposed to all, but rather on the numbers involved.
In the light of this usage our author can be seen to be thinking of a general resurrection
prior to judgment. Jesus almost certainly has this verse in mind in Matthew 25:46 and John
5:28, 29.

Dan 12:3. And they that be wise shall shine as the brightness of the firmament; and
they that turn many to righteousness as the stars for ever and ever.
The final statement in Daniel’s vision of great conflict is one of victory. Believers have
received the spirit of wisdom through understanding the word of God (Eph 1:17–18;
2 Tim 3:15–16). By their knowledge and witness of Jesus, they turn many to righteousness
(James 5:20). A splendid future therefore awaits believers. They will live with the Lord
forever in the new heavens and earth in resurrected bodies that will shine brightly, “as
the stars for ever and ever” (cf. Matt 13:43).
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Part 17 – The Sealed Nature of the Book
(12:4–10)
Dan 12:4. But thou, O Daniel, shut up the words, and seal the book, even to the time
of the end: many shall run to and fro, and knowledge shall be increased.
The conclusion of the revelation (Dan 12:3) is followed by the Lord’s directive to “shut
up the words, and seal the book, even to the time of the end.” This is reinforced in 12:9,
“Go thy way, Daniel: for the words are closed up and sealed till the time of the end.” The
directive applied not just to this vision but to “the book,” being all of Daniel’s revelatory
visions (cf. 8:26).
How did Daniel “shut up the words” of the book? By their elusive language and imagery,
the visions had already been presented to Daniel in a sealed way. So, the instruction to
“shut” and “seal” probably meant that Daniel was to faithfully record what He had seen
and heard. He was not to rework the material in any way.
many shall run to and fro, and knowledge shall be increased. The term “run to and fro”
implies searching (cf. Jer 5:1; Zech 4:10). Many end-time Christians, sensing that history
may be coming to a close, will run to and fro as they seek understanding of apocalyptic
prophecies. For believers who search, knowledge will be increased. For unsaved people,
the truth will elude them as Amos 8:12 foretells: “they shall run to and fro to seek the
word of the LORD, and shall not find it.”

Dan 12:5–6. Then I Daniel looked, and, behold, there stood other two, the one on this
side of the bank of the river, and the other on that side of the bank of the river. And
one said to the man clothed in linen, which was upon the waters of the river, How
long shall it be to the end of these wonders?
With the revelation completed, the narration now returns to the surroundings of the Tigris
(cf. Dan 10:4–6). Daniel saw two other figures, each standing on an opposite bank of the
river. These may have been the heavenly beings mentioned in Daniel 10:10 and 10:16,
18. Since the Tigris is a wide river, the two figures were probably located well apart.
Therefore, the one who spoke was probably the heavenly being nearer to Daniel. That
nearer one asked the Lord, “How long shall it be to the end of these wonders.” The Lord’s
answer in the next verse confirms that “these wonders” refer to the extraordinary events
of the end-time portion of this vision, and not to the whole vision.

