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Traditional interpretation of Daniel 7:1-7 
suggests the first three beasts are three ancient 
empires.   My intention is to show that Daniel is 
describing nations now present on the world 
scene; that they are contemporary and why this 
passage does not apply to ancient history.

The first question is, can we find the 
empires of Chapter Seven anywhere in history 
or the future?   There are two choices; either 
they are in the time continuum, which is my 
premise, or the whole passage has to be spiritu-
alized (allegorical - having some message other 
than events in time and space).   So, with joy I 
say let the words of Daniel 7:1-7 be heard! 

(1)  In the first year of Belshazzar, 
King of Babylon, Daniel saw a dream 
and visions in his mind as he lay on his 
bed; then he wrote the dream down and 
related the following summary of it.

(2)  Daniel said, "I was looking in my 
night vision by night, and behold, the 
four winds of heaven were stirring up the 
great sea.

 (3)  "and four great beasts were com-
ing up from the sea, different from one 
another.

 (4)  "The first was like a lion and had 
the wings of an eagle. I kept looking 
until its wings were plucked, and it was 
lifted up from the ground and made to 
stand on two feet like a man; a human 
mind was also given to it.

 (5)  "And behold, another beast, a 
second one, resembling a bear. And it 

was raised up on one side, and three ribs 
were in its mouth between its teeth; and 
thus they said to it, 'Arise, devour much 
meat!'

 (6)  "After this I kept looking, and 
behold, another one, like a leopard, 
which had on its back four wings of a 
bird; the beast also had four heads, and 
dominion was given to it.

 (7)  "After this I kept looking in the 
night visions, and behold, a fourth beast, 
dreadful and terrifying and extremely 
strong; and it had large iron teeth. It 
devoured and crushed, and trampled 
down the remainder with its feet; and it 
was different from all the beasts that 
were before it, and it had ten horns."

The Three Contextual Possibilities
Daniel appears to describe four world class 
empires.   The fourth empire appears to crush the 
other three literally but that is not positively 
clear at this point in our discussion.   At any rate, 
the fourth empire controls all the others when 
Jesus returns.

The question is what time slot does the 
crushing action fit into?   If we accept the 
premise that these empires can be found in space 
and time; somewhere between the beginnings of 
Babylon and the second coming of Christ, there 
seems to be just three practical, contextual inter-
pretations.     Each empire is either ancient his-
toric, current historic, prophetic, or some 
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combination of the above.
(1)  One or more of the first three empires is 

ancient historic, and the fourth is prophetic; such 
that the fourth empire tramples the vestiges of 
the first three.    This option suggests the fourth 
beast tramples modern countries which origi-
nally came from the first three ancient king-
doms.

(2)  The first three kingdom/empires are 
ancient historic and the fourth is divided into an 
earlier phase that is ancient historic and a later 
phase that is prophetic; the Fundamental Conser-
vative Position.  These believe the later Phase of 
the fourth beast tramples everyone around them 
but that the first three beasts (Lion/Eagle, Bear, 
etc. are not the nations trampled. 

(3)  The first three kingdoms are current his-
toric and the fourth prophetic such that the 
fourth tramples the others directly and literally.   
All four are contemporaries of each other.

All these interpretations center around the 
issue of concurrent existence.   Do all four beasts 
exist at the same time or do they not?   I guess 
the best we can do is to look at the facts and you 
discern for yourself if truth exists herein.   A 
friend once quipped, "That which is most believ-
able is that which is most consistent with the 
facts."   Just remember, if these three points of 
view are indeed all the contextual possibilities, 
then one of them must be the truth.   Thus which-
ever best fits the facts is probably the truth.   
Let’s look at possibility one, the vestiges option.

Vestiges? 
As you will remember, possibility One main-
tains that one or more of the first three kingdoms 
is ancient historic and the fourth is prophetic 
such that the fourth empire tramples the vestiges 
of the first three, but not the three themselves.   
They realize the fourth beast tramples somebody 
at the end time but that it can't be the ancient his-
toric kingdoms.   These folks get around the 
issue of concurrent existence by substituting a 
modern vestige of an ancient empire to get 
around the 2000 year span they see between the 
third and fourth beasts.

