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Is Daniel’s Seventy-Weeks Prophecy Messianic? Part 2
J. Paul Tanner
J. Paul Tanner is Middle East Director, BEE World, Bullard, Texas.

Throughout church history the seventy-weeks prophecy in Daniel 9:24-27 has been considered one of the most cherished messianic
passages of the Old Testament. Part 1 in this series surveyed views on this crucial passage by the early church fathers up through the early
part of the ﬁfth century. 1 Although they diﬀered widely in their interpretations of various details and their chronological calculations, they were
in near unanimous agreement that Daniel 9:24-27 is to be fulfilled in the person of the Lord Jesus Christ.
Not surprisingly the messianic interpretation of these verses has been vociferously attacked by critical scholars, most of whom maintain that
this passage is not predictive prophecy at all but is an after-the-fact allusion to various events during the Maccabean period when the Syrian
ruler Antiochus IV Epiphanes sought to impose Hellenism on Judea and suppress Jewish observance of the Mosaic Law. 2 These skeptics
typically interpret the ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ of Daniel 9:25 as either Cyrus, Zerubbabel, or the high priest, Joshua son of
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Jehozadak, all of the sixth century B.C. On the other hand they say the ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ in verse 26 is Onias III, who served as high priest at the time
Antiochus IV Epiphanes took the throne of Syria.
In recent times even a few evangelicals have abandoned the messianic interpretation. Noteworthy examples are John Goldingay in the Word
Biblical Commentary and Thomas McComiskey in an inﬂuential Christian journal.3 Yet these two writers diﬀer signiﬁcantly. Goldingay writes,
“The form of the revelation suggests it is a quasi-prophecy, whose setting would then be Jerusalem between the introduction of new forms of
worship in 167 B.C. and their abolition in 164 B.C. . . . The narrative introduction refers explicitly to a setting in the exilic period and
presumably in Babylon, but that is presumably part of the ﬁctional scene-setting for the revelation which aligns the chapter as a whole with the
rest of the book.”4 Such words as “quasi-prophecy” and “fictional scene-setting” are hardly evangelical descriptions.
This article seeks to defend the messianic interpretation of Daniel and to interact with some of the exegetical arguments advanced by
McComiskey. The goal, as stated in the ﬁrst article, is not to exegete the entire passage or argue again for a dispensational interpretation.
Instead the article presents several exegetical matters that favor the messianic interpretation, with responses to some of the arguments
advanced against this. In particular the article examines the ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ references, considers the implications of the purpose statements in verse
24, clariﬁes the signiﬁcance of the ’atn˙ punctuation marker in verse 25, and considers whether the seventy weeks should be taken literally or
symbolically.

The References to ַשיח
ִׁ מ
ָ
In some Bible translations (such as the KJV, NASB, and NKJV) the translation “Messiah” appears in verses 25 and 26, suggesting that the
individual in view is the promised Messiah of the Old Testament whom Christians believe to be Jesus of Nazareth. The NIV translates both
references as “the Anointed One,” which, although a diﬀerent translation, amounts to the same identiﬁcation by virtue of the use of capital
letters. The NRSV, on the other hand, has
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“an anointed ruler” in verse 25 and “an anointed one” in verse 26 (both lower case), thus ruling out any link to the Messiah.5
In verse 25 the ﬁgure is referred to as ח נ ָג ִיד
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ and in verse 26 as simply ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ . Theoretically it is possible that these expressions could be
translated as something other than “Messiah,” and it is also possible that two diﬀerent individuals (at diﬀerent points in history) might be
intended. The question, however, is not what these terms might theoretically mean but what the author (both human and divine) intended by
them.
The noun ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ is derived from the verb שח
ַׁ מ
ָ , meaning “to anoint.” Anointing was a practice in the Old Testament for someone entering an
oﬃce or important service for the Lord, or for marking inanimate objects to consecrate them before the Lord.6 For example the ﬁrst use of the
verb שח
ַׁ מ
ָ in the Old Testament occurs in Genesis 31:13 in reference to the stone pillar that Jacob anointed with oil at Bethel to commemorate
the place where God visited him in a dream and conﬁrmed to him the Abrahamic promises. The stone pillar was no longer a mere rock; it now
served as a witness to the vows the patriarch had made. Once anointed, these persons or objects were no longer ordinary, for they were now
marked out for God’s use and His purposes.