Dan 12:7. And I heard the man clothed in linen, which was upon the waters of the
river, when he held up his right hand and his left hand unto heaven, and sware by
him that liveth for ever that it shall be for a time, times, and an half; and when he
shall have accomplished to scatter the power of the holy people, all these things shall
be finished.
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Before answering the question “How long shall it be to the end of these wonders,” the
Lord held up both hands to heaven. The gesture of holding up a hand to heaven was used
in making an oath (Gen 14:22–23). Holding up two hands signifies a most solemn oath.
The Lord lifted both hands to “sware by him that liveth for ever.” In other words, He
swore by Himself. People typically swear by a higher authority as a confirmation of their
resolve. But there is no higher authority than God. Thus, we read in Jeremiah 22:5: “if ye
will not hear these words, I swear by myself, saith the LORD, that this house shall
become a desolation.”
it shall be for a time, times, and an half. The Lord swore that “these wonders,” being
the end-time events of spiritual warfare affecting Daniel’s people (i.e., believers), would
last “for a time, times, and an half,” or three and a half times. This symbolic period is
first mentioned in Daniel 7:25 as being the duration of the little horn’s end-time rule:
And he shall speak great words against the most High, and shall wear out the saints
of the most High, and think to change times and laws: and they shall be given into
his hand until a time and times and the dividing of time. (Dan 7:25)
The Prophecy of the Seventy Weeks elaborates on this:
And he shall confirm the covenant with many for one week: and in the midst of the
week he shall cause the sacrifice and the oblation to cease, and for the overspreading of abominations he shall make it desolate, even until the consummation, and
that determined shall be poured upon the desolate. (Dan 9:27)
I believe that Daniel’s seventieth week, during which time the covenant is confirmed by
people becoming saved, represents the whole New Testament period. The first half-week
of 3½ times or 1260 days (Rev 11:3; 12:6; 12:14) represents the era of faithful church
outreach, which began at the cross. The second half-week of 3½ times, or 42 months, or
3½ days (Dan 7:25; 12:7; Rev 11:2; 11:9–11; 13:5) is when the “overspreading of
abominations” will occur (Satan’s loosing). It will end at Jesus’ return. (For discussion of
Daniel’s Prophecy of the Seventy Weeks, see The End Times, Chapters 14 and 15.)
and when he shall have accomplished to scatter the power of the holy people, all these
things shall be finished. The “holy people” are Daniel’s spiritual brethren (cf. Isa 62:12).
When the king of the north (Satan) has neutralized their witness to the degree that no one
else can be saved (“when he shall have accomplished to scatter the power of the holy
people”), Jesus will return. After that, “all these things shall be finished.” They will be
finished through the event called “the consummation” in the Prophecy of the Seventy
Weeks. This is when “that determined shall be poured upon the desolate” (Dan 9:27),
which refers to the pouring of the decreed vial plagues in the earth’s final hour (Rev 16).

Dan 12:8–10. And I heard, but I understood not: then said I, O my Lord, what shall be
the end of these things [or, more literally, “what is the latter end of these”]? And he
said, Go thy way, Daniel: for the words are closed up and sealed till the time of the end.
Many shall be purified, and made white, and tried; but the wicked shall do wickedly:
and none of the wicked shall understand; but the wise shall understand.
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Although Daniel said that he understood the vision (cf. Dan 10:1), he did not understand
something about the answer just given. He probably recognized time, times, and half a
time, having encountered it earlier in Daniel 7:25 and indirectly in 9:27. He may have also
linked the power of the holy people being scattered to 7:25 and 8:23–25. What may have
been unclear to him, though, was the sequence of events summarized by the statement
“all these things shall be finished.” The earlier visions of the book do not elaborate on
how, exactly, things will finish. Daniel therefore asked, “what is the latter end of these
[things]?” We may speculate that he sought expansion on one or more of the following:
• the relationship between Michael standing up and the defeat of the king of the north
• how will Daniel’s people be delivered?
• the nature of the unprecedented “time of trouble”
No answer was given to Daniel. Instead, he was told to “Go thy way . . . for the words
are closed up and sealed till the time of the end.” The implication is that Daniel was told
not to worry about end-time details because the vision would be closed to understanding
until the day approached. Jesus gave a similar instruction to his disciples (Acts 1:6–8).
Regarding the close of the age, God has “closed up and sealed” many details to all but
the final generation. This does not mean that end-time prophecies were of little worth to
earlier generations. The Bible teaches that all Scripture “is profitable for doctrine, for
reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness” (2 Tim 3:16). This is confirmed
by the valuable end-time insights of earlier expositors. However, as the day of Jesus’
return nears, those insights will become more focused and detailed.
In this context of closed up words, the Lord saw fit to recall two earlier points:
• Many shall be purified, and made white, and tried. This statement recalls Daniel
11:35: “And some of them of understanding shall fall, to try them, and to purge,
and to make them white, even to the time of the end.” During the time of Satan’s
loosing, many believers will experience spiritual and physical affliction. Reiterating
this point underscores that Satan’s warfare against the end-time saints will require
patience and faith to endure (Rev 13:7–10; cf. 2 Thess 1:3–5).
• but the wicked shall do wickedly: and none of the wicked shall understand; but
the wise shall understand. This statement alludes to Daniel 11:32: “And such as
do wickedly against the covenant shall he corrupt by flatteries.” The reference is to
unsaved churchgoers. They will not understand that they have fallen under God’s
judgment. By contrast, believers (“the wise”) will recognize this. They will also
recognize that Jesus’ return is approaching. This should encourage them to study
the Scriptures, so they may open up the closed words of end-time prophecies to
understand “the latter end of these things.”
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Part 18 – A Final Revelation (12:11–12)
In Daniel 12:6, one of two heavenly figures asked the man clothed in linen (the Lord),
“How long shall it be to the end of these wonders?” He replied that it would be “for a
time, times, and an half” (12:7), which links to two earlier revelations that Daniel received
(7:25 and 9:27). Daniel then asked, “O my Lord, what shall be the end of these things?”
(12:8). After telling Daniel that the words were closed up until the time of the end (12:9–
10), the Lord now discloses additional chronological information. In His final revelation
to Daniel, which is also the concluding prophecy of the book, the Lord declared:
And from the time that the daily sacrifice shall be taken away, and the abomination
that maketh desolate set up, there shall be a thousand two hundred and ninety days.
Blessed is he that waiteth, and cometh to the thousand three hundred and five and thirty
days. (Dan 12:11–12)
The first time period refers to the removal of the daily sacrifice and setting-up of the
abomination of desolation, for which a duration of 1290 days is announced. The second
refers to a blessed “he” who waits and comes to the 1335 days.
These two periods are enigmatic. Questions about them include: Do they comprise literal
or symbolic days? Is the 1335 days a 45-day extension of the 1290 days, or are they
separate, distinct periods? Some scholars, such as Tremper Longman III, believe that
both periods “are impossible to pinpoint with real events or to correlate with each other”
(1999: 286). As discussed below, I believe that they are separate periods of literal days.
Both end with momentous events involving Jesus Christ.