For this view to be valid, they would have to 
show how today's world powers are vestiges of 
Babylon, Medo-Persia and Greece to provide 
candidates that could be trampled; or believe the 

ancient kingdoms could be world powers again 
someday; and, believe that God has ignored the 
current contemporary world powers. 

We know that God has not ignored current 
contemporary powers because Russia is men-
tioned in Ezekiel Chapters 38 and 39.   Thus 
there is a Biblical precedent for mentioning other 
contemporary world powers. 

With respect to the vestiges idea, could 
someone show how the current contemporary 
powers are vestiges of the ancient empires?   
Could the vestiges of the ancient world powers 
(Syria, Iran, Iraq, Greece, and Italy) become 
world powers again?   Maybe, but there are three 
reasons why Babylon, Medo-Persia and Greece 
are not present world power antecedents.

(1)  They are not world class powers but the 
language of the text and other scripture demands 
they be;

(2)  It is not likely these ancient countries 
could become world class powers again because 
it is known to be near the time of the end;

(3)  The C.I.S. (USSR) has never been a part 
of the four empires but it is involved in end time 
events per other scripture.

To accept this "Vestiges" option is to 
believe that God would focus on the remnant of 
the ancient kingdoms when the U.S., Russia and 
others are many times more powerful.   This 
notion is inconsistent with the following Chapter 
Two strength model.

We see a definite increase in the strength of 
each empire as the Second Coming approaches.   
John Walvoord, President of Dallas Theological 
Seminary, comments concerning the poly metal-
lic statue of Chapter Two:

 "The descending value of the metals, 
however, permits their ascending 
strength, which suggests increased mili-
tary might during the times of the Gen-
tiles, leading to the final world conflict of 
Revelation 16 and 19 to which Daniel 
refers (11:36-45)."1

Not only is the vestige idea contrary to the 
strength model, but it doesn’t seem logical for 
God to ignore more powerful and significant 
empires in favor of ancient empires that have lit-
tle influence in the future consummation.   For 

1. "Daniel - The Key to Prophetic Revelation", p.66.
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these reasons, the truth must lie in some other 
alternative.

The Accepted Fundamental Conserva-
tive Position
 John Walvoord, in the introduction of his com-
mentary on Daniel Chapter Seven, states Possi-
bility No.2; the accepted fundamental 
conservative position.

 "In the interpretation of biblical 
prophecy, the seventh chapter of Daniel 
occupies a unique place.   As interpreted 
by conservative expositors, the vision of 
Daniel provides the most comprehensive 
and detailed prophecy of future events to 
be found anywhere in the old Testament.   
Although its interpretation has varied 
widely, conservative scholars are gener-
ally agreed, with few exceptions, that 
Daniel traces the course of four great 
world empires, namely, Babylon, Medo-
Persia, Greece and Rome, concluding in 
climax of world history in the second 
coming of Jesus Christ and the inaugura-
tion of the external kingdom of God, rep-
resented as a fifth and final kingdom 
which is from heaven.

"Interpreted in this way, the chapter 
forms a major outline of future events to 
which additional details are given later in 
the book of Daniel and in the New Testa-
ment, especially in the Revelation.   Such 
a panorama of future events is of great 
importance to the student of prophecy, as 
it provides a broad outline to which all 
other prophetic events may be related.   
Conservative interpreters are agreed that 
this is genuine prophecy, that it is futur-
istic, that is, related to future events from 
Daniel's point of view, and that its culmi-
nation is the kingdom which Christ 
brings."2 

This view is widely held by many conservative 
scholars today including Lehman Strauss,3 Tim 
LaHaye,4 Clarence Larkin,5  and H.A. Ironside.6    
Their position, as I understand it, is the four 
beasts of Chapter Seven correspond to the four 
parts of the statue of Chapter Two which inter-
preted corresponds to the empires of Babylon, 
Medo-Persia, Greece and Rome.   Rome is 
divided into an earlier phase that conquers 
Greece and a later phase that produces the end 
time Antichrist.   Then Jesus comes and destroys 
the kingdom of the Antichrist.

