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Preface

This proposal for The Concept of Canonical Intertextuality is an attempt to
make sense of the complex issues one faces with the biblical text, which is at the same
time a singular text and yet many texts. My presuppositions are orthodox and
traditional in some ways. I believe that the text of Scripture is connected with
historical realities where God has intervened in history. This revelation becomes the
foundation from which texts are developed, collected, and ordered together. In turn
this text, through the guidance of the Holy Spirit, is revelation. In other ways my
research reflects a complexity in the development of the text that stands on the
shoulders of both pre-critical and critical scholarship. Difficulties can be ignored or
exaggerated, but my hope is to draw the debate in a more profitable direction where
the biblical text’s voice and plurality of voices can be heard and understood without
the need for either overly harmonistic solutions or confused fictions.

All biblical quotes from the original languages have been taken from Bible
Works 5. 1 have chosen to use pointed texts from the Hebrew Bible to allow for easier
reading due to the extensive usage and citations from these texts. However, I have
retained the Masoretic Text instead of the Ketiv/Qere readings given in the Bible
Works 5 text (except in one place). All translations are my own and are intended to
aid in the reading of the ancients texts quoted in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek,
whether biblical or extra-biblical. Quotes from German have not been translated. All
verse references in relation to the Hebrew Bible correspond to the Hebrew text
numbering system which at times differs from English translations. I am very thankful
for those who have read and commented extensively on the whole of the text: Prof.
Dr. DDr James Alfred Loader, David Sanford, and my wife, Rachel.

My own canonical opinions have been influenced heavily by not only the
writers cited in the following pages but by personal contact with three professors in
particular. Prof. Dr. Ray Lubeck first introduced me and a myriad of other students to
the concept of an overarching logic operating in particular within the Hebrew Bible.
Prof. Dr. John Sailhamer not only opened my eyes to reading the biblical text by sight
in the original languages, but thoroughly grounded me through hours of discussion in
and outside the classroom in relation to the historical and exegetical arguments for a
canonical perspective. Prof. Dr. DDr. James Alfred Loader has broadened and

sharpened my perspective through hours of discussion and pages upon pages of
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interaction. I am thankful for their influence and devotion at different stages in my
life. I have been shaped through their unique academic and Christian perspectives.

My wife and children have endured the most through this entire process. Over
the course of nearly five years, I have been away from the home literally months, and
even while at home countless hours of research and writing have possessed me again
and again. To my wife Rachel and my children Lela, Hannah, Joshua, Joel and Jakob,
I can only say a deep and sincere thank you. May my work on The Concept of

Canonical Intertextuality somehow benefit them and many others for years to come.
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1. Intertextuality, Canon Criticism and Biblical Studies
1.1 Overview

At the end of the 1960s, two movements began that at first glance do not
appear to be related. In the field of literary theory, Post-structuralism began.' In the
field of Old Testament theology, canonical theology or canon criticism began. Both
methods raised important questions about context. In the field of literary theory, the
question was more a challenge to the accepted theory of the relationship between the
signifier and the signified.” In the field of Old Testament theology, there was the
challenge of whether the research was moving overall in the right direction when the
foundation of the research was based on the prevailing critical method.’

Context in both situations received a more refined meaning. Literary theory
broadened the context. When one looks at a word, there is more than a static
relationship between the signifier and the signified.* Although one uses the same
words, it does not mean that when the same words are used in another context that
they will have the same meaning because there is not a static relationship between the
signifier and the signified. Julia Kristeva first called this situation intertextuality,
where one notes the transposition of the meaning. She did not mean it to be a
diachronic analysis but as a notation of the so-called “third” possibility, where
although the same words are used, they are not the exact sum of what they mean
earlier or later.”

Context also had a challenge in the field of Old Testament theology. In the
pre-critical era, context had to do with the inspired words of the canonical books
(Baba Batra 14b-15a).° In the critical era, context primarily had to do with the
different diachronic texts in the Old Testament, where J, E, D, P represented different

! Jacques Derrida’s, Of Grammatology, trans. Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak (Baltimore and London:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997), which was originally published in French as De la
Grammatologie in 1967, represents a seminal full-volume work in this regard.

? Julia Kristeva, Desire in Language: A Semiotic Approach to Literature and Art, trans. Thomas Gora,
Alice Jardine, and Leon S. Roudiez (New York: Columbia University Press, 1980), 64-65. This volume
is mostly a translation of a work that originally appeared in French in 1969 as Znuetwrikr:Recherches
pour une sémanalyse.

? Brevard S. Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture (Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1979), 15.

* Kristeva, Desire in Language, 64-65.

> Kristeva, Desire in Language, 59-60.

® The above mentioned tractates can be found in Jacob Neusner, ed. and trans., Tractate Baba Batra,
vol. 15 of The Babylonian Talmud: A Translation and Commentary (Peabody, Massachusetts:
Hendrickson, 2005), 54-56.
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time periods in the development of the Old Testament.” The search in both situations
was similar. The authoritative texts were the “original texts.” The pre-critical era
connected authority with the author (Moses, Isaiah, Daniel, et al.), because they were
inspired. The critical era connected authority with the earliest texts of the Old
Testament (normally J, especially the narrative texts) and, in the case of the prophets,
the “original prophets” and their message (Isaiah, not Deutero-Isaiah or Trito-Isaiah).

The challenge comes through the question of the composition of the Old
Testament. How was the Old Testament put together? The answer is probably best
described as a post-critical position, because the answer goes further than both the
pre-critical and critical position. The composition of the Old Testament is something
that began relatively early in the history of Israel and grew over time. But it grew
through a reflective process. This position says that the Old Testament grew through
particular historical situations, reflection on these particular situations, and exegesis
on the texts of these reflections. The whole Old Testament, containing as it does texts
very different in their contents, is not merely the product of many books having
simply been brought together (vis-a-vis the pre-critical assumption), neither is it only
a collection of many texts from different times that were simply put together (as
assumed by the classical critical position). The canonical perspective rather sees the
Old Testament as a text that progressively grew and took shape through this process.

Michael Fishbane wrote a whole book, Interpretation in Ancient Israel, with
the proposal that the interpretations one finds in the Talmud and the New Testament
are not something that began in the post-biblical era, but something that came from
the biblical era.” This means that when one sees interpretations of Old Testament texts
in the New Testament that are different from their original Old Testament contexts,
and these interpretations move us in a direction that is different from the earlier
context, this is not a new process that begins in the New Testament, but a process that
already began in the Old Testament.

This tendency, where a text quotes or alludes to another text and through the

quote or allusion the meaning is changed or broadened, is intertextuality. One sees the

7 Julius Wellhausen, Prolegomena to the History of Ancient Israel, trans. Black and Menzies (New
York: Meridian Books, 1957), is not the first suggestion of this thesis, but certainly is looked to as the
standard. His proposal was originally published in German in 1878.

¥ James A. Sanders, Canon and Community: A Guide to Canonical Criticism (Philadelphia: Augsburg
Fortress Press, 1984), 41.

? Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985), 2.
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“transposition,” the words in a new context with a new denotation.'’ And so one sees
a connection through this process between the two movements in literary theory and
canon criticism. Further, there is at least the possibility where one can understand the
relationship between texts in the Old Testament, the relationship between the Old and
the New Testament, and the relationship between the Bible and extra-biblical

literature.

1.2 Julia Kristeva’s Concept of Intertextuality

In theological studies the terms intertextual or intertextuality have become
commonplace. These terms have become helpful in identifying the relationships
between texts within the Bible, between those outside the Bible, and between the
Bible and texts outside the Bible. As useful as these terms are, they have become
opaque descriptions that are in need of a particular identity. As with all neologisms, it
would be useful that they actually describe something new and not a process that has
already been clearly defined through other terms and processes. So, for “intertextual”
or “intertextuality” to be simply identified as quotations or allusions to other texts, is
both obvious and clearly defined through centuries of research. For such a definition
one needs to turn to the origin of the terms “intertextual” or “intertextuality” in the
writings of a Post-structuralist writer.

Julia Kristeva is recognized as the originator of the term and theory of
intertextuality.'' As has already been noted, though the term has come into broad use
over the course of the past thirty years, it has for the most part been misunderstood'
and in the words of Kristeva “has often been understood in the banal sense of ‘study
of sources.””"* Others who have understood the concept in a more general sense have
followed Derrida, who sees all of reality as intertextuality, noting, “There is nothing

outside of the text.”'* As will be obvious in the following discussion the term and

1% Julia Kristeva, Revolution in Poetic Language, trans. Leon S. Roudiez (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1984), 59-60. This volume is a much shortened translation of La révolution du
langage poétique that first appeared in 1974.

""" Barbara Godard, “Intertextuality,” in Encyclopedia of Contemporary Literary Theory: Approaches,
Scholars, Terms, ed. Irena R. Makaryk (Toronoto, Buffalo, London: University of Toronto Press,
1993), 568. Timothy K. Beal, “Glossary,” in Reading Between Texts: Intertextuality and the Hebrew
Bible, ed. Danna Nolan Fewell (Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1992), 22.

12 Leon S. Roudiez, “Introduction,” in Desire in Laungauge, by Julia Kristeva, ed. by Leon S. Roudiez,
trans. Thomas Gora, Alice Jardine, and Leon S. Roudiez (New York: Columbia University Press,
1980), 15.

13 Kristeva, Revolution, 60.

14 Godard, “Intertextuality,” 569 and Derrida, Of Grammatology, 158.
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theory were developed with different connotations than both of these derivative
positions.

Kristeva, though very eclectic in her conclusions, began within the broad
category of structuralism and her thinking became a stimulus to what has come to be
termed Post-structuralism. Structuralism was based on Ferdinand de Saussure’s
linguistic concepts. He argued foundationally that “[a] linguistic sign is not a link
between a thing and a name but between a concept and a sound pattern.”” He then
argues that, “The link between signal and signification is arbitrary. Since we are
treating a sign as the combination in which a signal is associated with a signification,
we can express this more simply as: the linguistic sign is arbitrary.”'® This last
statement is qualified, “The signal, in relation to the idea it represents, may seem to be
freely chosen. However, from the point of view of the linguistic community, the
signal is imposed rather than freely chosen. Speakers are not consulted about its
choice. Once the language has selected a signal, it cannot be freely replaced by any
other.”'” The relationship between what has become known as signifier and signified
and signifier/signified in the intelligible structure, text, becomes the playground in
which Kristeva’s theory of intertextuality developed. Her challenge became what may
be viewed as the static relationship between signifier and signified, whether
diachronic, throughout time, or synchronic, within a particular time.

Kristeva’s challenge to the static relationship between signifier and signified
and the texts they create is heavily influenced by the literary theory of Mikhail
Bakhtin.'® From Bakhtin, Kristeva picks up on the concept of dialogism. In writing

about this discovery in Bakhtin she notes:

Bakhtin was one of the first to replace the static hewing out of texts with a
model where literary structure does not simply exist but is generated in
relation to another structure. What allows a dynamic dimension to
structuralism is his conception of the “literary word” as an intersection of
textual surfaces rather than a point (fixed meaning), as a dialogue among
several writings: that of the writer, the addressee (or the character), and the
contemporary or earlier cultural context."’

' Ferdinand de Saussure, A Course in General Liguistics, ed. Charles Bally and Albert Sechehaye,
trans. Roy Harris (Chicago and La Salle, Illinois: Open Court, 1986), 66. Three years after Saussure’s
death in 1913 Cours de linguistique generale appeared not from his own hand but from his lecture
notes and notes taken by his students from his lectures (xii).

16 Saussure, A Course in General Linguistics, 67.

17 Saussure, A Course in General Linguistics, 71.

'8 Kristeva, Desire in Langauge, 64.

19 Kristiva, Desire in Language, 64-65.
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The textual surfaces are the interaction between subject-addressee and text-context.
These two surfaces are then axes that coincide to generate meaning, meaning that is
not singular but plural. Bakhtin labeled these two axes dialogue (subject-addressee),
and ambivalence (text-context). Ultimately this leads to the conclusion that “any text
is constructed as a mosaic of quotations; any text is the absorption and transformation
of another.”*

From these observations in relation to dialogism Kristeva grabs onto what
Bakhtin calls translinguistic science.”' She describes this translinguistic quality as
semiotic practices which “operate through and across language, while remaining
irreducible to its categories as they are presently assigned.”? With this addition of a
translinguistic quality, text is viewed as productivity. This means that the text
redistributes language, which should be engaged through logical instead of
linguistical categories. This also means that the text “is a permutation of texts.”*

With these two concepts of dialogism and translinguistic science, texts are not
signs functioning within a closed system or structure looking simply to be reordered
to communicate. Instead there is “subjectivity and communication” due to the
coinciding of subject-addressee and text-context.”* Where these axes coincide, where
this subjectivity and communication happens, there is intertextuality where “several

»23 where one

utterances, taken from other texts, intersect and neutralize one another,
sign system is transposed into another.”®

For Kristeva, intertextuality does not have value in understanding sources of a
text, where one might be inclined to track down which texts have been used to see
how they have been transformed.”” She believes this is to misunderstand the
connectedness of all texts. She also views it as problematic to say that one cannot
comment at all on textual transformation because “[t]here is nothing outside the

9928

text,”*® that there are no rules.”’ Instead intertextuality enables one to see the social,

2 Kristiva, Desire in Language, 66.

2! Kristiva, Desire in Language, 71.

22 Kristiva, Desire in Language, 36.

3 Kristiva, Desire in Language, 36.

¥ Kristiva, Desire in Language, 68.

* Kristiva, Desire in Language, 36.

26 Kristeva, Revolution in Poetic Language, 59-60.

27 Godard, “Intertextuality,” 569, and Kristeva, Revolution, 60.
2 Derrida, Of Grammatology, 158.

¥ Kristeva, Desire in Language, 71.

10



Jordan Scheetz

political and philosophical transpositions from one sign system to another,*® though
“never single, complete, and identical to themselves, but always plural, shattered,
capable of being tabulated.”' Intertextuality is then the denoting of “this transposition
of one sign system(s) into another” and, due to the common misunderstanding of
intertextuality as the study of sources, she later opts for the term transposition.*

One would well note that much of what Kristeva applies of these denotations
is heavily dependent on what she calls “the new post-Freudian rationality that takes
two stages into account, the conscious and the unconscious ones, and two

»33 The Freudian concept of representability

corresponding types of performances.
becomes most important as Kristeva explains, “Transposition plays an essential role
here inasmuch as it implies the abandonment of a former sign system, the passage to a
second via an instinctual intermediary common to the two systems, and the

34 The end result of

articulation of the new system with its new representability.
intertextuality is something new, a change of these translinguistic elements, these
social, political and philosophical sign systems. To read a text intertextually then is to
denote this process of transposition of one sign system into another with its new
representability.

With Kristeva’s ground breaking work, the terms intertextual and
intertextuality were invented and further defined in distinction to already noted
processes. Though Kristeva laments the “banal” connection in relation to the study of
sources, this is at least a part of the research one must do to be able to understand the
intertextuality or transposition within a text. Further, this opposition, as is the case
with canon criticism, may be seen as a reaction to overly diachronic analyses in
earlier literary theory at the expense of synchronic analysis. That is to say that
intertextuality illuminates both the diachronic (especially in quotations and allusions)
and synchronic (use within the present text) aspects of texts and their relationships to
one another. This is of particular importance in biblical studies, where it is known that
the text, the Bible, was developed over the course of centuries and gathered over time
into an authoritative collection. Intertextuality allows us to note the development of

the text through these transpositions seen in quotes and allusions and further the

39 Kristeva, Desire in Language, 71.
3! Kristeva, Revolution in Poetic Language, 60.
32 Kristeva, Revolution in Poetic Language, 60.
33 Kristeva, Desire in Language, ix.
3 Kristeva, Revolution in Poetic Language, 60.

11
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tension within the text in its synchronic single book form where all of these smaller
texts are now connected into a text, though retaining a plurality of voices. In the case
of biblical and extra-biblical examinations, intertextuality illuminates the dialogue in

particular time periods between these texts.

1.3 Canon Criticism from Biblical Studies

Is there a proper context in which biblical texts are to be read? Of course there
have been many contexts in which biblical texts have been read, both consciously and
unconsciously, as has been noted in Kristeva’s theory of intertextuality. Each new
generation brings issues of their cultural context to the reading of biblical texts, issues
that are consciously theorized and practiced (hermeneutics), and issues that are
unconsciously practiced (in vogue philosophy, social mores and the like).

However, when one speaks of biblical texts a category has automatically been
created by the very terminology itself, namely “biblical,” a specific type of text. The
term draws up already a certain context from which the texts are identified and to be
read. Historically this has been the case. What has been pejoratively labeled as a pre-
critical perspective has understood that biblical texts should be read within a certain
range of texts. This range of texts has been described by the somewhat suspect term
(in certain groups) of canon.

Blenkinsopp, at the beginning of his book Prophecy and Canon states, “We
may dispense with etymologies and original meanings and begin by saying that a
canon is generally taken to be a collection of writings deemed to have a normative
function within a particular community.”*> With this general definition in place,
several canons traditionally have been recognized within the field of biblical studies.
Within Judaism, the Hebrew Bible functions in this sense as a canon, and some may
even include the Written and Oral Torah together.36 Catholic, Orthodox, and
Protestant Christian groups have used canon in this sense to refer to either the Old and
New Testament or Old and New Testament with Apocryphal/Deuterocanonical books.

As the discipline moved into a modern critical period, certain questions and
hypotheses have led in the field of Old Testament studies to a strong challenge to the

unity of the texts that are now possessed in their present received canon(s). What has

3 Joseph Blenkinsopp, Prophecy and Canon (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1977), 3.
3¢ Jon D. Levenson, The Hebrew Bible, the Old Testament and Historical Criticism (Louisville,
Kentucky: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1993), 62-81.

12



Jordan Scheetz

commonly come to be known as the documentary hypothesis has called for the
dissection of the received text to establish their “original” texts. In this view the
various layers of textual strata are separated from one another, the various texts are
classified based on certain characteristics, and theories have abounded as to which of
these various texts are foundational.’’

Obviously there has been much debate between these competing views, the
traditional and critical views, for the context in which biblical texts are to be viewed.
But in many ways the basic quest has been the same, and the search for the “original”
text has played a prevalent role. The pre-critical perspective has desired to establish
the context as those texts inspired by God as they were written by their original
authors and brought together through divine providence as the appropriate context in
which biblical texts are to be read.*® The modern critical view has desired to establish
the context as layers of textual strata that can be read distinct from one another and in
which the original context(s) can be discerned. In either case the authoritative reading
is the “original” reading.”

Arguments against the pre-critical perspective have centered around two key
issues, the concept of inspiration and, related, the reality of the development of the
biblical texts themselves.*” Arguments in the past fifty years against the modern
critical perspective have centered around the highly speculative nature of establishing
layers of textual strata and how one can legitimately “isolate older traditions away
from their context within scripture.”!

Some, due to the concerns that have arisen in relation to both the pre-critical
and modern critical approaches in the field of Old Testament studies and particularly
biblical theology, have sought to establish a different position and in some cases what
they view as a new discipline. This position has become known as a canonical
approach and as a discipline has been termed canon criticism. Key to these canonical
perspectives is a theory of the development of the canon and the significance of this
development for the reading of the text.** In turn Michael Fishbane, James Sanders,

and Brevard Childs will be used to examine and navigate through each of these issues.

*7 Rolf Rendtorff, Der Text in Seiner Endgestalt (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchner, 2001), 83-102.
* Brevard S.Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 51.

%9 James A. Sanders, Canon and Community: A Guide to Canonical Criticism, 41.

40 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 51-52.

! Gerald T. Sheppard, “Canon Criticism,” vol. 1 of The Anchor Bible Dictionary, ed. David Noel
Freedman (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 861.

2 Sanders, Canon and Community, 21.

13
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1.3.1 Theories of Canonical Process

Theories in relation to canonical process tend to operate from two differing
perspectives. One perspective sees a high level of continuity between earlier
revelation or authoritative tradition and further developments that are consciously
upholding this earlier revelation or authoritative tradition. This might be described as
a linear or diachronic perspective on the canonical process, where earlier revelation or
authoritative tradition is determining what will be further developed and included in
the canon. The direction of development is then from earlier revelation or
authoritative tradition to a further unfolding or reinterpreting. At a certain point the
process was simply stopped and the once developing canon, with earlier revelation or
authoritative tradition and its subsequent reinterpretations, were isolated from further
developments.

Another perspective sees a high level of discontinuity between earlier
revelation or authoritative tradition and the canonical text. This might be described as
the synchronic approach where one particular time period, the time in which the
standard or canonized text was developed, gives decisive meaning to the text as a
whole by establishing a new text from many older texts. In many cases through this
canonical process texts which clearly had a different earlier context are now through
this standardization given a new context. This is to say that many of these earlier texts
now found within this canon had a definite earlier context that is different from the

canonical context.

1.3.1.1 Michael Fishbane’s Theory of Canonical Process
Michael Fishbane, the developer of inner-biblical exegesis, forms a theory of
canonical process that runs hand in hand with his concept of inner-biblical exegesis.

He finds:

The predominant authority of revelation over tradition in the diverse genres
and expressions of inner-biblical exegesis reflects an incipient canonical
consciousness. Texts believed to be divinely revealed had a fixed and
controlling legitimacy about them in relation to all new developments.*

* Michael Fishbane, “Revelation and Tradition: Aspects of Inner-Biblical Exegesis,” Journal of
Biblical Literature 99 (1980): 343.

14
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Fishbane locates this process “in the biblical period—both pre- and post- exilic—and
...already from this time tensions between revelation and tradition emerged and were
resolved.”** From the examples that Fishbane cites both in the above referenced
article and his extensive evaluation in Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel,
revelation would primarily be identified with texts from the Pentateuch/Torah (though
there seem to be other marked points in the historical tradition) during presumably the
pre-exilic period. Tradition that cites, innovates, and renovates this earlier revelation
would be from the pre- and post-exilic periods and would represent the rest of the
Hebrew Bible (Old Testament). Fishbane sees evidence in the canonical process
where “older deposits of revelation had already achieved an authoritative status—thus
suggesting a canonical consciousness of sorts, insofar as such authoritative texts
would constitute a precanonical canon.”* With this said, texts from this older material

% The close of this time

include “laws, theological or narrative dicta, or prophecies.
of canonical process is also the close of inner-biblical exegesis with “the
establishment of a fixed canon deemed prior in time and authority to rabbinic
exegesis.”’

One may be tempted to think that Fishbane has simply lapsed into a “pre-
critical” perspective. However, underpinning this entire process are the concepts of
traditum and traditio. Traditum is the content of tradition and traditio is “the complex
result of a long and varied process of transmission.”*® Thus the canon is viewed as
being the result of successive stages where at “each stage in the traditio, the traditum

was adapted, transformed, or reinterpreted” ** and further:

The final process of canon-formation, which meant the solidification of the
biblical traditum and the onset of the post-biblical traditio, was thus a
culmination of several related processes. Each transmission of received
traditions utilized materials which were or became authoritative in this very
process; and each interpretation and explication was made in the context of an
authoritative traditum. Further, each solidification of the traditum was the
canon in process of its formation; and each stage of canon-formation was a

* Michael Fishbane, “Revelation and Tradition: Aspects of Inner-Biblical Exegesis,” 343.

*> Michael Fishbane, “Revelation and Tradition: Aspects of Inner-Biblical Exegesis,” 359-360.
* Michael Fishbane, “Revelation and Tradition: Aspects of Inner-Biblical Exegesis,” 360.

*" Michal Fishbane, The Garments of Torah: Essays in Biblical Hermeneutics (Bloomington and
Indianappolis: Indiana University Press, 1992), 18.

*8 Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, 6.

* Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, 6.

15
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new achievement in Gemeindebildung, in the formation of an integrated book-
centered culture.”
Far from a “pre-critical” approach, Fishbane has fully embraced a “critical”

perspective concerning the biblical canon.

1.3.1.2 James Sanders’s Theory of Canonical Process
In a little book called Torah and Canon James Sanders unfolds in his

introduction what he views as a new phase in research:

The following is an essay in the origin and function of canon; it is, in effect, an
invitation to formulate a sub-discipline of Bible study I think should be called
canonical criticism.”’
Indeed his terminology has taken hold and an entire entry in the Anchor Bible
Dictionary takes up the very topic under the title “Canonical Criticism” in a six-page
article.” It is Sanders who states, “Canonical criticism has two major foci. The one
may be called the canonical process and the other canonical hermeneutics.”>
Sanders’s own description of canon states, “The primary character of canon is

its adaptability as well as its stability.”>*

These two key concepts also become
Sanders’s understanding of the canonical process. Adaptability is for Sanders “the
idea of the living word of God ever dynamically new and fresh” being heard.”
Stability is the idea that earlier traditions become fixed in a particular form.’® Indeed

Sanders even views this process at work in the transmission of biblical manuscripts:

There is no early biblical manuscript which I am aware no matter how
“accurate” we may conjecture it to be, or faithful to its Vorlage, that does not
have some trace in it of its having been adapted to the needs of the community
from which we, by archaeology or happenstance, receive it.”’

However, even with this statement Sanders does concede that the biblical text of the

Old Testament was stabilized by the end of the first century C.E.>®

59 Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, 18.

>! James A. Sanders, Torah and Canon (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1972), ix.

>2 Sheppard, “Canon Criticsm,” 861-866.

>3 Sanders, Canon and Community, 21.

>* Sanders, Canon and Community, 22.

> James A. Sanders, “Text and Canon: Concepts and Method,” Journal of Biblical Literature 98
(1979): 21.

% Sanders, “Text and Canon: Concepts and Method,” 21.

37 Sanders, “Text and Canon: Concepts and Method,” 13.

58 Sanders, Canon and Community, 28.
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Canonical process for Sanders begins in the pre-exilic period with Torah. This
is not to be confused with the Pentateuch, which he views as having its “earliest really

clear use” exclusively in relation to the Pentateuch as such “in the prologue to Sirach,

»59

or Ecclesiasticus, which dates from the latter part of the second century B.C.””” For

Sanders, Torah has a range of meaning within the Old Testament text that “denotes
bodies of instruction or teachings of priests, prophets, and sages, and even of parental

advice to children; but it appears that the oldest and most common meaning is

2

something approximate to what we mean by the word revelation.”® Primarily Torah

”61 (13

“is basically a narrative, a story, rather than a code of laws, a story of the origins

1 9502 <
)

of ancient Israe those early traditions of ancient Israel which not only had a life

of their own but gave life to those who knew them and molded their own lives around

them 9563

With this concept of Torah in place, Sanders then identifies a significant

period of transition:

The period bracketed by the fall of the first temple and the fall of the second,
from the sixth century BCE to the end of the first CE, precisely from the time
of Deuteronomy to that of Rabbi Meir and the beginnings of the oral
codification of the Mishnah, was marked by a co-existence of two distinct
ideas about the Word of God, the idea of the living word of God ever
dynamically new and fresh, and the idea of traditions which were becoming
stabilized into certain forms but were generation after generation in need of
being adapted to and heard afresh in new historical contexts.**

With this said, Sanders judges that “by the end of the sixth century B.C., certainly by
the beginning of the fifth, something like the core of the Law and the Prophets was

fairly well shaping up.”®

He views a high level of stability within what he calls the
“Genesis-to-Kings complex at the end of the sixth century B.C.”*® Though the “core”
of the Prophets is in place during the sixth century it is not until some time in the early
second century that the Prophets take their canonical shape, which must have been

before 190 B.C. due to Jesus ben Sira’s enumeration of Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel and

%% Sanders, Torah and Canon, 2.

8 Sanders, Torah and Canon, 2.

8" Sanders, Torah and Canon, 3.

82 Sanders, Torah and Canon, 4.

% Sanders, Torah and Canon, x.

%4 Sanders, “Text and Canon: Concepts and Method,” 21.
% Sanders, Torah and Canon, 91.

% Sanders, Torah and Canon, 91.

17



Jordan Scheetz

the Twelve in Sirach 48:22-49:12.°" Further only those books “that could be thought
to have been composed before Ezra’s time” were those that were stabilized/
canonized.®® Sanders believes the same statement to be true of the Writings: only
those writings that could be thought to have been written before Ezra’s time were
stabilized/canonized. It is not until after A.D. 70 that Sanders sees complete
stabilization/canonization of the Writings, which would ultimately be settled by a
group of Jews settled in Jabneh or Jamnia somewhere between 90-100 A.D.%
Though working soundly within the documentary hypothesis, Sanders’s
concepts of adaptability and stability, linked with major catastrophes within Israelite
history, have been the guideposts for his understanding of canonical process. The
exile, the destruction of the second temple, and the destruction of Jerusalem, all
marked the key points where older material was stabilized and then adapted for the
new situation that the Jewish people found themselves in, a process where “biblical
authors and thinkers themselves contemporized and adapted and reshaped the

traditions they received.””

1.3.1.3 Brevard Childs’s Theory of Canonical Process
Brevard Childs states in the preface to what many consider a ground breaking

work, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture:

I am now convinced that the relation between the historical critical study of
the Bible and its theological use as religious literature with a community of
faith and practice needs to be completely rethought. Minor adjustments are not
only inadequate, but also conceal the extent of the dry rot.”"

He labels his work as “an attempt to hear the biblical text in the terms compatible with

”'“ He views his

the collection and transmission of the literature as scripture.
perspective as radically different from what has gone before, which he labels as the

product of a confused perspective:

Nevertheless, the deep-seated confusion within the discipline remains, and it
has often rendered meaningless important observations, gained through years

87 Sanders, Torah and Canon, 94.

%8 Sanders, Torah and Canon, 94.

% Sanders, Torah and Canon, 94-95.

70 Sanders, “Text and Canon: Concepts and Method,” 28-29.
"' Childs, Introductionto the Old Testament as Scripture, 15.
72 Childs, Introductionto the Old Testament as Scripture, 16.
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of research, because of the inability to establish a proper context from which to

read the literature.”

With these bold statements Childs then begins to unfold the history that has led to this
predicament and what he views as its impasse.

In due time, he turns to the issue of theories of canonical process. First, he
outlines the traditional view of uninterrupted succession that was held “by both Jews
and Christians at least until the seventeenth century” and was based on passages from
2 Esdras 14:44, 2 Maccabees 2:13 and Baba Batra 14b-15a from the Babylonian
Talmud.™ He then turns to the critical view based on “Wellhausen’s reconstruction of
Israel’s history and literature” and found in articles and books by W. R. Smith,
Cornill, Strack, Wildeboer, Buhl, and Ryle. The Hebrew Bible is understood to have
developed in stages based on its tripartite division, Law, Prophets, and Writings. The
Pentateuch was to a certain degree fixed in the fifth or fourth century BC based on the
Samaritan schism. The Prophets were canonized in the third century, as testified by
Daniel (composed about 165) not being included. The Writings as a section were
fixed by the council of Jamnia (AD 90).” Both the critical view and the traditional
view, he claims, met their demise through serious challenges. In the case of the
traditional view “the discovery of a complex historical development of the literature,
especially the Pentateuch, seriously damaged the idea of a direct, unbroken link
between the original writing and its final state in which the book’s authority had been

.. . 76
accepted from its inception.”

In the case of the critical theory “most of the fixed
historical points upon which the theory had been built seem no longer able to bear the
weight placed on them” and “the assumption that the Masoretic division of a tripartite
canon was the original order reflecting three historical stages in the canon’s
development, and that the Septuagint’s order was a later, secondary adjustment, has
been questioned from several sides.””” He then catalogues several further views in the
search for a new consensus, G. Holscher, David Noel Freedman, Sid Z. Leiman, M.

G. Kline, and James Sanders.”® Childs is essentially critical of each position, while

noting Holscher’s impressive challenge to the critical theory and defense of a twenty-

3 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 17.
% Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 51.
5 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 52-53.
"® Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 51.
" Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 53.
78 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 54-57.
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two book tradition,” Leiman’s “valuable contribution in showing the early age at

80 and Sanders’s

which documents, particularly laws, exerted an authoritative role
“broadening the definition of canon to cover a process extending throughout Israel’s
history which effected the shaping of the literature itself.”®' Each of these highlights
will ultimately play a role in Childs’s own understanding of canonical process.
Childs begins his own theory of canonical process with a definition of canon
that includes both a historical and a theological dimension. By historical he means
that the “Hebrew scriptures developed in an historical process, some lines of which

can be accurately described by the historian.”™*

By theological he means “a process of
theological reflection within Israel arising form the impact which certain writings
continued to exert upon the community through their religious use.” This description
of the term canon is meant to emphasize the complexity of the historical and
literary/theological process the Hebrew Scriptures went through that does not
underestimate the “complex history of collecting and ordering of a corpus of sacred

writings.”™ Further on this very point Childs elaborates:

Essential to understanding the growth of the canon is to see the interaction
between a developing corpus of authoritative literature and the community
which treasured it. The authoritative Word gave the community its form and
content in obedience to the divine imperative, yet conversely the reception of
the authoritative tradition by its hearers gave shape to the same writings
through a historical and theological process of selecting, collecting, and
ordering.*

Childs wishes to put “a theocentric understanding of divine revelation” that views
Israel’s response in this “historical and theological process of selecting, collecting and
ordering,” that leads to a “new understanding of scripture.”® This response is
continually marked by a “process of interpretation” that comes from “a consciousness

of canon”®’

and “can be clearly detected when the words of a prophet which were
directed to a specific group in a particular historical situation were recognized as

having an authority apart from their original use, and were preserved for their own

7 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 54-55.
80 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 55-56.
81 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 57.
82 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 58.
8 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 58.
8 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 58.
8 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 58-59.
8 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 59.
87 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 60.
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integrity (cf. Isa.8.16f.).”*® Though recognizing political, social, and economic factors
as playing a role in relation to canonical process, “these were subordinated to the
religious usage of the literature by its function within the community.”*’

With his theoretical groundwork laid, Childs gives his outline of the
development of the Hebrew Canon. Deuteronomy 31:24 begins the process, where
Moses recorded in book form the divine law, deposited it with the ark and was meant
for periodical reading before the whole assembly of Israel. This most likely was pre-
exilic and is not the whole of the Pentateuch.”® He emphasizes that this should not be
relegated to some late period, since Exodus 24:1-11, an early portion of the
Pentateuch, speaks of Moses’s writing the words of the law, just as in Deuteronomy
31, but it is clear that this law has now received in Deuteronomy 31 a much more
autonomous nature than Exodus 24, having been removed from its historical setting
has now become a “law whose authority is unimpaired by Moses’ death.”' 2 Kings
22,621 BC, marks a further point along the historical path of the “already existing
authority of the Mosaic law.”** By the end of the late fifth century “the present form
of the Pentateuch took its shape” including the priestly code as reflected by “the legal
prescriptions recorded in Neh. 8:13-18.7* Childs sketches further “that the extent of
the canonical corpus had already been settled by then [third century BC] and that the
history of establishing the text of the sacred writings had begun” as demonstrated by
translation work of the Pentateuch into Greek.”* Testimony to the canonized form of
the Pentateuch “is provided at the beginning of the second century by Ben Sira whose
knowledge and use of all the legal portions can only presuppose the canonical status
of the entire Pentateuch.””