1290 Days (Dan 12:11)
And from the time that the daily sacrifice shall be taken away, and the abomination
that maketh desolate set up, there shall be a thousand two hundred and ninety days.
The removal of the daily sacrifice and the setting up of the abomination of desolation are
different events. Nevertheless, as Daniel 11:31 makes clear, they follow immediately
after each other with no time lag (i.e., the abomination of desolation replaces the daily
sacrifice). Thus, they both occur at the same time.
I therefore submit that the interval of 1290 days is the literal period of time that the
abomination of desolation will stand in the holy place (Matt 24:15). It is coincident with
the duration of Satan’s loosing. After that, Michael will “stand up” to deliver His people
(Dan 12:1), meaning Jesus will return to gather His elect. Thus, the 1290 days end with
Jesus’ return. (It must be emphasized that knowing the duration of Satan’s loosing does
not enable us to date Jesus’ return. This is because we will not recognize when the 1290
days begin.)
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So, two answers have now been given to the original question, “How long shall it be to
the end of these wonders?” (Dan 12:6). Both refer to the duration of Satan’s end-time rule
after he is loosed from the bottomless pit. Daniel 12:7 reveals its symbolic duration,
which is “a time, times, and an half” (cf. 7:25 and 9:27). Daniel 12:11 reveals its literal
duration, being 1290 days.
The 2300 days of Daniel 8. How do the 1290 days of abomination in the temple relate
to the 2300 days mentioned in Daniel 8? That vision also talks about the daily sacrifice
being taken away (8:11), to be replaced by “the transgression of desolation”:
Then I heard one saint speaking, and another saint said unto that certain saint
which spake, How long shall be the vision concerning the daily sacrifice, and the
transgression of desolation, to give both the sanctuary and the host to be trodden
under foot? And he said unto me, Unto two thousand and three hundred days; then
shall the sanctuary be cleansed. (Dan 8:13–14)
The period of 2300 days (during which time the sanctuary and host are trodden underfoot)
appears to be the initially intended duration of Satan’s loosing. However, in Matthew 24,
Jesus recalled Daniel’s prophecy about the transgression (or abomination) of desolation.
He then said that those days, presumably those 2300 days, would be shortened:
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 Judaea flee into the mountains . . . For then shall be great tribulation
. . . And except those days should be shortened, there should no flesh be saved:
but for the elect’s sake those days shall be shortened. (Matt 24:15–16, 21–22)
Jesus said that “except those days should be shortened, there should no flesh be saved.”
Because those days are a time of intense Gospel famine, there would be no salvation
occurring in the world—or no flesh being saved—in the latter part of those 2300 days.
(The word “flesh,” sarx, means the fallen humanity, as used, for example, in Matthew
26:41.) Therefore, Jesus said those days will be shortened. Further, they will be shortened
“for the elect’s sake.” Why this concern for the elect?
The mandate for believers is to occupy with the Gospel until Jesus returns (cf. Luke
19:13). Since witnessing invites persecution, believers might suffer for a fruitless witness
if the Great Tribulation period was to continue with no else becoming saved. So, rather
than allowing believers to suffer needlessly, God will shorten this period, evidently to
1290 days.
Why was its original length set at 2300 days? Unfortunately, the Bible gives no details
on how this number was arrived at (nor how the 1290 days was arrived at). Perhaps there
is an interval of 2300 days or 2300 years in Biblical chronology that is relevant.
Note that a shortened tribulation period does not imply that Jesus will return earlier than
originally intended. Rather, it means that the Great Tribulation will begin later. I believe
that the day and hour of Jesus’ return is an immovable date in God’s agenda (“for at the
time appointed the end shall be” – Dan 8:19).
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1335 Days (Dan 12:12)
Blessed is he that waiteth, and cometh to the thousand three hundred and five and thirty
days.
Being the closing revelation of the book, it is likely that this time notice is significant. I
propose that 1335 days is the literal duration of Jesus’ earthly ministry, from His baptism
to His resurrection. Discussion of this time notice will be under two headings:
1) Waiting and Coming to the 1335 Days
2) John Baptizes Jesus: The Start of the 1335 Days