There is no doubt that Chapter Seven is sim-
ilar.   Four beasts come up out of the sea; the 
fourth tramples the other three and Jesus comes 
back to take over the world.   Some of the names 
can even be correlated; a case can be made for 
the "Lion" being the national symbol of Baby-
lon.   It seems that the similarity of the two chap-
ters (2 and 7) has led scholars to the idea that the 
two chapters mean the same thing but are just 
expressed in different terms.   That is a reason-
able line of thinking.   The lack of a better expla-
nation probably also plays a part in shaping 
previous interpretations.   However, in the next 
section I will point out some differences in the 
two chapter's facts that demand a different 
explanation.

Problems of the Accepted Fundamen-
tal Conservative Position
The problems seem to center around the issue of 
concurrent existence.  The first shows up in 
Chapter Two where Daniel relates the vision of 
the poly metallic statue.

It had a head of Gold, chest and arms of sil-
ver, belly and thighs of bronze, legs of iron, and 
feet of iron and clay.   As the King gazed at the 
statue, a rock came flying through the air and hit 
the statue on its feet.   The statue collapsed and 
was crushed to powder.   The powder was blown 
away by the wind after which the rock became 
like a mountain and filled the whole earth.   Con-
cerning the interpretation, verses 34-35 read:

 "You (Nebuchadnezzar) continued 

2. .Ibid, p.145:

3. "The Prophecies of Daniel", pp.206-210.
4. "The Beginning of the End", p.157.
5. "The Book of Daniel", p.121.
6. "Lectures on Daniel the Prophet", pp.125-129.
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looking until a stone (Jesus) was cut 
without hands, and it struck the statue on 
its feet of iron and clay, and crushed 
them.   Then the iron, the clay, the 
bronze, the silver and the gold were 
crushed all at the same time, and became 
like chaff from the summer threshing 
floors; and the wind carried them away 
so that not a trace of them was found."  
(Parenthetical explanations added for 
clarity.)

These verses  demand concurrent existence of 
the Gold, Silver, Bronze, and Iron/Clay (four 
empires) at the coming of Jesus unless you spiri-
tualize the expression "at the same time".

Accepted conservative expositors are forced 
to spiritualize this expression in order to support 
the notion that the gold, silver, etc. only repre-
sent ancient empires.   If they were to take the 
expression literally, they would have to show 
how Nebuchadnezzar (the head of gold; verse 
38) could exist at the Second Coming or admit 
the gold, silver, etc., has other figurative mean-
ing.   They choose to spiritualize the words  "...at 
the same time,..."   This is a problem because 
verse 45 prevents spiritualization.

 "Inasmuch as you saw that a stone 
was cut out of the mountain without 
hands and that it crushed the iron, the 
bronze, the clay, the silver, and the gold, 
the great God has made known to the 
king what will take place in the future; so 
the dream is true, and its interpretation is 
trustworthy."

To me, the Holy Spirit is reiterating that the 
events are literal and it is the "Rock" that crushes 
the gold, silver, etc.

The rules of interpretation say you should 
not spiritualize unless it is necessary to make 
sense. Is it necessary?   It would be appropriate 
to enter here the conservative expositors com-
ments but Ironside, DeHaan, Walvoord, Newell 
and Strauss were silent on this point.   Why do 
they ignore such a blatant point?

I believe it is not necessary to spiritualize 
these verses because there is an alternative view, 
Possibility Three, that permits a literal interpre-
tation.

If we interpret the gold, silver, etc. to be fig-
urative, as other conservative expositors do, but 
not limit the meaning to just Babylon, Medo-
Persia, etc.; then these verses become a type or 
model of two sets of events future to the visions 
of Daniel.   I discuss these in detail in Chapter 
Ten of this book. 

Succeeding and Concurrent Empires
The next part of this problem shows up in verses 
38-40 where we see succeeding empires.   
Daniel is talking to King Nebuchadnezzar in 
verse 38.

"You are the head of gold.
39  "And after you there will arise 

another kingdom inferior to you, then 
another third kingdom of bronze, which 
will rule over all the earth.

 40  "Then there will be a fourth king-
dom as strong as iron; ...."

