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It is self-evident that the topic to
be treated in this paper has a direct
bearing on the problem of the date of
the Book of Daniel. If one could com-
pose a neat, generally acceptable
chronological outline of all Old
Testament eschatology, Daniel
could be put in its proper place
there, and its approximate date
would be patent. But such an out-
line is very difficult to achieve, for
two reasons. First, the dating of
many of the Old Testament’s escha-
tological passages is as much in
question as is that of Daniel. Thus
if Daniel is a sixth century work,
then the Isaiah «Apocalypse» - (Is.
24-27) could be eighth century ma-
terial; but if Daniel is second cen-
tury, the Isaiah passages could well
date from the third century. Duhm’s
remark is apposite, that the pro-

phet Isaiah could as well have
written the Book of Daniel as Isa-
iah 24-27.! Daniel is almost as

pivotal in the study of Old Testa-

ment and intertestamental eschatol-
ogy as is Deuteronomy in Penta-
teuchal criticism. The second rea-
son is that one must always beware
of expecting a neat linear develop-
ment of thought. If it be admitted
that apocalyptic is the child of ad-
versity and disaster, then there is
no a priori difficulty in placing
Daniel in the exilic period, other
apocalypses in the second century
onwards, and eschatological thought
of a rather different type in the
relatively peaceful centuries that
intervened.

1 B. Duhm, Das Buch Jesaia (H.K.A.T),
1902 (* 1922), p. 143.
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For these reasons, this paper will
concern itself little with purely
chronological questions, but inves-
tigate rather the relationship of
Daniel to prophetic eschatology on
the one hand and apocalyptic on
the other. I have already placed it
in the latter category, to be sure,
and few will quarrel with this as-
sumption: Daniel is usually classed
as the only apocalyptic book of the
Old Testament, and its unique char-
acter in the Old Testament is ob-
vious to any reader. But for all
that, this classification requires
some comment or qualification:
there are certainly other apocalyp-
tic passages and sections in the Old
Testament, so that Daniel’s uni-
queness in this respect is simply
that it is sustained and lengthy
apocalyptic; and on the other hand
Daniel is in any case not typical
apocalyptic. Daniel might there-
fore be viewed as a half-way house
between prophetic eschatology,
with its occasional apocalyptic ele-
ments, and the through-going
apocalyptic works of the Apocrypha
arid Pseudepigrapha.

APOCALYPTIC ESCHATOLOGY

The question immediately arises,
how are we to define apocalyptic?
Or rather, how are we to distin-
guish it from prophetic eschatology?
This is a question more easily
posed than answered, chiefly be-
cause apocalyptic grew out of pro-
phecy, and is very much its child,
so that a neat dividing line be-
tween the two is very difficult to
draw. The generally-agreed distinc-
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tive features of apocalyptic can
often by found in embryo in pro-
phetic passages, while on the other
hand few apocalyptic works ex-
hibit all of those features together.

Wheeler Robinson drew the follow-
ing distinctions and contrasts be-
tween the two.? (1) Apocalyptic was
pseudonymous, prophecy either
authentic or anonymous. (2) Apo-
calyptic was deterministic (and
culminating in a crisis of the writ-
er's own period). (3) Apocalyptic
was futuristic and extra-mundane
in outlook, prophecy supremely in-
terested in the here and now. (4)

Apocalyptic was literary, prophecy

oral in the first place. Robinson
also mentions that apocalyptic pre-
sented an impressive scheme of
history and a belief in life after
death, and he implies another con-
trast with prophecy in these re-
spects too.? -

Daniel, it may be conceded, falls
into the category of apocalyptic on
most of these tests. Whether it is
pseudonymous is of course debat-
able; andsoisitsinterestin a crisis of
the writer’s own age. While it is fu-
turistic, its interests are definitely
not extra-mundane. Otherwise
Daniel is certainly apocalyptic,
on these tests. But it may be
observed that Robinson’s tests are
by no means homogeneous. The
literary-oral antithesis is primarily
a question of presentation, not of

t H. Wheeler Robinson in T. W. Manson
{ed.), A Companion to the Bible, 1939, pp.
307 f.