In the same sort of canon conscious connection from Deuteronomy 31 and
Exodus 24, the Prophets show signs from “the transition from the spoken prophetic
word to a written form with authority” as evidenced in Isaiah 8:16 and Jeremiah
36:11ff, and Zechariah 1:4ff give reference to “former prophets whose writings appear

to have a form and authoritative status.” Further, post-exilic exegesis within the Bible

88 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 60.
% Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 61.
0 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 62.
1 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 63.
%2 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 63.
%3 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 63.
% Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 64.
%5 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 64.
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itself “begins to cite earlier oracles verbatim as an authoritative text which it seeks to
interpret,” and “Dan. 9:2 offers evidence of some sort of fixed collection of prophetic
writings.”° This evidence suggests, in Childs’s opinion, that “[a]t an early date the
collections, Law and Prophets, were joined and both experienced expansion. By the
first century BC both sections of the canon were regarded as normative scripture.””
Childs regards the whole of the canon to have closed and stabilized unequivocally by
the end of the first century AD as testified by “Josephus’ famous statement [Contra
Apionem 1.8] c. AD 93-95,7"® which he further speculates giving a fixed date earlier
than AD 50 when Josephus would have received his Pharisaic training.”

Childs, though working from a very complex concept of the development of
the biblical text, is seeking to understand canonical process not only from a historical
and theological process, a process where certain historical points (the writing down of
the divine revelation) mark the development of canon, but also further where
theological reflection (canon conscious exegesis) on this canon leads to its very own
development. This historical and theological reflection, which takes the form of

selecting, collecting, and ordering, marks a very intentional process.

1.3.2 Canonical Hermeneutics

In examining each of these perspectives it should be obvious that certain
hermeneutical principles are implicit within each of these theories of canonical
process. The assumed process itself determines how the canonical text is to be
understood and used. Fishbane’s expressed purpose is to demonstrate that the sort of
exegesis practiced after the close of the canon actually has its foundation in the
biblical canon itself. When a word, phrase, verse, or even section is repeated and then
revitalized, the focus should not be on the revitalization, but on the preservation of the
older traditions with its newer denotation. This is not to be viewed primarily as
something that happens simply by happenstance or under the pressure of social or
political issues, but as an intentional exegetical renewal where the older tradition is

purposely retained as a way of giving authority to this renewed exegetical expansion.

% Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 65.

7 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 65.

% Brevard S. Childs, Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testaments (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993),
58.

% Childs, Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testaments, 59.
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Further, earlier “textual ambiguity or openness may serve to catalyze commentary”' "’

and “exegetical tradition is not presented as an authority parallel to that of revelation;
nor does it visibly cast out, neutralize, or otherwise displace revelation.”'"' The text is
to be read and examined in light of this sort of expansion, and the text should be used
further in this same expansion as is testified by extra-biblical rabbinic interpretation.

Sanders’s concepts of stability and adaptability tied to historical crises are the
foundations from which his hermeneutic arises. The text has its foundation in a
sociologically defining Torah or story from which the people derive their identity. As
the Torah becomes historically stable, and is no longer able to speak to the present
situation with complete appropriateness, it is adapted. The focus is not on a complete
displacement but on the repetition of the older story in the present situation which
creates something new though not completely distinct from what has come before.
These adaptations are found in light of a social crisis of identity and serve to give the
people an identity in light of cultural challenges. The canonical text should be read in
light of these processes and should be used in a similar developing fashion as the
community that treasures it faces these sorts of political, social and economic crises,
which seek to redefine who they are.

Childs’s concept of canon that contains a historical and theological dimension
also gives shape to his canonical hermeneutic. The text has been defined through
moments historically where divine revelation has been received and written. Though
there are these discernable historical points where revelation has been received and
recorded, they also went through a theological development where their significance
for the community lies beyond the historical event through a canon conscious
development, a process where texts were selected, collected, ordered, and closed.'??
The canonical text should be read in light of this historical and theological process
that primarily points the reader to the canonical text itself. The canonical text is then
to be used normatively to define the community through continuing theological
reflection.

By the very use of the term process, each of the aforementioned canonical
approaches have definite areas of similarity. They view the development of the canon

as a complex process that cannot be easily identified with any one person, group of

100 Fishbane, The Garments of Torah, 7.
101 Fishbane, “Revelation and Tradition: Aspects of Inner-Biblical Exegesis,” 361.
102 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 59.
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people, or even time period in contrast to both the pre-critical/traditional and critical
view of the development of the Hebrew Scriptures/Old Testament. They view this
process as revolving around a tension between earlier revelation/tradition and the
community that treasures it.

With this said the motivation for further development reveals deep-seated
differences between the approaches. For Fishbane the primary motivation is
exegetical, with an earlier revelation/tradition in need of further explanation or a
newer tradition in need of a foundation. For Sanders the primary motivation is
sociological, with an earlier stabilized tradition/revelation needing to be adapted to
meet the needs of the community. For Childs the primary motivation is theological,
with an earlier revelation/tradition treasured as a part of an ongoing experience with
God that is realized through a new understanding of these revelations/traditions. For
Fishbane and Sanders, the close of the canon marks the canonization not only of the
canonical text, but also of the processes (the concepts of inner-biblical exegesis and of
stability and adaptability), and for Childs the close of the canon marks a normative

text for the believing community.

1.3.3 Criticism of Canon Criticism

Perhaps the most important critic of canon criticism, or better the canonical
approach, has been James Barr. His response has been not so much to the movement
as a whole but instead to a particular proponent, namely Brevard Childs. Barr’s book
The Concept of Biblical Theology is a very large negative response to Childs’s
canonical approach (or approaches, as Barr prefers to say).

Barr’s critique of Childs’s approach moves around one main front. He views
Childs’s actual approach as contributing little new to the realm of biblical theology

59103

other than focus “by infinite repetition on the word canon.” ™~ He understands in

contradistinction to Childs’s argument that:

[T]he main current of biblical theology has been canonical from the beginning,
even if the words ‘canon’ and ‘canonical’ were not much used. The entire
emphasis on the internal relations of biblical material implied the canon as the
boundary.'®

19 James Barr, The Concept of Biblical Theology (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1999), 379.
1% Barr, The Concept of Biblical Theology, 378.
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He further illustrates his discovery of how little new there is in relation to Childs’s
approach when he first used Childs’s commentary on the Book of Exodus and noted
in careful reading of the book “how little the real difference was.”'®” That is to say
that Childs operates heavily within the normal methodology of the critical method. To
add to this charge, Barr, as others have noted, makes the simple point how small a
role the canon then plays in relation to the structure of his treatments within the
biblical theology movement.'* This leads to Barr’s biggest problem that Childs’s
canonical approach is actually dogmatic and theological'®” and at that a particular
brand of theology, namely Barthian theology.'® Barr’s main problem with this

theological perspective is that:

[JTudgments against approaches that seem to differ from his own are not on
matters like exegetical details or linguistic facts, where hard evidence might
settle an issue: they are questions of theological values where discussion could
often disclose unexpected common ground, where compromise is often
possible, and where in any case both parties have the same basic purpose and
interest, namely the theological interpretation of the Bible.'”

Much of what Barr has noted in relation to Childs’s approach serves to
highlight the reality that what is being proposed by Childs and others is what again
may be labeled a post-critical approach, where observations, methodology, and
categories from earlier approaches are clearly being used but yet the goal and
foundation have shifted from these perspectives. What Barr does not explicitly
concede in his analysis does come through in some of his questions and comments.
Childs’s contribution to the biblical theology movement, as well as that of other
proponents of canonical approaches, is that the growth of the text points to reading the
text as it stands.''?

John Barton offered in Reading the Old Testament: Method in Biblical Study a
somewhat sympathetic critique of the canonical approach, though he, as Barr, is not
sympathetic to Childs’s prescriptive statements. Barton’s main agreement with Childs

is found in “that the historical critical methods are not completely adequate from a

literary point of view, but Childs’s primary thesis is that they are unsatisfactory

195 Barr, The Concept of Biblical Theology, 391.

1% Barr, The Concept of Biblical Theology, 392, 430-431, 439.
17 Barr, The Concept of Biblical Theology, 403-404.

198 Barr, The Concept of Biblical Theology, 401.

19 Barr, The Concept of Biblical Theology, 404.

10 Barr, The Concept of Biblical Theology, 422, 425.
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theologically.”'"!

This agreement is found in that the historical critical method does
not deal with a key aspect of the biblical text, namely that it is contained now within a
particular group of texts, a canon. Barton views this as a literary issue where “the
canonical level is at least one possible level of meaning in a text.... At the very least,
the canonical approach extends the range of methods available to the student of the
Bible and suggests new questions that we may ask of the text.”''* Clearly Barton
believes this also to be a post-critical approach in that “[i]t is only after we have seen
how varied and inconsistent the Old Testament really is that we can begin to ask

whether it can nonetheless be read as forming a unity.”'"?

This leads in his concluding
statements that “once we abandon the author’s intention as the criterion of meaning;:
that one and the same text can change its meaning, according to the context in which
it is read.”'"*

What Barton cannot agree with is the concept that this is the method for

reading biblical texts. Key to his argument is the question of which canon:

There are two major ‘canons’ of the Old Testament, the Hebrew and Greek,
which differ very widely; indeed from a ‘canon-critical’ perspective it is
probably more accurate to say that there are three canons, among which the
canon critic can choose. Jews and Protestant Christians, it is true share the
same canon in the sense that they accept as canonical only the books of the
Hebrew Bible, excluding those books of the Greek Bible called ‘apocryphal’
by them and “deuterocanonical’ by Catholic and Orthodox Christians.'"

Once the list of books has been discerned the question becomes: Which text is the
canonical text? Is it to be understood as the Masoretic text or some other text?''® This
leads Barton to the conclusion that “[w]hat the canonical method can do is to establish
what meanings a given text can have within a given canon, and to show how these
meanings would change if the limits of the canon were differently defined.”'"”
These two points are well taken. However, due to Barton’s understanding of

the canonical method as a literary technique ke misses the implications of his own

statements. These differences in canon are not just literary boundaries, but also

" John Barton, Reading the Old Testament: Method in Biblical Study (Philadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1984), 79.

"2 Barton, Reading the Old Testament: Method in Biblical Study, 86.

'3 Barton, Reading the Old Testament: Method in Biblical Study, 99.

" Barton, Reading the Old Testament: Method in Biblical Study, 102.
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theological and exegetical trajectories. Within each of these traditions there is also the
further question not so much of which books but which zexts, which again reflect
specific theological and exegetical trajectories.

John J. Collins in his Encounters with Biblical Theology also levels serious
critique against Childs’s canonical approach.''® He lays out his primary concern in the
opening pages:

What these essays have in common is the attempt to address biblical theology

consistently from the perspective of historical criticism, broadly conceived.

On the one hand, they reject a view of historical criticism, and of biblical

scholarship in general, that brackets out all questions of the significance of the

text for the modern world. On the other hand, they also reject a view of
biblical theology as a confessional enterprise, exempt from the demands of
argumentation that characterize the discipline as a whole.'"”
A perceived guarding of the historical method stands at the heart of Collins’s critique
of Childs. He states about historical criticism, “One of the great strengths of historical
criticism has been that it has created an arena where people with different faith
commitments can work together.”'** Childs’s approach on the other hand has as its
“fundamental weakness” that it “would exempt the Bible from criticism based on

59121

external traditions and sources.” © He questions whether “Childs’s view of the canon

has ever been normative, even in Protestant Christianity, not to mention in

Catholicism or Judaism.”'??

Further, he notes, “We are repeatedly told that the
Scripture shapes and enlivens the church or mediates the revelation of God, but we
are not told sow.”'*> With this said, Collins opts for the approach of Sanders, namely
adaptability, that he calls a “sociohistorical approach to biblical theology.”'** In this
approach, context is not “the canon of Scripture itself” but “the other writings of the
time.”'>

As has already been noted, Childs’s actual approach is not an anti-historical-
criticism approach. Like Barr, Collins makes clear in his Genesis 22 example that
Childs notes textual layers. However, Collins does not like the fact that “canonical

shapers” would be given any privileged place in the interpretation of the text though

"8 John J. Collins, Encounters with Biblical Theology (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2005).
"9 Collins, Encounters with Biblical Theology, 1-2.
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the text is found only in this shape.'*®

Further, Childs’s argument in relation to the
canon is decidedly historical and based on many internal and external sources, as has
already been outlined. Collins is of course correct that there are multiple canons, but
this should not be confused with innumerable canons—the number is limited. In
opting for a sociohistorical approach, one essential aspect of Sanders’s approach is
left out. His canonical process includes both stability and adaptability, a process
where the stabilized text 1s adapted to new situations. This adapted text becomes
stabilized and then further adapted, etc. This process creates multilayered texts that
have a multifaceted historical perspective. However, with Collins’s approach books
are flattened into one historical situation, neglecting the process through which they
have been composed and the hypothetical life situation in which the “final” form of
the text was written (which Collins admits in some contexts there is not a way to
verify) rules.'?” Historical criticism seems to be supported more by Childs’s approach
where one can point to the text for an answer than Collins’s approach where the
hypothetical can remain only hypothetical. However, Collins’s critique in relation to
methodology stands. How does the Bible shape and enliven the church or mediate the

revelation of God in the canonical approach?

1.3.4 Canon Criticism and Context

With these three canonical explanations, there is a decided return to reading
the biblical text within a canonical context. Far from being a return to pre-critical
conceptions, there is an intentional resolve to read the text within a canonical context
because this, it is argued, is how it has been shaped. A canonical approach may well
be termed a post-critical perspective. It takes into account the observations that have
gone before, namely the complex nature of the text from both a diachronic and
synchronic view. Yet it argues in the end that the “ghost” of the original author,
whether viewed from a traditional view or the documentary hypothesis, and his/her
context, moves in the wrong direction because these views seek to find or recreate a

context outside of what has clearly been developed. Instead, canonical criticism calls

126 Collins, Encounters with Biblical Theology, 48 and 50.

127 Collins, Encounters with Biblical Theology, 29, states in relation to his alternative approach using
the genre of apocalypse to interpet Daniel, “A sociohistorical approach to the problem of
pseudepigraphy places it in the wider context of the ancient, and especially of Hellenistic, world. . . .
There is ultimately no way to verify such theories, but at least they show that Childs’ theory is not the
only one that allows that the authors may have acted in good faith.”
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the reader to look with precision to why a particular text has been placed within its
present context, knowing to a certain extent its complex development (that among
other things included, by necessity, leaving other texts out).

For Fishbane, Childs, and Sanders, this canonical context gives not only a
context within which to confidently read the biblical text, but also the process(es) that
should continue to be followed. These processes call the reader to careful exegetical
study (biblical reflection that both defines the community’s life and adapts it to new
challenges) or calls the reader to the text itself as a fixed set of normative writings for
the community.

What these canonical approaches bring to the surface is tension between
diachronic and synchronic aspects within the biblical text. These tensions are surfaced
at the points of exegesis, theological reflection, and the cyclical pattern between
stability and adaptability. Though the texts that are presently used have been crafted
together within (a) particular synchronic canonical form(s), diachronic marks are
found continually throughout the smaller texts of this larger text at these points of
tension, where canon consciousness is obvious.

Though there has been much justified criticism leveled against the approach of
Brevard Childs by James Barr (who essentially writes an entire book in critical

128 these fundamental observations that have come to the surface

response to Childs),
stand. These approaches are not a return to the pre-critical approach or even a
rejection of previous critical scholarship. As well, they are not looking to ignore
diachronic aspects within the text through focusing on the synchronic shape(s).
Instead, they highlight these diachronic tensions within the synchronic text(s) rather
than alleviating this tension through the separation into different texts (critical

approach) or ignoring these tensions (pre-critical approach).

1.4 Intratextuality

Another theory to add to the discussion of Kristevian intertextuality and canon
criticism is intratextuality. While Julia Kristeva’s theory of intertextuality developed
in the arena of literary theory and canon criticism developed in the field of the

Hebrew Bible/Old Testament, George Lindbeck’s theory of intratextuality developed

128 Barr, The Concept of Biblical Theology.
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in the arena of theological theories of religion and doctrine.'*’ Though others have
since used the term intratextuality, Lindbeck stands as the primary developer of
intratextuality within the greater context of what he calls a cultural-linguistic
approach to religion and doctrine.'*

He developed this theory of religion and doctrine in response to what he
viewed as three other inadequate theories of religion. The first theory “emphasizes the
cognitive aspects of religion and stresses the ways in which church doctrines function
as informative propositions or truth claims about objective realities.”"*! This could be
labeled as the “once true, always true” category. The second theory focuses on the
“experiential-expressive dimension of religion” that “interprets doctrines as
noninformative and nondiscursive symbols of inner feelings, attitudes, or existential

9132

orientations.” °* In this view “there is as least the logical possibility that a Buddhist

and a Christian might have basically the same faith, although expressed very

differently.”'** The third view “attempts to combine the first two.”'>*

Lindbeck views each of these theories as falling short in really being able to

describe “the variability and invariability in matters of faith.”'*’

His proposal then is
an attempt to deal with the anomalies in these other systems. This theory is what

Lindbeck calls a cultural-linguistic approach where:

emphasis is placed on those respects in which religions resemble languages
together with their correlative forms of life and are thus similar to cultures
(insofar as these are understood semiotically as reality and value systems—
that is, as idioms for the construing of reality and the living of life).'*®

In this theory then, doctrines function not as truth claims or expressive symbols “but
as communally authoritative rules of discourse, attitude, and action.”"’

What this leads to is the conclusion that the task of theology is descriptive, and
one must learn the “language” in order to be a competent “speaker.” The learning of

the system, the understanding of the normative rules, is what he calls an intratextual

12 George Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine: Religion and Theology in a Postliberal Age (Louisville,
Kentucky: Westminster John Knox Press, 1984), 16.

801 indbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 18.

B indbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 16.

132 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 16.

133 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 17.

134 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 16.

135 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 17.

136 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 17-18.

7 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 18.
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or intrasemiotic approach.'*® Meaning is located within the semiotic system (the
religion) not outside the semiotic system (“the meaning is immanent™)."*” Therefore,
the meaning of a particular semiotic element is determined by how it operates within a
religion, within the semiotic system. Reality and experience are then shaped by the
meaning determined within this semiotic system."*" To illustrate his point about
reality and experience being determined from the particular semiotic system, “One
can speak of all life and reality in French, or from an American or a Jewish
perspective; and one can also describe French in French, American culture in
American terms, and Judaism in Jewish ones.”!*!

Lindbeck makes the case that the major religions are literally intratextual
because they have basically fixed canons that establish “normative instantiations of
their semiotic code” which leads him to the conclusion:“One test of faithfulness for
all of them is the degree to which descriptions correspond to the semiotic universe
paradigmatically encoded in holy writ.”'**

Interpretation is focused on the immanent meaning of the text, that is, on
“explicating their contents and their perspectives on extratextual reality that they

55143

generate.” ™ In the case of Christianity, “the biblical canon is read as a single

interglossing whole; and second, all reality is interpreted in this same scriptural

99144

light—the biblical world absorbs all other worlds.” ™" Presumably this could be said

about other religions. Lindbeck notes that of course the reader projects ideas on the
text, but states that “when reading intratextually, we struggle against this reflex
instead of consciously employing extratextual meanings as hermeneutical keys.”'*’
In the Christian context, Lindbeck gives three keys to examining any
intratextual understanding. The first is textual faithfulness: does the understanding

?146

line up with the metanarrative of the whole Bible? ™ The second is christological

coherence: does it allow the proper place for the culminating place of Jesus Christ?'*’

138 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 113-114.

1% Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 114.

0 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 114.

"' indbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 115.

2 indbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 116,

31 indbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 116.

14 George Lindbeck, “Atonement and Hermeneutics of Intratextual Social Embodiment,” in The
Nature of Confession: Evangelicals and Postliberals in Conversation, ed. Timothy R. Philips and
Dennis L. Ockholm (Downers Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press, 1996), 226.

145 Lindbeck, “Atonement and Hermeneutics of Intratextual Social Embodiment,” 228.

146 indbeck, “Atonement and Hermeneutics of Intratextual Social Embodiment,” 230.

7 Lindbeck, “Atonement and Hermeneutics of Intratextual Social Embodiment,” 228.
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The third criterion is “when other criteria are not decisive, the interpretation that
seems most likely in these particular circumstances to serve the upbuilding of the
community of faith in its God-willed witness to the world is the one to be
preferred.”*®

In the end intratextuality absorbs the whole of reality and experience primarily
through figuration. Again from a Christian perspective, Lindbeck comments, “Figural
reading was the glue that held the canon together, centering it in Christ, and enabled
the intratextual biblical world to move out of the text and, through its social

embodiment to absorb all other worlds.”'*

Thus figurative reading produced a
“metaphorical interglossing unity of cosmic comprehensiveness.”'*" All of reality is
then connected through the concept of intratextuality, moving from the interglossed
holy text to the whole of reality.

What Lindbeck’s argument brings to the larger perspective under discussion is
the reality that including and excluding different texts changes the “language” as a
whole. The points of reference and the range of meanings that they create shift
depending on which points (texts) are included. Biblical texts then become the
primary points of reference, creating a particular range of meanings that would be

very different if certain texts were not included in the canon. The “language” of the

canon or canons shifts, therefore, depending on what texts are or are not included.

1.5 Kanonisch-intertextuelle Lektiire
In 1999 George Steins published a significant work dealing with many of the
theoretical issues already examined in this project and developed the concept of

"I He gives an extensive evaluation of Childs’s

kanonisch-intertextuelle Lektiire.
canonical approach (9-44) and states clearly, as he begins to unfold his own theory,
what he believes to be missing from Childs’s approach: “Eine der methodologischen
Schwichen des Ansatzes von. B.S. Childs war darin gesehen worden, daf3 er zwar den
Zusammenhang von Kanon und Rezeption benennt, jedoch keine entsprechende

59152

Rezeptionstheorie flir den Kanon entwickelt.” °“ His answer is mediated by Kristeva

8 1 indbeck, “Atonement and Hermeneutics of Intratextual Social Embodiment,” 230.

4 Lindbeck, “Atonement and Hermeneutics of Intratextual Social Embodiment,” 228.

150 1_indbeck, “Atonement and Hermeneutics of Intratextual Social Embodiment,” 229.

3! Georg Steins, Die ,, Bindung Isaaks* im Kanon (Gen 22): Grundlegungen und Programm einer
Kanonisch-Intertextuellen Lektiire: Mit einer Spezialbibliographie zu Gen 22 (Freiburg, Basel, Wien,
Barcelona, Rom, New York: Herder, 1999).

152 Steins, Die ,, Bindung Isaaks “ im Kanon (Gen 22), 84.
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but more clearly comes from an in-depth evaluation of Bakhtin’s theory of dialogue
(45-83). In the combination of these two theories he believes to have found an answer
to the problem of Childs’s approach: “Der Bibelkanon als Gestalt gewordener Dialog
erfordert die Mitarbeit der Rezipienten; ihre Lektiire ist zu beschreiben als ein
fortwihrende Intertextualisierung im priviligierten Raum des Kanons.”"* In this
process of reading a different concept of reception is followed: “Eine
rezeptionstheoretisch ansetzende Exegese richtet ihr Augenmerk nicht in erster Linie
auf das Verhiltnis Autor — Text, sondern auf das Nachstliegende, d.h. auf die

Bezichung Rezipient — Text.”'**

In distinction to other models of reading, this process
includes the reader from the very beginning: “Der Kanon und das intertextuelle Lesen
treten nicht sekundédr zum Bedeutungsaufbau des Einzeltextes hinzu, sondern wirken

von Anfang an bei der Sinnkonstitution mit.”"*’

The text itself, though it may have
had an oral tradition, is transformed through the actual process of writing: “Ein
Schrifttext is nicht nur ver-schriftete miindliche Kommunikation, der Ubergang von
der Miindlichkeit zu Schriftlichkeit verdndert die Rezeptionsbedingungen auch durch

. .. T . 156
eine veranderte Materialitiat der Zeichen.”

The Bible is then viewed as a product of
this very process and gives a model for this type of interpretation: “Der Bibelkanon
setzt Modell-Rezipienten voraus, die sich in einem umfangreichen und vielgestaltigen
Literaturkomplex so bewegen konnen, daf} sie auch iiber grof3e Distanzen
Ahnlichkeiten zwischen Texten entdecken und Relationen herstellen.”"”” Because of
this reality, the reader is caught in a continual process: “Im Horizont des Bibelkanons
und der von ihm vorstrukurierten Intertextualitdt stellt sich die Lektiire als “interplay”
von Text und Leser in einem Prozef} permanenter Neukontextualisierung dar.”"*® For
the actual reading process two different levels of interpretation are identified: “Auf
Stufe (1) wird der im Hypertext anwesende Hypotext identifiziert und die Art der
Anwesenheit des fremden Textes im auszulegenden Text beschrieben . . . Auf Stufe
(2) schlieB3t sich die Frage nach dem Beitrag des Hypotextes zum Bedeutungsaufbau
des Hypertextes an.”">’ The first level deals with two different types of texts. The

hypertext is the main text that is being researched. The hypotext is the text that is

153 Steins, Die ,,

154 Steins, Die
155 Steins, Die
156 Steins, Die
157 Steins, Die
158 Steins, Die
159 Steins, Die

Bindung Isaaks *
., Bindung Isaaks “
., Bindung Isaaks “
., Bindung Isaaks “
,, Bindung Isaaks “
,, Bindung Isaaks “
,, Bindung Isaaks “

im Kanon (Gen 22), 84.
im Kanon (Gen 22), 86.
im Kanon (Gen 22), 89.
im Kanon (Gen 22), 92.
im Kanon (Gen 22), 96.
im Kanon (Gen 22), 97.
im Kanon (Gen 22), 100.
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being referenced in relation to this main text. The second level of reading deals with
how these relationships demonstrate a contribution from the hypotext to a further
understanding of the hypertext.

Childs himself actually wrote a critique of intertextual canonical interpretation
based largely on Steins’s book.'®® Childs states about Steins’s book, “One of the
major contributions of Steins’ book is his new and bold attempt to overcome this
impasse respecting the exact nature of a canonical interpretation within the scope of
modern biblical exegesis.”'®" Childs goes on to summarize the theoretical perspective:
“Interpretation of a text is viewed as a dynamic, dialogical activity between the
narrator, the addressee, and the context from which the interpretive endeavor is
launched. This interaction is an ongoing, indeed never-ending process in which
polyvalent meaning is continually exploited in fresh moments of creative
contextualization.”'®® Childs’s critique is leveled not at dialogue or tension within the
text. He notes, “Yet it has long been recognized that there is a subtle dialectical
relation between the OT’s own view of the prophet as simply a vehicle of divine
address who, as a messenger, communicates verbatim his charge, and the modern
critical view that prophetic speech is always shaped by tradition and literary
conventions. These words are not only adapted to the author’s psychological
disposition, but are also constantly reapplied to Israel’s changing historical
condition.”'® The critique is instead leveled at the combining of author, text, and
addressee in the reception theory: “However, this necessary tension has been
completely lost in Steins’ reception theory when author, text, and addressee are fused
and the divine voice of Scripture has been rendered mute within a highly ideological
philosophical system.”'® From Childs’s perspective the text, that already retains
tension, should be given a privileged place. He states further, “When Steins’ theory of
intertextuality eliminates the privileged status of the canonical context and removes
all hermeneutical value from any form of authoral intent, an interpretive style emerges
that runs directly contrary to the function of an authoritative canon which continues to

. . . . 165
serve a confessing community of faith and practive.”

10 Brevard S. Childs, “Critique of Recent Intertextual Canonical Interpretation,” ZAW 115/2 (2003):
173-184.

11 Childs, “Critique of Recent Intertextual Canonical Interpretation,” 174.

12 Childs, “Critique of Recent Intertextual Canonical Interpretation,” 175.

19 Childs, “Critique of Recent Intertextual Canonical Interpretation,” 176.

1% Childs, “Critique of Recent Intertextual Canonical Interpretation,” 176.

1% Childs, “Critique of Recent Intertextual Canonical Interpretation,” 177.
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The present approach differs from Steins’s approach in that canonical
intertextuality, though noting points of dialogue within the text, does not create
infinite possibilities. There is a particular larger context within which the dialogue
occurs. This context is also further refined through the ordering of these texts
together. Of course there are different canons with different orders, but even these are
limited, creating further points of dialogue. However, like Steins, the text is the model
for recontextualization, but from fixed points of dialogue within the canon to unfixed
points of actual human life. The reader is certainly involved in interpretation from the
outset, but the text retains a privileged position just as the process that drew together
the canon also excluded many other texts. In this sense, the present approach is only
influenced by Kristeva and Bakhtin, whereas Steins’s approach is a complete
application of Kristeva and Bakhtin’s theories. Though these are certainly nuanced
differences, the understanding of canonical intertextuality and its application are

related, yet different from kanonisch-intertextuelle Lektiire.

1.6 The Concept of Canonical Intertextuality

In summarizing and drawing together much of the previous material, an
explanation of the overall concept will now be given. The Concept of Canonical
Intertextuality integrates concepts of Kristevian influenced intertextuality with canon
criticism. The goal is an attempt to understand the actual composition of the text of
scripture that is at the same time a text and many texts. It is not subversive in nature,
where the canonical text is at all points undermined by its constituent texts'®® or an
attempt to apply yet another methodology to texts.'®’

The term “canonical” in canonical intertextuality speaks of the reality that
certain texts have been intentionally placed together. Again, Blenkinsopp notes, “We
may dispense with etymologies and original meanings and begin by saying that a

canon is generally taken to be a collection of writings deemed to have a normative

1 Derrida, Of Grammatology, 158, represents from a literary theory perspective almost in its entirety a
subversive approach, where the relationship between signifier and signified are so compromised that
the statement “[t]here is nothing outside of the text” is a necessary logical corollary. Something of a
distaste for such an approach may be found in Michael S. Moore, review of Circle of Sovereinty: A
Story of Stories in Daniel 1-6, by Danna Nolan Fewell, CBQ 53/2 (1991): 283-284, when concludes,
“In short, scholars who are more interested in aesthetics than theology will probably love this book.
But scholars who are interested rather in a reproducible theology of Daniel 1-6 for use by real people in
the real world will probably feel otherwise” (284).

167 Barton, Reading the Old Testament: Method in Biblical Study, 101, in his evaluation wants to view
canon criticism simply as another methodology that “has increased the biblical scholar’s /iterary
competence” but not as a constituent component of the text’s actual composition.
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function within a particular community.”'®® Again, there are a very limited number of
canons within the Jewish and Christian traditions: the Hebrew Bible alone or the
Written and Oral Torah together,'® or either an Old and New Testament or Old and
New Testament with Apocryphal/Deuterocanonical books.'”’ Again, as Childs notes,

these books were not placed together by accident but were the result of a process:

Essential to understanding the growth of the canon is to see the interaction
between a developing corpus of authoritative literature and the community
which treasured it. The authoritative Word gave the community its form and
content in obedience to the divine imperative, yet conversely the reception of
the authoritative tradition by its hearers gave shape to the same writings
through a historical and theological process of selecting, collecting, and
ordering.'”!

“Canonical” speaks both of a particular collection of literature and the fact that this

literature has been intentionally placed together.

The term “intertextuality” in canonical intertextuality speaks of the dialogue
inherent in the canonical text because of the canon and canonical process. There are
points of dialogue between the context that gave rise to a particular text, the text that
was consequently written, the greater literary context(s) in which the text has been

'72 This dialogue reflects points of

gathered, and the reuse of text(s) in another context.
continuity, where there are similar terms, phrases, and values, and points of
discontinuity where these terms, phrases, and values have shifted in meaning.'”® What
may be of secondary importance in one context becomes of primary importance in
another context, and a term or phrase in one context is used in a different way in

another context, all of which reflects not static textual units but a dialogue between

1 Blenkinsopp, Prophecy and Canon, 3.

169 Levenson, The Hebrew Bible, the Old Testament, and Historical Criticism, 79-81, especially
illustrates this last statement.