People who were anointed included the high priest, kings, and even (at times) prophets. The ﬁrst anointing of a person occurred when Moses
anointed Aaron as the ﬁrst high priest (Lev. 8:12). Subsequently other high priests were anointed (16:32). Kings were anointed as rulers, as
were Saul (1 Sam. 10:1) and David (16:1, 13). Although anointing of prophets is rarely mentioned, Elisha was anointed by Elijah ( 1 Kings
19:16). 7
The noun ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ , used of a person who is anointed, occurs thirty-eight times in the Old Testament. Although ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ was used of the anointed
high priest, two observations are in order. First, ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ was only rarely used as a term to designate a high priest and was not
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used of a priest after Moses’ day (conﬁned to Lev. 4:3-5, 16; 6:15 [Heb., v. 22]).8 Second, in the few cases where it was used of a high priest,
it always occurred in the format ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָּ ה
ַ ˜ה
ֵ ּ ה'כ
ַ , “the anointed priest.” Twice ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ (in the plural) was used of the patriarchs as recipients of the
Abrahamic Covenant (1 Chron. 16:22; Ps. 105:15). Only once was it ever used of a foreign king, namely, Cyrus in Isaiah 45:1.9 In most cases
the word was used of the king over the theocratic nation, primarily of Saul and David. It is not accurate to say (as some have claimed) that

ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ never referred to “the Messiah.” Because of the promises given to David that one from his line would ultimately have an eternal throne
and kingdom (2 Sam. 7:12-16), high expectation was placed on the Davidic kings as God’s “anointed” with the anticipation that in one of them
these promises would ﬁnd their ultimate fulﬁllment. For example in Psalm 132:17-18 God proclaimed, “There I will cause the horn of David to
spring forth; I have prepared a lamp for Mine anointed [חי
ִ שי
ִׁ מ
ְ ִ ]ל. His enemies I will clothe with shame, but upon himself his crown shall shine.”
The clear reference to the Davidic Covenant in verse 11 supports this interpretation.
Some verses that refer to David may also ﬁnd their ultimate fulﬁllment in the Messiah. A case in point is Psalm 2:2, “The kings of the earth
take their stand and the rulers take counsel together against the Lord and against His Anointed (שיחֹו
ִׁ מ
ְ ),” which Acts 4:25-28 clearly indicates
has been fulﬁlled in Jesus. Indeed He is the “anointed one” par excellence, being anointed by God the Father “with the Holy Spirit and with
power” (Acts 10:38). Oswalt adds, “Even during intertestamental times rabbis were already understanding the unqualiﬁed references in the Ps
to ﬁnd their ultimate signiﬁcance in this eschatological ﬁgure. . . . Once the NT identiﬁed Jesus as the Anointed One, the Messiah, all the
unqualified references to the ‘anointed one’ in the OT could be seen to have even more relevance.”10
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Still other verses include promises for the Davidic king that have their ultimate realization in David’s greater Son (e.g., Pss. 18:50; 20:6). Also
Isaiah anticipated the anointing of the servant of the Lord in Isaiah 61:1, undoubtedly a messianic text. In light of the universal scope of the
king’s reign, Hannah’s prayer ﬁnds its fulﬁllment in the Messiah. “The Lord will judge the ends of the earth; and He will give strength to His
king, and will exalt the horn of His anointed [1) ”[ שיחֹו
ִׁ מ
ְ Sam. 2:10). Thus there is good evidence that the word “Messiah,” as the ultimate Son
of David, is within the semantic range of meaning for the Hebrew noun ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ .
As already noted, this noun in Daniel 9:25-26 does not refer to a high priest because the designation ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ for a high priest was not used
beyond the Mosaic period, and whenever it was used it was always clarified by juxtaposition with the word “priest” in the articular expression
ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָּ ה
ַ ˜ה
ֵ ּ ה'כ
ַ .
Some appeal to Isaiah 45:1 to support their contention that the Persian king Cyrus is the ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ of Daniel 9:25. But this seems improbable
because the term ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ in Isaiah 45:1 is clarified by the juxtaposition of Cyrus’s name with the term ש
ׁ ֶ שיחֹו ל ְכֹור
ִׁ מ
ְ ִ ח )ל
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ ). This shows that
this foreign king is described by God as His anointed one. However, such clarification is noticeably absent in Daniel 9:25.
In Daniel 9:25-26 ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ is used in a unique way. Only here does ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ occur without the article and without any qualifying noun or pronoun.
The more formal designation for the king of Israel was “the Lord’s anointed” or sometimes “My anointed” (1 Sam. 2:35), “Your anointed” ( Ps.
132:10), or “His anointed” (1 Sam. 12:3). In Daniel 9:25, however, the one in view is designated ח נ ָג ִיד
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ְ , an expression that occurs
nowhere else in the Old Testament. The expression is doubly unique. The noun נ ָג ִיד, which occurs forty-three times in the Old Testament, has
a wide semantic range. The word basically means “leader, ruler, prince,” and is used most frequently for various kings of Israel (for Saul in 1
Sam. 9:16 and David in 2 Sam. 5:2). Several times  נ ָג ִידis used of a priest (e.g., 1 Chron. 9:20), twice of foreign rulers ( Ps. 76:12; Ezek. 28:2),
once of nobles (Job 29:10, in the plural), and a few times of military commanders ( 1 Chron. 13:1) and tribal heads (27:16). Yet only rarely
does the term occur in the prophets.11 However, in Isaiah 55:4 the term  נ ָג ִידis used in a prophetic reference to the Messiah. “Behold, I have
made
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him a witness to the peoples, a leader [  ]נ ָג ִידand commander for the peoples.” Hence both the term  נ ָג ִידand ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ are capable of referring to
the Messiah, the promised Son of David.
The question, however, is how ח נ ָג ִיד
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ should be understood in Daniel 9:25. Is there anything in the preceding context that would be a
suitable reference to the Messiah? Of course Daniel 8 refers to Antiochus IV Epiphanes, and by way of typology the Antichrist himself. And
the “little horn” is referred to in Daniel 7. However, these are unsuitable candidates for ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ , because in biblical literature a ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ is always
someone (as king or priest) who represents God or who acts as an agent to advance His covenant purposes. A suitable candidate in a
previous chapter in Daniel makes perfect sense, namely, “One like a Son of Man” to whom is “given dominion, glory and a kingdom, that all
the peoples, nations, and men of every language might serve Him” (7:13-14).
Daniel 9 is also linked to chapter 7 by references in both chapters to a “week” and to the Antichrist. Daniel 9:27 speaks of an individual who
makes a covenant with Israel for a week but breaks it in the middle of the week. Since a “week” (ﬠ
ַ ּ ש בו
ָׁ ) is a period of seven years—as virtually
all scholars maintain, whether conservative or critical, and regardless of their eschatological persuasion, though some would treat it
symbolically—then half a week represents a period of three and a half years. This corresponds precisely to the “time, times, and half a time” in
7:25 (i.e., three and a half years) in which the “little horn” of 7:8 is allowed to exercise his evil rule. 12 This is not mere coincidence; the same
figure (the Antichrist) is in view in both passages. This link, then, serves to support contextually the argument that the ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ of 9:25 is the “Son
of Man” of 7:13, namely, the Messiah.