 The words "after you" (Aramaic: Athar, "to fol-
low") and "then" (Aramaic: Edayin, "then") 
imply that one succeeds the other.

History since has shown that indeed the 
Medo-Persian empire overthrew Babylon, and 
Greece under Alexander the Great, overthrew 
the Medes and Persians.  After Alexander's 
empire was divided among his four generals, the 
Romans took world control from them.   Verse 
40 goes on to talk about the Roman empire.

These empires existed separately and in no 
case did more than two exist together at any time 
with significant world class status.   However, 
this is not the picture we get in verses 34-35.   As 
we just discussed, they all exist at the same time 
unless you spiritualize the words  "at the same 
time". 

To summarize, we see Chapter Two having 
verses that imply both succeeding and concur-
rent empires.   In verses 38-40 the empires suc-
ceed each other.   Verses 34-35 and 44-45 imply 
the empires exist at the same time.

The literal explanation is the gold, silver, 
etc. represent in one case Babylon, Medo-Persia, 
etc. and in the other case empires other than 
Babylon, Medo-Persia, etc. Thus, Chapter Two 
implies two sets of future empires; the ancient 
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and the modern. 

Similar but not the Same
As Walvoord brought out, conservative exposi-
tors view Chapter Seven as a repeat of Chapter 
Two.  They would say Chapter Seven means the 
same as Chapter Two but uses different sym-
bols.   I would like to suggest that they are simi-
lar but not identical.   If we can show they are 
similar but not identical, then it is easy to believe 
the two chapters may each mean something dif-
ferent.

In Chapter Two, conservative expositors 
view the first three statue sections (gold, silver 
and bronze) as Babylon, Medo-Persia and 
Greece.   They view the legs of iron as ancient 
Rome, and the feet of iron/clay as the revived 
Roman empire.

In Chapter Seven, they view the first three 
beasts (Lion/Eagle, Bear, and Leopard) as Baby-
lon, Medo-Persia and Greece.   The fourth beast 
as future to 2008.

I do not view the first three beasts as ancient 
historic.   However, I see the fourth beast of 
Chapter Seven as existing presently.7   Now that 
we have the facts summarized, let's look at the 
differences between the two chapters.

In Chapter Two, we all agree that the legs of 
iron and the feet of iron/clay have a connec-
tion.   The legs of iron represent the old Roman 
empire, and the feet of iron and clay symbolize a 
future revived Roman empire.   Thus we inter-
pret these verses to imply a long span of time 
between the old Roman empire and the revived 
Roman empire nearly 2000 years later.

In Chapter Seven, we see no such implica-
tion.   There are simply four beasts representing 
four empires.   The text makes no mention of a 
divided or split fourth beast.   Thus the two 
chapters are similar but not identical.   The 
Chapter Seven text implies, if anything, just the 
opposite.   It reads as if all four empires exist 
concurrently.

In Chapter Two, the interpretation of the 
poly metallic statue begins with Babylon and 
ends with Jesus at the Second Coming.   In the 
dream interpretation, only the identity of the first 

and last empires are named specifically: Baby-
lon first (verse 38) and the reign of Jesus Christ 
last (verse 45).   The identity of the other 
empires has been inferred from the context.   I 
believe conservative expositors are justified in 
seeing Medo-Persia, Greece and Rome in these 
verses but since the empires are not named spe-
cifically and the reign of Jesus (end times) is in 
view, they are not justified in limiting the inter-
pretation to just ancient empires.   That is 
because, Chapter Two may be a type; of which, 
Chapter Seven is a fulfillment.

This is Possibility Three which is the sub-
ject of Chapter Ten in this book.   The four 
beasts of Daniel  Seven are not necessarily 
ancient empires.   Maybe the four beasts are 
modern empires ending with the Second Com-
ing.   If the fourth beast, as Walvoord says, is 
20th century, maybe it is not so far fetched that 
the other three beasts are modern empires.   
There is certainly no text that rules out this prob-
ability.