170 Albert C. Sundberg, Jr., Harvard Theological Studies XX: The Old Testament of the Early Church
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1964), 102-103, on the basis of the now heavily questioned
Council of Jamnia argues in relation to this debate “that there was no ‘Alexandrian canon’ of
Hellenistic Judaism that was distinct from and different in content from a ‘Palestinian canon.’ Rather,
in addition to closed collections of Law and Prophets, a wide religious literature without definite
bounds circulated throughout Judaism as holy scripture before Jamnia.”

'V Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 58-59.

172 Kristeva, Desire in Language: A Semiotic Approach to Literature and Art, 65, of course includes the
reader as a part of the picture and describes this concept from Mikhail Bakhtin “as a dialogue among
several writings: that of the writer, the addressee (or the character), and the contemporary or earlier
cultural context.”

'3 Kristeva, Desire in Language, 36, uses translinguistic science again from Bakhtin to describe
practices which “operate through and across language, while remaining irreducible to its categories as
they are presently assigned.”
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smaller texts and a larger context. What Kristeva has described of all texts is
especially transparent in relation to canonical texts, namely that they are “constructed
of a mosaic of quotations.”' ™ Intertextuality as a part of this description speaks of this
dialogue within the canonical text.

Canonical intertextuality should not be confused with some sort of source

1,176 whether

excavation,' > where pursuit of the original event or text is the main goa
from a pre-critical'’’ or critical perspective,'”® though of course the canonical text
retains tension/dialogue in relation to these enterprises. It is also not inner-biblical
exegesis in the normal sense where one text is produced by exegesis of another
text.'”” Instead, texts exegete one another through their order and overall placement
together, giving a big picture that would not have been possible if textual units had
been left by themselves. In one sense it is intratextual where “the biblical canon is

read as a single interglossing whole™'™® »18l

and “the meaning is immanent” * and yet it
ever highlights the dialogue between these smaller texts with their diachronic and
synchronic similarities and differences, even noting that the order of texts plays a role
in interpretation.

The formulation of this concept of canonical intertextuality has been achieved
through both deductive and inductive research. The deductive aspect of the research is
contained in this opening chapter through exploration into the theories of Kristeva,
Fishbane, Sanders, Childs, Lindbeck, and Steins. The inductive aspect of the research

is found in the following chapters that focus on the book of Daniel as a test case. The

1" Kristeva, Desire in Language, 66.

175 Kristeva, Revolution in Poetic Language, 59-60, labeled this the “banal” understanding of the term
intertextuality which caused her to call the concept transposition instead.

17 Sanders, Canon and Community: A Guide to Canonical Criticism, notes this interesting
preoccupying similarity between pre-critical and critical pursuits, 41. John Sailhamer, Introduction to
Old Testament Theology: A Canonical Approach (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan Publishing
House, 1995), 36-85, in a chapter entitled “Text or Event” gives an excellent discussion in relation to
this whole issue.

"7 Wellhausen, Prologomena to the History of Ancient Israel, 3, is the classic though not earliest
critique of this position where of primary importance from his perspective the composition of the Law
is challenged and it is hypothesized that “the law of Judaism may also have been its product.”

178 Rendtorff, Der Text in seiner Endgestalt, 99, notes in critique of the critical perspective and its lack
of consensus on key textual units, “The value of texts can no longer depend on their early dating, as it
did for Wellhausen and many others, or on their usefulness as historical sources, as some modern
scholars claim. We have to learn to take biblical texts seriously for their own sake, from whatever
period and in whatever context they appear.”

' Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, 2, develops this concept in detail, whereas the
exegetical tradition did not begin in the post-biblical era but during the biblical era.

180 Lindbeck, “Atonement and the Hermeneutics of Intratextual Social Embodiment,” in The Nature of
Cofession: Evangelicals and Postliberals in Conversation, 226.

81 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine: Religion and Theology in a Postliberal Age, 114.
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next chapter explores trends in relation to the interpretation of the book of Daniel.
Two chapters demonstrate canonical intertextuality through the whole of the
Masoretic text of the book of Daniel. One chapter explores examples of canonical
intertextuality in relation to other particular texts in the Old Testament as well as the
overall placement of the book of the Daniel in the Old Testament. The final chapter
explores canonical intertextuality through quotes from Daniel in the New Testament.
Though the nuanced concept of canonical intertextuality is unique, the examination on

a broad scale is in particular a unique contribution to present research.
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2. Three Approaches to the Interpretation of Daniel

2.1 Introduction

Interpretation of the Book of Daniel can be easily divided into three groups.
Those who date the composition of the book from the Babylonian exile, those who
date the composition of the book from the Maccabean era, and those who see
evidence that spans the two time periods. Of those in either the early or later era there
is a similarity of approach, namely an apologetic for their respective dating of the
book. Further, those who have an early date normally view the text of the book as
representing actual historical events from the lives of Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael, and
Azariah. Those who opt for a later date normally view the book as fiction. Those who
see evidence spanning the two time periods find material that has come from an
earlier time period and has been interpreted for a later time period. This position may
be identified more as historical texts but not in reference to historical events. One may
well note how deeply tied the interpretation of the book of Daniel is to its theorized
development.

In the following a series of introductions, whether from articles or
commentaries, will be followed in relation to these trends in interpretation.
Introductions have been chosen because of their summary nature and the fact that
“decisions about the way a biblical book originated, developed, and achieved final
form” are found in their pages.'® After moving through a survey of these particular
approaches to the interpretation of Daniel, a clear case will be made for the book of
Daniel as a case in point for canonical intertextuality, where the development of the
text is tied to a series of intertextual relationships. As important as the question of

authorship is, especially in the realm of apologetics, this is a study in interpretation.

2.2 Babylonian Era

R. Dick Wilson in his article on “The book of Daniel” in the ISBE devotes
only a paragraph to the “Divisions of the Book.”'®* He understands the book to be
broken into two main sections. The first section represents a series of historical events

in relation to “Daniel and his three companions” in chapters 1-6. The second section

82 Christopher Seitz in Prophecy and Hermeneutics: Toward a New Introduction to the Prophets
(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Acedemics, 2007), 41, makes this claim in relation to introductions of
times past, but the statement seems also to be applicable to recent introductions.

'8 R. Dick Wilson, “The Book of Daniel,” in International Standard Bible Encyclopedia: Volume II
Clement-Heresh, ed. James Orr (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1957), 783.
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is comprised of “some visions of Daniel concerning the great world-empires, esp. in
relation to the kingdom of God.”'®* Strive as one might to find further clues into the
interpretation of the book of Daniel, the rest of the article is devoted to an apologetic
for the early date and authenticity of the book of Daniel, defending the predictions,
the miracles, the text, the language, and the historical statements of the book.

Gleason Archer in his A Survey of Old Testament Introduction devotes a three-
page outline to his interpretation of the book of Daniel.'®® The book is a series of units

and

represents a collection of his memoirs made at the end of a long and eventful
career which included government service from the reign of Nebuchadnezzar
in the 590s to the reign of Cyrus the Great in the 530s. The appearance of
Persian technical terms indicates a final recension of these memoirs at a time
when Persian terminology had already infiltrated into the vocabulary of
Aramaic.'®

The rest of the material is devoted to an apologetic for both the early date and
authenticity of the book of Daniel. He sees chapters 2, 7, and 8 as agreeing in a

symbolic way that the kingdoms being identified are “Babylon, Medo-Persia, Greece,

55187

and Rome. In connection with this diachronic observation he further states:

There can be no doubt that the description given in Daniel 11:40-45 relative to
the latter end of the little horn does not at all correspond to the manner in
which Antiochus Epiphanes met his death; there is a definite break in the
prophetic relation beginning at 11:40.'*

The book is then interpreted not to support the Maccabean era focus but a further push

into a time past the Maccabean era.

R. K. Harrison in his Introduction to the Old Testament notes:

While the narratives and visions are set in general chronological order, the
visions commence before the stories come to an end. This general arrangement
would suggest that if the work was not actually written by Daniel himself in
the sixth century B.C., it was compiled shortly thereafter, and in the view of

184 Wilson, “The Book of Daniel,” 783.

'8 Gleason L. Archer, Jr., 4 Survery of Old Testament Introduction (Revised Edition; Chicago: Moody
Press, 1974), the outlines extends from 377-379 though the chapter as a whole extends from 377-403.
18 Archer, A Survery of Old Testament Introduction, 379.

87 Archer, A Survery of Old Testament Introduction, 397.

188 Archer, A Survery of Old Testament Introduction, 400.
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the present writer it was extant not later than the middle of the fifth century

B.C.'""

These comments allow for a similar interpretation that combines Wilson’s and
Archer’s understanding of the book. The historical material is found in the first six
chapters and “the remainder of the book deals with visions that emphasized the
destiny of the Hebrews in relationship to Gentile kingdoms.”'”° With this said the
majority of the chapter, like Wilson and Archer, is dedicated to an apologetic for the
early date and the authenticity of the book.

What one may well note is that the interpretation of the book of Daniel is tied
in a key way to the events to which they are connected. This is to say that the primary
purpose is to recount the historical events that are contained within the book. The
visions represented in the second half of the book are to be seen as foretelling with a
decided shift from the Maccabean Era as the focal point. Through the sheer volume of
the apologetic in each presentation there is a need to understand these positions as

against the Maccabean Era position.

2.3 Maccabean Era
Norman W. Porteous in his commentary titled Danie/ makes a standard
presentation of an opposite position from the forgoing discussion. The breakdown of

the book differs little from the previous discussion:

The book of Daniel contains twelve chapters, the first six containing stories
about a Jewish captive, Daniel, and his three young compatriots at the court of
Nebuchadnezzar and his successors Babylonian, Median and Persian, and the
last six containing a series of visions which came to Daniel and were
interpreted to him by angelic agency. The first of the visions (ch. 7) has its
parallel in Nebuchadnezzar’s dream (ch. 2) and links the two parts together."”!

He further sees that “[t]he only element of genuine prophecy relates to the anticipated
death of Antiochus and the expected intervention of God in the establishment of his

kingdom.”'**

Though he does not explicitly connect his position with ancient witness
he makes the simple observation that Daniel is found in the Writings and not in the

Prophets in the “Palestinian Jewish Canon,” all of which is in distinction to the place

1% R. K. Harrison, Introduction to the Old Testament (Grand Rapid, Michigan: William B. Eerdmans
Pulbishing Company, 1969), 1127.

190 Harrison, Introduction to the Old Testament, 1106.

! Norman W. Porteous, Daniel: A Commentary (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1965), 13.
192 Porteous, Daniel, 13.
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that Daniel has in “the Latter Prophets in the Greek Canon, which . . . was
determinative for the early Christian view of the book.”'”* The former position is
supported by Josephus who “makes it clear by implication (4ntig. XI1.7.6) that the
reference in the Book of Daniel was to something that happened during the reign of
Antiochus IV Epiphanes in the second century BC.”'** All this is in distinction to the
Christian position where Matthew 24:15 and the “socalled ‘abomination of
desolation’, of which Daniel spoke” refers to “something that is still future in the time
of Christ.”'”® The assumption is that by putting Daniel in the Writings, it was not to be
viewed as prophetic (foretelling?) and in connection with the details from Josephus it
must be from the contemporary era of which the visions speak. This position, he
asserts, goes all the way back to “the neo-Platonist Porphyry, as we know from
Jerome” and maintains “the modern critical view that the Book of Daniel was

19 With this distinction the Book of Daniel is to be viewed as

Maccabaean.
apocalyptic and as having similar characteristics with other “books like Enoch, the
Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, Baruch, the Assumption of Moses, Il Esdras and
even Christian Apocalypses like the Ascension of Isaiah and the Book of
Revelation.”"”” Daniel, like other Jewish Apocalyptic, is to be viewed as a work of
pseudonymity.'”® He agrees with Rowley that the author intended the book (at least
the Aramaic sections) “to encourage those who were suffering under the persecution
of Antiochus Epiphanes.”®” The possible affinities with Daniel in Ezekiel (14:14, 20;
28:3) “cannot be an exilic figure, though he may have suggested a name for the
latter.”** An important comparison is made between chapters 1-6 and the Joseph
narratives in Genesis “as illustrating the pride of the Jew that members of his race
were able to play an important part at foreign courts and even win recognition for

their religion from pagan potentates.”*'

In any case chapter 7 is what binds the whole
of the book together, linking narrative and apocalypse together.”*> The interpretation

of the book is tied with a heavy apologetic for the Maccabaean dating of the book.

193 porteous, Daniel, 13.
194 porteous, Daniel, 13.
195 porteous, Daniel, 13.
196 Porteous, Daniel, 14.
7 porteous, Daniel, 14.
18 pPorteous, Daniel, 17.
19 Porteous, Daniel, 18.
200 Porteous, Daniel, 17.
201 Porteous, Daniel, 19.
202 Porteous, Daniel, 20.
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The book is then interpreted as an apocalyptic book similar to others from the same
era, including pseudonymity. It is a work of literature given as an encouragement to
those who are suffering persecution from Antiochus Epiphanes.

W. Sibley Towner in his commentary titled Daniel outlines the book as a
series of court scenes in chapters 1-6 and 7-12, which offer “[t]hree distinct
apocalypses and a lengthy prayer with angelic response, all presenting slightly
different scenarios of the coming End” that “culminate in the terrifying prospect of
divine intervention and the resurrection of the dead.”*® The simple outline is
accompanied by five assumptions from which he operates for the rest of his book. The
first assumption is that “Daniel is a non-historical personage modeled by the author(s)
of the book after the ancient worthy who is linked in Ezekiel 14:14, 20 with righteous
Noah and righteous Job, and who is described (Ezek. 28:3) as a wise man.”** The
second assumption is that the book is the work of several authors, representing two
main time periods. The opening six chapters “are assumed to have come down from
the third century B.C. or even somewhat earlier” and “[t]hree apocalypses and the
prayer vision . . . can be dated rather more precisely to the first third of the second
century B.C.”?* The third assumption is that the authors of the text of Daniel “acted
and thought like its heroes, Daniel and his three friends” and they should be identified
as Hasideans that are witnessed to in 1 Maccabees 2:42 and 7:13-17.2% The fourth
assumption is that “[t]he hasidim who completed the Book of Daniel drew from the
wisdom tradition of their people for the stories about Daniel and his fellow heroes”
that included literature from “the canonical Book of Esther, and in the apocryphal
novelettes of Judith and Tobit, in the tales of the three young courtiers of I Esdras 3-4,
as well as in the beloved international tale of Ahiqgar.”*"” Daniel in this wisdom

tradition is pictured as the new Joseph.*”

The fifth assumption is that apocalyptic is a
sub-type of eschatology.”” Apocalypse is distinguished from realistic eschatology in
that it “has been dramatically amplified in a cosmic direction.”*'° This form of

apocalyptic can be found also in Isaiah 24-27, Zechariah 9-14, Joel 2:28-3:21 and

28 W. Sibley Towner, Daniel: Interpretation: A Bible Commentary for Teaching and Preaching
(Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1984), 1.

29 Towner, Daniel, 5.

295 Towner, Daniel, 5.

2% Towner, Daniel, 6-7.

27 Towner, Daniel, 8.

208 Towner, Daniel, 8.

209 Towner, Daniel, 10.

210 Towner, Daniel, 11.
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Daniel 7-12.*'' The whole interpretive scheme supports the goal of giving
encouragement to “observant Jews in the days of Antiochus IV Epiphanes.”*'* As
with Porteous, the book is interpreted as an apocalyptic book with similar
characteristics to other works of the same era, giving encouragement to the hasidim
suffering persecution from Antiochus Epiphanes.

Werner H. Schmidt in his Old Testament Introduction begins his chapter on
Daniel with this statement, “There is probably no piece of OT literature that has
elicited so great a response as the book of Daniel with its teaching on the four empires
(2; 7) and its expectation of the Son of man (7:13f.).”*"* The book is divided into the
two main sections of stories and legends in chapters 1-6 and visions in 7-12.%'* The
author is someone from “the beginning of the Maccabean period” who connects the
name Daniel with “a figure who had from time immemorial been regarded as
righteous and wise.”*"> Confirmation of this date is found in the Hebrew canon
placing Daniel in the Writings and not the Prophets due to its late date.*'® He claims
that “the visionary or historical presentation repeatedly has in mind Antiochus IV
Epiphanes (2:4ft.; 7:8, 20ft.; 8:9ff., 23ff.; 9:26ff.; 11:21ff.), who did away with the
cult in Jerusalem in 167 B.C. (8:12f.; 9:27; 11:31, 36f.) and tried to hellenize Judaism
by force.”'” These claims are somewhat tempered by the recognition that the overall
composition is somewhat uneven due to the author “making extensive use of old
narrative material that knows nothing yet of the tribulations in the time of Antiochus
IV.”*'® In chapters 7-12 “[t]he dating of the imminent end-time, which is to dawn
about three and a half years after Antiochus’s desecration of the temple, become
clearer in the course of the visions (7:25; 8:14; 9:24ff.; 12:7), until it undergoes a
slight correction (by the author himself? by a third party?) in the light of the actual

99219

historical course of events (12:11f.).”"” Though Antiochus IV meets his demise in a

different way than Daniel 11:40ff. suggests, it still “marks the beginning of the end-

2 Towner, Daniel, 11.

212 Towner, Daniel, 15.

13 Werner H. Schmidt, Old Testament Introduction, trans. Matthew J. O’Connell (New York:
Crossroad, 1990), 289.

214 Schmidt, Old Testament Introduction, 290.

215 Schmidt, Old Testament Introduction, 290.

216 Schmidt, Old Testament Introduction, 289.

207 Schmidt, Old Testament Introduction, 289.

218 Schmidt, Old Testament Introduction, 290.

219 Schmidt, Old Testament Introduction, 291.
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time, and the punishment of the evildoer signals the reversal of Israel’s tribulation.”**

Though some of the materials are seen as predating the Maccabean era, they are still
to be understood as being crafted in their present form from and for this era.

In distinction to the Babylonian era position, the text and its historical
referents are almost reversed. The Babylonian era position sees the whole of the book
tied to the events with which they describe; chapters 1-6 have particular historical
events to which they are associated. The visions from this perspective that are
described in chapters 2 and 7-12 are future and had no historical event with which to
tie it. The Maccabean era position views the whole situation opposite. Chapters 2 and
7-12 have their reference in the particular historical events that are past and present.
Chapters 1-6 do not have a historical referent but are literary devises used to
encourage those who are suffering under the apocalyptic visions represented by

chapters 2 and 7-12.

2.4 Spanning the Time Periods

Gerhard von Rad in his Theologie des Alten Testaments Band 2 subtitled Die
Theologie der prophetischen Uberlieferungen Israels prefaces his treatment to the
book of Daniel with an overview of apocalypse.”?' Apocalypse speaks “von einer Art

Fernerwartung” and:

Erstaunlicherweise hat sich die religiose Hoffnung Israels aber doch noch
einmal und zwar unter ganz anderen Voraussetzungen und in Konzeptionen
von einer bisher noch nicht erreichten universalen Weite ausgesprochen, in der
Apokalyptik.??

He gives a more precise definition just a sentence later:

Am sichersten ist es, wenn man sich auf das beschrinkt, was wissenschaftlich
greifbar ist, ndmilich auf ein bestimmtes literarisches Phinomen innerhalb des
Spatjudentums, also auf jene Gruppe pseudepigraphischer ,,Apokalypsen* von
Daniel bis zur syrischen Baruchapokalypse.”*

With these distinctions from prophetic literature and this definition, von Rad argues

that apocalyptic literature has its background in two earlier forms of literature, namely

220 Schmidt, Old Testament Introduction, 296.

! Gerhard von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments Band 2: Die Theologie der prophetischen
Uberlieferungen Israels, 10th ed. (Giitersloh: Chr. Kaiser/Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 1993), 316-331.
22 Von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments Band 2, 316.

2 Von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments Band 2, 317.
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prophetic and wisdom literature. The connection with prophetic literature is traced to

99224

the preoccupation with the “Eschata.”””" However, the key distinction is to be found

in the picture of YHWH. The plans of YHWH in earlier prophetic literature were

225 .. .. .
”= This is in distinction to

moveable “weil Jahwes Pline beweglich waren.
apocalyptic literature where God has already counted and numbered everything.**®
The connection with wisdom literature is seen in the descriptions of the key characters
as “hofischen Weisen” (Daniel), “Schreiber der Gerechtigkeit” (Enoch) and
“Schreiber der Wissenschaft des Hochsten” (Ezra), who deal with proverbs and
interpretations.”?” This detail explains the aforementioned difference between
prophetic and apocalyptic literature. The roots in wisdom literature add these concepts
of “Beschaffenheit” and “Ordnungen” that are so prevalent in apocalyptic
literature.?*

With this background von Rad makes this statement in relation to the book of
Daniel: “Die Danielforschung hat es uns doch gelehrt, was fiir ein langes und
kompliziertes Wachstum hinter den apoklyptischen Stoffen liegt, die weit in die

vorapokalyptischen Zeit zuriickreichen.”**

This seems to differ from the previous
Maccabean era positions in that the material from the chapters 1, 3-6 and 9 all
represent material that does not come from this (late) period in which apocalyptic
material was so prevalent.”® Further even with the parallels between chapters 2 and 7,
chapters 1-6 are thought to represent “den relativ dltesten Uberlieferungsstoff des
Buches.”*! Chapter 2, coming from a later period than the rest of the material from
this section, is viewed as having more in common with “das Alexanderreich” than

with “Antiochus Epiphanes.”***

However, with this nuance the difference is made
clear. Chapters 7-12 represent the latest material in the book with chapter 7 serving as
a pivot point between the first section of legends and the second section of
apocalyptic material. Chapter 7 is the oldest material from this complex and renews

the material for a new situation.”* Chapters 8-12, the youngest of the material, serve

224 Von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments Band 2, 320.

3 Von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments Band 2, 322.

26 Von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments Band 2, 322-323.
*7Von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments Band 2, 317-319.

228 yYon Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments Band 2, 318.

22 Von Rad, T) heologie des Alten Testaments Band 2, 324.

20 von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments Band 2, 324.

21 Von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments Band 2, 332.

32 Von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments Band 2, 334.

23 Von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments Band 2, 328, 334, 336.
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to give “die Dauer der Notzeit und den Beginn der Wende zum Heil zeitlich zu

. 234
fixieren.”*

This scheme of reinterpretation of older material is seen within the book
of Daniel as it interprets itself but is also found in its reinterpretation of the Joseph
narratives and the seventy years from Jeremiah.>> Von Rad’s position views the text
as having significantly older material than is represented in the Maccabean era
position. By no means does he attempt to identify Daniel as a historical person as in
the Babylonian era position, but some of the material does date from this time period.
The book then is viewed as a series of texts from particular time periods that grows
through further interpretation.

Brevard Childs in his Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture moves

out from this already quoted premise:

I am now convinced that the relation between the historical critical study of
the Bible and its theological use as religious literature within a community of
faith and practice needs to be completely rethought. Minor adjustments are not
only inadequate, but also conceal the extent of the dry rot.**
By this he does not mean that earlier tools and observations are worthless, as he in
fact uses them all, but that the foundation from which these tools and observations
flow needs to be replaced.”’ His key critique of critical scholarship in relation to the
book of Daniel is found in the assertion that “the final redactional stamp on the entire
book was almost universally regarded as Hellenistic.”**® To challenge this he is
“interested in exploring how the book of Daniel was heard by Jews in the post-
Maccabean period,” which of course relates to the questions of “how did the book of
Daniel originally function in its Maccabean context” and “how was this original
function altered by its new canonical role.”** Childs’s breakdown of the book should
not be surprising at this point: “In terms of its structure the book falls into two clearly
distinct parts. The first 6 chapters present stories about Daniel and his friends in a
style in which the third person narrative dominates. In the last 6 chapters the visions
of Daniel are offered, chiefly in a first person style.”*** The opening six chapters are

apparently in reference to an actual Daniel from the Babylonian era who had at least

4 Von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments Band 2, 336.

235 Von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments Band 2, 325, 336.

236 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 15.

27 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 17.

238 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 613.

239 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 613, 614.
240 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 614.
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one vision in chapter 2. However, the book itself then has subsequent material that
“bears a clear Hellenistic stamp” in the vision of chapter 7 in which “[t]he Maccabean
author had received the ancient prophecy of Daniel [found in chapter 2] which spoke

of the rise and fall of the four world empires before the end.”**!

This “same exegetical
move” is seen in chapter 8, where the focus is “on the last two within the original
vision.”** Chapter 9, with its reinterpretation of Jeremiah from seventy years to
seventy weeks of years, is the hinge that connects 10-12 with the rest of the book.
“Finally, the last vision in chs. 10-11 with an epilogue in ch. 12 once again explicitly
develops the themes of ch. 2 along with the interpretation of chs. 7-9.”**> Though
Childs claims there is this “Hellenistic stamp” in the later half of the book, he makes

clear:

It should be remembered that nowhere did the original author actually identify
Antiochus by name with the evil one. The Maccabean author continued to
work within the framework of Daniel’s prophetic vision and carried on the
same idiom. The vision was a mystery, hidden from the human mind, which
only God could reveal ***
Further, even the numbers that appear so often in the final half the book “were
allowed to stand uninterpreted without a clear indication of their significance.”* This
respect of “Daniel’s prophetic visions” through not naming in particular Antiochus
and leaving the numbers uninterpreted allows for the book “to be read as scripture in
the post-Maccabean age.”**® Antiochus, though the historical referent, becomes a type
“but he himself was not the fulfillment of the vision.”**’ Childs essentially takes an
eclectic approach to his interpretation of Daniel. The early material found in chapters
1-6 has at least its origin in the Babylonian era. Chapters 7-12 are placed in the
Maccabean era. Like von Rad, he views the book as growing through interpretation of
carlier material that he identifies as “revelation of scripture.”** In essence his

argument is an apologetic for how “[t]he Maccabean dating of the book does not

undercut the validity of the witness when it is properly understood.”**

1 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture. 616.
2 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 617.
3 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 617.
24 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 620.
245 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 621.
246 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 620, 619.
247 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 619.
248 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 616.
249 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 618.

48



Jordan Scheetz

Herbert Niehr describes the structure of the book of Daniel in different terms
using the Hebrew-Aramaic-Hebrew structure to interpret the book. From this scheme
the first section would be the introduction in 1:1-2:4a, which is in Hebrew. The
second main section would be the main portion of the book found in 2:4b-7:28, which
is in Aramaic. The third and final section is a group of expansions based on the
visions of chapters 2 and 7 in chapters 8-12, which are in Hebrew again.”" In this
schema chapters 2-7 form the heart of the book that is chiastically shaped, with 2 and
7 having a dream/vision and an interpretation, 3 and 6 contain stories that end in a
doxology, 4 and 5 have a dream/appearance and interpretation, and at the center of it
all is the confession of Nebuchadnezzar in 4:31-32, recognizing God’s sovereign
rule.”' The visions in chapters 8-12 only serve to underscore the central message of
God’s sovereign rule. Though Niehr outlines five different approaches from the
present time to the development of the book of Daniel, they are all some form of this
present category, where Daniel is understood to have an extended Enstehungsprozess
(509-511). His own assessment is, “Die entscheidende Zeit fiir die Herausbildung des
Danielbuches stellt die erste Hilfte des 2.Jh.s v.Chr. dar. Diese Zeit ist
gekennzeichnet durch die Hellenisierung Vorderasiens und damit auch Paldstinas,

welches zur seleukidischen Machtsphire gehorte.”*

2.5 Summary

Through a survey of these different perspectives, one notes the importance of
especially diachronic issues in relation to the interpretation of the text. It is only in
relation to the third perspective that synchronic issues play a significant role. For the
Babylonian era position the most important interpretive issue is that the book is
actually connected with the historical persons and events described within its pages.
The book then is a collection of biographical and autobiographical texts strung
together along a historical timeline. The book becomes primarily prophetic in
perspective, but is certainly filled with admirable examples. For the Maccabean era
the most important issue is that the book is actually connected with the events in the

Maccabean era. The stories in the opening section certainly give an example of how

230 Herbert Niehr, “Das Buch Daniel,” in Einleitung in das Alte Testament, ed. Erich Zenger, 7th. ed.
(Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2008), 508.

21 Niehr, “Das Buch Daniel,” 508-509.

22 Niehr, “Das Buch Daniel,” 512.
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to live in such an apocalyptic time, but they also serve to give credence to the
message in the latter half of the book.

The views of von Rad and Childs represent something of a different nature.
These views have elements that stem from the Babylonian era and the Maccabean era
and even beyond. Further, the book represents a text that has grown through a
convergence of reflection on earlier material found in the Old Testament as well as in
its own pages, where one can actually locate this convergence of diachronic and
synchronic tension. What is interesting is that, though this perspective actually
represents a break from both previous positions, both authors give a strong apologetic
for connection with the previous positions, including Childs’s comments from his
preface. The reality of this new phase of understanding is seen in the present state of

Daniel research as outlined by Niehr that shows only varied forms of this approach.”>

253 Niehr, “Das Buch Daniel,” 509-511.
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3. Canonical Intertextuality:
Daniel 1-6

3.1 Introduction

The book of Daniel contains a series of diachronic indicators that from a
literary standpoint divide the whole book into smaller scenes. The diachronic
indicators serve not as simple chronological indicators wherein the reader is to follow
the book through a linear timeline or even to reorganize the book chronologically.
Instead these diachronic indicators reveal tension within the text. Why does the text
not follow a simple chronological pattern, especially since these indicators clearly
separate the text into smaller units? Could the text not be simply rearranged or would
this unravel what has been interpreted together?
3.2 The Scenes

The book of Daniel is clearly divided into ten discreet scenes.”* Each of these
scenes is distinguished from one another through a superscription of sorts that gives
the initial setting for what is to follow. In several instances these superscriptions give

clear chronological indications:
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In the third year of the reign of Jehozaklm klng of Judabh,
Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, went into Jerusalem and
besieged it.
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And in the second year of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar,

Nebuchadnezzar dreamed dreams and his spirit was disturbed and
his sleep was done upon him.
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And Darius the Mede received the kingdom as a son of 62 years.
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In the first year of Belshazzar the king of Babylon, Daniel saw a

dream and the visions of his head upon his bed .Then he wrote the
dream, the sum of the words. He said:

% Louis F. Hartman and Alexander A. Di Lella, The Book of Daniel: A New Translation with
Introduction and Commentary (New York, London, Toronto, Sydney, Auckland: Doubleday, 1978), 9,
Hartman argues: “This book is unique among all the books of the Bible, Old and New Testament, in
that each of these sections forms a distinct unit separable from the rest.”
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.....

ﬁ‘mn: *‘m 'rm:'r ﬁnx ‘ax*m N *‘m 'rm:
In the third year of the reign of Belshazzar the kmg, a vision
appeared to me, I, Daniel, after the one appearing to me in the
beginning.
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In the first year of Darius, the son of Ahasuerus from the seed of
the Medes, who was made king upon the kingdom of the Chaldeans.
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In the third year of Cyrus, klng of Persza a word was revealed to
Daniel, whose name was called Belteshazzar, and the word is truth
and is a great war and he considered™” the word and there was
understanding to him in the appearance.

With the exception of 6:1 each superscription uses NU3 (in the year of), in Aramaic
and Hebrew, with reference to a particular ruler and the year of his rule. What is
striking about this list is that the overall narrative of the book does not move in a
completely chronological fashion with regard to these changes in scene. When the

second set of changes in scene (3:1; 4:1; 5:1) are added this feature is enhanced:
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Nebuchadnezzar, the king, made an image of gold. Its height wa;

sixty cubits and its width was six cubits. He set it up in the valley of
Dura in the province of Babylon.
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I, Nebuchadnezzar, was at ease in my house and one ﬂourzshmg in
my palace.
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Belshazzar, the king, made a great feast for a thousand of his chiefs
and in view of this the thousand was drinking wine.

235 BDB, 106, lists 1"2 in this instance as a Qal, perfect, 3 person, masculine singular. GKC, § 73, lists
12 in this instance as a “shortened” Hiph‘il, perfect, 3rd person, masculine, singular. Rudolf Meyer,
Hebriische Grammatik (Berlin and New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1992), 269, gives a similar
explanation to GKC stating, “Die Formengleichheit des Imperf. mit dem Hi. bewirkt mitunter ein
sekundires Perf. Hi., so bei 12 ,,bemerken, einsehen®: 1271, das moglicherweise in 1°21 ,,und er gab
acht* (Da. 10,1) in verkiirzter Gestalt vorliegt.”
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It is fairly easy to reorder the narrative based on the book’s own references to time
and inferred narrative connections.”® 1:1 begins with the besieging of Jerusalem. 2:1
moves into the second year of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign (presumably over

J elrusalem).257 3:1, inferred from the elevation of Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego
in 2:49, follows the scene chronologically from the previous chapter. 4:1 sits in an
indefinable time after the events of chapter 2 but before the reign of Belshazzar. The
next identifiable scene chronologically is indicated with 7:1 during the first year of
Belshazzar’s reign, followed by 8:1 during the third year of his reign and then by 5:1
which marks the end of his reign. 6:1 marks the next chronological point of the
narrative with Darius’s receiving of the kingdom and appointing of new leadership
and followed by the scene in 9:1. Though the narrative retreats through direct speech
into events in the first year of Darius’s reign in 11:1, the final scene actually begins
with the superscription in 10:1 during the third year of Cyrus’s reign.