BibSac 166:663 (Jul 2009) p. 325

The ’ATNAH Punctuation Marker in Verse 25
Although the “Son of Man” in Daniel 7:13-14 is the most logical referent for ח נ ָג ִיד
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ in 9:25, McComiskey (following the argument commonly
used by critical scholars) objects to this identiﬁcation because of a punctuation marker known as an ʾaṯnāḥ in the Masoretic text. That mark ( ˆ

) is placed between the words “seven weeks” ( ﬠה
ָ —ְשב
ִׁ ﬠים
ִ ֻ שב
ָׁ ) and “sixty-two weeks” ( שניִַ ם
ְׁ ּ שּ ׁים ו
ִ ֻ שב
ָׁ ַ )ו. McComiskey says this means
ִ ׁש
ִ ﬠי ם
that the ח נ ָג ִיד
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ appears after seven weeks (of years) from the issuing of the “decree [  ]ָדבָרto restore and rebuild Jerusalem,” not after sixtynine weeks (seven and sixty-two weeks). If McComiskey is correct, then the ח נ ָג ִיד
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ in verse 25 cannot be the Messiah, Jesus Christ.
Instead, he would be someone who appeared seven weeks (i.e., forty-nine years) following the decree—though McComiskey takes the seven
weeks symbolically, not literally.13 The NRSV reﬂects this understanding of the ʾaṯnāḥ in its translation. “Know therefore and understand: from
the time that the word went out to restore and rebuild Jerusalem until the time of an anointed prince, there shall be seven weeks; and for sixtytwo weeks it shall be built again with streets and moat, but in a troubled time.”
This translation, however, is not convincing. First, in their original form the Hebrew manuscripts did not have vowel points or accentuation
markers. These were added by Jewish scribes known as Masoretes many centuries after the time of Jesus’ cruciﬁxion. The primary Hebrew
manuscripts—the Aleppo Codex and Codex Leningradensis—are from the Ben Asher family of Masoretes of the tenth century A.D. Various
systems of vowel pointing and accentuation were developed gradually, but this one goes back to about A.D. 600-700, and it was standardized
by the Western Masoretes of Palestine in the ninth and tenth centuries.14 Thus there
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is nothing inspired about the accentuation markers, and they are certainly subject to debate. The primary Greek version of Daniel (which was
accepted by the early church fathers) was the text of Theodotion. Although there is some dispute as to the identity of Theodotion and when
this text originated, the point is that this Greek text reﬂects no bifurcation of the verse between the two temporal references.15 Beckwith
highlights the signiﬁcance of these early translations that preceded the imposition of Masoretic punctuation. “In the Septuagint, in Theodotion,
in Symmachus and in the Peshitta the 7 and 62 weeks are treated as a single period, at the end of which the anointed one comes. The same
is true even of Aquila’s translation, though Aquila’s rabbinical education was unimpeachable.” 16 Even Jerome, who knew Hebrew and lived in
Palestine in the latter part of the fourth century A.D. where he certainly would have known of the best manuscripts of that day, made no
indication in his Latin Vulgate translation of separating the seven and sixty-two weeks. He translated ח נ ָג ִיד
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ quite literally as christum
ducem (“Christ, a leader”).