1) Waiting and Coming to the 1335 Days
Daniel 12:12 is more literally translated:
Blessed is he who waits and attains to a thousand three hundred and thirty-five
days. 40
This is a mysterious verse. Unlike the 1290 days, the event that this period refers to is
unspecified. On these 1335 days, Albert Barnes writes in his Notes on the Whole Bible: 41
The article [“the” 1335 days] is not used in the original, and its insertion here seems to make
the period more distinct and definite than it is necessarily in the Hebrew. There is much
apparent abruptness in all these expressions; and what the angel says in these closing and
additional communications has much the appearance of a fragmentary character – of hints,
or detached and unexplained thoughts thrown out on which he was not disposed to enlarge,
and which, for some reason, he was not inclined to explain. In respect to this period of
1335 days, it seems to stand by itself. Nothing is said of the time when it would occur; no
intimation is given of its commencement, as in the former cases – the terminus a quo; and
nothing is said of its characteristics further than that he would be blessed who should be
permitted to see it – implying that it would be, on some accounts, a happy period.

While most scholars consider the blessing applies to the one who waits for and reaches
the end of the 1335 days, Barnes considers the blessing to extend throughout the 1335
days. In his view, its is a “happy period.” While the Hebrew permits this alternative
meaning, it also permits another meaning: there is a blessed person who is waiting to
come to this period of 1335 days. I believe this is the intended meaning here. Michael, the
preincarnate Jesus, is the blessed “He” who waited to come in the Lord’s name. He is the
blessed one who was received with acclaim during His triumphal entry into Jerusalem at
the start of the Passion Week:
And many spread their garments in the way: and others cut down branches off the
trees, and strowed them in the way. And they that went before, and they that
followed, cried, saying, Hosanna; Blessed is he that cometh in the name of the