Each of these statements marks a decided break between these scenes in the
narrative. Most of these breaks are marked by clear changes in time (1:1; 2:1; 6:1; 7:1;
8:1; 9:1; 10:1) and sometimes these changes are marked by a change of setting:
Nebuchadnezzar making a giant image (3:1), an unspecified time when
Nebuchadnezzar had a disturbing dream in his palace (4:1-2) and a time at the very
end of Belshazzar’s reign when he had an idolatrous feast with the vessels from the
Jewish temple (5:1-2, 30).

Though one could speak of a general chronological flow of the book, moving
from Nebuchadnezzar’s besieging of Jerusalem to the third year of the reign of Cyrus,
the text does not move in a purely chronological order. These narrative units could be

easily reconstructed chronologically based on the above time schema, which would

26 porteous, Daniel, 39, appears to view these superscriptions as meaningless: “The discrepancy
between 1.5 and 18 and 2.1 need not be taken seriously, since the dates in this book do not imply a
genuine historical context.” Regardless of the apparent discrepancy between the “event” and the “text”
they are a part of the actual text. See again the discussion in Sailhamer, Introduction to Old Testament
Theology, 36-85. Michael Hilton, “Babel Reversed—Daniel Chapter 5,” in JSOT 66 (1995): 103, notes
this tendency in distinction to medieval rabbinic commentators, “Modern biblical scholars, who see the
Daniel stories as a body of legendary material, are not concerned about the lack of historical accuracy;
however, the names of the kings given in Daniel were of great concern to the medieval rabbinic
commentators, who discussed in detail how far the accounts given in Daniel could be reconciled with
the other sources familiar to them.”

»7 Rashi states, “Now in the second year of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign It is impossible to say this,
except that [it happened] in the second year after the destruction of the Temple. So it is taught in Seder
Olam (ch. 28), and Scripture called it “of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign,” because he demonstrated his
insolence by entering the Inner Sanctum of the Sovereign of the Universe,”
http://www.chabad.org/library/article cdo/aid/16485/showrashi/true/jewish/Chapter-2.htm (accessed
January 9, 2009).
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create an interesting interplay between Aramaic and Hebrew texts. The fact that
chapters 2-7 with the exception of 2:1-4a are written in Aramaic suggests that this
complex was fixed at an earlier time than the rest of the narrative since it serves as the
catalyst for the rest of the book.

However, the striking feature remains that these clear narrative units have
been ordered for a purpose other than following a strict chronology to form a larger
text. The narrative texts (1-6) have been placed together in chronological order and
Daniel’s vision texts (7-12) have also been placed together in chronological order.
This overall reordering seems to indicate that these narrative scenes existed at one
point separate from one another but have been (re)ordered for a purpose other than
following a strict chronology, namely grouping thematically similar texts together.*>®
In the structure of the book there is a built-in tension between time and interpretation,

where the time has been retained and yet (re)ordered for a larger thematic purpose.

3.3 Chapter 1

Clearly chapter 1 introduces the key characters and setting from which the rest
of the book embarks. The opening verse transitions from the time of the kings of
Judah to the reign of Nebuchadnezzar. The holy articles from the temple are moved
from “the house of God” (D‘ﬁL)ggp'N’;) to “the treasure house of his gods” (A3 "2
1‘;1"7;5) with “his” being Nebuchadnezzar, a detail that will be revisited in chapter 5.
The key character of the book, Daniel, and his three friends, Hananiah, Mishael and
Azariah, are found to be handpicked young men with a particular lineage “from the
sons of Israel and from the seed of the royalty and from the nobles” (582 *32m

=Nalglyl =t sk .‘l\;ﬁ‘??;tr y711a7) and with particular physical and mental characteristics:

% In Hartman and Di Lella, The Book of Daniel, 9, Hartman argues that “[a]ny of one of the ten
sections could have existed independently of any of the others” and “the book seems to be a collection
of once isolated mini-works brought together.” John J. Collins, “Current Issues in the Study of Daniel,”
vol. 1 of The Book of Daniel, eds. John J. Collins and Peter Flint (Leiden, Boston, K&ln: Brill, 2001), 3,
substantiates this argument only in relation to chapters 4-6: “The existence of such variant texts [found
in the Old Greek translation of chapters 4-6] suggests that these chapters once circulated apart from the
rest of the book, and that the tales may have been transmitted orally for a period.” Edgar Kellenberger,
“Uberlegungen zur Gleichzeitigkeit von Schriftlischer und Miindlicher Uberlieferung,” Communio
Viatorum 45/3 (2003): 194, sees these differences in chapters 4-6 as a cooperation between oral and
written transmission: “Wenn wir hingegen unsere Vorstellung von einer rein schriftlichen
Uberlieferung verlassen und stattdessen ein Mitwirken miindlichen Erziihlens in Variationen
annehmen, so wird fiir mich verstdndlich, warum sich der Text allen hypothetischen
Ausscheidungsversuchen widersetzt. Ich rechne mit einem laufendem Prozess von (kleineren)
Hinzufligungen und Weglassungen, wie es beim miindlichen Tradieren natiirlich ist.”
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Boys in whom there is not any defect and ones good of appearance
and ones having insight in all wisdom and knowing knowledge and
discerning knowledge and who have strength in them to stand in
the palace of the king and to teach them the writing and language
of the Chaldeans.

All of these characteristics set the stage for the following encounters that these four
will have with Nebuchadnezzar and further Daniel with Belshazzar, as they “stand in
the palace of the king.” The rest of the chapter represents a series of contrasts between
these four young men and the new kingdom in which they find themselves. They will

no longer retain their given names:

mENun5a SRS o niony ovoven v gk o’
$12) T2Y 1*1:;:‘:1 U wa*n‘n T -mmh

And the chief of the eunuchs put names to them and he put to
Daniel Belshazzar and to Hananiah Shadrach, and to Mishael
Meshach, and to Azariah Abednego.

Rather than eating “the delicacies of the king”(7517 12m23) the four are granted
permission to eat “from the vegetables” (2'w11712) and are found after a time of
testing to be “fatter in flesh that all the boys” (D“[f)jU'L);']?_J 7w2 8"2).This is
followed by the young men distinguishing themselves at the end of their time of
training not just among their “graduating class” but among the key representatives of

the kingdom:
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19 And the king spoke to them and there was no one among them
like Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah. And they stood
before the king. 20 And every word of wise understanding which
the king sought from them and he found them ten hands above all
the magicians, the conjurers, who were in all his kingdom. 21 And
Daniel existed until the first year of Cyrus, the king.

In no uncertain terms these contrasts are based in their relationship to God. With

regard to the exception made in relation to their food the text makes clear:
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And God gave Daniel kindness and compassion before the chief of
the eunuchs.

With regard to their extraordinary skill the narrator states:
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And God gave to thesefour boys knowledge and to have mszght in
every writing and wisdom. And Daniel gave understanding in every
vision and dreams.

In these contrasts God is viewed as both the source of their hardship within their new
context and also as the one who grants them favor and skill within this very same
situation. Further, without their finding favor also with Nebuchadnezzar, there would
not be the same potential for peril and need for deliverance. Each of these issues will
be revisited within the book: the vessels from the temple of God in the temples of
Nebuchadnezzar in chapter 5, Daniel’s skill with regards to dreams, visions and
interpretation in chapters 2, 5 and 7-12, and the hardship and favor caused by their
relationship with God in chapters 2, 3 and 6. With the closing words of chapter 1, a
bridge is made to the final chapters of the book, moving us from the time of
Nebuchadnezzar to the first year of Cyrus’s reign and to Daniel alone as the key

character:
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And Daniel existed until the first year of Cyrus the king.

However, this narrative detail reveals a tension within the larger text of Daniel. It
clearly closes this narrative unit and brings Daniel clear to the time of “the first year
of Cyrus” (w'j_ﬁ;:'? noX M), a detail that is different from 10:1 where Daniel is found
in “in the third year of Cyrus” (¥2i2% @iy nawa). This detail could be viewed as a
clumsy compositional mistake but serves rather as a hint that this material is a
collection of smaller narrative units that have been intentionally ordered together,
retaining at least in this case an indication of their earlier individual purpose as stand-
alone narratives.””’ The bridge that this verse creates happens through this purposeful

collecting and ordering of this text with these other narrative units.

% JTames A. Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Daniel (Edinburgh: T
& T Clark, 1927), 137, gives this explanation: “The contradiction with 10, acc. to which Dan. had a
vision in Cyrus’ 3d year, in the Far Orient, is removed by the critical distinction of cc. 1-6 and 7-12 as
distinct books.” John J. Collins, A Commentary on the Book of Daniel (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
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3.4 Chapter 2

The opening verse of chapter 2 sets the scene for the events of chapter 2:
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And in the second year of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar,

Nebuchadnezzar dreamed dreams. And his spirit was disturbed and
his sleep was done upon him.

Using the diachronic formula, the time is set during the second year of
Nebuchadnezzar’s reign. The whole of the narrative of chapter 2 is connected with the
previous material by means of the conjunction 1 “and.” Further, the central theme of
the chapter, Nebuchadnezzar’s disturbing dream, is introduced. The diachronic phrase
“the second year of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign” (983722) mo5n5 0hw) again reflects
the difficulty in trying to understand the book chronologically. Even the apparatus of
BHS attempts to tackle the issue with this suggestion “prp 770y o'MY” (probably the
twelfth) with a desire to harmonize this date with the times given in chapter 1, where
at least three years have already elapsed (cf. 1:6,10). However, it must again be noted
that chapter 1 spans from Nebuchadnezzar besieging Jerusalem (1:1) to the first of
Cyrus’s reign (1:21). As there is no clear manuscript evidence to support the

2% the text simply retains this tension.”®' The opening phrase

harmonistic conjecture,
serves not to move the text chronologically, but to mark the beginning of the narrative
scene and also to locate the following scene in the context of what has already been
said in the present structure of the text. Though Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael, and
Azariah are counted among “the wisemen being killed*** (1"Stprm xmvom) in 2:13,

they are not yet among the official group that stands in the king’s presence:

1993), 145, gives this explanation, “The final verse of this introductory chapter indicates the horizon of
the tales, where the latest event mentioned is the date of Cyrus at 6:28. Subsequently, Dan 10:1 records
a revelation in the third year of Cyrus. Either the author of the later vision overlooked the apparent
closure of Daniel’s career according to 1:21 or this passage was not taken as indicating his demise.”

60 Collins, Daniel, 154, lists the Old Greek translation as found in Papyrus 967 as support for
“twelfth.” Upon further digital review of the Papyrus is question, http://www.uni-koeln.de/phil-
fak/ifa/NRWakademie/papyrologie/PTheol/PT16_10r.jpg (accessed March 25, 2009), it is not so
obvious what year the text gives.

6! Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Daniel, 141, concludes his
discussion of this problem, “Of course there may be simple disagreement with the three years of c. 1,
that detail with the introductory chap. being on the whole secondary to this story.” Collins, 4
Commentary on the Book of Daniel, 155, concludes his discussion of the same problem, “By far the
simplest explanation of the date of chap. 2 is that it was not originally composed to fit the context
provided by chap. 1, and that the editor of the tales did not notice the discrepancy.”

%62 The translation follows Franz Rosenthal, 4 Grammar of Biblical Aramaic (6th. ed.; Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz Verlag, 1995), 59, where the participle is described as indicating “an action that is
simultaneous with the main action.” Hans Bauer and Pontus Leander, Grammatik des Biblisch-
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And the klng said to call to the magicians and to the conjurers and
to the ones practicing sorcery and to the Chaldeans, to report the
king’s dreams to him. And they went in. And they stood before the
king.
The narrative of chapter 2 serves not as an isolated court tale within the present larger
narrative, but as an example of how Daniel and his companions distinguished

themselves above those who stood before Nebuchadnezzar in 1:20:2%

.....
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And every word of wise understandmg which the kmg sought from
them and he found them ten hands above all the magicians, the
conjurers, who were in all his kingdom.

In particular Daniel distinguishes himself because “he gave understanding in every
vision and dream” (MM 1522 1°37) in 1:17 and in particular when “the secret
was revealed in the vision of the night” (1'.7-? I x\:L:)"?'*j R1m2) in 2:19. As 1:20
makes clear that God has given this special ability, Daniel in turn makes it clear to

Nebuchadnezzar in 2:28:
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But there is a God in the heavens, one revealzng secrets and
making known to the King, Nebuchadnezzar, what will be in the
end of the days. This is it, the dream and the visions of your head
upon your bed.

Certainly the vision that speaks of “what will be in the end of the days” (X173 7 M
X7 MMR2) is important as a part of this scene, but more importantly it shows how
Daniel and his friends distinguish themselves, with God’s help, through a precise

recounting of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream and its interpretation:

Aramdischen (Hildersheim, Ziirich, New York: Georg Olms Verlag, 1995[1927]), 297, translate this
same phrase in the subjunctive “und die Weisen sollten getdtet werden.”

263 John J. Collins, “The Court-Tales in Daniel and the Development of Apocalyptic,” JBL 94/2 (1975):
234, clearly identifies Daniel 1-6 as court tales. John G. Gammie, “On the Intention of and Sources of
Daniel I-VL,” VT 31/3 (1981): 285, states “the stories of Dan. i-vi may be labeled as romances.” David
M. Valeta, Lions and Ovens and Visions: Satirical Reading of Daniel 1-6 (Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix
Press, 2008), 21, identifies Daniel 1-6 as “prenovilistic Menippean satires that seek, through humor, to
resist the oppressive forces of their day.” These chapters are plagued by various genre identifications,
which may be due to a larger literary misunderstanding. See Klaus Koch, “Is Daniel Also Among the
Prophets?,” Interpretation 39/2 (1985): 117-130.
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We will speak the dream and its interpretation before the king.

The contents of this dream, as peripheral as they are for this scene, become the main
points of canonical intertextuality within the rest of the book. 253 (image), which
occurs only here in chapters 2-3, binds these two chapters together through the
representation of the 8% in chapter 2 and in chapter 3.2 The statement of
Nebuchadnezzar’s kingdom as the head in 2:37-38 is repeated multiple times in
chapter 4, all with a new significance. The four kingdoms become the key theme that
is reinterpreted multiple times through the last half of the book. One interesting
characteristic found in this first dream is that it is already interpreted within the text.
This is a key feature that will follow in all of the dream/vision texts in the book of
Daniel and is another indicator that these narratives once existed separate from one
another. At the close of the chapter, Daniel and his three friends are exalted over

Babylon with this confession from Nebuchadnezzar about their God:
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The king answered Daniel and said, “Indeed”® your God, he is tllzTe'

God of gods and the Lord of kings and one revealing secrets,
because you were able to reveal this secret.”

God is clearly seen as the one who is sovereign, not Nebuchadnezzar. The scene
closes with Daniel and his friends in elevated positions over the kingdom—all due to

what God has given them (cf. 1:9,17; 2:19,47).

24 Valeta, Lions and Ovens and Visions, 78, also notes this connection but uses it in support of his
overall genre description of the book of Daniel as Menippean satire, stating, “The dream statue of
Daniel 2 and the golden image of Daniel 3 provide together a connecting point for these two stories,
and the golden image in Daniel 3 reinforces the overall satiric nature of Daniel 2.” Peter Coxon,
“Nebuchadnezzar’s Hermeneutical Dilemma,” JSOT 66 (1995): 88, also keys in on this connection, “In
the composite image of ch. 2 he is the head of gold, thus symbolizing the noble intelligence of the king
chosen by the Most High to exercise sovereignty and ensure stable government over all living
creatures. The monumental 90-foot golden statue in ch. 3 constitutes Nebuchadnezzar’s logical
response to such a lofty status and seems to depict his own imperial majesty.”

25 HALOT, 5: 1919, states “*71 \L’)WP'V; it is in accordance with the truth that, meaning indeed, truly 24;.”
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3.5 Chapter 3
Chapter 3 opens with a clear change in scene:
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Nebuchadnezzar, the king, made an image of gold. Its height wa:v-

sixty cubits and its width was six cubits. He set it up in the valley of
Dura in the province of Babylon.

Though there is no clear indication of time in this verse, verse 12 makes clear that this
section is to be viewed after the scene from chapter 2 with the repetition of key words

from 2:49:

MR ATPAYTOY PAm punTT PRI 123 w3

“prby matreb TON KM B T U T 532
ebsby pAbe KD TONS oyp Noon
IR KD AP YT X2
There are men, Jews, you appointed them upon the work of the
province of Babylon, Shadrach, Meshach, and Abenego, these men
do not pay attention t0°*® you, the king, they are not serving your
gods, and to the image of gold which you set up, they are not
paying homage.
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And Daniel requested from the kzng and he appomted upon the

work of the province of Babylon Shadrach, Meshach, and
Abednego. And Daniel was in the door of the king.

However, the most striking detail in the description of 3:1 is that Nebuchadnezzar
made a very large “image of gold” (277777 £5%). This becomes the first repetition of
the details from Nebuchadnezzar’s dream and has curious shifts of meaning from the
previous context. Instead of the image representing four different kingdoms through
the use of different materials, the entire image is made of gold and all who hear the

assortment of instruments and music are given the directive in 3:5:
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You will serve and you will pay homage to the image of gold that
Nebuchadnezzar, the king, set up.

266 The standard Lexicons agree essentially that the phrase 5y oyt £ should be rendered
idiomatically, HALOT, 5:1885, “to pay attention to, heed”, BDB, 1094, “shew proper deference to,”
and Franz Buhl, Wilhelm Gesenius’ Hebrdisches und Aramdisches Handwdorterbuch iiber das Alte
Testament (Berlin, Gottingen, Heidelberg: Springer-Verlag, 1962), 908, “Riicksicht nehmen auf
etwas.”
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The punishment for those who will not follow the directive is given in the following

VErse:
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And whoever will not fall and do homage, in that moment he will
be thrown to the midst of the furnace of the burning fire.

All of this stands in rather stark contrast to 2:44:
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And in the days of these kmgdoms God of the heavens will raise up
a kingdom that will be forever, it will not be destroyed and it will
not be left to another people. It will break in pieces and it will put
to an end all these kingdoms and it will be established forever.

Instead of God raising up (2°2") a final kingdom that will put an end to all other
kingdoms and last for eternity, i.e. destroying the image made of multiple
materials/kingdoms, Nebuchadnezzar is raising up (2°217) an entire image of gold (he
is the head of gold in chapter 2) and all who will not worship it (his kingdom) will be
destroyed.”®” With these shifts in key terms and phrases (canonical intertextuality), the
narrative scene focuses on how Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego (Daniel in the
previous chapter) distinguish themselves (3:30; cf. 1:20). After the king’s directive is
proclaimed it is noted by the “Chaldeans™ (18702) that particular “Jews” (1'8TT)
whom the king had appointed over the province of Babylon are paying no regard to
the king’s judgment concerning the statue. As Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego are
brought before the king, the king makes clear the directive and the consequences for

their disobedience in 3:15:
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“Now if you are prepared that in the time that you will hear the
sound of the horn, the pipe, a lyre, a trigon, a pesanteyrin, and a
bag-pipe and all kinds of music, you will fall down and you will do

homage to the image that I have made and if you will not do
homage, in this moment you will be thrown to the midst of the

27 Valeta, Lions and Ovens and Visions, 80, notes in a similar regard, “Moreover, one cannot help but
to notice the connection between this golden statue and the one in Daniel 2, with its head of gold. It is
as if Nebuchadnezzar tries to topple the dream by building a statue that is entirely gold.”
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furnace of the burning fire and who is the god who will save you
from my hand?”

With the final statement of this verse, the challenge is not just to these three men, but
a challenge to who is more powerful, the God they are serving or Nebuchadnezzar?

The three men answer without hesitation, first in 3:17:
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If our God, who we are serving, is able to deliver us from the
furnace of the burning fire and he will deliver us from your hand.

This is an uncompromising answer to Nebuchadnezzar’s challenge to power: their

God can save them. The second part of their answer reflects their utter resolve in 3:18:
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And if not, it will be known to you, 0] klng, that we are not serving
your gods and the image of gold which you set up we will not do
homage.

To this uncompromising answer, Nebuchadnezzar goes into a fit of rage (3:19; cf.
2:12). By the king’s command the oven is heated seven times hotter than usual.
Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego are bound fully clothed by “mighty ones of
strength” (5'7~123) and end up falling into the oven because these mighty men who
bound them were killed by the flames (3:22-23).*® To Nebuchadnezzar’s surprise, not
only are the three men alive and walking around in the fire but even more disturbing
3:25 reveals there is also a “fourth one being like a son of the gods™ (M7 X 27
11158725). Nebuchadnezzar’s confession in 2:47 (135758 “your God™) is now put
alongside his confession in 3:29 (137775 “their God”), which are joined together in
3:31-33:
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31 Nebuchadnezzar, the king, to all the peoples nations, and
tongues, who are dwelling in all the earth, your peace will be
great. 32 Signs and wonders which the Most High God has done to

28 Valeta, Lions and Ovens and Visions, 121, notes in similarly, “The fire intended to kill Daniel’s
companions is so hot that it kills three of the king’s guards, but he cares not in his extraordinarily
murderous rage (Dan. 3.22).” What is not apparent is how he arrives at the number three.
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me, he has been fair to declare before me. 33 How great are his
signs and how mighty are his wonders, his kingdom is an eternal
kingdom and his dominion is with generation and generation.

To add to this complex connection between the two chapters, the statement of
judgment on the king’s court for not being able to give the dream and its

interpretation in 2:5 is now to be the judgment against those who speak against the

God of Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego:
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And from me was put a judgment that every people nation, and
tongue who will speak neglect upon their God, the one of
Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego, will be dismembered and his
house will be made a refuse heap because there is not another god
who will be able to deliver like this one.
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The king answered and said to the Chaldeans: “The word is sure
from me. If you will not make known the dream and its

interpretation to me, you will be dismembered and your houses will
be made a refuse heap.”

In the end the king’s words are reversed. Those who attempted to put the three men to
death, paid with their own lives while Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego live and are

again elevated within the kingdom in 3:30:
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Then the king caused Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego to
prosper in the province of Babylon.

God is the source of both their trouble and their salvation.

3.6 Chapter 4

Chapter 4 opens with another change in scene:
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I, Nebuchadnezzar, was at ease in my house and one_ﬂourlshmg in
my palace.
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It is difficult to locate this scene with any precision chronologically, other than to say
that Daniel has already risen to an exalted station within Nebuchadnezzar’s kingdom
and has established himself as someone who is a superior interpreter of secrets,

visions and dreams:
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Belteshazzar, chief of the magicians, who I know that a spfﬁt of the
holy gods is in you and every secret does not oppress you, the

visions of my dream which I have seen, and speak its
interpretation.

The parallels between chapter 2 and 4 are obvious. Nebuchadnezzar has a dream that

disturbs him (2:1-3; 4:1-2). Nebuchadnezzar calls in the same group of interpreters:

f=R-lsplalpd n*awx%w n*rzmn‘a mp'v '|5m wr:m”

And the kmg sazd to call to the maglczans and to the con]urers and
to the ones practicing sorcery and to the Chaldeans, to report the
king’s dreams to him. And they went in. And they stood before the
king.

XTI NiDUR NmeT 1Oby w4
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Then the magicians, conjurers, Chaldeans, and the ones

determining went in and I spoke the dream before them and they
did not make known its interpretation to me.

As is already stated at the end of 4:4, these interpreters are unable to give the
interpretation (cf. 2:4-11), Daniel “went in” (5y; 2:24; 4:3) and is able to give “the
interpretation” (X7w2) because of “God” (17%) in 2:47 and “a spirit of the holy gods”
(R Tﬂ'??f'm?) in 4:4-6. In distinction to the earlier scene from chapter 2, the king
does not require the interpreters also to tell him what his dream was and so with
Daniel’s entrance, the king tells his vision to Daniel. When 4:7-9 and 2:37-38 are

examined together the resemblance is striking:
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7 And the visions of my head upon my bed: I was seeing and behold
a tree in the midst of the earth and its height was great. 8 The tree
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grew great and it grew strong and its height reached to the heavens
and its appearance to the end of the whole earth. 9 Its foliage was
beautiful and its fruit was great and there was food to all the ones
in it, the beasts of the field had shade under it and the birds of the
heavens dwelled in its boughs and all flesh was fed from it.

.....
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37 You, the king, are the klng ofkmgs whom the God of the
heavens, the kingdom, the power, and the might and the honor, he
gave to you. 38 And all the ones who are dwelling, the sons of men,
the beasts of the field and the birds of the heavens, he gave in your
hand and he made you ruler in all of them. You are him, the head

of gold.

This portion of the vision is essentially lifted from chapter 2, where Daniel is
interpreting Nebuchadnezzar’s dream about what “will be in the end of days™ (X175
X1 PR2; 2:28). What was once Daniel’s interpretation of the head of gold in
relation to the four kingdoms is now a portion of Nebuchadnezzar’s present dream in
chapter 4. In the remainder of Nebuchadnezzar’s description of his dream in 4:11-13,
a series of bad things happen to the “tree” (15*%) with the purpose of these judgments

being found in verse 14:

ﬂ73'1 i xﬁBNW ]’W‘77 AR xmna ]‘W’SJ ﬂ'ﬂ‘l:
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In the decree of the wakeful ones is the matter and a word of holy
ones is the affair so that”® the ones living will know that the Most
High has mastery in the kingdom of men and to whom he will be

pleased, he will give it, and one humble of men, he will raise upon
it.

With the conclusion of Nebuchadnezzar’s description, Daniel—Ilike
Nebuchadnezzar—is alarmed although it is not the dream that disturbs Daniel but
rather its interpretation (4:2,16). Daniel states that “the tree” (35*}) which

Nebuchadnezzar saw, similar to chapter 2, is in fact Nebuchadnezzar (4:19):

N27 M7 NEpM N7 T NSHR NN e
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You are it, O king, because you grew great and you grew strong
and your greatness grew great and it reached to the heavens and
your dominion to the ends of the earth.

69 Rosenthal, 4 Grammar of Biblical Aramaic, 42, offers this translation “so that” for 1 nﬁ;’_r"u_!.
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Many elements of the vision are literal judgments that Nebuchadnezzar will actually

face as verse 22 makes clear (cf. 4:29-30):*"°
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And to you, ones drlvmg from men and with the beasts of the field
will be your dwelling and they will feed you the herbage as
bullocks and from the dew of the heavens to you ones making wet
and seven times will pass by upon you until you will know that the
Most High has mastery in the kingdom of men and to whom he will
be pleased, he will give it.

One aspect of the judgment that is not to be interpreted literally is found in verse 23:
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And what they said “to leave a stock of the roots of the tree” your

kingdom will be one enduring to you, from which you will know the
heavens are the ones having mastery.

Nebuchadnezzar will after this time of judgment recognize who is really in charge.

Daniel concludes his interpretation with an appeal to Nebuchadnezzar in verse 24:

[IROMY (0T (7281 (T50) "oy ohn x5 b *
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Therefore the kzng my kzng let it be fair to you and tear away your
sin in right doing and answer your iniquity by showing favor,
perhaps there will be a lengthening to your prosperity.

With the conclusion of the interpretation, the scene continues demonstrating the truth

of the dream and its interpretation as everything begins to happen to Nebuchadnezzar

270 Christopher B. Hays, “Chirps from the Dust: The Affliction of Nebuchadnezzar in Daniel 4:30 in Its
Ancient Near Eastern Context,” JBL 126/2 (2007): 315, views these verses as heavily influenced
imagery: “Still, at the time that Judahites went into exile in Babylon, a complex set of images about the
world of the dead appears to have been in full flower in Mesopotamia—in canonical myths, in
apotropaic spell-prayers, and in private compositions. It is likely that Jewish authors would have been
exposed to it and influenced by it, probably via Aramaic. The Daniel cycle in general certainly shows
evidence of Babylonian cultural influence, and this is only part of the Hebrew Bible’s broad pattern of
adaptation of Mesopotamian traditions, from the primeval history to the Psalms to the wisdom dialogue
in Job.” When Hays goes on to argue that the narrative context should not be the primary context in
which the imagery should be understood, namely “the reference in Dan 4:31 to the restoration of reason

. should not be understood to determine the meaning of the imagery in 4:30. Instead, the animal
images in 4:30 express suffering, lending detail and poignancy to Nebuchadnezzar’s condition. The
madness mentioned in 4:31 (after the fact) is simply a further symptom of the divine affliction, as it
sometimes is in Mesopotamian apotropaic incantations” (324). These statements by Hays demonstrate
a key difference between broad intertextuality, where Near Eastern Literature is the context in which
understanding is found, and canonical intertextuality, where a context has been created to the exclusion
of this broader context.
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“at the end of twelve months” (Ap=n 1M N3pPY; 4:26) and then concludes “at the
end of these days” (M1 nEp51; 4:31). In this closing section there is yet again a
recounting of the greatness of Nebuchadnezzar’s kingdom (4:27; cf. 2:37), a
recounting of his judgment (4:28-30), and not one but two confessions from
Nebuchadnezzar’s mouth of who is really in charge (4:31-32; 4:34).>”' Each of the
key sections sit one on top of the other, each interpreting the other. Nebuchadnezzar’s
dream is taken section by section and interpreted by Daniel, and the narrative scene
that closes the chapter sits on top of these two other texts within the same chapter,
allowing Nebuchadnezzar’s confession “to the king of the heavens” (R ‘[‘7?3"7) to
close the chapter. The statement in relation to Nebuchadnezzar’s kingdom in chapter
2, which was obviously a statement of honor, becomes an indictment and punishable
here in chapter 4. God is in charge of the kingdoms of men even before the final
kingdom comes to take its indestructible place. Both chapters 3 and 4 find their
connection in the reuse of material from chapter 2. Interestingly at the end of this

chapter it is Nebuchadnezzar’s confession that causes him to be “saved” or delivered.

3.7 Chapter 5
Chapter 5 begins with a change of scene that chronologically follows chapters

7 and 8:

27275 29 on% T2y xOHn auwuba o
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Belshazzar, the king, made a great feast for a thousand of his chiefs
and because of this the thousand was drinking wine.
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In the first year of Belshazzar the king of Babylon, Daniel saw a

dream and the visions of his head upon his bed, then he wrote the
dream, the sum of the words. He said:

i 7o agwxba msbn’ wiby nwa
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2! Herbert Niehr, “Das Buch Daniel,” in Einleitung in das Alte Testament, ed. Erich Zenger, 7 ed.
(Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2008), 508, remarks based on the chiastic structure of the Aramaic chapters
and in particular this confession, “Damit ist das thematische Zentrum der araméischen
Danielerzdhlungen genannt: Es geht um die Aufrichtung der Konigsherrschafft Gottes angesichts der
einander ablosenden Weltherrschaften menschlicher Machthaber.”
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In the third year of the reign of Belshazzar, the king, a vision
appeared to me, I, Daniel, after the one appearing to me in the
beginning.

This is only transparent when the final verse of the scene is also read in 5:30:

BT K2R UG SR wibba g
In this very night, Belshazzar, the king of the Chaldeans, was
killed.

This detail moves this scene chronologically to a point subsequent to both of the

272
8.

visions in chapters 7 and Once this obvious detail of discontinuity is recognized,

the organizing strategy can be easily identified by the contents of the chapter.
Belshazzar, Nebuchadnezzar’s son (5:2,11,13,18), has a feast that includes a large
group of people: “the king and his nobles, his consorts, and his concubines” (X35
MMIT?Y ANS3Y *m933727). The entirety of verse 2 recounts in greater detail the

circumstances:
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Belshazzar said under the influence of the wine to bring in the
vessels of gold and silver which Nebuchadnezzar, his father, had

brought out from the temple which was in Jerusalem and the king
and his nobles, consorts, and concubines drank from them.

The reader is reminded of the now foreshadowing statement made almost in passing
from 1:2:

2D NEPIY TIMTYRR DPIIN T2 YT
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And the Lord gave in his hand Jehoiakim, thlé kiﬁg olfJuda};, and
some of*” the articles of the house of God and he caused them to

go into the land of Shinar, to the house of his gods and he caused
the articles to go into the treasure house of his gods.

12 Les P. Bruce, “Discourse Theme and the Narratives of Daniel,” in Bibliotheca Sacra 160/2 (2003):
178, while arguing for the single authorship of the book of Daniel, notes in relation to the overall
literary strategy of the book: “The first six chapters of the book form the historical section. Chapters 5
and 6, later events in the life of Daniel, are taken out of chronological order and placed with the other
narratives. All the narratives are grouped together because they form a section based on literary genre,
having a mutually reinforcing theme.” Though others like Karel van der Toorn, “In the Lions’ Den:
The Babylonian Background of a Biblical Motif,” CBQ 60/4 (1998): 629, assume the opposite in
relation to historical nature of these narratives, “the story of Daniel’s rise, fall, and restoration is that of
the fictitious career of a legendary figure,” the literary observation in relation to the whole of the book
still stands.