Ancient kingdoms not the "Remain-
der"
Agreeing that the fourth beast is 20th century, 
we can go on to the main problem.   It has to do 
with interpreting the first three beasts (Lion/
Eagle, Bear and Leopard) as Babylon, Medo-
Persia and Greece.   As Daniel is visualizing the 
ocean, he says, "And four great beasts were 
coming up from the sea, ...."   He describes the 
four; then about the fourth he says in verse 
seven, "It devoured and crushed and trampled 
down the remainder with its feet; ..."   Again 
verse 19 reads, "... trampled down the remainder 
with its feet."   There is no doubt that the fourth 
beast tramples somebody.   Walvoord com-
ments:

 "As Daniel watched, the beast was 
observed to devour and break in pieces 
and stamp the residue of the preceding 
kingdoms."8

You can interpret these verses in one of two 
ways.   Either there is a group of four defined or 
a group of three defined.   The meaning is quite 
different in each case.

If I define a group of three, then the 
7. It was future when Walvoord wrote but is on the world 

scene now in the form of the ten nation European 
Economic Community (EEC). 8. ."Daniel - The Key to Prophetic Revelation, p.161.
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"remainder" is leftover from the three; namely a 
vestige of the three.   But if I define a group of 
four, the "remainder" is leftover from the four; 
namely the three.

If I understand Walvoord correctly, he is 
saying the fourth beast tramples what is left over 
from the previous three beasts not including the 
fourth beast.

Now, if you define a group of four, and you 
say the fourth crushed the remainder; then since 
four were defined, the three others must be the 
remainder. And, if I read the passage right, it 
says the fourth beast tramples the remainder of a 
group including the fourth beast.   Which would 
clearly indicate the other three beasts.   And that 
would mean they would have to exist concur-
rently with the fourth beast.   Thus the first three 
beasts could not be ancient kingdoms.   The dif-
ference of the two interpretations gives an 
entirely different meaning to the passage.   
Which interpretation fits the text better?

Increased Strength
Is it conceivable that God could view the mod-
ern empires as insignificant compared to the 
ancient empires?   Some would say yes.   Is there 
any doubt that the U.S. is stronger, of more 
Godly heritage, or more protective of Israel than 
the ancient empires (those things that God would 
say is important)?   Could anyone show how and 
why the ancient kingdoms could be more signifi-
cant than the modern empires?   I doubt it.

Now is the climax of history; the most 
important time of any age.   Because Jesus is 
about to claim His throne in power and great 
glory!   He will triumph over the strongest of the 
strong of all time.   Let's look at the significance 
question.

Daniel 2:32-33 points out the problem. 
Looking at Nebuchadnezzar's statue, we see the 
head of gold, arms and chest of silver, belly and 
thighs of bronze, legs of iron and clay.   This 
series of materials suggests a logical sequence.   
Notice the decreasing value and specific gravity, 
while at the same time, there is an increase in the 
strength of the metals.   As Walvoord said 
before:

"The descending value of the metals, how-
ever, permits their ascending strength, which 
suggests increased military might during the 

times of the Gentiles, leading to the final world 
conflict of Revelation 16 and 19 to which Daniel 
refers (11:36-45)."9   It appears we agree that 
this scripture is suggesting the modern empires 
are stronger than the ancient kingdoms.

How about our relationships?   Could Israel 
survive against the Russian "Bear", humanly 
speaking, if the United States "Eagle" did not 
protect her?   Hardly!   If the U.S. had not agreed 
to protect Israel, Russia would have been there 
long ago.   Thus God would have had to inter-
vene long ago.   Doesn't most of the worlds mis-
sionary funds come from the U.S.?   Isn't the 
Russian "Bear" known, from Ezekiel 38 and 39, 
to be significant in end time events?   Someone 
will have to show me why the modern empires 
are less significant than ancient.   Because that 
idea simply does not fit the Biblical or scientific 
facts that I see.