3 Op. cit,, pp. 308 f.

content (even though it may have
far-reaching effects on the content).
The fact that one work is originally
oral in character, another literary
from the start, should not in itself
affect the character of the escha-
tological thought in each; yet the
very antithesis prophetic-apocalyp-
tic implies eschatological contrasts.

MAJOR AND MINOR FEATURES
OF APOCALYPTIC

Nor are these tests of equal im-
portance. Rist maintains that th.e
only basic features of apocalyptic
are dualism and true «eschatology»
(i.e. expectation of the eschatc?nz:
every other common characteristic
is secondary.* There is much to be
said for some such distinction be-
tween characteristics of major and
minor significance. But it is re-
markable that while Daniel shows
several of Rist's secondary features,
in the two major ones the Book
scarcely shows any advance on
prophetic parts of the Old Testa-
ment. The dualism of good versus
evil is not at all evident; the powers
of evil have no place, and even
wicked men are treated not un-
sympathetically. There are no anti-
Babylonian or anti-Persian dia-
tribes; some of the prophets are
much more vehement in their re-
marks concerning Assyria or Baby-
lon. As for the eschaton, Daniel
certainly shows a clear interest in
it; but there is not the clear-cut

4 M. Rist in G. A. Buttrick (ed.), The In-
terpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible, 1962,
vol. 1, p. 158 (s.v. cApocalypticisms ).

distinction between this age and
the age to come that is so charac-
teristic of later apocalyptic. The
fifth and final kingdom is clearly
more desirable and glorious than
its predecessors, but it does not ap-
pear to be totally different in kind
from them — it is undeniably an
earthly kingdom. (It is to a certain
extent different of course — cf.
7:23, explicitly.) Whatever the de-
fects of the first four kingdoms,
God still reigns over them: Nebu-
chadnezzar was told, «The Most
High rules the kingdom of men
and gives it to whom He will»
(4:32). In other words, Daniel’s
eschaton is no more a complete
break in history than is the Day of
the Lord in Amos and his succes-
SOTS.

Rist's tests therefore serve to show
that Daniel is not typically apoc-
alyptic in its chief features. We
may now note two further tests for
apocalyptic noted by G. E. Ladd:
pessimism and ethical passivity.®
Now some scholars (Pfeiffer,’ e.g.)
claim both for Daniel; Pfeiffer sees
pessimism in the steadily declining
values given to the kingdoms, each
empire «surpassing the previous
one in wickedness and brutality.»”
But this feature of Daniel may
rather be viewed as dramatic con-
trast; the truly apocalyptic pessi-

5 G. E. Ladd in J. D. Douglas (ed.), The
New Bible Dictionary, 1962, p. 44 (s.v.
«Apocalypticr ).

6 R. H. Pfeiffer, Introduction to the Old
Testament, 1952, pp. 772-781.

71bid, p. 777.
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" mism saw no future for this earth
whatever, whereas Daniel saw a
glorious future for it, in the final
kingdom. As for ethical passivity,
this can really be asserted of Daniel
only if the prayer of 9:14-19 is
viewed as an interpolation.® Even
without that passage, there is a
clear moral note in chapter 4,
where Nebuchadnezzar is rebuked
and punished for pride and other
sins. It is probably true of the pro-
phets that they laid less stress on

_ Israel’s sins when promising com-
fort and restoration than when
they were threatening doom and
disaster.

DETERMINISM

In Frost’s view, it is the determi-
nism of the Book, as much as any-
thing, that makes it apocalyptic.
Says he, «That a kingdom should
be weighed in a balance and found
wanting is the very stuff of pro-
phecy; that it should be divided is
a pronouncement of divine judg-
ment in the very manner of an
Isaiah; but that it should be num-
bered is the thought of an apo-
calyptist alone».® With this aspect
of Daniel we might link the Book’s
impressive scheme of history (to
hark back to Wheeler Robinson).
In both respects Daniel is undoubt-
edly written in the apocalyptic
manner; although again one has
to note that both features are ad-
umbrated in earlier Scripture. De-
terminism derives ultimately from
8 Cf. Pfeiffer, op. cit., pp. 771, 774.