23 BDB, 892, offers this translation of the difficult phrase ngpn.
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Belshazzar, who is drunk, has the novel idea of bringing out the vessels (*Jb;;*;_xr;) that
his father had taken from the temple in Jerusalem. Not only do they drink in praise to
the gods of which these vessels were made but even to gods of other materials (5:4).
“In this moment” (7NYY-72) a hand appears and writes a message on the wall of the
palace (5:5). Belshazzar’s drunken response expresses how disturbing this sight was

in 5:6:

AN Mo AN M T Tt Robn T
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The king’s brightness was changed and hls thoughts alarmed him
and the knots of his loins were loosened”™ and his knees were
knocking one to another.

Just as the vision alarmed Nebuchadnezzar in 4:2 (*J,Ig";f};j) and Daniel’s thoughts
alarmed him about Nebuchadnezzar’s vision in 4:16 (T-TA;?Z];‘: 3°09), so also
Belshazzar’s thoughts alarmed him in 5:6 (7’;;1'773;1 *71°07). Here in verse 6 Belshazzar
is comically pictured with the joints of his loins having been loosened (m37m "o
1omun) and later Daniel in verses 12 and 16 is found as someone who loosens mental

275 1. .
This obvious contrast between

or metaphorical knots (]‘ﬁtpp Roun; mrm:'v ™ER).
Belshazzar and Daniel through this play on words seems also to be connected with
2:22, where God is pictured using the same verbal root of 7% as one who dwells
(X7W) in the light. The statement in 2:22 explains how God can reveal the deep and
secret things, because “the light dwells with him” (R3¢ 7y 879723). Belshazzar, just
as his father, brings in the normal group of interpreters along with the promise of
rewards (5:7; cf. 2:2, 6). The narrator and direct speech from Belshazzar both indicate
that these people were not able to interpret the writing (1"21727%9; 5:8,15). Daniel is
presented this time not by the chief executioner but by the queen as the one who can
interpret what the writing means with the aforementioned play on words (5:10-12; cf.
2:24-25). Daniel is escorted into the king’s presence and offered a series of rewards

for being able to interpret the writing by Belshazzar in 5:16 similar to what

* Al Wolters, “Untylng the King’s Knots: Physiology and Wordplay in Daniel 5,” JBL110/1 (1991):
119, argues that IRwn 7877 0P should be understood in a technical sense, “The loss of sphincter
control would then be described as the ‘loosening of the knots’ situated in the lumbar region of the
loins.”

7 Wolters, “Untying the King’s Knots: Physiology and Wordplay in Daniel 5,” 122, further argues
because of the repeating use of this phrase: “A modern translation would be well advised to give the
literal translation ‘untying knots’ in each case, perhaps with a footnote explaining the different specific
references.”

69



Jordan Scheetz

Nebuchadnezzar offered for the successful recounting and interpretation of his dream

in 2:6:
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And I heard concerning you that you are able to interpret
interpretations and to loosen knots. Now if you are able to read the
writing and its interpretation to make known to me, you will be
clothed in purple and the necklace of gold on your neck and you
will rule third in the kingdom.
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And if you will declare the dream and its interpretation, gifts and a
reward and great honor you will receive from before me.
Therefore, you will declare the dream and its interpretation.

Even with Daniel’s declining of the gifts and a reward, he agrees to interpret the

writing (5:17). Daniel begins his interpretation of the writing not with reading the

writing itself but instead by recounting details that are also found in chapters 2 and 4.

The statement in 5:18 is parallel to 2:37 in relation to Nebuchadnezzar and his

kingdom:
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You, the king, the Most ngh God. gave the kmgdom and the
greatness and the honor and the majesty to Nebuchadnezzar, your
father.
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You, the king, are the king of kings which the God of the heavens
gave the kingdom, the power, and the might and the honor to you.

As a matter of fact this exact statement from 2:37 is almost completely found coming

out of Nebuchadnezzar’s mouth with the addition of “majesty” (97117) in 4:27:
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The king answered and sazd “Is thzs not Babylon the great which I

have built for a house of the kingdom in the might of my power and
for the glory of my splendor?”’

The authority that was given by God was then the basis for Nebuchadnezzar’s

judgment from God when he attributed this power and honor to himself (5:20). For
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the fourth time in the narrative of Daniel, first in Nebuchadnezzar’s recounting of his
dream in 4:7-14, second in Daniel’s interpretation of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream in
4:22-24, third in the narrative recounting of Nebuchadnezzar’s judgment in 4:29-30,
and now for the fourth time in 5:21 this judgment narrative is (re)used. This (re)use
has also created a series of interpretations with regard to this situation. In chapter 4

these interpretations are somewhat parallel in 4:14, 4:23 and 4:34:

PO2TTIY ROORY PETTR RNmY Xine Py nons
NUIN moona by BT R T
by oot DN SEwt MR Raw v

In the decree of the wakeful ones is the matter and a word of holy
ones is the affair so that'"® the ones living will know that the Most
High has mastery in the kingdom of men and to whom he will be
pleased, he will give it, and one humble of men, he will raise upon
it.
75 Tmshn RISW T I Py paunh vny vt
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“And what they said ‘to leave a stock of the roots of the tree’ your

kingdom will be one enduring to you, from which you will know
that the heavens are the ones having mastery.”™”’
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Now I, Nebuchadnezzar, praise and exalt and glorify the Kihg of '

the Heavens, whose whole work is truth and his ways are judgment
and ones who walk in pride, he is able to humble them.

As parallel as these passages are, 5:22-23 now applies these passages to Belshazzar

and the predicament that he presently finds himself in:
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22 And you his son, Belshazzar, dld not humble your heart though
you knew all this. 23 And against the Lord of the heavens you
raised yourself and to the vessels of his house which were brought
before you and you and your nobles, your consorts and your
concubines, were drinking wine in them and you praised the gods
of silver and gold, bronze, iron, wood, and stone, who do not see

Rosenthal A Grammar of Biblical Aramaic, 42, offers this translation “so that” for *7 927,
*"" Bauer and Leander, Grammatik des Biblisch-Aramdischen, 330, translates Xy qwﬁw b simililarly
but in the singular “daBl der Himmel méchtig ist.”
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and do not hear and do not know and to the God who has your
breath in his hand and all your ways, you have not glorified him.

Belshazzar should have learned from the situation with his father’”® and instead of
humbling himself, he also raised himself against “the Lord of the heavens” ("8
RW; 5:23; cf. 5:20). Daniel explains that this is why the hand came, and then finally
turns to the interpretation of the writing, the proclamation of judgment on Belshazzar,
the rewarding and exaltation of Daniel (cf. 2:48), and the slaughter of Belshazzar in
the night. Though the narrative is to be seen as chronologically subsequent to later
chapters, it has clearly been placed here due to its related reinterpreted content from
chapter 4, where the message was not only to be for Nebuchadnezzar but for others

because “you knew all this” (P m7-53; 5:22).

3.8 Chapter 6

As has already been mentioned, chapters 5 and 6 represent a chronological
progression with the death of Belshazzar in 5:30 and Darius receiving the kingdom in
6:1. The opening verse of chapter 6 does, however, mark a clear change in scene,
identifying a clear shift from Belshazzar “the Chaldean” (X*7w>; 5:30) to Darius who
is “the Mede” (%*; 6:1). The narrative parallels are obvious with material from a
variety of earlier chapters. Daniel is elevated to a position of significant authority
within Darius’s kingdom in 6:2, just as Daniel, Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego
were elevated in 2:48-49. In this context Daniel begins to distinguish himself above
the satraps and even the other two chiefs in 6:4, just as the four had distinguished
themselves in their early training in 1:18-20. Daniel is found to have ““a surpassing
spirit” (X2° m317) in 6:4 just as he is described by the queen in 5:12. The other leaders
conspire against Daniel, decide to ask Darius to establish an edict that they know is
clearly against what is “in the law of his God” (7758 n72), and convince the king to

inscribe just such an edict in 6:8:*"

278 This is how the biblical text refers to the relationship between Belshazzar and Nebuchadnezzar (see
*m::tf 7837212) “Nebuchadnezzar, his father” in 5:2, two times ':]15&5 “your father” in verse 11, and
~8xU52 772 MR “and you his son, Belshazzar” in verse 22).

7 Van der Toorn, “In the Lions’ Den: The Babylonian Background of a Biblical Motif,” 638, believes
this whole story to be based on a misunderstanding of Ludlul, an Akkadian story: “Our biblical author,
however, mistook a metaphor for a literal description. The Mesopotamian authors had intimated that
the competition among the king’s scholars was such that life at court was comparable to life in a pit of
lions.” Clearly the narrative does indicate a struggle in Darius’s court, as there was in
Nebuchadnezzar’s court in chapter 3, but, as noted, the text speaks of both a struggle in the court and
an actual lions’ den used for capital punishment, so there is no confusion in the biblical narrative.
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All the chiefs of the kingdom, the prefects, and the Satraps, the
ministers, and the governors took counsel together to establish an
edict of the king and to strengthen an interdict that everyone who
will seek a request from any god and man until thirty days except
from the king will be thrown into the pit of the lions.

Nebuchadnezzar established the worship of his gold image in chapter 3 not per se to
trap the three leaders whom he had appointed, but the net result is the same. Daniel
goes and makes no effort to be obedient to Darius’s decree and this striking

description is found in 6:11:
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And Daniel as he knew that the writing had been inscribed went to
his house and his windows in his upperroom being open facing
Jerusalem and three times in this day blessing upon his knees and

praying and praising before his God all of which he was doing
before this.

Daniel changes nothing of his regular habit in relation to prayer even with the clear
knowledge of Darius’s decree. This effective refusal of Darius’s edict is similar to the
open defiance shown by Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego to Nebuchadnezzar in
3:16-18:
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16 Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego answered the kmg and said
to the king, “Nebuchadnezzar, we do not need upon this matter to
return to you. 17 If our God, who we are serving, is able to deliver
us from the furnace of the burning fire and he will deliver us from
your hand 18 and if not it will be known to you, the king, that we
are not serving your gods and the image of gold which you set up
we will not do homage.”

Daniel is accused by “the chiefs and the Satraps” (Nﬁ;gjj:p’rjg] x:’;qq) and Shadrach,

Meshach, and Abednego are accused by the “Chaldeans” (1"8702), ruling classes from
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the respective cultures (6:5; 3:8). However, when King Darius learns who has broken

his edict, he does everything in his power to rescue Daniel in 6:15:
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Then the king as he heard the word (it was very evil to him)l anc;’ he

put his mind to deliver him and until the going in of the sun he was
struggling to rescue him.

This is all to no avail because in the end the king can do nothing to save him from the
punishment found in his own edict (6:16). All this is in contrast to Nebuchadnezzar’s
response in 3:20-23, where the king does everything in his power to make the
punishment as severe as possible. Darius passes the night sleeplessly and comes to the
pit of lions where Daniel was left the night before. Darius’s question and Daniel’s

answer in 6:21-23 reveal a significant contrast to chapter 3:
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21 And as to approach the pit, he cried out in a grleved voice to
Daniel. The king answered and said to Daniel, “Daniel, servant of
the living God, your God whom you are continually serving, was he
able to deliver you from the lions?” 22 Then Daniel spoke to the
king, “Let the king live forever! 23 My God sent his messenger and
he closed the mouth of the lions and they did not injure me, all on
account which before me innocence has been found to me and also
before the king I have done no hurtful act.”

Darius, though he was powerless to save Daniel from his own edict, had hoped that
Daniel’s God could save him and indeed he did. Nebuchadnezzar posed the question

in relation to Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego in 3:15:

AN =) ]WDJDT’W’ b "15& N7
“And what God is there who wzll deliver youfrom my hand7 ”
Nebuchadnezzar thought there was no chance that these men could be saved from the
impending judgment by any god, only to find out that he was wrong. Those who
accused Daniel were thrown with their families into the pit of lions and were killed

(6:25) just as the executioners were put to death by the flames of the fire as they
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attempted to throw the three men into the furnace of fire (3:22). Daniel is brought up

out of the pit with this statement made by the narrator about his condition in 6:24:

SR A T A2 moRwnRS Sanoo)

And not any injury was found on hzm because he had trusted his
God.

The only other occurrence of the Aramaic term 5217 (injury) is found in the

description of Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego in 3:25:

TRT APTIY TMI 1I2 INRD Sam
PR35
And there was no injury on them and his appearance of the fourth
one was like a son of the gods.

In both situations those who have been rescued are found without injury. In Daniel’s
case it is made clear that this was because he trusted (!112°77) in his God. In Shadrach,
Meshach, and Abednego it is somehow connected with the presence of this fourth
person who is similar to a son of the gods, and in the dialogue Nebuchadnezzar gives

his explanation of what the meaning of this fourth person was in 3:28:

UM TG PPN T2 RN T8y My
WP T *111:::5 21 -hxbr: n‘aw 793 T
T JImY) 3 i x:’m n’vm --n’w
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Nebuchadnezzar answered and sazd Blessed is thetr God, the one
of Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego, who sent his messenger and
he delivered his servants who set their trust upon him and they
changed the word of the king and they gave their bodies that they
not pay reverence and not do homage to any god except their
God.”

In both cases it is recognized that it is their God who delivered them without “injury”

('7;['}) and further it is connected with the fact that they trusted in God (}J13"77; 3m0m).

Just as in chapters 2, 3 and 4 all this leads to a confession from the king, in this case

Darius, found in 6:27-28:

15 hobn wbuboa 17 Tn o wIpn 2
N SN AN o G pbn‘n TN
bamnn 8o Amshm 1R5YS T N RTON
;DY MDY
T ORDINDY NTMUD PARm AR Tapy Skmy arun 2
NPT TSNS 2y
27 From before me was put a judgment that in every domtnton of
my kingdom there will be ones trembling and fearing his God, the
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one of Daniel, who is the the living God and enduring forever and
his kingdom is that which will never pass away and his dominion is
until the end, 28 one delivering and rescuing and doing signs and
wonders in the heavens and on the earth with which he saved
Daniel from the hand of the lions.
The confession in chapter 2 from Nebuchadnezzar emphasized the superiority of
Daniel, Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego’s God (]ﬁbgf}r_ﬁ) because Daniel was able
to reveal “this secret” (7137 mM7; 2:47). The confession in chapter 4, again from
Nebuchadnezzar’s mouth, reverses his own statements regarding his kingdom in 4:27,
where the greatness of his kingdom is attributed to himself. In verses 31 and 34 these
statements are completely attributed “to the Most High” (%*5v%7) and “to the King of
the Heavens” (X*u ‘:{?p"ﬁ?), with the obvious realization that he is the one “who is
able to humble kings going about in their pride” (75gwn% 521 2 1oomm +1; 4:34).
However, the confession from chapter 3 has several parallels with the confession in

chapter 6. Both 6:26 from Darius and 3:31 from Nebuchadnezzar are found in an open

address to their subjects:

N2 RN NIRpTOSh anz NBDR w7 1INa O
NI 1oRPY RUWOR2 W
Then Darius, the King, wrote to all the peoples, nations, and
tongues, who are dwelling in every land, “May your peace be
great!”

TITTT R NI NERTOSD ROoR s Y
NI YIDROY RYINOD2
Nebuchadnezzar, the King, to all the peoples, nations, and the
tongues, who are dwelling in every land, may your peace be great.

A statement made in relation to Nebuchadnezzar in 5:19, which Daniel indicates
clearly was given by God, is then transformed in the mouth of Darius into a
confession about God in 6:27, with the added contrast of the eternal nature of God’s

kingdom:

T K251 s Ny 5 momam v Rmayn
DEp NI N33 PN MIRTRYR 1O PN
T ST T RSE I N T R3S A
(202U M7 N3Y
And from the greatness which he gave to him, all thle ]-Jeoples,'
nations, and the tongues were ones trembling and fearing before
him, with whom he was pleased he was killing and with whom he

was pleased he was striking and with whom he was pleased he was
raising and with whom he was pleased he was one making low.
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From before me was put a judgment that in every dominion of my
kingdom there will be ones trembling and fearing his God that of
Daniel who is the the living God and enduring forever and his
kingdom is that which will never pass away and his dominion is
until the end.

This Aramaic collocation 1">m 1"WRT (trembling and fearing) occurs only in these
two verses in the Masoretic text. 6:28 reflects a final similarity between chapter 6 and
chapter 3, specifically 3:32-33 with an emphasis on the signs and wonders described

within each chapter:

“TORPINDY RMWD PR AR 7o S3my o 6%
NPT TSNS 2y
One delivering and rescuing and dozng signs and wonders in the

heavens and on the earth with which he saved Daniel from the
hand of the lions.

"DY DY NTDN MY Tap T NIImm) Ry 3%
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The signs and wonders whlch the Most Hzgh God dld to me, it
seemed good to declare before me. How great are his signs and
how mighty are his wonders, his kingdom is an eternal kingdom
and his dominion is with each generation.

The Aramaic word collocation ]*ﬁrgm T"MX (signs and wonders) only occurs in these
two passages in the Masoretic text. The confession that concludes chapter 6 carefully
weaves together several other elements from the book, but for its own purpose. The
whole scene of chapter 6 ends with a statement that summarizes Daniel’s prestige for

the rest of Darius’s reign and then into Cyrus’s reign:

Wiz MRZR WYY MRPRR mosT M SN o
o
And this Daniel prospered in the kingdom of Darius and in the
kingdom of Cyrus the Persian.

It is interesting that 1:21, as the closing verse of the opening chapter of these

narratives scenes, makes a similar statement:

#7oRT WIish AR MYy Sk mm
And Daniel existed until the first year of Cyrus the king.
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Both statements move Daniel from the reign of one king and kingdom to another.
However, the closing statement of chapter 1 spans the reigns mentioned in the whole
of the book, though not moving the reader to the furthest chronological point within
the book, which is “in the third year of Cyrus, king of the Persians” (%0 naua

232 79 WIis%; 10:1). This opening statement in chapter 1 marks a sort of summary
for the whole of the book and the close of the opening scene. The closing verse of
chapter 6 marks not only the chronological connection between two reigns and the
end of the scene of chapter 6, but also the close of these narrative sketches that form

the first portion of the book.

3.9 Summary of Chapters 1-6
Chapter 1-6, though diverse in their narrative material, have served the purpose of
illustrating how Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah distinguished themselves

280 .
The narratives

under the reigns of Nebuchadnezzar, Belshazzar, and Darius.
actually reveal two key ways in which these men distinguish themselves. Daniel’s
superior abilities in relation to interpreting dreams and visions led to not only his
exalted status within the kingdom but also to Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah
attaining an exalted status. The four men also exhibit a devotion to God that leads to
their own punishment. God is the one who gives them their distinguishing character
that leads to their prosperity, which in turn leads to their troubles from which God
delivers them. Key to these narratives is the profession from the mouth of the king in

relation to God at the end of each chapter (with the exception of chapters 1 and 5).

The parallel confessions in chapters 3 and 6 from Nebuchadnezzar and Darius

% John Goldingay, “The Stories in Daniel: A Narrative Politics,” in JSOT 37/F (1987): 100, views
these stories in a much more political manner: “Whatever historical value they may have, they are
literary artifacts which blend the forms of court contest and court conflict tale, confessor legend and
prophetic legend, and (among others) aretology, midrash, pesher, and literary psalmody, into artful
narratives which carry a vision of how life in politics may be lived, and on what basis.” Walter
Brueggemann, “At the Mercy of Babylon: A Subversive Rereading of the Empire,” JBL 110/1 (1991):
13, also sees a political dimension through the typoligizing of Babylon: “When we come to the book of
Daniel, we see that Israel’s theological reflection cannot finally finish with Babylon. It is clear that by
the time of the Daniel texts, we have broken free of historical reference; Nebuchadnezzar now looms
on the horizon of Israel as a cipher for a power counter to the Lord.” Valeta, Lions and Ovens and
Visions, 177, states: “The classical forms and use of many common biblical genres are commandeered
and combined by the menippea form of Daniel 1-6 in order to bring scorn upon the king and his
kingdom.” J. C. H. Lebram, “Bemerkungen und Gedanken zu Martin Hengels Buch iiber ,, Judentum
und Hellenismus®,” in V'T 20/4 (1970): 515, in his negative assessment of Martin Hengel’s thesis states,
“Unsere Analyse hat gezeigt, dafl das Buch Daniel eine Deutung politischer Ereignisse von priesterlich-
kultischem Standpunkt aus gibt. Von einem Kampf zwischen jiidischen Volksgesetz und ,,Interpretatio
Graeca“ des Judentums ist bei ihm nichts zu erkennen.” Each of these theses seems to presuppose a
monolithic Sitz im Leben, where the text(s) suggest a much more varied set of contexts.
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respectively, though similar in content, reflect the obvious transformation in setting
and purpose. Nebuchadnezzar meets God’s humbling power which leads to his
confession, and Darius’s hope is realized through Daniel’s deliverance which leads to
his confession. The intentional reordering of the material marks the obvious
transformation of these opening chapters from chronological scenes to a thematically
driven arrangement, that includes the key characteristics already mentioned. The
canonical intertextuality is not just found in the recurrent vision material from chapter
2 but through the whole of each narrative, with whole phrases and descriptions being
used in another context in a similar and yet distinct purpose through which the text
grows. With this complex in place, chapters 7-12 mark as a whole another case of
canonical intertextuality as the material from the vision in chapter 2 becomes the
springboard for the rest of the book, but for a different purpose than was found in

chapter 2 and the complex as a whole.
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4. Canonical Intertextuality:

Daniel 7-12

4.1 Introduction

The opening six chapters of the book of Daniel show how Daniel and his
companions distinguished themselves under the reigns of Nebuchadnezzar,
Belshazzar, and Darius. The text of each chapter reveals not only common characters,
setting, and plot, but also themes, phrases, and repeating narrative patterns.
Descriptions that have a particular meaning in one narrative scene develop into
something quite distinct in another scene. The scenes with dreams and visions, and
with interpretations and confessions in relation to God, demonstrate the exemplary
character of Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah, mixed with the reality of God’s
power, sovereignty, and glory.?*'

The closing six chapters of the book repeat many of the key elements that have

already been seen in the earlier portion of the book.**?

However, rather than
functioning as scenes demonstrating the superior qualities of the key characters from
the opening portion of the book, the scenes focus on the visions narrated by Daniel in
the first person. What were only details in relation to Nebuchadnezzar’s dreams and
visions now become the focal point of the narratives. Add to this multiple layers of
interpretation within each of these texts, and there is not only canonical intertextuality
within the larger strategy of the book itself (the relationship of the chapters 1-6 and 7-
12) but even within the narrative scenes themselves, as has already been demonstrated

in chapters 1-6.%*

1 Bruce, “Discourse Theme and the Narratives of Daniel,” 186, proposes this last statement as the
overarching theme that unifies the whole of the book: “The theme proposed in this study—that only
God is truly sovereign and that He will establish an eternal kingdom—provides coherence for the entire
Book of Daniel.”

2 H. I. Ginsberg, “The Composition of the book of Daniel,” Vetus Testamentum 4/3 (1954): 246, in
arguing against H. H. Rolwley’s one author theory “during the persecution of the Jewish religion by
Antiochus IV,” lists the then present understanding of the book under issues of authorship and dating
with the key connection points: “Daniel, ‘The Book of the Courtier Tales’, comprising chs. i-vi, which
is pre-Epiphanian; and Daniel B, ‘The Book of the Apocalypses’, comprising chs. vii-xii, which is
Epiphinian. The respective starting-points for the analyses of the two parts are two chapters—ii and
vii—whose similarities are obvious but whose differences are no less real and instructive.”

¥ David M. Valeta, “Court or Jester Tales? Resistance and Social Reality in Daniel 1-6,” Perspectives
in Religious Studies 32/3 (2005): 309, views this relationship from a social resistance perspective: “The
imaginative use of humor and satire reflects a creative manipulation of the social reality of life in the
royal court to resist king and empire, and thus crafts a thematic link with the judgment visions of Dan
7-12.7
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4.2 Chapter 7

As has already been noted, the opening verse of chapter 7 represents a bold
chronological statement that precedes earlier narrative scenes in the book, namely the
preceding two chapters of the book that moved from the final days for Belshazzar’s

kingdom up to Daniel prospering in Cyrus’s kingdom:

B27 DT 522 9n suRpas mon mwz T
UNT 303 RO TINZ MADUN5Y MEND M M
SN R
In the first year of Belshazzar the king of Babylon, Daniel saw a

dream and the visions of his head upon his bed. Then he wrote the
dream, the sum of the words. He said:

Though the rest of the chapter comes in the form of a first person narration which
recounts the vision and its interpretation, this opening verse reveals a tension within
the larger narrative. It is a simple statement giving the setting for the following
narrative scene.”® Yet it demonstrates a purposeful break from an otherwise
chronological order within the book. This purposeful identification gives not only a
retrospective context in which the following text is to be viewed, but also a shift in
narrative strategy, as Daniel’s visions will be the focus for the rest of the book.
Though Daniel has already had another “vision of the night” (N\:'?"?""_r R1m) in 2:19
(cf. 7:2), this scene represents the first time that Daniel’s skill in relation to dreams
and visions is not used directly in relation to his service of the king. However, it does
appear, through this careful choice of words that occur only in 2:19 and in 7:2, 7:7,
and 7:13, that the connection is intentional with the material in chapter 2. The
description of the vision is the most extensive that has been seen so far in the book
with thirteen verses in 7:2-14 (cf. 2:31-35; 4:7-14). The interpretation is also
extensive spanning another twelve verses in 7:17-28 (although cf. 2:37-45; 4:17-23).
With the general scene set in 7:1, verses 2-3 give the opening context in which the

dream unfolds:

% Stefan Beyerle, “‘Der mit den Wolken des Himmels kommt’: Untersuchungen zum
Traditionsgeflige ‘Menschensohn,’” in Gottessohn und Menschensohn: Exegetische Studien zu zwei
Paradigmen biblischer Intertextualitdt, ed. Dieter Singer (Neukirchen-Vluyn, 2004), 52, notes after an
extensive evaluation of Daniel 7: “Kompositorisch erweist sich Dan 7 nicht nur als Einheit, vielmehr
sind auch die hiufig literarisch angezweifelten Visionen in V.9f und V. 13f fest in den Kontext
eingebunden.”
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Daniel answered and said: “I was seeing in the visions of the night
and behold four winds of the heavens were breaking forth to the

Great Sea. And four great beasts were coming up from the sea,
each being different from the other.

The number four plays a significant role in the vision. There are “four winds of the
heavens” (R M p27) in 7:2, “four great beasts” (12727 110 ¥27R) in 7:3-7,
“four wings” (V278 1°22), “four heads” ("UR7 1Y27N) to the third beast in 7:6, and the
emphasis on “the fourth beast” (mw"27 m1°7) in 7:7-8. This emphasis especially on the
fourth beast does find an interesting parallel not in the vision from chapter 2 but in the
interpretation of the vision from 2:40 on the fourth kingdom. 7:7 and 2:40 viewed side

by side represent an interesting comparison:

muan arn R &’5"(7 2 D"T'T 'TTH "IJ'I mx:
SND T3 R xa*pm Byl 'r‘:*rm
Mo 'r*‘am NI TR 'r‘a:x 1:1:1 5
mh Y TIRY TRTD T ROTIOD T MmN
In place of this one, I was seeing in the vision of the mght and
behold a fourth beast, being feared and terrible and exceedingly
mighty and teeth of iron, eating many and breaking in pieces and

the rest trampling with its feet and it was different from all the
beasts which were before it and ten horns were to it.

X523 m2PR RN MEaY 1ohmy 240
pynT x‘ma:n xS: Sym paan x'vma e ‘7:3 P

U770 P r";x 5:
And the fourth kingdom will be mighty like iron because iron
breaks in pieces and shatters all things and like iron which shatters
all of these, it will break [them] in pieces and will shatter[them].

Not only is there an emphasis on the sequence through the use of m°27 but also the
description that follows. Both the kingdom and the beast are “mighty” (X2*21),
contain “iron” (5172), that leads to “breaking in pieces” with the use of the feminine
participle P72 in 7:7 and the masculine participle P73 in 2:40. The connection
within the present text appears to be more than accidental. The transformation is
obvious. The interpretation of chapter 2 through this collection of vocabulary is now
being connected with the vision of chapter 7. The image of chapter 2, interpreted as
four kingdoms, is now through the description of the fourth beast developing another
layer of interpretation within the book of Daniel. The four components of the image

and related kingdoms in chapter 2 are not difficult to associate with the four beasts of
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chapter 7. However, it is the latter part of the vision that represents the most
significant change from the vision and interpretation of chapter 2. After describing the
intricacies of the fourth beast, the throne scene of “one Aged of Days” (121" pPY),
and the destruction of the fourth beast, there is an interesting description of the
kingdom that follows. This description is more akin to the interpretation of chapter 2
than the vision that it interprets. 7:13-14 and 2:44 demonstrate yet another

comparison:

WM 72D N DY W ROG w2 o omn T
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13 I was seeing in the vision of the night and behold with the
clouds of the heavens one like a son of man was coming and until
he reached the one Aged of Days and they brought him before him.
14 And to him was given dominion and honor and a kingdom and
all peoples, nations, and tongues were paying reverence to him, his
dominion is eternal which will not pass away and his kingdom will
not be destroyed.

705 RMY ADK TP pin Ntobn T iy 24
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And in the days of these kmgs the God of the heavens will set up a
kingdom which is eternal, it will not be destroyed and the kingdom
will not be left to another people, it will break [them]in pieces and
it will put to an end all these kingdoms and it will be established
forever.

The interpretation from chapter 2 emphasizes that in the days of the fourth kingdom
God will raise up an indestructible eternal kingdom. The vision of chapter 7 also
emphasizes a kingdom. This kingdom will come after the destruction of the fourth
beast and will also be an indestructible eternal kingdom. The major difference that is
found in the vision of chapter 7 is that this kingdom is identified as having a particular

285

ruler over it that is “like a son of man” (¥3X 722).” He receives this eternal kingdom

% Alexander A. Di Lella, “The One in Human Likeness and the Holy Ones of the Most High in Daniel
7,7 in CBQ 39/1 (1977): 8, argues for a one-to-one correspondence of the imagery in this chapter:
“Since, as is generally agreed, the four hideous beasts in 7:3-7 symbolize only the four pagan empires,
and ‘the little horn’ symbolizes Antiochus IV, and the ‘Ancient One’ (vv 9, 13, 22) symbolizes the God
of Israel, then we must assume that those responsible for this apocalypse meant each of these symbols
to have a one-to-one relationship with the respective reality being symbolized.” This argument supports
his opening assumption that “one in human likeness” corresponds to “the holy ones of the Most High”
(1). The challenge of the present thesis is that these terms do not need to be harmonized with one
another but allowed to dialogue with one another, giving a spectrum of interpretation that includes
through the vision and interpretation(s) individual and group concepts. Beyerle, “‘Der mit den Wolken
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that will not pass away and will not be destroyed. There is of course “the stone”
(R32R) from chapter 2 that destroys all the other components. But even this detail
creates a further contrast, as there is no mention of destruction in relation to the one
who is like a son of man (¥} 722) in chapter 7. Though it is an important detail in
the vision that the one who is like a son of man receives all of this from “one aged of

days” (X121 P1Y), even this has its parallel to material in 2:37 and 5:18:

N AOR T Ntohm 7om wobn m 2
b2 NP KBS NIom Rpsbr

You, the king, are the king of kzngs which the God of the heavens
gave to you the kingdom, the power, and the might and the honor to
you.

RO RO RAOR R35R nw >
708 13:*1::::5 AT T RPN MM

You, the king, the Most Hzgh God gave the kmgdom and the
greatness and honor and glory to Nebuchadnezzar, your father.

All kingdoms and those who rule over them are recognized to have been given to
these rulers by God. The vision has the exact same effect on Daniel in 7:15 as the
vision from chapter 4 had on Nebuchadnezzar in 4:2 and is only slightly different

from Belshazzar’s response in 5:6.

“and the visions of my head alarmed me” ‘Ji?t}?f TR ",17:07:7:15
“and the visions of my head alarmed me” ’J;‘??};j WK ‘,T{m“
his thoughts alarmed him Mo Py

Now it is not Daniel who sits in the role of interpreter, but rather one of the
unidentified ones standing in his vision (X&P-1n 1; 7:16). The vision as a whole is
given quite a simple interpretation in 7:17-18:

To5n M2 U2 IR T RN292Y KO0 pon Y

Dlelpi *wbxz TR xm:bfa 15::*1 8, RPN WP
[
x*r:b:: noy xnby T xm"vrz

999

des Himmels kommt,”” 47, concludes in relation to this figure: “Der an Hand von Quellen- und damit
Traditionsvergleichen, aber auch durch philologische und kompositionskritische Erwdgungen
gewonnene Befund zum dan. ,,Menschensohn® beschreibt eine im himmlischen Heiligtum lokalisierte
Gestalt, Gott wohl untergeordnet, doch zugleich in ausgezeichneter und unvergleichlicher Ndhe zum
gottlich-koniglich Thronenden.”
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17 These great beasts of these four are four kingdoms [that] will
arise from the earth. 18 The holy ones the Most High®*® will receive
the kingdom and they will take possession of the kingdom until
forever and until forever of the forevers.

Distinct from chapter 2 is the use of “kings” (]’p’??_:) instead of “kingdom” (n;'?r_:).
These four kings are lumped together in the interpretation. The collocation 1
T35y (the holy ones the Most High) is found only in chapter 7 (vss. 18, 22, 25, 27).
Whereas the vision focused on an individual who will be given the kingdom, “one
like a son of man” (WX 722), the interpretation focuses on a group who receives the
kingdom, “the holy ones the Most High” (135p *¢™72). The kingdom is simply
eternal; it is emphatically eternal in 7:18 just as was indicated in the vision from 7:14

and in the interpretation of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream in 2:44.