Because of the heated verbal polemics between Christians and Jews over the centuries, some might even claim that Jewish scribes purposely
inserted the ʾaṯnāḥ in verse 25 in order to refute the Christian claim that Jesus is the predicted Messiah. Yet this
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theory can neither be proved or disproved. 17 Beyond these points, however, some clariﬁcation is needed about the purpose and accuracy of
the Masoretic use of the ʾaṯnāḥ It is sometimes mistakenly assumed that the ʾaṯnāḥ served always as a disjunctive accent, marking a major
break between clauses. Although it certainly had this use, that was not its only function. Genesis 1:1 contains an example of the
nondisjunctive use of the ʾaṯnāḥ where the punctuation marker is placed beneath א'ל—הים
ַ , thereby separating “In the beginning God created”
from “the heavens and the earth.” Here the ʾaṯnāḥ has more of an emphatic function, causing the reader to pause in thought after reading of
Elohim the Creator God before reading what He created. In an excellent analysis of the Hebrew ʾaṯnāḥ Owusu-Antwi remarks, “It is a
distinguishing feature that the Hebrew verse is divided into two parts termed ‘dichotomy,’ for the purposes of chanting. The ʾaṯnāḥ is generally
employed to mark the caesura of the dichotomy. Although ʾaṯnāḥ is the principal divider within the verse, the accentuators did not hesitate to
make strict rules for logical (or syntactical) division give way, when they wished to express emphasis, or otherwise give eﬀect to the
reading.”18
Owusu-Antwi suggests several more ways in which the ʾaṯnāḥ is used. A second case is seen in Genesis 35:9, where the ʾaṯnāḥ indicates a
pause other than a full disjunctive, where an English
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comma would be appropriate. A third case is the use of the ʾaṯnāḥ as a pause, somewhat like a colon or semicolon, as in Genesis 6:15. A
fourth case is in 1 Kings 8:42, where the ʾaṯnāḥ has a parenthetical purpose. Owusu-Antwi then surveys the possible ways that the ʾaṯnāḥ was
used with numbers. In Numbers 1:46, which has the number 603,550, an ʾaṯnāḥ occurs between six hundred and three thousand, and ﬁve
hundred and ﬁfty, as though to mark thousands from hundreds. There is certainly no full disjuncture in this case; rather the ʾaṯnāḥ aids in
clarification.
In some cases the ʾaṯnāḥ has been wrongly placed. These have been identiﬁed by Wickes in his detailed analysis of Hebrew accentuation. 19
Even in Daniel 9:24 the ʾaṯnāḥ may be inappropriately placed. One might expect that the ʾaṯnāḥ would be placed after the ﬁrst clause stating
the time involved (i.e., after the words “your holy city”), or after the word “iniquity” (ﬠֹון
ָ ). The latter would divide the ﬁrst three inﬁnitives (each
involving a word for sin) from the ﬁnal three inﬁnitives (each of which is positive in nature). Yet this is not the case. Instead the ʾaṯnāḥ is placed
after the fourth infinitive (“to bring in everlasting righteousness”).
In verse 25 the presence of the ʾaṯnāḥ between the “seven weeks” and “sixty-two weeks” should not be the governing factor for understanding
this verse. As already noted, the ʾaṯnāḥ was not in the original Hebrew text, but was added by Jewish Masoretic scribes who lived centuries
after the Cruciﬁxion. Furthermore an ʾaṯnāḥ does not always indicate a full disjunctive accent but can have other functions (e.g., giving
emphasis or clariﬁcation). Some may object that the verse should have said “sixty-nine” weeks rather than “seven and sixty-two” (if that was
indeed the intended time until Messiah). However, there is good reason for expressing two stages of time. The ﬁnal part of the verse
speciﬁcally calls the reader’s attention to the period of rebuilding, and this is likely what the “seven weeks” refers to. Besides, it is illogical to
separate the sixty-two weeks from the seven weeks and have a separate sentence begin in verse 26, for this implies that the rebuilding eﬀorts
took sixty-two weeks of years (i.e., 434 years).20
BibSac 166:663 (Jul 2009) p. 329

Implications of the Purpose Statements in Daniel 9:24
Verse 24 cites six things God will accomplish in the seventy weeks. How these are interpreted aﬀects one’s decision about the messianic
nature of this passage. These are expressed in the Hebrew text by a series of six inﬁnitives expressing purpose. Most conservative
evangelicals, whether premillennial or amillennial, see these purposes somehow connected to the ministry of Jesus Christ. Many
dispensationalists argue that they will not be totally accomplished until the second coming of Christ. If these purposes of God are fulﬁlled in
any way by Christ, then this would reinforce the messianic interpretation of the passage.