? 8. B. Frost, Old Testament Aj i
; pocalyptic,
1952, p. 186 (his italics). P
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the irrevocability of the spoken
word, especially when it is God’s
word; indeed, Daniel specifically
names the source of part of its de-
terminism — the seventy weeks of
years are explicitly an interpreta-

tion of a prediction of Jeremiah .

(Dn. 9:2,24). As for the scheme of
history, Daniel links the approach
9f a prophet with that of a histor-
ian; the Old Testament writers in
general show a thoroughly elabor-
ated historical viewpoint, and Dan-
iel develops this by looking to
the future instead of the past, and
‘py including the whole world in
its scope. There is certainly origi-
nality in Daniel here, but it is Bib-
lically based.

Frost also draws attention to the
fesoteric type of revelation in Dan-
iel — the raz-pesher treatment."
This approach is characteristic of
the Qumran Biblical commentaries,
but it is not necessary to maintain
that Daniel is inspired by the same

Zeitgeist. His inspiration (if any -

except historical facts be needed!)
is quite patently the Joseph stories
of Genesis 40 f. Just as Pharaoh
had the dreams, Joseph the God-
given interpretation, so too in Dan-
iel: now Nebuchadnezzaris the roy-
al dreamer, and the prophet Daniel
the expatriate interpreter. It is
Worth noting, moreover, that the
interpretation of Pharaoh’s dreams
in Genesis 41 is thoroughly deter-
ministic — «there will come seven
years of great plenty... but after

10 Op. cit., p. 186.

them ... seven years of famine»

(vs. 29 f.).

Little can be said here concerning

the messianic concepts, if any, of

Daniel, in view of the vexed and

complicated problem-of identifying

the son of man (7:13). It is very

likely that the term «son of man»

is deliberately chosen as a con-

trast to the four beasts of 7:2-7;

but what it was intended to signify
to the reader is disputed. If it refers
ecither to the Messiah or to the
nation of Israel, Daniel is here
unique only in its presentation; but
if an-angelic interpretation is de-
manded, that is a different matter.”
It is often claimed that Daniel 12:2
is the only Old Testament passage
clearly to mention bodily resur-
rection. This claim depends, in any
case, on one’s view of such pas-
sages as Job 19:25f., Psalm 16:10f,,
49:14f. Tt must be admitted that
explicit teaching of bodily resur-
rection is very rare in the Old
Testament, and that the dating of
relevant passages is either uncer-
tain or debatable; it is not there-
fore clear whether or not Daniel
12-2 does mark the beginning of a
new concept. If not, no question
confronts us; but if it is an innova-
tion in Daniel, we may well ask its
sodrce. There can be no certainty,
but it could conceivably have been
a development out of such teach-
ing about national resurrection as
that of Ezekiel 37 (note especially

1 See the brief discussion in N. W. Port-
eous; Daniel: a Commentary, 1965, pp.
115 f.

verse 13). National and personal
resurrection are very different
things, to be sure, but possibly the
Hebrew concept of corporate per-
sonality brought the two ideas
closer together than would be pos-
sible for a modern western mind.
Nevertheless, against the view that
Daniel is propounding something
new, it may be urged that the treat-
ment of the topic is too brief and
casual.