“until forever and until forever of the x:r_:‘?;; D/‘_);T] e N?;J‘?J]T]"'(S_]Tﬂs
forevers”

“eternal dominion” D?SJ 1@1?@-7:14
“forever” TDI? SJ5 244

This simple explanation is further expanded as Daniel, again speaking in the first
person, desires “to make certain regarding the fourth beast” (XP1m1-5y 8233
XMp*27). Daniel’s recounting of what he would like to make certain in 7:19-22 gives
a clear focus on the fourth beast and even reveals further details in relation to what he

was seeing:
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286 The translation of ]’JV‘?J follows the standard lexicons, HALOT, 5:1948, “the most high,” BDB,
1106, “pl. of God,” and Buhl, 919, “(wahrsch. ein Doppelpluralis) die Heiligen des Hochsten.” John
Goldingay, ““Holy Ones on High’ in Daniel 7:18,” JBL 107/3 (1988): 496, argues in distinction that,
“The phrase should indeed be taken as an example of the use of a second plural in a construct chain
when the expression as a whole is plural, as Bauer and Leander suggest, but the second plural is
epexegetical or adjectival, like other instances in GKC §124q. The phrase is equivalent to ]‘31‘5:.7 A=
and means ‘high saints,” ‘holy ones on high.”” However, he does concede in footnote 12 that “Hasel is
right that it could be treated as a proper name, so that the whole phrase would be determinate; the
translation “the holy ones of [the] Most High” would then be justified” (497).
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19 Then I desired to make certain concerning the fourth beast
which was different from all of them, being feared exceedingly, its
teeth of iron and its claws of bronze, eating, breaking in pieces,
and the rest trampling with its feet, 20 and concerning the ten
horns which were on its head and another that went up and three
fell from before it and this horn and eyes to it and a mouth
speaking great things and its appearance was greater than its
fellows. 21 I was seeing and this horn was making war with the
holy ones and was prevailing against them 22 until which the aged
of days came and he gave the judgment to the holy ones of the Most
High and the time arrived and the holy ones took possession of the
kingdom.

The text of 7:19-22 repeats key words and phrases from 7:7-8 and the issue in relation
to “the horn” (X)72) and the “holy ones” (1"t*712) that has not been seen in any form
yet in the book of Daniel. Not only is there going to be a prevailing war against the
holy ones from the horn, but the kingdom does not come to the holy one from “the
one aged of the days” without these difficult circumstances. The detailed

interpretation spans 7:23-27:
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23 So he said, “The fourth beast will be the fourth kzngdom on the
earth which will be different from all the kingdoms and it will eat
the whole earth and it will tread it down and it will break it in
pieces. 24 And the ten horns from it are ten kingdoms that will
arise and another will arise from them and he will be different from
the former ones and he will humble three kings 25 and he will
speak words against [to the side of] the most high and he will wear
out the holy ones of the most high and he will intend to change
times and law and they will be given in his hand until a time and
times and half a time. 26 And the judgment will be seated and they
will take away his dominion to destroy and to cause to perish until
the end. 27 And the kingdom and the dominion which the kingdoms
under all the heavens were given to the people™' of the holy ones
of the Most High, its kingdom is a kingdom of perpetuity and all of

27

7 The following third person masculine singular suffixes “its” are being translated with “people” (@)
as their antecedent. Compare with Hartman and Di Lella, The Book of Daniel, 207.
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the dominions will pay reverence to it and they will show
themselves obedient.

The fourth beast is a “kingdom” (:251) as in the interpretation of chapter 2. This
kingdom will be different (X3wn) from the preceding kingdoms (cf. with 125 “kings”
of 7:17). The difference is found in its destructive nature in relation to the whole earth
(®7%-52). The ten horns of the fourth beast are ten kings (1"25m) who give way to
another king. This king, like the fourth beast/kingdom, is different (X3¢*) from these
former ten kings. Again its difference is identified with its power: power to subject
three other kings, to speak against (3% “to the side of”’; ¢f. 6:5) the Most High, to
wear out the saints, and to intend to change times and law (n7), all of which is given a
particular time period that will last “until a time and times and half a time” (J70™7V
170 1793 1727p7). The apparent corresponding detail in 7:12 lists a period of time that
is “until a time and a time” (377 12177Y). This detail, as with this whole
interpretation, expands and at the same time gives a level of precision to the previous
statement. The statements with regard to time are absent from the vision and
interpretation in chapter 2. As in 7:12, the turning point is found when “the judgment
will be seated” (3m* X1"7) and the king’s destructive power is taken away with another
time reference “until the end” (X23077Y). The interpretation concludes with the
statement not that the kingdom is given to the “holy ones of the Most High” ("¢*p
T315p) but more specifically “to the people of the holy ones of the Most High” (ay®
T35y *w*R). This kingdom is not to be confused with these other temporal kingdoms
that have preceded it. This kingdom is “a kingdom of perpetuity” (@5y m35m). The
word oy (people) becomes the antecedent to the third person singular pronominal
suffixes in the last portion of 7:27, so that the people have “a kingdom of perpetuity”
05y mobn and the oy is the one to whom “all of the dominions will pay reverence to
it and they will show themselves obedient” (}wnRY, ]ﬂn'?;? n'7 x*m’vw 59). In the
beginning of the chapter, the narrator introduced the material with the phrase “head”
or “sum of the words” ("5 wx7) and now the chapter closes in the first person
narrative with “until here is the end of the words” (&ilj‘?rg"j Rpi© 1277w). The final
half of 7:28, when viewed in relation to other similar passages, indicates much less a

conclusion than the expectation of an interpretation yet to come:
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Until here is the end of the words. I, Daniel, my thoughts alarmed

me exceedingly and my brightness changed upon me and I kept the
word in my heart.

Nebuchadnezzar has this similar response in 4:2:

N MM 32U D PITm R M aon
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1 saw a vision and it made me afraid and my imaginings on my bed
and the visions of my head alarmed me.

Belshazzar encounters the writing on the wall and responds, as has already been
noted, in a similar manner: “Then the king, his brightness changed and his thoughts
alarmed him” (315727 "73w7) 7Y T ROOM 1TIN; 5:6). Just a few verses later a
similar description is found: “Then the king Belshazzar was exceedingly alarmed and
his brightness changed upon him” (135p 1w 11 Soams xR 8853 X35 TN
5:9). The queen encourages the king with similar words in the next verse: “Do not let
your thoughts alarm you and let your brightness be changed” (7111 J3wa 572758
amwroy; 5:10). What is critical to notice is that these similar responses not only
narrate how the characters within the story are reacting to the visions they encounter,
but also indicate that an interpretation is to follow. This is even the case in the close of
chapter 7; a further interpretation is yet to follow.

Chapter 7 represents a transition within the book from how Daniel and his
companions distinguished themselves to the visions of Daniel.**® This move is
indicated through the diachronic regression in the opening verse of the chapter and
obviously by the content of the chapter. The chapter exhibits canonical intertextuality
not only through the connection with the vision and interpretation in chapter 2, but
with the whole of the opening six chapters. There is not only a further interpretation

of the material from chapter 2, but the chapter itself contains four layers, one on top of

88 Rolf Rendtorff, Das Alte Testament: Eine Einfiihrung, 6th. ed. (Neukirchen-VIuyn: Neukirchener
Verlag, 2001), 288, remarks on this relationship a little differently: “Kap. 7 bildet zugleich das
Bindeglied zu den folgenden Kapiteln; denn wahrend Kap. 1-6 Daniel und seine Freunde stets im
Gegeniiber zum babylonischen bzw. persischen Konig zeigen, is Daniel in Kap. 7 allein mit seiner
Vision wie auch in den folgenden Kapiteln. Terminoligisch ist die Briicke nach riickwérts durch das
Wort ,,Traum* in 7,1 geschlagen (vgl. 2,1ff; 4,2f), das in den folgenden Kapiteln nicht vorkommt. Im
iibrigen ist auch durch die einleitenden Datierungen in 2,1; 7,1; 8,1; 9,1; 10,1 der Zusammenhang
hergestellt.”

88



Jordan Scheetz

another, of interpretation. The vision (7:2-14), the short interpretation (7:17-18),
Daniel’s recounting what he wanted to make certain (7:19-22) and the extended
interpretation closing the chapter (7:23-27), represent canonical intertextuality within
the chapter itself. All of this points to a further interpretation through the closing

words of the chapter in the present macro structure of the book.

4.3 Chapter 8
Chapter 8 opens with another chronological statement that is subsequent to the

previous chapter, but is prior to those found in chapters 5 and 6:

i 72m TsURD2 moon Uiy muz
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In the third year of the reign of Belshazzar the king, a vision

appeared to me, 1, Daniel, after the one appearing to me in the
beginning.

Without warning the Masoretic text returns to Hebrew for the first time since 2:4. In
2:4 the transition was made as a response from Nebuchadnezzar’s normal group of
counselors: “And the Chaldeans spoke to the king in Aramaic” (‘[5?35 o"wan 172
n1a7R). At the beginning of chapter 8 there is no such transition and no explanation.
This very obvious tension is simply retained within the text. As in chapter 7 it is a
“vision” (13) that is the main concern, a vision that was “after the one appearing to
me in the beginning” (75mN2 *S% 7N “MR). Presumably this statement
demonstrates somewhat of a sequence in relation to the material of the previous
chapter, whether “in the beginning” (75mn2) is in reference to the beginning of
Belshazzar’s reign or the viewing of the first occurrence of this type of vision.”® The
opening words found in 8:2 “and I saw in the vision” (JiTm2 T87N1) seem to indicate
that the vision is to follow and the verb *7" (and it came to pass) actually begins the
narration of the vision itself rather than giving a secondary description of the
setting.””” Daniel sees “in the vision” (Ji2) that he is “in the castle Susa which is in
the Province Elam” (7m0 DJ'?’;;; TR nj*:n 1wwa) and further that he was “on the

river Ulai” ("51 521-5p). The first part of the vision focuses on an “ram” (>R) that

¥ Collins, Daniel, 329, opts for the latter of these two options: ““That which appeared’ refers to the
vision of chap. 7. The explicit attempt to relate the two visions is understandable if some time elapsed
between their composition, whether by the same author or not.”

20 GKC §111 £, 327, notes: “The introduction of independent narratives, or of a new section of the
narrative, by means of an imperfect consecutive, likewise aims at a connexion, though again loose and
external, with that which has been narrated previously.”
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is standing in front of the river. This ram has “two horns” (2°332). One is higher than
the other, with the higher of the two “going up afterwards” ( m3Im®2 15v). *! Though
there is an obvious change in language between chapters 7 and 8, it is difficult to pass
over the use of 137 (horns) in 7:7 and the description of the ram here in 8:2 also with
%77 (two horns), both dual though 1:7p is followed by 9ty (ten) in 7:7.** This
simple grammatical and syntactical connection may represent not only another
connection with chapter 7 but a further layer of interpretation in relation to the fourth
beast of chapter 7. Daniel narrates with particular clarity in relation to the 5% “ram”

in 8:4:

i 5:1 'T:Jﬂ -mam Y T '7*&'1 g *n*m

1 saw the ram thrustlng to the sea and to the north and to the south
and all beasts did not stand before him and there was no one
delivering from his hand and he did as his desire and he did great
things.

The “beast” (M1m) from chapter 7 was “being different from all the beasts” (“y2 3w
RAP-52). The ram (5'R717) of chapter 8 demonstrates instead its dominance over “all
the beasts” (m’rj"vp). Both are demonstrating their difference/dominance in relation to
the other beasts. Daniel’s vision, however, continues in chapter 8 with the appearance
of another animal, a “he-goat of the she-goats” (2*1v1™32%), who comes “from the
west” (27u1n712) and “was not touching on the earth” (yI82 2% 1X). This animal
does not have two horns like the ram but has “a horn of conspicuousness between its

eyes” (MY 172 N 172). After this short description of the origin and appearance of

21 All of the standard lexicons are understanding mjamxz  adverbially with HALOT, 36, “later on,”
BDB, 31, “at the last,” and Buhl, 26, “nachher, zuletzt.”

22 Of course this observation is based on the Masoretic pointing; the consonantal text allows for both
dual and plural readings. Marcus Jastrow, 4 Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli and
Yerushalmi, and the Midrashic Literature (Peabody, Massachusetts: Hendrickson, 2005[1943]), 1422-
1423, lists the normal Aramaic plural form as 1")77. Ernestus Vogt, ed., Lexicon Linguae Aramaicae
Veteris Testamenti (Roma: Editrice Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 1994), 152, also lists the plural form as
1°17p, but states that the dual reading in 7:7 is a variant reading of the plural form, “v. L. 1372.” James
Alfred Loader, Intertextualitdt in geschichteten Texten des Alten Testaments (unpublished paper
presented at the Winter 2007 Privatissimum for Old Testament at the University of Vienna, 2007 [now
published under the editorship of Oda Wischmeyer & Stefan Scholz]), 3-5, argues that even the vowel
points demonstate points of dialogue within the Hebrew Bible, as they are yet another layer of
interpretation with regard to the layered biblical text. He notes: “Formalisieren wir unsere Beobachtung
noch mehr und betrachten wir das Phinomen der Punktierung in der hebriischen Bibel, so weist
dieser vollig dulere Aspekt des ,,vorliegenden* Textes in die gleiche Richtung. Die Frage, was der
,vorliegende® Text ist, ist nicht so einfach zu beantworten und bekommt heute wieder erneut
Aktualitdt. Der schrifliche hebrdische Text ohne Vokale ist ein anderer als der schriftliche hebréische
Text mit Vokalen” (3).
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the he-goat of the she-goats, the vision turns to the violent interaction between these

two animals. 8:6-7 outlines the hopeless situation for the ram:

*35‘7 Y *n*m R D*ﬁ:'{ Spa Swiy xan®
vﬁp *nw N w:ww ‘rm o 'L“ v‘m wmrzm
MO TN ﬁ:*’vww ma"; meS D2 o i NG
il 5*&'7 ’wrz b x’an
6 And he went to the ram, the owner of the two horns whlch ] saw
standing before the river. And he ran to him in the fury of his
power. 7 And I saw him touching beside the ram. And he
embittered himself to him. And he struck the ram. And he broke two
of his horns and there was not strength in the ram to stand before
him. And he threw him to the ground. And he trampled him and
there was no one delivering the ram from his hand.

The ram that had proved itself to be so dominant is violently destroyed by the he-goat
of the she-goats. When this text is viewed in relation to the activity of the fourth beast

in 7:7 the verbal similarities are striking:
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In place of this one, I was seeing in the vision of the nlght and
behold a fourth beast, being feared and terrible and exceedingly
mighty and teeth of iron, eating many and breaking [them] in

pieces and the rest trampling with its feet and it was different from
all the beasts which were before it and ten horns were to it.

Their dominance in relation to their predecessors is obvious but further they are
shattering (72¢°; MPTM) and trampling (37017%; 1o27) those before them. With the

destruction of the ram the description of the he-goat of the she-goats continues in 8:8:
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And the he-goat of the she-goats did even®> greater things and Zz;

he was mighty, the great horn was broken. And four conspicuous
ones went up in its place to the four winds of the heavens.

The description of the vision uses the verb 5*131 (he did greater things) as in 8:4 but
this time to describe the he-goat of the she goats. The one who shattered (72W™) the

two horns of the ram now at the peak of his power has his horn shattered (772t2).

293 The standard lexicons agree that M= has to do with degree, HALOT, 787, “expresses the
measure or degree,” BDB, 724, “[o]f degree, to suggest a higher or the highest,” and Buhl, 564, “v.
Grade.”
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This shattering of the horn (1227) that was earlier described as a “horn of
conspicuousness” ( MM 172) is now replaced by “four conspicuous ones” (P
v27R). These horns reach “to the four winds of the heavens” (@mwn PiMM vaRY%), a
collocation that occurred in the previous chapter in Aramaic in 7:2 (N 1 D27R).

8:9-12 then gives this extended description of one of the horns:
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9 And from one of them, one smaller horn went out. And it grew in
excess to the south and to the east and to the west. 10 And it grew
until the host of the heavens. And it caused to fall to the earth from
the host and from the stars. And it trampled them. 11 And until the
chief of the host he did great things and he lifted from him the
continual offering and the fixed-place of his sanctuary was thrown
down. 12 And a host will be given upon the continual offering in
transgression and it will throw truth to the earth and it does and it
prospers.

In 7:8 “another small horn went up from between them” (NP2 72wt M8 1P
11°2) and in 8:8 “from one of them a smaller one went up” (R%> ntrrg gt Iam(s
nwsn nmRT1O2). In both cases the smaller horn arises from the larger group and in
both cases they distinguish themselves among the others. The horn (172) of chapter 7
distinguishes itself through its grotesque appearance and message: “And behold eyes
as the eyes of men were in this horn and a mouth speaking great things” ("0 1%
12727 S%an 0D RTRIP2 RUW *wD). The horn (177) of chapter 8 distinguishes
itself in a manner similar to the interpretation of the vision from chapter 7 found in

7:24b-25:
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24b And another will arise after them and he will be different from
the former ones and he will humble three kings. 25 And he will
speak words against the most high and he will wear out the holy
ones of the most high and he will intend to change times and law
and they will be given in his hand until a time and times and half a
time.
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From the four horns in chapter 8, the smaller horn grows to excess and dominates in
three different directions initially, to the south, east and west (n\jr;-_m'bm 3323'55
*237-587). The king who arises in chapter 7 who is the interpretation of the little horn
from earlier in the same chapter humbles three other kings (52w 19%1n 1n5n).
Initially in chapter 7 it is said that the little horn had “a mouth speaking great things”
(32727 5/";?_3?; oD; 7:8,20!) which is further interpreted in 7:25 as “he will speak words
against the most high” (351 x5y 35 151) and seems to appear in the vision of
8:10 as “and it grew until the host of the heavens” (2 2W7 R23™7Y '73:}31). The added
detail in relation to the vision found in 7:21 is that “this horn was making war with the
holy ones and was prevailing against them” (227 TW*IpoY 37p M7V 137 RIP
1915). The detail is interpreted in 7:25 as “he will wear out the saints of the Most
High” (%27 13150 *w»125) and then appears in the vision of chapter 8 in 8:10 “and it
will cause to fall to the earth from the host and from the stars and it will trample
them” (QoR M 212013771 NI¥AY 18R ©2M1). Again from the interpretation of the
vision from chapter 7, 7:25 states “he will intend to change times and law” (120

N aar mawnt) and then in 8:11b-12 we find this extended statement:

23 TR 1ion JRum TanT o
nnyY 1SN My T5Um peea TSy jnin
oS
11b And he lifted from him the continual offering and the ﬁxed—
place of his sanctuary was thrown down. 12 And a host will be
given upon the continual offering in transgression and it will throw
truth to the earth and it does and it prospers.

At this point in Daniel’s recounting of the vision, the vision itself turns to the

interpretation of itself, as Daniel overhears a conversation in 8:13-14:
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13 And I heard one holy one speaking. And one holy one said to
another one, speaking: “Until when is the vision of the continual

offering and the transgression causing horror to give both** the
holy place and the host for trampling®>?” 14 And he said to me,

¥4 GKC §154 footnote 1, 484, lists the double use of 1 in this instance along with Psalm 76:7 and
Daniel 1:3 as examples where the first should be understood as “both” and the second as “and.”
2% The standard lexicons list o as a nomimal form, HALOT, 637, “trampling,” BDB, 942,
“trampling,” and Buhl, 462, “das, was m.d. Fiiflen zetreten, niedergetreten w.”
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“Until evening-morning two thousand three hundred and the holy
place is justified.”

As Daniel hears one holy one speaking to anther, a question is asked that also gives a
key term for the rest of the book: “Until when is the vision of the continual offering
and the transgression causing horror to give both the holy place and the host for
trampling?” (on1 R2SY WP N ORY vYem AT 1 tnIw). The answer to
this question is not given to one of the holy ones but to Daniel as he is overhearing
this whole situation: “Until evening-morning two thousand three hundred and the holy
place is justified” (UTp p733 MiNg wSw 2258 TIP3 27y ). This specificity of time
was first seen in 7:12 where “a lengthening in life was given to them until a time and
a time” (T701 121770 1905 N2y 1na 127N) and later in the interpretation of 7:25
“and they were given into his hand until a time and times and half a time” (132720

170 2591 13T 1T A7°2) and now with a much greater level of precision here in
8:14.

7:12

“until a time and a time” 17971 Ry
“until a time and times and half a time” 17w 352 i e
“until evening-morning two thousand mixg wow oeby pa 2oy Tt
three hundred”

Clearly the details are developing with each layer of interpretation that even includes
the visions themselves, where details from each vision are expanding as they are read
in context with one another. The verb 7 (and it came to pass) at the beginning of
8:15 marks a new narrative section within the larger scene.””® Though 8:13-14 marks
a decided change within the whole of the vision by Daniel eavesdropping and then
receiving the answer, it is here that the vision as a whole turns to Daniel seeking
understanding (713'2). One would well note this pattern in the second half of the book
where Daniel is receiving both the vision and the interpretation within the same
vision. Daniel sees something “like the appearance of a man” (722778712) in 8:15 and

the general scene is realigned with 8:2-3 with a new key character in 8:16:
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And I heard a voice of a man between the Ulai. And He called. And
he said: “Gabriel, give understanding to this one the vision!”

296 Again GKC §111 £, 327, notes: “The introduction of independent narratives, or of a new section of
the narrative, by means of an imperfect consecutive, likewise aims at a connexion, though again loose
and external, with that which has been narrated previously.”
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Daniel’s vision returns to the Ulai (1‘;1&; cf. 8:2) but instead of seeing a ram, a he-goat
of the she-goats, and an unfolding battle, he sees “Gabriel” (5:%"];3_), the one similar in
appearance to a man (7227%7122) and having the voice of a human (z:\jgc"aﬁp). All of
this is a marked contrast to what Daniel had seen (ngjg) earlier and what he will now
hear (v1uR). The explicit purpose of this next portion is found in the command to
Gabriel at the end of the verse: “Gabriel, give understanding to this one the vision!”
(MXIIR TS5 127 S822). Daniel was seeking understanding (713°2) in 8:15 and
Gabriel is being given the command “give understanding to this one” (r\'?tb 127). This
time Daniel is terrified (*n23) not by the vision at this point but by the one who has
come to him (cf. 7:15). The first issue that is discerned is “that the vision is for the
time of the end” (17 ]/‘L?'n;_:'? '3; 8:17). In particular this time period is “in the end
of the indignation because it is to an appointed end” (yp w5 "> QU AMINRD;
8:19). In 2:28 Nebuchadnezzar’s dream is said to describe “in the end of the days”
(X9 mmR2). Through the repetition of this key phrase, “in the end” (7"1X2), even
across languages, a connection with the material from chapter 2 is being established
and transformed to include “the indignation” (2v177). Within this time period the
information that follows is in particular being identified. The ram (5"7) from 8:3-7 is
clearly identified as the kingdoms of Media and Persia (5721 * *251) in 8:20. The

he-goat of the she-goats (7"wn 1’,5§U1)297

from 8:5-12 is further clearly identified as
“a king of Greece” (]17 7%n) in 8:21. However, the horns represent different
kings/kingdoms. The first king is represented in the vision as “the great horn which
was between his eyes” ("3'p1"2 WX 199137 17p7). With the breaking of this
horn/king (njf;t;?;tr; cf. 8:8) four other kingdoms (m:;_br;) take his place (7°nnR V2R;
cf. 8:8). These interpretations, still within the vision, represent the first two examples
where the countries and kings are identified outside of Nebuchadnezzar as the first
kingdom from the vision in chapter 2 (cf. 2:38). It is in the end of the reign of these
kingdoms (@mo%n nrmRa?) that another king arises in the period that was described
as “in the end of the indignation” (217 A"MN2) in 8:19 and now “as to complete the
transgressions” (2'YWen 2n12) in 8:23. As in 7:24b-26, the focus is more extensive in

relation to this king(dom) in 8:23-26:

27 There is a curious use of 9"p¥7 at this point instead of ‘D’-T_x;p which is used in the earlier portion of
the chapter.
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23 And in the end of their kingdom, as to complete the
transgressions, a king will stand, fierce of face and understanding
riddles. 24 And his strength is mighty and not in his strength and
he will wonderously ruin and he prospers and he does and he ruins
mighty ones and a people of holy ones. 25 And upon his insight
and he causes deceit to prosper in his hand and he will make his
heart great and in ease he will destroy many and upon the chief of
chiefs he will stand and in an end of a hand he will be broken. 26
And a vision of the evening and the morning which it was said is
true and you seal up the vision because it is for many days.

It should be noted that the direct correlation that preceded this interpretation is not
present at this point. This extended interpretation found in the mouth of Gabriel is just
as in need of interpretation as the description in 8:9-12 because there are so many new
details and cryptic statements. What does it mean to be “fierce of face” (21271V) or

“understanding riddles” (ni71 ]’/:?;)?298

How does one reconcile the statement “and
his strength is might and not in his strength” (72 851 M= 03v)? Even more
disturbing is the closing statement to Daniel that he is to “seal the vision because it is
for many days” (2°27 o' 3 %M1 ono). Daniel’s response, just as at the end of
chapter 7, pushes toward a further resolution in the present context. The comments of

8:27 are no surprise:
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And I, Daniel, I was done and I was szck days and 1 rose and 1did
the work of the king and I was appalled upon the vision and there
was no understanding.

Again it should be noted that the details, like chapter 7, like the rest of the book, place

one interpretation on top of another. The placement of chapter § after chapter 7,

% J. C. H. Lebram, “Kénig Antiochus im Buch Daniel,” Vetus Testamentum 25/4 (1975): 737, on the
one hand identifies these statements without hesitation with “Antiochus IV. Epiphanes von Syrien,”
and “[e]ine zusammendfassende Darstellung von Antiochus’ Wirken finden wir in viii 23-25 (738).
On the other hand he sees these descriptions as a type: “Skopus und Formulierung der Darstellung des
Antiochus legend as Schwergewicht auf die Tatsache, dass er der apokalyptische Feind des
Gottesvolkes ist. Im Grunde wird dies nicht durch Bezugnahme auf den historischen Antiochus und
seine Taten erwiesen, sondern durch seine Identifizierung mit einem Typus” (743). The text has only
the latter, with no actual mention of Antiochus.
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though chronologically correct, also creates an interpretive expectancy because of
Daniel’s troubled nature in relation to what he has seen. The obvious connection
between the details in both chapters has created on the one hand a greater level of
detail and even given the specific identification of what countries these king(dom)s
will come from. However, there is this reality that the interpretation is still open, the
story is not finished. The canonical intertextuality is found again not only in the use of
and transformation of other material, but even in the placement of these narrative

scenes in sequence with one another.

4.4 Chapter 9

Chapter 9 opens with yet another chronological marker in 9:1:

TR DM WINONTIE W7 iy nas
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In the first year of Darius, the son of Ahasuerus, from the seed of
the Medes, who was made king upon the kingdom of the Chaldeans.

Not only does this mark the beginning of a new scene, but also it draws attention to
the purposeful ordering of the text. This statement puts what is to follow subsequent
to chapters 7 and 8 with chapters 5 and 6 as indicated by the narrative chronological
markers intervening between the conclusion of chapter 8 and the beginning of chapter
9. It also puts the prayer that is to follow in the same general time period where
Daniel was placed in great danger due to prayer in chapter 6, almost as if the content
of Daniel’s heroic act of prayer in chapter 6 is being revealed here in chapter 9. By
identifying Darius (¢1177) as “from the seed of the Medes” (71 v7m) the question is
raised whether he is one of the two kingdoms mentioned in 8:20 (2721 IR ’\;’??_3).
This strategy, the ordering of narrative scenes, reinforces the fact that the two halves
of the book, though textually intertwined, reflect two different emphases. The first
half of the book focuses on how Daniel and his companions distinguished themselves
and the second half focuses on these apocalyptic and eschatological visions and their
interpretations. 9:2 outlines the narrower context of this narrative scene as a particular

moment of understanding in Daniel’s life:
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2 In the first year he was king, I, Danlel 1 understood in the
writings the number of years which the word of YHWH was to
Jeremiah the Prophet to fulfill the ruins of Jerusalem, seventy
years.

The scene finds Daniel observing in the writings (227292 "n3*'2). Among this
collection of writings he finds in particular “the word of YHWH to Jeremiah the
prophet” (X237 758 MT™27). What was of particular importance to Daniel
was that Jerusalem was to fulfill seventy years of ruin (22w gou mia NS mvons
mw). It appears that Daniel 9:2 has two passages in particular in view from the book
of Jeremiah. Jeremiah 25:11-12 gives initially “the word” (12777 in relation to “all the
people of Judah” (7737 op=52) of which the ones dwelling in Jerusalem are included

@5um "awt; 25:1-2):
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11 And all thzs land is for a ruin, for a waste and the nations serve
this one, the king of Babylon, seventy years. 12 And it will be as to
Sfulfill seventy years, I will visit upon the king of Babylon and upon
that nation, declaration of YHWH, their iniquity and upon the land
of the Chaldeans and I will put him for a continual waste.

Key to the text from Daniel are the use of “a ruin” (M27M%) and “seventy years”
(&waw mu). The text primarily addresses the devastated nature of the land with a

particular view toward proclaiming doom to the people of the land. The second text
from Jeremiah represents a portion of a letter “writing which Jeremiah the prophet
sent from Jerusalem” (22WTM X237 7MY N2 WK 1997T; 29:1) and is found in

29:10:
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Because thus said YHWH: “As*’ to fulfill to Babylon seventy
vears, I will visit you and I will set up upon you my good word to
return you to this place.”

¥ HALOT, 916, gives “as” as gloss for the phrase ’a?.
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This second passage with the introductory phrase includes the keys words from
Daniel 9:2—*Jeremiah the prophet” (8*237 7m7), “to fulfill” (nx‘;?;), and “seventy
years” (MY 2°waw). The point of the text from Jeremiah 29 is the opposite of the first
in Jeremiah 25. It is given as a comfort, putting a deadline on the time of captivity and
calling the people to live in their new contexts as though they are going to be there a
while (29:4-7). What is clear from Daniel’s response beginning in 9:3, however, is
that he finds no comfort in these words, corresponding with the negative outlook
given in Jeremiah 25:11-12. Semantically “a ruin” (7277) is dependant on Jeremiah
25:11 where as “seventy years” (MY £°'w2W) is found in both of these texts. Only
“Jeremiah the prophet” (8°237 m17°) and “to fulfill” (nx";r;) are unique in this
comparison to Jeremiah 29 and Daniel 9:2. Though Daniel’s reading appears to be
semantically dependent on both passages from Jeremiah, he has chosen to focus on
Jerusalem and not all of Judah as both passages in Jeremiah indicate. Further, the
negative aspect of this destruction, which is mainly dependent on Jeremiah 25:11-12,
has been retained. This focus on Jerusalem has been present since the opening verses
of the book of Daniel where the besieging of Jerusalem is in view (1:1) and in
particular where “the articles of the house of God” are taken (D’ﬁ‘?:ﬁ'n*; ’J'?;; 1:2).
This detail becomes a key to understanding chapter 5, where Belshazzar takes
“vessels of gold and silver” (Nép;? X217 \uxrg) which came from Jerusalem (5:2-3),
“the temple of the house of God” (X798 P*277 X5277; 5:3), and begins to
idolatrously drink from them (5:3-4). Daniel returns to his home in 6:11 and prays
toward Jerusalem, praising before his God (7758 27p R7i). Jerusalem’s importance
is tied with the reality that God’s temple is located there as 9:16 makes clear: “from
your city Jerusalem, the mountain of your holiness” (Jg1p™1 g2¢™" 77°pR). One
further observation to be made in relation to 9:2 is that for the first time in the book,
God’s covenant name “YHWH” (i) is used (9:2, 4, 8, 10, 13, 14, 20).300 It is only

used in this chapter in the book of Daniel. The use of God’s covenant name is not a

39 K laus Koch, “Das aramiisch-hebraische Danielbuch Konfrontation zwischen Weltmacht und
monotheistischer Religionsgemeinschaft in universalgeschichtlicher Perspektive,” in Die Geschichte
der Daniel-Auslegung in Judentum, Christentum und Islam: Studien zur Kommentierung des
Danielbuches in Literatur und Kunst, eds. Katharina Bracht and David S. du Toit (Berlin and New
York: Walter de Gruyter, 2007), 9-10, understands this as an indication that this text is older than other
portions of the book, “Partikulare Begriffe wie das Tetragramm als Gottesname und selbst der Name
Israel als Bezeichnung des eigenen Volkes tauchen deshalb nur in dem einer ilteren Uberlieferung
entkommenen psalmartigen Gebet Dan 9,4-16 auf (und in der deutero-kanonischen Erweiterung
3,36ft.).”
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sudden stylistic change, but instead is deeply connected to the material that follows in

9:3-20. 9:3-5 makes this connection clear:
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3 And I gave my face to the Lord God, to seek prayer and
supplication for favor, in fasting and sackcloth and ashes. 4 And 1
prayed to YHWH my God and I confessed and I said: “O! My
Lord, the great God and the one being feared, keeping the covenant
and the kindness to the ones loving him and to the ones keeping his
commandments. 5 We have sinned and we have committed iniquity
and we have acted wickedly and we have rebelled and turned away
from your commandments and from your judgments.
The ruins of Jerusalem and the seventy years are all connected to this covenant with
“YHWH?” (m). Daniel, who has been portrayed as nothing other than faithful,
whether to God or his responsibilities in the kingdom, now begins to pray and
confess. Daniel speaks in the first person plural and confesses that they have not
listened “to your servants the prophets” (2"8°237 7"72075; 9:6) and what he gave “in
the hand of his servants the prophets” (2°8'237 172 7°2; 9:10) and that they now are
receiving what was “written in the Law of Moses” (7 ‘njﬁn; \n;m; TUR; 9:11, 13).
The whole of the prayer reflects the plural nature of Daniel’s observing in the writings
(81202) and from 9:2 the prayer as a whole is laced with references in particular to
the aforementioned material from “the prophets” (2'%°2277) and “the Law of Moses”
(i \Njﬁn;). Further, key words from these other “writings” (2°720) will be dealt
with more thoroughly in a subsequent chapter. For now the reality is that Daniel is
identifying deeply with these texts and is making a supplication for favor before the
Lord (@M in 9:3, 13, 18 and ‘fjgmj in 9:20). All of which is predicated within the

narrative on the understanding of why Jerusalem will be in ruins for seventy years.