40
41

Translation by Wood (1973: 328).
From https://www.studylight.org/commentaries/bnb/daniel-12.html.
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Lord: Blessed be the kingdom of our father David, that cometh in the name of
the Lord: Hosanna in the highest. (Mark 11:8–10)
Jesus waited until the time was right for His birth as the Son of man to “come to” the
1335 days, or to effect salvation for the world through His 1335-day mission. He waited
and came in the “fulness of the time,” as Galatians 4:3–5 teaches:
Even so we, when we were children, were in bondage under the elements of the
world: But when the fulness of the time was come, God sent forth his Son, made of
a woman, made under the law, To redeem them that were under the law, that we
might receive the adoption of sons.
Jesus waited to accomplish His Father’s will. His wait (in heaven) is implied in the
prophecy of Isaiah 30:
And therefore will the LORD wait, that he may be gracious unto you, and therefore
will he be exalted, that he may have mercy upon you: for the LORD is a God of
judgment: blessed are all they that wait for him. (Isa 30:18)
The Lord, and therefore Jesus, waited for the fulness of time “that he may be gracious
unto you” through Jesus’ victory at the cross. As a result, “blessed are all they that wait
for him” to receive the salvific benefits of His 1335-day mission. We read in Lamentations:
The LORD is good unto them that wait for him, to the soul that seeketh him. It is
good that a man should both hope and quietly wait for the salvation of the LORD.
(Lam 3:25–26)
Earlier in this section, it was noted that Daniel 12:12 “is a mysterious verse.” This is not
surprising if the verse focusses on Jesus’ ministry and resurrection. As discussed when
reviewing Daniel 10:13, God kept His salvific agenda a secret throughout the Old Testament era. It was a mystery, as Paul reveals:
Now to him that is of power to stablish you according to my gospel, and the preaching of Jesus Christ, according to the revelation of the mystery, which was kept
secret since the world began, But now is made manifest, and by the scriptures of the
prophets, according to the commandment of the everlasting God, made known to
all nations for the obedience of faith. (Rom 16:25–26; see also Eph 1:9–10; 3:8–
11; 6:19; Col 1:25–27; 2:2–3; 1 Tim 3:16)
In my view, the mysterious language of Daniel 12:12 underscores that the mission for
Jesus waited was a complete mystery to the Old Testament world.

2) John Baptizes Jesus: The Start of the 1335 Days
If Jesus’ 1335-day mission ended on the day of His resurrection—which was Sunday,
April 5 (Nisan 16), AD 33—then it began some three and a half years earlier on Tuesday,
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August 9 (Ab 10), AD 29. 42 I propose that Jesus was baptized in the river Jordan by John
on that day, so marking the official start of His mission:
And John was clothed with camel’s hair, and with a girdle of a skin about his loins;
and he did eat locusts and wild honey; And preached, saying, There cometh one
mightier than I after me, the latchet of whose shoes I am not worthy to stoop down
and unloose. I indeed have baptized you with water: but he shall baptize you with
the Holy Ghost. And it came to pass in those days, that Jesus came from Nazareth
of Galilee, and was baptized of John in Jordan. And straightway coming up out of
the water, he saw the heavens opened, and the Spirit like a dove descending upon
him: And there came a voice from heaven, saying, Thou art my beloved Son, in
whom I am well pleased. (Mark 1:6–11; cf. Acts 10:37–38)
Beginning from the baptism of John, unto that same day that he was taken up from
us, must one be ordained to be a witness with us of his resurrection. (Acts 1:22)
The date of Ab 10 (the tenth day of the fifth month) is a somber one in Jewish history. On
Ab 7 in 587, the Babylonians began to destroy Jerusalem (2 Kgs 25:8). It was a four-day
undertaking that was completed on Ab 10 (Monday, Aug 28, 587):
Now in the fifth month, in the tenth day of the month, which was the nineteenth
year of Nebuchadrezzar king of Babylon, came Nebuzaradan, captain of the guard,
which served the king of Babylon, into Jerusalem, And burned the house of the
LORD, and the king’s house; and all the houses of Jerusalem, and all the houses
of the great men, burned he with fire: And all the army of the Chaldeans, that were
with the captain of the guard, brake down all the walls of Jerusalem round about.
(Jer 52:12–14)
Jerusalem fell because of the nation’s sins (Jer 19:15). Taken into captivity by the Babylonians, the Jews were as “lost sheep” (Jer 50:6). Significantly, Jesus said in Matthew
15:24: “I am not sent but unto the lost sheep of the house of Israel” (cf. Matt 10:5–6). In
fulfillment of the prophets, Jesus came to the Jewish people. The start of His ministry
falling on the anniversary of Jerusalem’s destruction underscores that fulfillment. But the
Jews rejected Jesus. So, what started as a mission to save the Jews ended after 1335 days
with the risen Christ who saves people from all nations:
For since by man came death, by man came also the resurrection of the dead. For
as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive. (1 Cor 15:21–22)
Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, which according to his
abundant mercy hath begotten us again unto a lively hope by the resurrection of