DANIEL NOT OUT OF STEP

This discussion is intended to in-
dicate that Daniel is not out of step
with earlier Old Testament eschato-
logy, not to deny the Book any orig-
inality. Undeniably Daniel is a
thoroughly literary work, and in
this respect differs from the
prophets  (generally speaking).
This distinction between prophecy
and apocalyptic is usually list-
ed as just one of the distinc-
tions — cf. Wheeler Robinson’s list;
but it is at least a possibility that
some of the other distinctive fea-
tures of apocalyptic, or rather of
Daniel in particular, may derive
simply from its literary nature:
without elaborating, we may sug-
gest that from it derive the novel
symbolism, some of the termino-
logy, the thorough scheme of
history, the futuristic interests,
the meditation on earlier Scrip-
ture, perhaps even the devel-
oped angelology. (Even if the Book
is pseudonymous, it is doubtful
whether pseudonymity was in this
instance a mere literary device, if
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Rowley may be followed,® although
it was in other apocalypses, con-
ceivably in imitation of Daniel.)
Later apocalyptic may well have
modelled itself on Daniel. It is easy
to see how some of the distinctive
features of non-canonical apocalyp-
tic derived from Daniel. For in-
stance, the transcendent Son of Man
of the Book of Enoch «is obviously
a development of the one in Dan-
iel»", albeit with overtones of Per-
sian eschatology. We may also re-
peat Rowley’s suggestion that the
pseudonymity of later apocalyptic
was in deliberate imitation of Dan-
iel.

The magnum opus of D. S. Russell
gives a good deal of attention to
the methods of apocalyptic; but
even he selects only the following
as the «general marks of apocalyp-
ticn: its esoteric character, literary
form, symbolism and pseudonymi-
ty.* All of these have already been
discussed here. Again, it is note-
worthy that the latter two aspects
depend on, and are bound up with,
the literary nature of apocalyptic;
a prophetic oracle, orally delivered,
could not in the nature of things
utilize a complex symbolism, far
less could it be pseudonymous.

LITERARY FEATURES
Both Eissfeldt and Weiser view the
learned approach of the Book of

2 Cf. H. H. Rowley, ZAW 9, 1932, pp.
256-268.

13 Cf. S.'E. Johnson in IDB, wol. 1V, p.
414 (s.v. «Son of Man»).

4 D. S. Russell, The Message and Method
of Jewish Apocalyptic, 1964, pp. 104-139.
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Daniel as one of its distinguishing
features. Eissfeldt speaks of the
Book’s «erudition»,”® while Weiser
-draws attention to its «learned in-
terest in calculating and predicting
precisely the details of the end».®
In other words, Daniel is both
literary and deterministic. Weiser
goes on to suggest that in Daniel
«the prophetic foundation of con-
fident reliance on faith is aban-
doned»; but on the same page he
adds, «Yet... the book champions
the true heritage of the prophets,
namely faith in the God who con-
trols all history»*. It is not easy to
draw a distinction between Daniel
and the prophets on the basis of
these statements! Weiser also finds
significance in the interest the
Book shows in earlier prophetic
writings; but whereas Daniel pro-
vides a novel treatment of earlier
prophecy, it would not be true to
say that all the prophets neglect
their predecessors. The Book of
Jeremiah, for instance, shows in-
terest here and there in the pro-
phecies of Isaiah and Micah;" once
again, the oracular nature of much
in the prophets may explain their
lack of detailed reference to earlier
Scripture, and our attention is thus
drawn to the literary character of
Daniel. For their part, the histori-
cal books of the Old Testament by
no means ignore the prophets.

5 O. Eissfeldt, The Old Testament: an In-
troduction, ET 1965, pp. 528 f.

16 A. Weiser, Introduction to the OId Tes-
tament, ET 1961, p. 317.

17 Op. cit., p. 317.

18 Note Jeremiah 26:18 {. in particular.

There is a sense in which apocalyp-
tic is more akin to history than to
prophecy. The Old Testament pro-
phets gave an oral ministry, based
very much on the immediate situa-
tion they found. In the historical
books, however, we have literary
works in which appears a reasoned
religious philosophy of past history;
in Daniel similarly we find a liter-
ary work, with a reasoned under-
standing of God at work in both
past ‘and future — it is history
developed to its logical conclusion.