The prayer as a whole works toward 9:19:
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Lord, listen, Lord, forgive, lnclzne and do not delay, on account of

you my God because your name is called upon your city and upon
your people.
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The appeal is to forgiveness and in particular that the Lord “not delay” (Mmsn5y).
What follows in the chapter is a far cry from this request. At this critical point in
Daniel’s prayer Gabriel appears (not in a vision) for a second time to Daniel (cf. 8:16)
and offers to give insight “in the appearance” (MX71232; 9:23). This puzzling statement
connects the material that has been chronologically reordered within the narrative—
chapters 5 and 6 intervene between the close of chapter 8 and the opening of chapter 9
within the narrative—and this appearance becomes the binding material between the
two chapters. Gabriel is commanded in 8:16: “Give understanding to this one to
discern the appearance” (TR AR 1975 1217). Gabriel makes clear his threefold
purpose in 9:23: “To proclaim that you are precious and to discern in the word and to
discern in the appearance” (X722 12M 1;:3; \]‘;1 nigh R gl intieln i) 'T’jtt'?).

e The first purpose is to let Daniel know that he is “precious” (Pi7m).

e The second purpose is encapsulated in the command “to discern in the word”
(7272 127). In context this “word” (1727) is not to be understood as this
threefold statement but instead as some sort of response to Daniel’s
“supplication for favor” in chapter 9 (@*31n0; cf. 9:3 and 9:23).

e The third purpose is stated in the final command of 9:23 “to discern in the
appearance” (T8M2 127). This “appearance” (T8M) is to be undertood as the
vision from chapter 8. Daniel states in 8:27: “And I was appalled upon the
appearance and there was no understanding” (TRV75D DRIAURY 1730 TRY).

Through this threefold purpose, Daniel’s prayer in response to “the word of YHWH to
Jeremiah the prophet” (X*237 R7"58 73M™127) is being connected with the
appearance (717%2) of chapter 8 and is now going to be discerned here in 9:24-27.
Multiple texts are being interpreted together at this point, chapter 8 which contains
multiple layers of interpretation, texts from Jeremiah and their interpretation by
Daniel in chapter 9, and now the text of 9:24-27. Contrary to Daniel’s passionate
request in 9:19 “do not delay” (MXA>R), Jeremiah’s “seventy years” (M £°wIY)
will now be “seventy weeks” (22w £*way; 9:24). In connection with 9:2 and the
texts from Jeremiah 25 and 29 this is understood as weeks of years, massively
expanding what Daniel had already viewed as a horrible situation, especially since
these weeks represent what “has been determined upon your city and upon the city of

your holiness” (&P w57 17pY-5p q0m).
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With this time frame, people, and city in mind, Gabriel lists what has been
determined. First, it has been determined “to bring transgression to an end” (525
pwa7). The noun “transgression” (J¢p) occurs only three times in the book of Daniel,
here in 9:24 and twice in chapter 8, verses 12 and 13 respectively (the verb occurs
once in 8:23). The transgression (:Jt;iia_-tr) that is in view is the one described in 8:12-13,
where “a host will be given upon the continual offering in transgression” (1030 23
Ypa 1"@93'5@:; 8:12) and the related question: “Until when is the vision of the
continual offering and the transgression causing horror to give both the holy place and
the host for trampling?” (o R2¥) WP NN oY DYST TRRT JimD onTw; 8:13).

Second, it has been determined either “to seal up sins” (MRLA 2ARSY) or “to
complete sin” (MXwr anmo). The key textual problem is found in the Ketiv “and to
seal up” (2rAn>1) and the Qere “and to complete” (2nn57). The Qere reflects an
agreement with the first statement that it has been determined “to complete the
transgression” (vwg1 X9>55), which demonstates an interesting affinity to 8:23 “and in
the end of their kingdom as to complete the transgressions” (@nms omobn MR
owwan). As such, the second statement would have a similar meaning whether the
noun “sin” is read singular as in the Qere reading (PX2) or plural as in the Ketiv
reading (NiXeT). The sin/sins in view are the ones Daniel has been confessing in the
course of the prayer. This noun is used only here and twice in 9:20. The Ketiv reading
“and to seal up” (@nM) reflects a verbal connection with the last half of the verse,
where it has been further determined “and to seal up vision and prophet” (1% AR
x*igq). This verbal connection leads to further statements in 12:4 “and to seal up the
being sealed up until the time of the end” (yp Ny~ 0277 270M1), where both
signify that the document is to be closed or not expanded. In either case some sort of
completion is in view during these weeks in relation to sin (PR2M).

Third, it has been determined “to atone iniquity” (1% 793%1). The Hebrew text
of Daniel only uses “iniquity” (%) here, in 9:13 “and we did not appease before
YHWH our God to return from our iniquity” (3105 2558 M 1920 1w5n-x5
ujjx_gp), and in 9:16 “because in our sin and in the iniquities of our fathers” (\u‘zj\_ctpg; plo
MN2aR NNW). The iniquity that is going to be atoned for is that of Daniel and the

people during these weeks.
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Fourth, it is has been determined “to cause to go in righteousness of eternity”
(@n5y P73 X°275). Though there has been a great preoccupation with eternal things
so far in the book, the concept of “righteousness of eternity” (225p »7%) has yet to be
discussed.

Fifth, it has been determined together “to seal up vision and prophet” (2nn®?
x*ﬁ;q 117). As has been earlier discussed, both of these would be finished in the sense
that nothing would be added to them (cf. 12:4,9). The statement from 8:26 “and you
seal up the vision because it is for many days” (2°27 o5 "> 111177 B0 INRY) seems
also to support this position.

Sixth it has been determined during this time period “to anoint the holy of
holies” (2°7p WIp M)

As was the case in 7:12,16, and 8:14, 9:25-27 turns to the particular break

down of these seventy weeks (2*v2u0 £*waw): 301
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25 And you will know and you will have insight, from the going out
of the word to return and to build Jerusalem until the anointed
prince, seven weeks, and sixty-two weeks it will return and the
broad place and the moat will be built and in distress of the times.
26 And after sixty-two weeks an anointed one will be cut off and
there will be nothing to him and the city and the holy place, he will
destroy a people, the prince going in, and his end is in a flood and
until an end a battle is determined devastation. 27 And he will
cause a covenant to grow great to many, one week, and half a week
he will put an end to sacrifice and offering and one causing horror
upon an edge of detestable things and until complete destruction
and it is determined, it will pour forth upon one causing horror.

391 Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, 482-483, views these weeks as an exegetical
reinterpretation “stimulated by 2 Chron. 36:21 which, owing its reuse of Lev. 26:34-5, seems to have
understood the seventy years of Jeremiah’s oracle as ten sabbatical cycles. Another influence on Dan.
9:24-7 was undoubtedly the jubilee computation of Lev. 25:1-55 as a whole, wherein it is taught that a
jubilee cycle of forty-nine years marked both the maximal period of indentured servitude and the
maximal period wherein land may be alienated—due to economic distraints—from its ancestral heirs.”
However, this exegetical work seems to be driven by the need to have have these statements end in the
time of Antiochus IV: “The span of 490 years, or 70 sabbatical cycles, is an attempt to represent the
span of ancient Israelite history from the destruction of the first Temple in Jerusalem (in 587 BCE) to
the expected destruction of the abominations polluting the rebuilt Temple in the days of the Seleucid
Antiocus IV Epiphanes (174-64 BCE)” (483).
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Daniel is to know that there will be seven weeks between the command to rebuild
Jerusalem and the “anointed prince” (7°3 U"}_Li?;).3 02 Sixty-two weeks will encompass
the time of rebuilding including “broad place and moat” (91 2im7) and this will be
“in distress of the times” (2'PY71 Pi82). After these sixty-two weeks of rebuilding “an
anointed one will be cut off and there will be nothing to him” (i‘g TRY MU N02Y).
During this same time Jerusalem and the temple that were rebuilt will be destroyed by
“a prince going in” (X277 T13). Of this prince it is said that “he will a cause a covenant
to grow great to many” (2°27% m™2 7°237) during the one remaining week. At the
halfway point of this remaining week “he will destroy sacrifice and offering and upon
the edge of detestable things causing horror and until complete destruction” (25 51
MY M3 IMP3YY 1907V oRn DY8PY). As it was determined in the opening
statement, so also in 9:27—it is determined it will pour forth upon one causing
horror” (n$quj ont=5p An). The participle from the vision of chapter 8 “causing
horror” (2n¥; 8:13) and its related verbal form “causing horror” (z:rf;w:;; 9:27) link
together three elements:

e the vision of chapter 8§,

o the seventy years of Jeremiah and the prayer of Daniel in chapter 9,

e and the interpretation of these seventy weeks.**
Far from Daniel finding comfort, it has been determined that there will be

further destruction and “causing horror” (@nw). The whole of the chapter again is one

392 Montgomery, The Book of Daniel, 379, due to the ambiguity of the terms raised gives the three
normal suggestions as to whom this person may be: “Hence both terms are ambiguous, and their
combination does not assist identification, for which three candidates have been proposed: Cyrus, the
‘Anointed’ of Is. 45'; Zerubbabel, the acclaimed Messiah of the Restoration; and his contemporary the
high priest Joshua b. Josedek.”

393 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 617, comments in relation to this
connection: “In his prayer Daniel combines the prophecy of Jeremiah with the punishment of
disobedience which the law of Moses (Dan. 9.11) had threatened. The land would lie fallow to make up
for the Sabbaths which had been disregarded. Then the writer is made to understand that the exile was
only a foreshadowing of the final period of indignation. Not seventy years, but seventy weeks of years
were intended. The point of this reinterpretation is not that Jeremiah was mistaken in his prophecy, but
that which he correctly envisioned was further clarified by a fresh illmunation of scripture through the
spirit.” John F. Walvoord, Daniel: The Key to Prophetic Revelation (Chicago: Moody Press, 1971),
236, summarizes these seventy weeks from a very different perspective: “In summary, it may be
concluded that Daniel’s great prophecy of the seventy sevens comprehends the total history of Israel
from the time of Nehemiah in 445 B.C. until the second coming of Jesus Christ. In the first period of
seven sevens, the city and the streets are rebuilt. In the second period of sixty-two sevens which
follows, the Messiah appears and is living at the conclusion of the period. In the parenthesis between
the sixty-ninth seven and the seventieth seven, at least two major events take place: the cutting off of
the Messiah (the death of Christ) and the destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70. Actually, the whole
present age intervenes.”
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layer of interpretation on top of another. Daniel begins by understanding Jeremiah’s
word in relation to his own situation, this is then linked with the vision of chapter 8
through the understanding given by Gabriel into the seventy years becoming seventy

weeks of years that will again entail “causing horror” (@ni).

4.5 Chapters 10-12
The final scene is found in chapters 10-12. Though 11:1 also contains another
chronological marker it is found in the dialogue of the larger scene. As such 10:1

records the final chronological marker for the scenes of the book of Daniel:

TP 727 ©38 o Whioh wity muz
N3S1 T3TT AN IIRULS2 WU XIPITWR NI
IR 5 A2 127N T 5
In the third year of Cyrus, king of Persia, a word was revealed to
Daniel, whose name was called Belteshazzar, and the word is truth
and is a great war and he considered’®* the word and there was
understanding to him in the appearance.

By the designation “in the third year of Cyrus, king of Persia” (¢715% @iy nawa
272 T91) the furthest point in the chronology of the narrative has been reached. The
reign of Cyrus (¢715%) has been anticipated since 1:21 where the text states: “And
Daniel existed until the first year of Cyrus” (75n7 W25 nmy mw—1w 5x%7 ).

Daniel’s role within this kingdom is also alluded to in 6:29:

D MIBBRIY UNTT MO7RR mos mT Sk
207
And this Daniel prospered in the kingdom of Darius and in the
kingdom of Cyrus, the Persian.

In this verse there is also a connection made with the first half of the book through the
use of Daniel’s other name “Belteshazzar” (138¢v532). This was given by the “chief of
the eunuchs” (2°2"271 72) in 1:7 along with other names for Hananiah, Mishael, and
Azariah, though all four retain their Hebrew names through the rest of the scene.
When Daniel is presented before Nebuchadnezzar by Arioch (778) the narrator

introduces the response from Nebuchadnezzar with the formulaic quote introduction

394 BDB, 106, lists 1"2 in this instance as a Qal, perfect, third person, masculine, singular. GKC, § 73,
lists 12 in this instance as a “shortened” Hiph‘il, perfect, third person, masculine, singular. Meyer,
Hebrdische Grammatik, 269, gives a similar explanation to GKC stating, “Die Formengleichheit des
Imperf. mit dem Hi. bewirkt mitunter ein sekundéres Perf. Hi., so bei "2 ,,bemerken, einsehen‘: 1217,
das moglicherweise in "2 ,,und er gab acht* (Da. 10,1) in verkiirzter Gestalt vorliegt.”
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and this explanatory comment in relation to Daniel’s name in 2:26: “The king
answering and saying to Daniel, whose name is Belteshazzar” (81 83512 mw
a8RUBZ2 ARY 7 5875). The collocation “to Daniel, whose name” (Y *7 5x%375)
minus the prefixed “to” (%) is found in the first person description of Daniel by
Nebuchadnezzar in 4:5 “Daniel whose name is Belteshazzar” (w7 5&;‘}3
‘ng@rp‘;;) and he is further directly addressed in 4:6 as “Belteshazzar, chief of the
magicians” (X077 37 M8RWLY3). As is the case with each of these examples, 10:1
seeks to make this double name clear with a verbal clause that gives the main theme
of the next chapters: “a word was revealed to Daniel” (587375 11533 127), which is
explained by the relative clause “whose name is called Belteshazzar” (2% X7p17UR
ngW¢5;). This redundant explanation could be viewed as a clumsy compositional
strategy, mimicking earlier portions of the book, but it seems more plausible that it
speaks along with the chronological indicators at the head of each chapter of the
independent nature that these scenes had at one point from one another.

The last half of 10:1 sets a series of clauses together to identify what follows:
“And the word is truth and is a great war and he considered the word and there was
understanding to him in the appearance” (7121 7277°A8 1721 59T X2¥) "2 M)
e ).

e The first clause “and the word is truth” (7277 n1XY) confirms the quality of
the content of chapters 10-12.

e The second clause “and is a great war” (5171 8231) gives the main theme of
what follows.

e The third and fourth clauses “and he considered the word and there was
understanding to him in the appearance” (X713 ﬁ‘? api=b ﬁ;:jn'ng \]‘m)
explain the purpose of what follows.

10:2, as has been the case with each scene since chapter 7, marks the return to
the first person narration from Daniel. “In these days” (2771 ©v272) at the beginning of
10:2 appears to be in reference to “in the third year of Cyrus, king of Persia, a word
was revealed to Daniel” ('7&{;]'? nf;q; \1;3 Dﬁ; 7'7?3 \Wjﬁﬁ'? Wﬁt@? nwa) of 10:1. This
“word” (727) leads Daniel to mourn for three weeks (2¥2* ©Wway 7w>w Sannmw). This

interpretation is supported by the statement to Daniel in 10:12:
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And he said to me, “Do not be afraid, Daniel, because the first day
which you gave your heart to understand and to humble yourself

before your God, your words were heard and I have come in your
words.

Daniel’s “mourning” (52xnm) in 10:2 is understood as “to humble yourself”
(Mpnn) in 10:12 and is connected with his activity where “he considered the word”
(1;jU'n§ 1"2) in 10:1. The word (727) revealed to Daniel in 10:1 is further described
in the nominal clause through the statement that “the word is truth” () 2277;
10:1). It then becomes the word in the mouth of one “as the appearance of a human”
(8% 1812). This description appears in 10:21 right before the explanation begins in

chapter 11:
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Verily, I will report to you the one havmg been mscrlbed in writing
of truth and there is not one holding strong with me upon these but
Michael, your chief-

All of this creates an interesting comparison between chapters 9 and 10.
Daniel’s understanding (*n3°2) of “the word of YHWH to Jeremiah” ("7&5 \njnj'ﬁ;'[
17%) in chapter 9 leads him to this response in 9:3 “to seek prayer and supplication
for favor in fasting and sackcloth and ashes” (728 p1 2382 o7 n\';;r._m WR;'?),
which leads to a response from “the man Gabriel” (58123 wxm; 9:21) that Daniel
“perceive in the word and understand in the appearance” (7812 12M 7272 13,
9:23). In chapter 10 “a word was revealed to Daniel in the appearance” (nf;;n_ 27
5&{;]’?; 10:1), which leads Daniel to “mourning three weeks of days” (nﬂw’%g:‘ '7#&51??;
oY o°way; 10:3), to which one “as the appearance of a human” (278 78123; 10:18;
cf. with X 223 of 7:13) comes in response to Daniel’s desire “to understand”
(127%; 10:12). In these cases this pattern is completed through explanation with 9:24-
27 and chapters 11-12 respectively.

With regard to other verbal connections, Daniel is told that the word (727) has
gone out in 9:23 “because you are preciousness” (TnX 01720 2). This expression is

similarly used in 10:11 and 10:19 when Daniel is described as “a man of
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preciousness” (m'rr_;r_'f‘wx). In a further reach 10:14 gives this explanation in relation

to this “vision” (nm; cf. 7:1 and 8:1):
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And I have come to give you understanding with what will happen

to your people in the end of the days because it is still a vision for
the days.

It was in Daniel’s explanation to Nebuchadnezzar in 2:28 that a similar statement was

made:
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But there is a God in the heavens, one revealing secrets and
making known to the King, Nebuchadnezzar, what will be in the

end of the days. This is it, the dream and the visions of your head
upon your bed.

The Hebrew and Aramaic collocations “in the end of the days” (277 mnIN2;
X1 nnR2) demonstrate a verbal connection between these two texts that both
concern this particular time period.

According to Daniel 2, there were to be four kingdoms with Nebuchadnezzar’s
as “the head of gold” (X277 *7 7WN7), which begins the sequence of these kingdoms
as indicated by the first portion of 2:39 “and in your place will rise another kingdom
to the earth from you” (Nu3% *JT8 3250 2PR TIN2 J3R).

By chapter 10 Daniel has lived through the reigns of “Nebuchadnezzar, the
king of Babylon” (1:1; 2:1; cf. 3:1), Nebuchadnezzar’s “son” Belshazzar (5:1 and
5:11; 7:1; 8:1), “Darius, the Mede” (8™ W™ 6:1; cf. *1 vm wimgnk2 wr1s
of 9:1), and Cyrus, the king of Persia (9:1; cf. 1:21).

Two kingdoms were particularly identified in 8:20 as the “kings of Media and
Persia” (2721 *m *25n) with a third king being identified in 8:21 as the “king of
Greece” (10 7n0).

In the chronological note, chapter 10 locates the scene “in the third year to
Cyrus, King of Persia” (992 791 w1153 wi™y mwa). Further, 10:13 gives the

reasoning for Daniel’s delayed response:
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And the chief of the kingdom of Persia was standinéTii; frlon.t of mé\

twenty-one days and behold Michael one of the head chiefs came to
help me and I was left there beside the kings of Persia.

The collocation that connects chapters 10 and 2, the identification of Daniel under the
reigns of multiple kings and kingdoms, the identification of the order and
correspondence of these various scenes with this order, puts Daniel on the dawn of
“the end of the days” (2277 n*nX2) where the “king of Greece” (11" ':]'??;) will rise.
But just as expectations were delayed with the transition from seventy years to
seventy weeks of years in chapter 9, so this expectation will be delayed. With regard
to this connection, the curious chronological reference within the dialogue found in
11:1 gives concrete grounds for this relationship when viewed with the chronological

scene marker of 9:1:
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And I, in the first year to Darius the Mede, I was standmg to
strengthen and for protection to him.
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In the first year to Darius, son of Ahasuerus from the seed of the
Medes, who was made king upon the kingdom of the Chaldeans.

In particular this delay is made transparent with the clear statement of 11:2:

DRy o005 MUSY Tt 7S TR ey o
Uy nps 5::r: Sy iy waam owab
an m:'vr: nx 5:'1 ay

And now I will proclaim the truth to you. Behold there are still
three kings standing to Persia and the fourth will gain great riches
from everyone and as his strength in his riches he will excite the
whole kingdom of Greece.

Rather than being at the dawn of “the end of the days” there will be a further delay
because “there are still three kings standing to Persia” (212 n*':br; nw’vw iy
oﬁ;%). It is only during the reign of a fourth Persian kingdom that the “kingdom of
Greece” (11 m>51) will even enter the picture. Again, as with the seventy years
turning into seventy weeks of years, the expectation of “the end of the days” is still

delayed for at least four reigns.
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As with the material from chapter 9:24-27, 11:2b-12:7 comes more in the form
of an explanation as opposed to the symbolic visions of chapters 7 and 8. It is
important to note that the explanation that follows gives only one more clue in
relation to ethnicity when presumably a person who only has the designation “from
the shoot of her roots” (W7 =331), with the feminine pronominal suffix in relation
to the “daughter of the king of the south” (23377731 n2), will cause to bring in certain
items to “Egypt” (21731; 11:8). As a whole one must be content with titles of “a
25, 40), and “the king of the north” (]ﬁégn q'?,p; 11:6,7, 8, 11, 13, 15, 40). The mighty
king comes during the reign of the fourth king to Persia. Presumably this mighty king
represents the “kingdom of Greece” (17 m5m). It is said in 11:4 about this kingdom
that “as he stood, his kingdom was broken and it was divided to the four winds of the
heavens” (2m@n PIMM Y285 oM M5 "2wR $MY2Y). A strikingly similar

description is found in the vision of the “he-goat of the she goats” (2u1v7 7°2%) in 8:8:
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And the he-goat of the she-goats did even greater things and as he

was mighty the great horn was broken. And four conspicuous ones
went up in its place to the four winds of the heavens.

In the interpretation of this portion of the vision in 8:22, this further statement is
made:
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And the one being broken and four will stand in its place, four
kingdoms from a nation will stand and not in his strength.

A third layer of interpretation is now being added to what has already been said in
chapter 8 about this particular kingdom. Though chapter 8 indicates there will be four
kingdoms that come from this mighty king, chapter 11 focuses on only two of these
kingdoms. Starting with chapter 8, verse 22b states “four kingdoms from a nation will
stand and not in his strength” (722 N’?) MY Man nﬁj;'?rg Y27R) in relation to these
kingdoms. 8:23a elaborates a little more “in the end of their kingdom as to complete
the transgressions” (2°¥en oRT> omMo5m MINNI). However, chapter 11 is
concerned only with the king of the south and the king of the north. The verbal
imagery of the struggle between the ram and the he-goat of the she-goats in chapter 8,
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representing the struggle between the “kings of Media and Persia” (2721 *n ‘;??_3)
and the “king of Greece (11 ‘:I‘?p; 8:20-21), now plays a prominent role in the struggle
between the king of the south and the king of the north of chapter 11. 8:7 records that
the he-goat of the she-goats “embitters himself” (1277207) against the ram, so also
11:11 records that the king of the south “embitters himself” against the king of the
north (A7120M). In 8:4 the ram is “thrusting” (7231) in multiple directions, so also
11:40 states that the king of the south “will engage in thrusting” (m23n°) with the king
of the north. In 8:6 the he-goat of the she-goats runs to the ram “in the rage of his
strength” (M2 mn2), so also in 11:44 the king of the south will go out “in great rage”
(n%"m: Xnar32). The he-goat of the she-goats shattered (72w1) the horn of the ram in 8.7,
so also in 11:26 the companions of the king of the south will shatter him (317227). 8:8
states that horn of the he-goat of the she-goats was shattered (7772%2) during a time of
his strength, so also in 11:20 the king of the north will be shattered (72%"). Each of
these examples provide parallels between these two chapters, where the verbal
imagery has been shifted from the vision of the ram ('77;5;7) and the he-goat of the she-
goats ("Y1 7°287), which was understood to be the “kings of Media and Persia”
vision that has two kings primarily in view, “the klng of the south” (2337775m) and
“the king of north” (199371 73n), that are both pictured as being somehow derived
from “the kingdom of Greece” (11 m>5; 11:2-4). However, even these two kings are
not static referents but show a succession with use once of the phrase “he stood ... his
place” (222 . . .anwy; 11:7) and twice “he stood upon his place” (32-5yp Tw1; 11:20,
21).% 11:7 makes reference to the king of the south and 11:20-21 make double
reference to the king of the north. Though the king of the north will prevail over the
king of the south (11:40-43), he too will perish and “there is no one helping him” (3%
5 rw; 11:45).

With 12:1 Daniel finally gets an answer to his petition from chapter 9:
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395 BDB, 487, notes in relation to 93-5Y “i.e. in his stead, as his successor, cf. Germ. an seiner Stelle.”
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And in this time, Michael, the great chief, the one standing upon
the sons of your people, will stand and there will be a time of
distress which has not been done from to exist a nation until this
time and in this time your people will escape, everyone being found
written in the writing.

Comfort is given to Daniel in that “your people will escape, everyone being found
written in the writing” (7202 212 N\TB?;;U'L);D ‘[DSJ L’)ﬁ)?;?). 7:10 describes a time when
“writings were opened” (N2 1"129). In chapter 7 this statement is followed by the
destruction of the horn which was speaking “great words” (*7 XA2727 X25n P
no5mm R3P; 7:11) and in chapter 12 was preceded by the destruction of the one who
“will speak wonderful things” (M523 727; 11:36). In chapter 7 when the “writings
were opened” (N2 17720) judgment follows. In chapter 12 “everyone being found
written in the writing” (9992 22 R¥MIT-53) represents those of Daniel’s people who
“will be delivered” (wj??gf).306 Though the judgment of chapter 7 gives way to the
eternal kingdom of the one “like a son of man” (43} "23; 7:13-14) through the
kingdom being given “to a people, the holy ones of the Most High” ("*7p ov’
T15p; 7:27), chapter 12 transforms this victory into a picture of resurrecting the dead
either to eternal life (2%% %) or in verse 2 “to reproach, to abhorrence of eternity”
(138775 mipn> 05%). With this hope, the pattern again returns to that of chapter 8

and Daniel (similar to 8:26) is given this command in 12:4:
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And you, Daniel, shut up the words and seal up the writing until the

time of the end, many will go eagerly and knowledge will grow
great.

Daniel was to seal the vision in 8:26 “because it is for many day” (227 @275 *3) and
now Daniel is to seal “the writing until the time of the end” (yp Py=w 7297). Like
9:2, where Daniel was discerning “in the writings” (2°7222) in relation to Jerusalem,
so now this vision has become “the writing” (7227), that can be read and understand
“until the time of the end” (y2 ny~v). Even with the commands of 12:4, Daniel
overhears a further description (uBwNY; 12:7; cf. 8:13) giving particular information in

relation to the question of 12:6 “until when is the end of the wonderful things”

(Pin%ea 7R M) in 12:7:

% BDB, 572, notes this late passive use of 5m".
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And I heard the man being clothed with the white linen who was
above the waters of the river and he lifted his right hand and his
left hand to the heavens and he swore in the one living of the
eternity that to an appointed time, appointed times and a half and
as to come to an end dashing to pieces the hand of a people of
holiness, all these things will come to an end.

The answer “to an appointed time, appointed times and a half” ("$m o*7win 1;}?3’?)

gives the similar period of time as found in 7:25:
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And he will speak words against [to the side of] the Most High and
he will wear out the holy ones of the Most High and he will intend
to change times and law and they will be given into his hand until a
time and times and half a time.

The assumed sum in both cases is three and a half. Though the Araramaic text of
Daniel 7 has a slightly different syntax, “until a time and times and half a time”
(v J,'?m 1370 1707W), than the Hebrew text of chapter 12, “to an appointed time,
appointed times and a half” ("3 £vp¥ TWwink), the assumed numerical value
remains the same. In this same regard the text of 9:27 makes reference to the same

period of time:
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And he will cause a covenant to grow great to many, one week, and
half a week he will put an end to sacrifice and offering and one
causing horror upon an edge of detestable things and until

complete destruction and it is determined, it will pour forth upon
one causing horror.

Though the terminology is different, “half a week” (¥12w1 ’3:3_1), the assumed time
period has the same value as three and a half. This similarity is of course dependent

on whether “times” (17v) from 7:25 and “appointed times” (2¥7v¥) from 12:7 are to
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be understood in the definite sense of “two times.” By further extension, the time
periods described in two further passages describe a similar period of time. In similar
fashion to chapter 12, 8:14 has Daniel overhearing a conversation in which particular

times are being discussed (cf. 12:7):
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And he said to me, “Until evening morning two-thousand and
three-hundred and the holiness is justified.”

This particular time designation of “evening morning two-thousand and three-
hundred” (nign wSwr 0858 973 37p) equals about three and a half years or 1,150
days if an individual count is to be given to each evening and morning.**” 12:11-12

gives two further times:
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11 And from the time of the continual offering being turned aside
and to give the abomination causing horror, one-thousand two-

hundred and ninety days. 12 Blessed is the one waiting for and he
will arrive to one-thousand three-hundred thirty and five days.

Each verse gives a different amount. 12:11 has “one-thousand two-hundred and ninety
days” (opwm onsn 528 012 1,290 days) and 12:12 has “one-thousand three-
hundred thirty and five days” (meinm D’};i'?tzj nixm :n'vw q’vx D*é:; 1,335 days). In both
cases the time period approximates a three-and-a-half-year period.’” On concrete
verbal grounds, chapters 7, 8, 9 and now 10-12 (with 12 being the closing section of
10-11) are now being drawn together through these time periods with no real desire or

effort to completely harmonize each passage with one another.*” The verbal

397 Montgomery, The Book of Daniel, 342-343.

3% Montgomery, The Book of Daniel, 477.

39 Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 621, views this differently, “The numbers in
ch. 12 represent attempts by a later hand to make more precise the nature of the three-and-a-half year
period which played such a central role within the apocalyptic scheme of Daniel (7.25; 9.27; 12.7).”
However, he goes on to say, “In the final shape of the book, the numbers were allowed to stand
uninterpreted without a clear indication of their significance.” John J. Collins, Daniel (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 1993), 400, comments, “Both numbers differ from the 1,150 days mentioned in 8:14.
The earlier figure, however, is specified as the time until the sanctuary is set right, which is not
necessarily identical with the end as envisaged in chap. 12.” However, because he views these visions
as being harmonized with one another, he goes on to say, “When one predicted number of days had
elapsed, a glossator revised the prediction with a higher number. It is a well-known fact that groups
who make exact predictions do not just give up when the prediction fails to be fulfilled. Instead they
find ways to explain the delay. One such way was to make a revised (presumably more precise)
calculation. The recalculation, however, had to be elicited by something, most notably by the
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connection is further strengthened between chapters 9 and 12 through this time period
being marked by a “detestable thing causing horror” (@mun ©$3pY) in 9:27 and by a
“detestable thing causing horror” (@nt ypY) in 12:11 (cf. oniwgn ypwnin 11:31). But
to what end are these passages being drawn together in chapters 10-12? The closing
verse of this final section and the closing verse of the book anticipate this question in

the mind of Daniel and the reader:
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And you, go to the end and you will rest and you will stand for your
lot to the end of days.

All of the loose ends will not be tied up. The discrepancies between these chapters

will stand, including the numerical differences.

4.6 Summary of Chapters 7-12

What is obvious in relation to chapters 7-12 is that the actual visions of Daniel are the
focal point of interpretation. Daniel 7 with its concrete verbal connections with
chapter 2 serves as a key pivot point for the book as a whole. However, each vision
narrative in 7, 8, 9, and 10-12, with its opening diachronic marker, still represents a
separate text within this larger text. The visions themselves are each interpreted at
least once within each scene, but through the ordering of these texts together a further
layer of interpretation is added with each scene.