McComiskey says that ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ in verses 25 and 26 refers to diﬀerent individuals: the Persian king Cyrus in verse 25 and the Antichrist in verse
26.21 This leads McComiskey to view all six purpose statements in verse 24 as eschatological and connected somehow with the activities of
the Antichrist (or that culminate with the Antichrist). Although McComiskey does not explain all six purpose statements, he does explain the
phrase “to atone for iniquity” as a case in point. He says this should not be understood messianically but rather in regard to the atonement of
the land of Israel while the Jews were in the Babylonian exile. He attempts to support this by an appeal to Isaiah 27:8-9 where he argues that
the word  כ ָ ּפ ַרmeans “to expiate” or “to purge.” He concludes, “The exile, in which Daniel was living, was understood by Isaiah to be a means
of atoning for Israel’s transgressions. Thus, the words ‘to atone for iniquity’ may be understood to present the long weeks of Jerusalem’s
desolations as a means by which the land was to be purged from the devastating eﬀects it suﬀered because of Israel’s sin.” 22 Yet two factors
suggest that the fulﬁllment of Isaiah 27:8-9 is best understood in light of Christ’s second coming. First, the following verses (vv. 12-13) depict
the regathering of Israel to inhabit Jerusalem in the millennium—they clearly go beyond the regathering from the Babylonian exile. Second,
Paul quoted from Isaiah 27:9b in Romans 11:27b when he explained how God will ultimately fulﬁll His covenant promises with Israel as a
nation when He takes away their sins. Romans 11:26 makes clear that this will happen when Christ returns.
Even if some of the six purposes for the seventy weeks (Dan. 9:24) could be understood in a nonmessianic way, one stands out as
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clearly messianic—and one that, interestingly, McComiskey does not address. This is the fourth purpose statement, “to bring in everlasting
righteousness.” The words “everlasting righteousness” do not occur elsewhere in the Old Testament. Of course the noun דק
ֶ ֶצ
(“righteousness”) and its cognate forms occur scores of times.23 Many of these pertain to a person having a standing of righteousness, or
they evaluate whether the nation has pursued righteousness. Of interest, however, is the fact that this word is used numerous times in Isaiah.
Many verses state that the Messiah will transform the nation in righteousness. After lamenting the nation’s sinful state in Isaiah 1, the prophet
Isaiah looked ahead to Jerusalem’s eventual restoration: “After that you will be called the city of righteousness, a faithful city” (1:26). This is
closely related to 2:1-4, which records the vision in which the prophet saw Jerusalem “in the last days” and the Lord being among them to
“teach us concerning His ways.” This glimpse of the nation’s future under the Messiah is like a budding ﬂower, which opens a bit more in the
messianic passage of 11:1-10. Here is the promise that One will branch from the stem of Jesse (the Davidic King Messiah), and “with
righteousness He will judge the poor” (v. 4), and “righteousness will be the belt about His loins” (v. 5). Another glimpse of Messiah’s righteous
rule is stated in Isaiah 16:5. “A throne will even be established in lovingkindness, and a judge will sit on it in faithfulness in the tent of David;
moreover, he will seek justice and be prompt in righteousness” (cf. 32:1). The vision Isaiah had for Jerusalem’s eschatological righteousness
in the early chapters of his book comes into full bloom toward the end. “For Zion’s sake I will not keep silent, and for Jerusalem’s sake I will not
keep quiet, until her righteousness goes forth like brightness, and her salvation like a torch that is burning. The nations will see your
righteousness, and all kings your glory; and you will be called by a new name which the mouth of the Lord will designate” (62:1-2).
When Daniel wrote that one of the purposes for the seventy weeks is “to bring in everlasting righteousness” ( Dan. 9:24), this would have been
freighted with meaning for the Jews, for they were looking forward to what the Messiah, Son of David, would accomplish for Israel as a nation
and for the world. His kingdom will be a kingdom characterized by righteousness under His righteous rule.24 Understood in this way, the
designation ח נ ָג ִיד
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ ought
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to be seen as messianic and not a reference to some other anointed ruler or priest. Obviously the seventy weeks cannot have been fulﬁlled in
the Maccabean period when Antiochus terrorized the nation, because God did not then “bring in everlasting righteousness.”

Should the Seventy Weeks Be Taken Literally or Symbolically?