42

Most scholars today favor one of two years for Jesus’ crucifixion: AD 30 or AD 33. For a
modern analysis that shows AD 33 is the only possible year, see Colin J. Humphreys, The
Mystery of the Last Supper: Reconstructing the Final Days of Jesus (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2011), 61–79. The year of AD 29 for the start of Jesus’ ministry is also well
supported. See, for example, Hoehner 1977 (29–44). Hoehner presents strong arguments for
Jesus’ ministry beginning in the summer or autumn of AD 29.
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Jesus Christ from the dead, To an inheritance incorruptible, and undefiled, and that
fadeth not away, reserved in heaven for you (1 Pet 1:3–4)
It is fitting that the final prophecy in Daniel should focus on Jesus Christ, the center of
Scripture (John 5:39). The 1290 days end with Jesus’ second coming, and the 1335 days
end with Jesus’ resurrection. Both events are momentous, and the New Testament era
falls between them, which explains why these two time periods are juxtaposed. It is also
fitting that Jesus’ ministry should begin on the date that recalls the destruction of Jerusalem and its temple. When He was resurrected 1335 days later, Jesus’ prophecy in John
3:19 was fulfilled: “Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up.” Interestingly,
John’s attention to temple Christology in his gospel (e.g., John 4:19–23) links to the
temple vision in Ezekiel. The idealized temple-city in Ezekiel Chs. 40 to 48 points to the
temple of Jesus’ body. 43 It represents the Lord dwelling with His people in the new
heavens and earth.

43

For discussion of Jesus and the Ezekielian temple in John’s theology, see Drew N. Grumbles,
“YHWH Is There: Ezekiel 40–48 as a Background for John’s Temple Christology,” Inservimus
2.1 (2016): 27–46.
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Part 19 – Closing Words to Daniel (12:13)
Dan 12:13. But go thou thy way till the end be: for thou shalt rest, and stand in thy lot at the
end of the days.
But go thou thy way till the end be. This directive recalls Daniel 12:9. Its meaning may be
paraphrased thus: “Daniel, do not be anxious about the conflicts in this vision but continue as
you have been doing, as a faithful servant, for the remaining days of your life.” The directive
also implies that there would be no more revelatory disclosures. Effectively, Daniel was being
retired from his prophetic office. This is understandable given that he was probably in his midto-late eighties then.
for thou shalt rest. The Lord said that Daniel would “rest” until the end comes. Marvelously,
this statement applies to all believers, whose earthly lot is to suffer tribulation (John 16:33).
But after they die, believers know that they will rest from their travails, and they will wait in
heaven for their translation to glory at Jesus’ return:
And when he had opened the fifth seal, I saw under the altar the souls of them that were
slain for the word of God, and for the testimony which they held: And they cried with a
loud voice, saying, How long, O Lord, holy and true, dost thou not judge and avenge our
blood on them that dwell on the earth? And white robes were given unto every one of
them; and it was said unto them, that they should rest yet for a little season, until their
fellowservants also and their brethren, that should be killed as they were, should be
fulfilled. (Rev 6:9–11)
and stand in thy lot at the end of the days. When Jesus returns, Daniel (like all believers), will
“stand,” meaning that he will receive his resurrected body as promised in Daniel 12:2–3. Also,
he will stand in his lot, which recalls the dividing of Canaan: “And ye shall divide the land by
lot for an inheritance among your families” (Num 33:54). Likewise, after believers receive their
resurrected bodies, they will stand in their inheritance with Jesus:
Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, which according to his abundant
mercy hath begotten us again unto a lively hope by the resurrection of Jesus Christ from
the dead, To an inheritance incorruptible, and undefiled, and that fadeth not away,
reserved in heaven for you. (1 Pet 1:3–4)
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