Future Kings
This problem is also time related.   In Chapter 
Two, Daniel tells King Nebuchadnezzar that he 
is the "head of gold".   Thus linking the gold of 
the statue with the king of Babylon.   And, as we 
have just seen, conservative expositors link 
Babylon with the first beast of Chapter Seven.   
In my view, Babylon cannot be the first beast of 
Chapter Seven.   Chapter Seven, verse 17 reads, 
"These great beasts, which are four in number, 
are four kings who will arise from the earth."   
Since Nebuchadnezzar died at least four years 
before Daniel wrote Chapter Seven, he cannot 
possibly be one of four future kings.   Therefore, 
if Nebuchadnezzar cannot be linked with Baby-
lon in Chapter Seven, then it is not very likely 
Daniel is talking about Babylon in Chapter 
Seven.   You might ask, couldn't Babylon be 
rebuilt?   It doesn't seem possible according to 
Jeremiah 25:12, 50:39-40, and 51:62.   Besides, 
if we take that tack, we sail right back into the 
"vestige" problems.

Different National Symbols
Conservative expositors suggest that the national 
symbols of the Chapter Seven empires (lion/

9. Ibid p.66.
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Eagle, Bear and Leopard) point toward the 
ancient empires as the subjects of that chapter.   
That idea seems to conflict with Daniel, Chapter 
Eight.

The national symbols given for Medo-Per-
sia and Greece in Chapter Eight are not the same 
national symbols given in Chapter Seven to rep-
resent the nations depicted there.   This means 
either God has assigned two national symbol/
animal designations to one empire in two differ-
ent scripture references, or the national symbols 
represent two different empires or nations.   
Chapter Eight, Verse 20, defines the "Ram" 
symbol as representing Medo-Persia.   Histori-
cally, the image of a ram's head was stamped 
onto the coins of the empire, and they were used 
on the head dress of the Persian Emperors.10    It 
was their national symbol.

By contrast, the second beast of Chapter 
Seven, the Bear, is not very close in likeness, 
character or actions to that of a ram.   When God 
wanted to show that an empire was made up of 
several other nations, He used the name of more 
than one animal to describe it.

For example; the fourth beast of Daniel 
Seven, and its parallel passage, the beast of Rev-
elation 13,11  have the animals named in the 
same verses.   They are the Lion, Bear and Leop-
ard.   Thus more than one animal name per 
empire probably does not apply to Medo-Persia 
and Greece as individual national entities.

Likewise Greece, defined in Chapter Eight 
as a "goat", is the third world empire in Chapter 
Two.   Could it also have a twin designation 
(Leopard) very diverse from the other?   A better 
explanation is different symbols - different 
empires.

A Summary
We have looked at verses implying concurrent 
existence (2:34-35, 45) which do not fit the con-
servative view.

The popular conservative view suggests 
Daniel 7 is a repeat of Chap. 2.   However, I 
have shown that Chap. 7 is different, in that 
there is no implication of a split fourth beast as 
in Chap. 2.   And, that only the empires of Baby-
lon and Jesus are specifically named.   All the 

others are implied from the context which leave 
their identities open to debate.

The conservative view does not adequately 
deal with how a modern 4th beast (empire) of 
Daniel 7 can crush and trample supposed ancient 
(first three) Beast/empires.    Nor do they sug-
gest who actually gets crushed.

No scholar that I know of suggests reasons 
for God ignoring modern world class empires in 
favor of politically insignificant ancient empires 
at the consummation.   We have seen that the 
ancient empires interpretation violates the 
ascending strength model of the Chap. 2 statue 
vision.

If the Lion/Eagle is really Babylon, as con-
servative expositors say, Then how can Neb-
uchadnezzar, who was dead at the time Chap. 7 
was written, be one of four future kings (7:17)?   
That seems impossible!

If the Bear and Leopard of Chap. 7 repre-
sent Medo-Persia and Greece, and Medo-Persia 
and Greece are specifically represented as a Ram 
and Goat in Chap. 8, then why has God given 
each of those countries two national symbols?   
That appears to be inconsistent.   A better expla-
nation is different symbols - different empires.

Any one of these reasons alone might not be 
reason to doubt the fundamental conservative 
interpretation of these verses.   But taken 
together they form a foundation for the need of a 
better interpretation.   Therefore, I suggest the 
first three kingdoms are the U.S., C.I.S., Arab-
Africa alliance and the fourth the E.E.C., not 
politically solidified yet.   And that the fourth 
kingdom, the EEC, will trample the others 
directly and literally.

10. "The Prophecies of Daniel", pp.235-236.
11. "Ibid", p.211.
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