Those who follow the Maccabean theory of a second-century B.C. fulﬁllment (as well as those who interpret the ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ of Daniel 9:26 as the
Antichrist) are forced to argue that the time period of seventy weeks should be understood symbolically. Ample research has been done on
the Hebrew term “weeks” (ﬠים
ִ ֻ שב
ָׁ ) to establish that this means a period of seven and that in this context it implies a period of seven years. 25
Hence the seventy weeks represent a total of 490 years, and even most critical scholars acknowledge this.26
In seeking to build his case that these seventy sevens (490 years) should be understood symbolically McComiskey notes that in ancient Near
Eastern literature the numbers seven and seventy had a symbolic signiﬁcance.27 “According to the view presented here the structure of Dan
9:24-27 is based on seventy šābu‘îm which span the period of time from Jeremiah’s prophecy to the
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Antichrist. There is no apparent interruption in the sequence. The numerical concepts of seven and seventy are understood to have a symbolic
significance. That significance, we have learned, is the concept of totality or fullness.”28
Yet those who argue for a symbolic understanding of the seventy weeks of years are overlooking the obvious. Daniel’s prayerful confession
and plea on behalf of the nation in Daniel 9 began with his reading Jeremiah 25:11-12 and 29:10 that the nation’s exile in and servitude to
Babylon would end after seventy years (not after 490 years) and the Babylonian king would be punished. Judah lost her independence in 609
B.C. when Pharaoh Neco II of Egypt killed King Josiah and Judah became a vassal state of Egypt, only to be made a vassal state of Babylon

four years later. In 539 B.C.—seventy years later—Babylon was overthrown, and the prophecy of Jeremiah was literally fulﬁlled. Daniel hoped
that Jerusalem’s desolations would be complete with Babylon’s downfall, but the Lord showed him that seventy sevens of years would still be
needed for her desolations to be fulﬁlled. Since the latter was established on a foundation of seventy literal years, logically the extended
period should be viewed as literal as well.
A second critical weakness of the symbolic view of the seventy weeks has to do with the Jewish interpretations of Daniel’s seventy-weeks
prophecy—some messianic and some nonmessianic—that preceded the destruction of the temple in A.D. 70. Beckwith has demonstrated that
three types of chronological schemes were used in Jewish literature: (a) the Hellenistic scheme (which existed in two forms: one from the Old
Greek Septuagint translation and a second from the Hellenistic Jewish historian Demetrius); (b) the Essene scheme embodied in the Book of
Jubilees and other works from the mid-second century B.C.; and (c) the Pharisaic scheme, ﬁrst attested in the Assumption of Moses.29 Some
of these Jewish chronological schemes were messianic (but not related to Jesus) and some nonmessianic, and yet they were all based on a
computation of a literal 490 years stemming from Daniel’s prophecy. Signiﬁcantly these reckonings derive from the very period of time (the
intertestamental period in which apocalyptic literature flourished)
BibSac 166:663 (Jul 2009) p. 333

when McComiskey has said symbolic ﬁgures were used in Jewish and non-Jewish literature. While apocalyptic literature did utilize symbolic
figures at times, the evidence regarding Daniel 9:24-27 is strongly to the contrary. This is a particularly important point, since those advocating
these various Jewish schemes relied primarily on the Hebrew text (predating the Christian era) and not the later Theodotionic Greek text.