PSEUDONYMITY

The question of the pseudonymity
of Daniel deserves some further
consideration. It is often held that
the pseudonymity of Daniel is one
of its typically apocalyptic fea-
tures;" and Rowley’s argument
that the unintentional pseudony-
mity of Daniel was slavishly co-
pied by later apocalyptists seems
to be widely accepted today. These
opinions would seem to be mutually
exclusive; for on the latter view,
the pseudonymity of Daniel was
quite different in character from
that. of later works, and cannot
therefore be treated as a common
characteristic of apocalyptic in the
case of Daniel. Neither theory need
be ‘further considered, of course, if
the traditional authorship of the
Book be maintained. But even if
the presuppositions of the two

19 Eissfeldt (op. cit., pp. 528 f.) makes
cerudition» and pseudonymity the sole
features distinguishing Daniel from - the
prophets.

theories be adopted, neither view
is altogether convincing.

The former view demands that the
name of Daniel was given to the
Book (and to its hero) in order to
enhance its authority. But there is
every reason to distinguish this
Daniel from the patriarchal figure
Dan’el mentioned in Ezekiel and
extra-biblical literature.* The name
of a little-know exilic figure can
scarcely have given the Book much
authority. The same fact tells
against Rowley’s hypothesis too, for
the majority of later apocalypses
went much furtherback thanthe Ex-
ile to find their authoritative fig-
ures — Enoch, Noah, Moses, for in-
stance; Baruch will be the only name
at all comparable with Daniel, and
he was at least a well-known liter-
ary figure. Moreover, it is not al-
together clear how later apoca-
lyptists were to know that the link-
ing of the Book with the name of
Daniel was a mere fiction, deserv-
ing their emulation.

To summarize, Daniel is indeed
pivotal in Old Testament writings.
It is in many ways distinct from its
successors in the apocalyptic tra-
dition; in particular, unlike them,
its eschatology owes nothing we
can be sure of to outside (especial-
ly Iranian) influences. This means
that its date cannot be determined

20 Cf. Porteous, op. cit., pp. 17 f. The name
in Ezechiel 14:14,20; 28:3, though ren-
dered as «Daniel in EVV, has in Hebrew
a slightly different spelling from the name
of the exilic Daniel; if the vowel of MT
are ignored, the most natural vocalization
seems to be «Dan’el».
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by eschatological considerations.
However, there are two other con-
ceptual features of the Book which
are sometimes viewed as. demand-
ing a late date, i.e. the concept of
the four world empires, and the
developed angelology. The metal-
symbolism of Daniel 2:31-45, con-
cerning the four kingdoms, has
been linked with Iranian and with
Greek thought by differentscholars.
Conceivably this concept was well-
known in the Near East before the
fall of the Hebrew monarchies, for
it appears as early as Hesiod;*
alternatively, the parallel may be
coincidental, for the metals them-
selves are common enough, and
their order is perfectly logical.

But a bigger problem is posed by
the angelology of Daniel, which
merits separate attention. There can
be no doubt that later apocalyptic
did owe something in this respect
to Persian thought; and Daniel
undeniably goes well beyond the
simple- treatment of the rest of the
Old Testament. Perhaps two com-
ments are all that can be made
here. Firstly, if Daniel does owe
anything to Persian eschatology, it
is remarkably odd that Satan finds
no place in the Book. Secondly,
wherever the names Daniel gives
‘to angels came from, they owe no-

*t Hesiod, Works and Days, 106 ff. Cf.].A.
Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Book of Daniel (I.C.C.)
1927 (¢ 1949}, pp. 188 f.; T. F. Glasson,
Greek Influence in Jewish Eschatology,
1961, p. 2. (Hesiod is to be dated in the
8th or at the latest the 7th, century B.C.).
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thing to Persia. It is even possible
that the names Gabriel and Michael
were created by our author; in a
Book which lays stress on  the
themes of godlike-ness and man-
like-ness, names meaning «man of
God» and «who is like God?» are
particularly apposite. Be this as it
may, in its presentation of angels-
as man-like, Daniel is in full har-
mony with the rest of the Old
Testament..