Furthermore in the early centuries following the cruciﬁxion of Jesus Christ, two primary Jewish interpretations of this passage—that of
Josephus and that of the second-century A.D. Jewish chronological work, Seder Olam Rabbah—viewed the 490 years literally and viewed the
terminus ad quem as in the events of A.D. 70.30
Thus the ח נ ָג ִיד
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ of Daniel 9:25 would be expected after seven and sixty-two “weeks,” that is, 483 years from the time that the decree ( )ָדבָר
was made to restore and rebuild Jerusalem. Since it can be easily demonstrated that such a period of time existed until the Lord Jesus Christ
in His ﬁrst advent, and since the Messiah, Son of David, is the most probable understanding of ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ in this context, this interpretation best
accounts for the many variables.31 Another point to note is that the ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ in verse 26 is the same ﬁgure as the ח נ ָג ִיד
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ in verse 25. These
are the only two anarthrous constructions ofח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ in the Old Testament, and the difference between
BibSac 166:663 (Jul 2009) p. 334

them can be easily explained by noting that once the author introduced him as ח נ ָג ִיד
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ in verse 25, he simply needed to refer to him by the
more abbreviated designation ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ in the following verse. With such close proximity of the references one would not expect two diﬀerent
individuals to be referred to. As Feinberg has ably demonstrated, the Hebrew term for “cut off” (  )כ ָ ּר ַתin verse 26 is an appropriate reference to
Christ’s sacriﬁcial death on the cross. “The ‘cutting oﬀ’ of Messiah indicates a violent death. The Hebrew word is used of making a covenant,
involving the death of a sacrificial animal (Gen 15:10, 18). The word is used of the death penalty (Lev 7:20) and always of an unnatural violent
death (cf. Isa 53:8).”32 McComiskey, however, argues that the second ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ in verse 26 cannot refer to Jesus Christ, because, he says, the
words “and have nothing” would be contrary to what had been predicted in 7:13-14 that the Son of Man will receive universal dominion. Yet
this objection is not convincing. The implication of the words “and have nothing” is that following Christ’s death (after the ﬁrst sixty-nine weeks)
He did not receive the full realization of these promises at that time. These promises regarding His kingdom await His second coming (Luke
21:27-31).

Conclusion
The seventy-weeks prophecy in Daniel 9:24-27 is one of the most signiﬁcant messianic passages in all the Old Testament. A survey of
interpretations for this passage by early church fathers reveals that this passage was overwhelmingly understood as a messianic passage.
This has also been the traditional view of biblical commentators throughout the centuries. While one is not surprised that critical scholars in
more recent centuries have rejected the messianic view (dating Daniel late and interpreting it in light of the Maccabean period), it is surprising
to find some notable evangelical scholars rejecting the messianic view.
However, the historic view of the church rests on solid exegetical ground from which one need not retreat. The ח
ַ שי
ִׁ מ
ָ in verses 25 and 26 is
best understood as referring to the eschatological Messiah, the greater Son of David. If Cyrus or some high priest were in view, the verses
would no doubt have been phrased diﬀerently. Furthermore the link of this passage with Daniel 7:13-14 and the Son of Man suggests that this
promised Ruler is undoubtedly in view. This is further confirmed by the goals set forth in 9:24, especially
BibSac 166:663 (Jul 2009) p. 335

that of bringing in “everlasting righteousness.” In the Old Testament prophets this is the expected accomplishment of the Messiah as part of
His kingdom blessings, as repeatedly seen in Isaiah.
Those who object to the messianic interpretation have argued that the position of the Hebrew punctuation marker ’atn˙ between the numbers
in verse 25 demands that the “anointed one” of that verse must come after only seven “weeks” of years following the decree to restore and
rebuild Jerusalem, not after sixty-nine “weeks.” Yet a closer examination of the Hebrew ’atn˙ indicates that this need not be the case, because
the ’atn˙ can be used in ways other than indicating a full disjunction. Furthermore the late addition of this punctuation marker (long after the
first century A.D.) calls into question how reliable this marker is, since it was not part of the original text and therefore was not inspired.
Some reject the messianic view by viewing the numbers symbolically, since the numbers seven and seventy were sometimes spiritualized in
apocalyptic literature. However, Daniel’s prayer in 9:4-19 was based on his expectation of exile for a literal seventy years. The divine response
to his prayer was that an extended period of God’s chastening on the nation would transpire not in seventy years, but in seventy times seven
years. If the ﬁrst period of the Exile was literal, one should expect the extended chastisement to be literal also. Even early Jewish views of

Daniel, both before and after A.D. 70, followed a literal understanding of the years involved.
Daniel 9:24-27 is a glorious messianic revelation of the Lord Jesus Christ, announcing among other things the time of His coming and His
death before the cataclysmic events of A.D. 70. The passage remains a bedrock of prophetic revelation.
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