The vision of chapter 2 with the statue of four components and its
interpretation of four kingdoms of which Nebuchadnezzar was the first is now read in
context with the vision of chapter 7, which has four beasts and is interpreted as also
four kingdoms with the fourth being particularly violent and giving way to further
kingdoms. Though both chapters have interpretations of their own visions, a further
interpretation of the vision of chapter 2 is now created through the addition of the

vision and interpretation in chapter 7, where the role of the fourth kingdom is

uneventful passage of the first predicted date,”(401). Walvoord, Daniel: The Key to Prophetic
Revelation, 295-296, states in relation to these differing numbers, “Although Daniel does not explain
these varying durations, it is obvious that the second coming of Christ and the establishment of His
millennial kingdom requires time. The 1,260 day period or precisely forty-two months of thirty days
each, can be regarded as culminating with the second advent itself. This is followed by several divine
judgments such as the judgment of the nations (Mt 25:31-46), and the regathering and judgment of
Israel (Eze 20:34-38). These great judgments beginning with the living on earth and purging out of the
unbelievers who have worshiped the beast, although handled quickly, will require time. By the 1,335
days, or seventy-five days after the second advent, these great judgments will have been accomplished
and the millennial kingdom formally launched. Those who attain to this period are obviously those who
have been judged worthy to enter the kingdom. Hence, they are called ‘blessed.””
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expanded. In one way this expansion is exegetical. The material of chapter 7 further
explains chapter 2. However, if the integrity of each scene remains intact, the
exegetical expansion comes through the ordering of this material together and not
through mechanical rewriting of portions within each scene to cause agreement.
Surface verbal agreement between chapters has been shown again and again to
shift in meaning between chapters; although sharing verbal similarity they do not refer
to the same thing. This should not be understood as an argument for complete
discontinuity, for the visions certainly have many aspects in common, especially their
eschatological perspectives. Rather, each vision—when viewed in context with one
another—gives a picture that would not have been possible with any single scene by
itself. Chapter 2 has a general frame work that identifies Nebuchadnezzar as the
beginning historical referent for the four kingdoms. Chapter 7 follows the four
kingdoms, massively expanding the fourth kingdom’s description. Chapter 8 expands
on the transition between the third and fourth kingdom and historically locates the
further kingdoms as Media, Persia and Greece. Chapter 9 expands the time period
from the third to the fourth kingdom. Chapters 10-12 focus in great detail on the era
of the fourth kingdom. However, this scheme is possible only as these individual
scenes come together and build this larger picture. The scene from chapter 2 used to
demonstrate how Daniel distinguished himself in the court of Nebuchadnezzar now
becomes part of a larger eschatological matrix. Even the seemingly insignificant
diachronic details with nationalities and years become statements of movement

toward the fulfillment of this larger eschatological picture.
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5. Canonical Intertextuality and the

Book of Daniel in the Old Testament

5.1 Introduction

Based on work done in the whole of the Masoretic Text of Daniel, my
application of canonical intertextuality argues that the discreet narrative units
(chapters 1,2, 3,4,5,6,7, 8,9, 10-12) exegete one another through their ordering and
overall placement together. This of course infers that these texts had some sort of
individual life, whether written or oral, but were collected or written in this particular
arrangement.’'® Though the book moves in a particular exegetical direction, the
exegetical work does not appear to be harmonistic in nature as many difficulties are
simply left in the text. The intertextuality is found through the shift as texts are
interpreted within each discreet unit, as these units are ordered in relation to one
another, and and as they retain obvious shifts in relation to key terms and
expectations, giving an overall picture that would have not been possible if these texts
were simply left by themselves.

However, the book of Daniel through this intentional ordering has become a
larger discreet text that has been included as a text among other texts in the Hebrew
Bible. It has been placed alongside of other textual units not only in the sense of a
particular group or body of literature, but also in particular orders as is the case with
the Hebrew Bible or Old Testament; these texts exegete one another not only through
their overall placement together, but also in their actual ordering as a part of this

311

larger textual unit.” " Again there is a dialogue that reflects points of continuity, where

there are similar terms, phrases, and values, and also points of discontinuity where

*1% Some sort of collective process in relation to the composition of Daniel is of course an ancient
position. Baba Batra 15a, states “the men of the great assembly wrote Ezekiel and the Twelve, Daniel
and the scroll of Esther” (AnoR A%umy 5877 9wy owwn SNpr 12n5 1971m noi> i), for the
Hebrew text see http://www.mechon-mamre.org/b/1/14301.htm (accessed December 24, 2008).

3 James Alfred Loader, “Das Alte Testament—ein Geschichtsbuch?,” in Das Alte Testament und die
Kunst, eds. John Barton, J. Cheryl Exum and Manfred Oeming (Miinster: LIT Verlag, 2005), 31-50,
makes this observation in particular in relation to the Greek tradition, stating, “In der griechischen
Tradition, die in der Septuaginta dominant wurde, wird eine v6llig andere Anordnung der Biicher und
damit auch eine vollig andere theologische Absicht angetroffen. Dem Pentateuch folgen ndmlich die
historischen, die auch noch Klagelieder und Daniel sowie einige nicht in die hebréische Bibel
aufgenommenen Biicher einschlieBen. Das Schema in dieser Tradition ist also nicht: gesetzliche
Grundlage — deren historisch-prophetische Interpretation — sonstige Lieder, Weisheit und Erzidhlungen,
sondern:

Pentateuch: Uroffenbarung

Historische Biicher: Vergangenheit

Poetische Biicher: das Religiose Leben in der Gegenwart

Prophetische Biicher: Erwartungen fiir die Zukunft Gottes”( 46-47).
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these terms, phrases, and values have shifted in meaning. Again, what may be of
secondary importance in one context becomes of primary importance in another
context, where a term or phrase in one context is used in a different way in another
context, all of which reflects not static textual units but a dialogue between smaller

texts and a larger context.

5.2 Dan 6 and Dan 9 (Ezra 7; Deut; Exod)
The book of Daniel offers a few examples where its text is clearly being
connected with other texts. One such example is found in Daniel 6:6-10:
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6 Then these men were saying that ‘we have notfound to thls
Daniel any matter, therefore, let us find upon him in the Law of his
God.” 7 Then the overseers and the satraps came thronging upon
the king and so saying to him, “Darius, the king, live!” 8 (The
overseers of the kingdom, the prefects and the satraps, the
ministers, and the governors, took counsel together to establish a
statute of the king and to make strong an interdict that all who will
seek a request from any god and man until thirty days except from
the king, he will be thrown into the pit of the lions.) 9 “Now the
king, you will establish an interdict and you will inscribe the
writing that is not to be changed as the decree of the Medes and
Persians which will not pass away.” 10 All on account of this, the
king, Darius, inscribed the writing and the interdict.

In particular this group of leaders is seeking something “in the Law of his [Daniel’s]

God” (npf)gg n72). What they find “in the Law of his God” leads them to the

conclusion that this statement from 6:8 will be a fatal stumbling block for Daniel:
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that all who will seek a request from any God and man until thirty
days except from the king, he will be thrown into the pit of the
lions.
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The focus of the text is to bring Daniel in conflict with the Law of his God, which the
narrative assumes to be a definable text that can be searched and exploited by these
officials.

In Aramaic the book of Ezra becomes a key point of dialogue in relation to
this concept and terminology when Ezra is addressed in Aramaic in 7:12 “to Ezra, the
priest, scribe of the Law of the God of the heavens” (758~ X0 =90 X372 KW
XW) and referred to in the same way in 7:21 as “Ezra, the priest, scribe of the Law of
the God of the heavens” (Nifg!p’ Hf;?ﬁ"j \xw gl ng’;r; Nﬁ{y). Further, we see this in
7:14 when Ezra is ordered to return to Judah and Jerusalem and bring things into
accordance with what is “in the Law of your God which is in your hand” (7758 n2
37°2 *7) and in 7:26 where consequences are being spelled out in relation to what will
happen if “the Law of your God” (775%™ 8n7) is not heeded. The texts use this
phrase in a similar way in Daniel and Ezra, which speak of what is “in the Law of his
God” (777158 N712) and again of “the Law of God” (7587 Xn7). It is a definable
written text that can be searched and used to ascertain what God desires. However,
what is used in an attempt to condemn Daniel to death through the decree of the king
in Daniel becomes the blueprint for rebuilding Judah and Jerusalem from the decree
of the king in Ezra.

The Hebrew Text in Daniel 9 also creates another point of dialogue through
direct speech in Daniel’s prayer. As Daniel is praying, confessing, and seeking

supplication for favor from YHWH, he makes this statement in 9:11:

9P ping n5a% =iy 'ymm PR 172y SRaoo
M AN T2IND YN hawm -r‘am uﬂ‘w I0m
15 VRO D n*'rbx-r T2y

And all of Israel has passed over your Law and turned aside so as
not to listen in your voice and you gave upon us the oath and the
curse which is written in the Law of Moses, the servant of God,
because we have sinned to him.

Similarly, 9:13 states:

TR PRET TpTOD MR D A7In2 onD wins
NI mw'v u*‘rbx MM TR Whn an w‘w
Nz Sty

Just as is written in the Law of Moses, with all this disaster going
in upon us and we have not appeased before YHWH our God, to
return from our iniquity and to give attention in your truth.
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In particular “your Law” (707in) is connected with God’s covenant name, “YHWH”
(mim; 9:10), which is used only in chapter 9 within the book of Daniel. Further, this
Law is identified with clarity as that “which is written in the Law of Moses, the
servant of God” (D‘ﬁ'7§p"1;;; njiila) ‘njﬁn; \n;m; 7wR). This written document is
distinct from but somehow connected to what is described in the plural (1"177302) in

9:10:

TR TETINE N5 wo T Sip2 wwny N
SR TI2Y T2 MY )
And we did not listen in the voice of YHWH our God, to go in his
instructions which he gave before us in the hand of his servants, the
prophets.

Though this could be thought of as reflecting some sort of oral tradition, 9:2 has
already given to a certain extent a particular context even for this further category,
which is “in his instructions which he gave before us in the hand of his servants, the

prophets” (2"8"237 12X T2 WIBY 103 WK MHTIND):

ME0R DYIESD MPD DN UM 190RY mmy mwn
MNBRD N2IT RITON MITTIRT M W o
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In the first year he was king, I, Danie[ TI um/le};stooc\i irTl the wrl:tih(TgS

the number of years which the word of YHWH was to Jeremiah the
Prophet to fulfill the ruins of Jerusalem, seventy years.

Daniel perceived “in the writings” (2'7292) which included “the word of YHWH to
Jeremiah the prophet” (x’ﬁgn n;f;j?'L»_g \njnj'ﬁ;‘!) about what would befall Jerusalem.
In chapter 9 the Law (3n7%0) and the instructions (m7In2) explain why “the oath and
the curse” (TY2awm nf;gg) and “all this disaster” (NRi7 n;;;;r'v;) has come on them,
namely because they did not listen (m;f_:rg' R'?j). This is all is in contrast to chapter 6,
where living “in the Law of his God” (np‘;gg n72) is hoped to bring about Daniel’s
death in a pit of lions.

What is clear through these references is that Daniel 6, Ezra 7, and Daniel 9
are all making reference to other texts distinct from themselves and that the contents

of these texts are playing a role in each of these narrative scenes.’'* In Daniel 6 and

312 Frank Criisemann, Kanon und Sozialgeschichte: Beitrige zum Alten Testament (Giitersloh: Chr.
Kaiser Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2003), 241, comments to a certain extent on the significance of these
passages when he notes speaking of Ezra, Chronicles and Daniel, in relation to the canonization of the
Writings, “Esra berichtet Enscheidendes iiber die Kanonisierung der Tora; die Chronik schreibt die

120



Jordan Scheetz

Ezra 7, a text is being referenced in Aramaic that has a title of sorts, “in the Law of
his God” (ngbr__g n72) and “in the Law of your God” (T[frf)gs"j Xn7). The equivalent
Hebrew phrase is used in Daniel 9, again in the singular, except this time a clear
connection is being made between “your law” (7n7%0) with the pronominal suffix
referencing “YHWH” (711) and “which is written in the Law of Moses, the servant
of God” (D’ﬁngp"!;;_J i ‘njﬁn; \n;m; 7wR). The plural use of “in his instructions”
(1m7In2) speaks of another group of writings that includes “the word of YHWH to
Jeremiah the prophet” (x’ﬁgn n;f;j?'L»_g \njnj'ﬁ;‘!) and other writings (2'7293) that
speak “in his instructions which he gave before us in the hand of his servants, the
prophets” (2"8"237 172y T2 WEY 1 WK TAIINZ).

With this larger picture, Daniel 6 references the first of these two texts/
collections. The officials are looking “in the Law of his God” (7198 n712), that is “in
the Law of Moses, the servant of God” (2*7587™712y my» n79032). From a purely
textual standpoint, this is at least in reference to major portions of the book of

Deuteronomy as stated in Deuteronomy 31:9:

M2 2 DIISTON MIRY NI MIIRIIN Y 3non
SROU UPTODINY MM MR (TRIR DR
And Moses wrote this Law and he gave it to the priests, the sons of

Levi, the ones carrying the ark of the covenant of YHWH and to all
the elders of Israel.

Again from a textual standpoint, at least this text is included with another text that
was in the “ark of the covenant of YHWH” (71 12 11R). Exodus 20-23 records a
series of “the words” (2'7277; 20:1) and “the commandments” (D‘tb;t;??;tr; 21:1) given
by God to Moses for the people of Israel. Exodus 24:4 then states: “And Moses wrote
all these words of YHWH” (M *127"52 ny_ miin ansm) and further this text is
are given for building an “ark” (177X). 25:16 makes clear what the purpose of this ark
is:
TR IR WS NIYT PR TRTO8 o

And you give to the ark the testimony which I will give to you.

However, both of these texts indicate a particular Sitz im Leben, with the

Deuteronomy text being given to a people preparing to enter the Promised Land and

deuteronomistischen Konigsbiicher neu und um; Daniel liest im Jeremiabuch und empféngt visionér
die entscheide Schriftdeutung (Kap. 9).”
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the Exodus text being given to a people having just been rescued from bondage in
Egypt. The Exodus text establishes the covenant with the initial generation (24:1-8)
and the Deuteronomy text reestablishes the covenant with a new generation (1:1-5,
32; 2:1). This last observation becomes of particular importance in relation to
canonical intertextuality as it is clear that these texts have now been turned into a text,
that includes not only these texts, but the text of Genesis through Deuteronomy,
regardless of which canon is used.

In returning to Daniel 6, it appears that within this Law there is something in
particular that the officials could use for their purpose that they might find something
“upon him in the Law of his God” (7758 n72 *1i5Y). In particular the texts from
Deuteronomy 5:6-10 and Exodus 20:2-6 seem to correspond to the officials’ plan in

Daniel 6:8:

TRoR RITIY W) AoRoD 1) W ApTSs
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that all who will seek a request from any God and man until thirty
days except from the king, he will be thrown into the pit of the
lions.

Deuteronomy 5:6-10 states:

PR DUIEN PINRD TONSIT TN TIoR MM o e
2p7bp o n*wbx -15 ™ xb :o12p
byfin Iowws TwR Ao 1508 o mpnNG °
’("1&5 noan 1oMma Rleh3| nrmr: '[?'1&3 wm
OX TR MM S D oTawn x’vw m'v mnnYn” N @
owaby oo onaby man Ty TP NI
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PRISR] (PTEn) mwy anRS oebrb on i
6 I am YHWH your God who 1 caused you to go out from the land
of Egypt from the house of slaves. 7 There will not be to you other
gods before me. 8 You will not make for you an image of any
likeness which is in the heavens from above and which is on the
earth below and which is in the waters below the earth. 9 You will
not prostrate yourselves to them and you will not serve them
because [ am YHWH your God, a jealous God, visiting iniquity of
the fathers upon the sons and upon the third and the fourth
[generations] to the ones hating me 10 and making kindness to
thousands, to the ones loving me and to ones keeping his®"
commandments.

313 The interplay between the Ketiv/Qere reading is interesting at this point where in this restatement of
the Exodus passage the Ketiv (11731) narrates this statement through the third person singular
pronominal suffix and the gere ("nisn) makes the reading parallel to the Exodus passage through the
first person common singular pronominal suffix.
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Similarly, Exodus 20:2-6 states:

PR DUIEN PINRD TONSI VN TIEON Mmooy
e by o D"T‘?N '1‘: o x53D"I:SJ
by Iowws Tw mvenoot 1508 Fhmgnn KD 4
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2 I am YHWH your God who I caused you to go out from the land
of Egypt from the house of slaves. 3 There will not be to you other
gods before me. 4 You will not make for you an image of any
likeness which is in the heavens from above and which is on the
earth below and which is in the waters below the earth. 5 You will
not prostrate yourself to them and you will not serve them because
I am YHWH your God, a jealous God, visiting iniquity of the
fathers upon the sons and upon the third and the fourth
[generations] to the ones hating me 6 and making kindness to
thousands, to the ones loving me and to ones keeping my
commandments.

Of course these are parallel passages, interestingly taken from both of the concrete
passages in relation to what was “written in the Law of Moses, the servant of God”
emphasized that both arise from and are applied to different situations within the
Law.’'* Again, the Exodus text establishes the covenant with the initial generation
coming out of Egypt and the Deuteronomy text reestablishes the covenant with a new
generation.’'® These texts provide a perfect opportunity to find something “upon him
in the Law of his God” (np‘;;_g n7a ‘nﬁ‘?;{), where Daniel would have to make his
request not to God but to the king. This would put the king in the idolatrous place of
worship, breaking the foundational command “you will not prostrate yourself to
them” (D\U‘; nﬂmr_m?w&‘;). To make this connection clear, Daniel goes home in Daniel
6:11 in response to the interdict and is found “blessing upon his knees and praying
and praising before his God” (nn’vx P NI xj?g?;ﬂ ‘nibjz'L):_J 773)! Further as

Daniel is rescued from the pit of lions, Daniel makes this statement in 6:23:

31% Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 215, states in this regard, “Rather chs. 5-11
present an extended homiletical address which again reviews elements of Israel’s past history and each
time focuses on an appeal for new commitment to the covenant.”

313 Timo Veijola, Das 5. Buch Mose: Deuteronomium Kapitel 1,1-16,17 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 2004), 128, describes this relationship similarly, “Es handelt sich bei dem Bericht des Dtn
iiber die Mitteilung des Dekalogs um eine rekapitulierende Moserede, die ihrer erzéhlerischen Logik
nach die frithere Sinaioffenbarung (Ex 19%*) in ihren Grundziigen voraussetzt und literarisch auf ihren
Schultern steht.”
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My God sent his angel and he closed the mouth of the lzons and
they did not injure me, all on account that innocence was found to
me before him and also before you and also I have done no injury
before you, the king.

Clearly God is being pictured as “making kindness to thousands, to the ones loving
me and to ones keeping my commandments” ("msn ' 285 00bRb Ton MwY).
This command that has already been used in two different ways within the Law is
now being used in the context of the exile (reaping the consequences of not listening
to the Law) where obedience to God’s command brings deliverance from the king’s
command.

Daniel 9:13 was used to help provide points of dialogue in relation to what “in
the Law of his God” (77158 n72) of chapter 6 was in reference to, so it also provides

another concrete example of canonical intertextuality:

T9P3 iy 535 2o 'Imm R MY SRS
YR M2 m2nD WR abawm 'rbm 1:*5:: I0m
1‘9 VRO D D*-r‘ax-r T2y

And all of Israel has passed over your Law and lurned aside so as
not to listen in your voice and you gave upon us the oath and the
curse which is written in the Law of Moses, the servant of God,
because we have sinned to him.

Daniel is identifying something in particular, “the oath and the curse” (Mbawm 1o8:7),
that was “written in the Law of Moses, the servant of God” (“72p mun \njﬁn; ‘n;nn;
D‘ﬁ5§p). Without repeating the material from the previous example, the same

foundational observations are applicable in relation to the text(s) that is/are being

referenced. Clear verbal connections are found in Deuteronomy 29:19-20:

SPRIPT IR DY TR D 95 oo MM maneNS
M 7802 12N 1'7&'1 53 92 m3aM m‘m wN3
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19 YHWH will not be willing toforglve you because the anger 0f
YHWH will smoke and his jealousy in each man and every oath
being written in this writing will lie down on him and YHWH will
wipe out his name from below the heavens 20 and YHWH will
separate him for disaster from all the tribes of Israel as all the
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oaths of the covenant, the one being written®'® in the writing of this
Law.

From 29:1 it is clear that Moses is speaking (7R 872). The whole of the chapter
serves as a conclusion to the extended discourse of the book and gives a strong
warning to those who are about to enter the land. The warning is in relation to “every
oath being written in this writing” (7777 7292 1227 nE»;p'S;) in 29:19 and “as all
the oaths of the covenant, the one being written in the writing of this law” (niHx 553
M TIRT 9802 72137 nM21; 29:20). In fact, Deuteronomy 28 serves as an
extensive list of what will happen “if you will listen in the voice of YHWH your God
to keep, to do all his commandments” (mw;gb mw’v ﬂ*fj'?gg mm \'ﬁp:;l ‘m_::p‘m vinuoN
PNISRS27MR; 28:1-14) as well as what will happen “if you will not listen in the voice
of YHWH your God to keep, to do all his commandments and his statutes” (X>ox
TOPM TRISRODTAN NIy MES PSR M P2 unun; 28:15-68). These texts are
now being referenced not as a warning before entering the land but as referring to the
end of a disaster history. This text that was a warning in Deuteronomy is a statement
of realized history in the text of Daniel. However, in the context of Daniel 9 there is a
collective force, in that these words are viewed as a part of a larger context that

includes “the prophets™ (2°%*237). Accordingly, 9:6 states:

TIWD 2T WK W2 TIYON Ny K3 °
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And we did not listen to your servants the prophets who spoke in
your name to our kings, officials, and our fathers and to all the
people of the land.

Similarly 9:10 states:

AR TOIn2 oSS wier M Sipa nwew X5
oWy TR TR s 1
And we did not listen in the voice oj YHWH our God to go in his

instructions which he gave before us in the hand of his servants the
prophets.

All of this culminates with the summary “and we did not listen to his voice” (X
522 nwnY; 9:15). Earlier work in chapter 9 unfolded the connection with at least one

of the prophets, Jeremiah, and made clear the warning given to the people who were

in the land. The warning to the people before they went into the land (Deuteronomy),

31° The antecedent to M2MN31 “the one being written” (feminine singular) is not 5% “oaths”
(feminine plural) but -m'v “for disaster” (feminine singular).
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that was also a warning to the people in the land (Jeremiah), has now become a prayer
of confession and a supplication for one who is outside of the land (Daniel).

These examples plus what has already been discussed under chapter 9 in the
previous chapter serve as concrete examples where the text is clearly making
reference to another text, yet the reference is not attempting to give some sort of
exegetical harmony. Instead, the reference exhibits a transformation as it is being
referenced as a part of this context. They do exegete one another, but through their
placement in a larger corpus and actual ordering together within the canon, they give
a larger picture that would not be possible if any of these texts were left by
themselves. In relation to these particular examples, regardless of which canon is
used, Deuteronomy gives a foundation upon which Jeremiah builds and Daniel brings
together. It is important to note that these examples are actually referencing other

texts that are themselves smaller units within a larger text.

5.3 Canonical Placements of Daniel

The underlying presupposition of this entire dissertation has been that the text
of Daniel is a book found in the Hebrew Bible and further that it is rightly located in
the Ketuvim or Writings in the tripartite division of Torah, Nevi’im, and Ketuvim.
Support for this presupposition has not been simply based on modern printed editions

of the Hebrew Bible, but on the text from Baba Batra 14b:

DR W Nop Swm a1R1 29N 9901 N 22305 Sw 170
D' 3T R INOR NS SN P

The order of the Writings: Ruth, and the book of Psalms, and Job,
and Proverbs, Qohelet, Song of Songs, Lamentations, Daniel, the

scroll of Esther, Ezra, and Chronicles.”
This section represents part of the only statement from antiquity that actually lists
each of the books that are found in the tripartite divisions.
The often quoted section from Josephus in Contra Apionem 1.8, although
representing the tripartite division, does not actually list which books are in each
division:

b ’ ’ b \ b € ~ 3 ’ \ ’ / \ /
oV pupLadeg PLPALwY eloe mop MULY COLLGWVYWY KoL LY OMEVWY, dUO O€ MoV
TPOG Tol¢ €lkooL PLPAla ToD TawTog €xovTa Xpovou THY dvaypadny, Ti

37 For the Hebrew text see http://www.mechron-mamre.org/b/1/14301.htm (accessed December 24,
2008).
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déka PLPALOLG. ol B€ AoLTal TEOOMPEG UpVOUG €ig TOV BedV Kol TOLG
avBpwmvoLg vTodMKeg ToD Plov TepLéyovoLy. amo 6¢ ~AptaképEou uéxpL TOD
K TUAC XPOVOL YEYPUTTEL WEV €KAOTK, TLOTEWG & 00Y Ouolag HELWTOL TOLG
TPO DTV Sl TO UM yevécbor TV TOV TPodnTdy akplpfy Siadoyny.

There are not myriads of discordant and opposing books to us, but only twenty- two from the
books having of all time the registering, the ones justly having been believed. And of these are
the five ones of Moses, which encompass both the laws and the tradition from the origin of
man until his last. This time leaves off a little of three thousand years. And from the last of
Moses until Artexerxes, the king, after Xerxes of the Persians, the prophets after Moses
composed in writing the things having been done, according to them, in three and ten books.
And the remaining four encompass hymns to God and suggestions for human things of life.
And from Artexerxes until our time all things have been written, they are not thought worthy
in a state of assurance equal in force to the ones before them because there is not the exact
succession of the prophets.®'®

Thackeray suggests in a footnote with regard to his translation that the Prophets
should probably be: Joshua, Judges and Ruth together, Samuel, Kings, Chronicles,
Ezra and Nehemiah together, Esther, Job, Isaiah, Jeremiah and Lamentations together,

Ezekiel, the Minor Prophets, and Daniel.*"”

He further suggests that the third section
is probably composed of: Psalms, Song of Songs, Proverbs, and Ecclesiastes.’** Koch
adds in relation to this particular quotation from Josephus and Thackeray’s comments,
“There is no doubt that Josephus included Daniel, who plays an important role in
Judean history, among these normative Scriptures. It is also clear that the book does
not belong to the above mentioned third category, the hymns and precepts (probably
Psalms, Song of Songs or Job, Proverbs, and Ecclesiastes) but to the prophetic
group.”321 However, the quote itself is silent in this regard other than “the five ones of
Moses” (Tévte . . . & Mwuoéwg).

The other famous tripartite quotations from the prologue of Ecclesiasticus also

prove themselves to be elusive in relation to enumerating the exact books in the two

further divisions.*** The opening line states “many and great things have been given

318 For the Greek text see H. St. J. Thackeray, Josephus: The Life and Against Apion, vol. 1
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1926), 178.

319 Thackeray, Josephus: The Life and Against Apion, 179.

320 Thackeray, Josephus: The Life and Against Apion, 179.

32! Klaus Koch, “Is Daniel Also Among the Prophets?,” 122.

322 J. C. H.Lebram, “Aspekte der Altestamentliche Kanonbildung,” V7T 18 (1968): 175, is just one of
many examples that comment on this passage, “Die Gliederung des Kanons unter diesem
Gesichtspunkt is alt. Schon in der Vorrede zum Buch seines Grossvaters, die er der griechischen
Ubersetzung desselben vorausgeschickt hat, spricht der Enkel des Ben Sira von dem Vielen und
Bedeutenden, ,,was uns durch das Gesetz, die Propheten und die anderen, die ihnen nachgefolgt sind,
iiberliefert worden ist*.”
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to us through the Law and the Prophets and the others, the ones having followed,
according to them” (IIoAAGV kol peyoAiwv MULY Sue Tod VOROL Kol TGV TPodnTOV Kol
TQV GAAWY TOV Kot adToLg HroAoudnkotwy dedopévwv). This quote supports a
tripartite division but suggests some sort of division between those before, “the Law
and the Prophets” (1o vépou kel t@dv mpodntdr), and “the others, the ones having
followed, according to them” (t&v &Alwv TV kat’ adtovg AroAoudnkotwy). The
further statement “the Law and Prophets and the other books belonging to the fathers”
(tod vopod kol TGOV TPodNTOV Kal TOV GAlwy Tatplwy BpAlwy) only reinforces the
tripartite division, giving no further clarity into what books in particular are included
in the second two divisions.’* Sanders notes that the actual text of Ecclesiasticus in
48:22-49:12 does enumerate Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel and the Twelve, but even this
does not appear to be an exhaustive list.***

Though it is true that the New Testament overwhelmingly refers to the whole
of “the Holy Scriptures of the Jews” through the collocation “the Law and the
Prophets” (6 vopog kol oL mpodfiter), there is one example where the tripartite
division is at least hinted at in Luke 24:44:*%

* Elnev 8¢ mpde adtolc obtol ol Adyor pov obc éAdAnon Tpde budc €L Qv

oLy Uiy, OtL 8€l TANpwdfveL Tavte To yeypoupéve v T¢) Youw Mwioéwg

Kol Tolg Tpodntalg kel PaALols Tepl €uod.

And he said to them, “These are the words which I spoke to you while I was still with you, that

it was necessary to fulfill all things having been written in the Law of Moses and the Prophets
and Psalms concerning me.”

The understanding would then be that “Psalms” (YaApolc) is a sort of title for the third

division. It would be a stretch to understand Luke 24:27 in this same regard:

" kol dpEdpevoc dmd Mwiotwe kel GTd TEvTwyr TV TPodnTdY SLepuriveuoey
adTolg €V Tooulg Tolg Ypadale To mepl €xutoD.
And beginning from Moses and from all the prophets, he explained to them in all the writings
the things concerning himself.

What the New Testament does have to offer in relation to the identification of the

book of Daniel in relation to these divisions is found in Matthew 24:15:

33 For the Greek text to Ecclesiasticus see Alfred Rahlfs, Septuaginta (2 Volumes; Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 1935 and 1979), 2:377.

324 James A. Sanders, Torah and Canon, 94.

32 Walter Bauer, Griechisch-deutsches Worterbuch, ed. Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, 6th. ed.
(Berlin and New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1988), 1099, list Mt 5:17, 7:12, 11:13, 22:40, Lk 16:16,
Acts 13:15, 24:14, 28:23, Ro 3:21 in relation to the normal title in the New Testament.
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Therefore when you behold the abomination of devastation, the word through Daniel the

prophet, standing in the holy place, let the one reading consider.

Even though this is obviously not a list as found in Baba Batra 14b, it does represent
a statement in relation to what Daniel was considered, namely “Daniel the prophet”
(Aavind tod mpodntov). In this same regard Qumran has also yielded an interesting
statement. 4Q Florilegium 11,3 (4Q174) states “being written in the writing of Daniel,
the prophet” (%°237 587 9202 213).%%°

In tracing a similar line of evidence, Klaus Koch makes this evaluation:

If one looks for the conclusions to be drawn from this survey of the sources,

one is forced to note that there is not a single witness for the exclusion of

Daniel from the prophetic corpus in the first half of the first millennium A.D.

In all the sources of the first century A.D.—Matthew, Josephus, Qumran—

Daniel is reckoned among the prophets. In fact the earliest literary evidence of

Daniel’s inclusion among the Ktubim is to be placed somewhere between the

fifth and eighth centuries A.D.**’
Whether one would like to disagree with the dating of the Babylonian Talmud, the
basic chronological sequence still stands with regard to the written/literary
evidence.”™®

Regardless of which placement is the “original,” the fact that Daniel is
understood as being a part of two different sections of the Hebrew Bible demonstrates
a tension in the interpretation of the Book of Daniel. In a formal sense, the book of
Daniel is structured in similar fashion to the Later Prophets in the Hebrew Bible in
that it is made up of smaller scenes that have been placed together not necessarily
with a chronological system like Samuel, Kings, Ezra, Nehemiah or Chronicles.
Instead it is shaped like Ezekiel, where the smaller units have been placed together for

thematic reasons. For example, the nine-chapter prophecy in Ezekiel 40-48 does not

close the book because this was the last vision Ezekiel saw (cf. 40:1 mw wnm omvpa

326 For the observation see Koch, “Is Daniel Also Among the Prophets?,” 122. For the Hebrew text see
Floretino Garcia Martinez and Eibert J. C. Tigchelaar, The Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition, vol. 1
(Leiden, Boston, and K&ln: Brill, 1997), 354.

27 Koch, “Is Daniel Also Among the Prophets?,” 123. Thomas J. Finley, “The Book of Daniel in the
Canon of Scripture,” Bibliotheca Sacra 165/2 (2008): 208, also notes in his conclusion based on
Koch’s earlier work, “Evidence from the first century and earlier favors the view that the Book of
Daniel was originally a part of the Prophets, and only later was moved to the Writings.”

328 Giinter Stemberger, Einleitung in Talmud und Midrasch (8th. ed.; Miinchen: C. H. Beck, 1992), 44,
notes, “In Babylonien finden sich Erwéhnungen solcher Biicher im Zusammenhang mit Lehrern des 4.
Jhs.” Of course this does not mean that the particular text from Baba Batra 14b was among these texts.
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nM535 “in the twenty-fifth year to our exile” and 29:17 MY vaw1 o™Y2 “in the
twenty-seventh year”), but because it draws together the prophetic hope from the
previous chapters. This same structural observation could be made in relation to
Isaiah, Jeremiah, and the Twelve. Beyond the overall structure, Beyerle notes the
similarities between the vision in Daniel 7 and Ezekiel 1: “der visiondre Kontext, die
Feuermotivik (v.a. Ez 1,13; Dan 7,10), die Ridder (Ez 1,16; Dan 7,9) und der Thron
(Ez 1,26 [vgl. 10,1]; Dan 7,9).”*%° Fishbane notes in relation to Daniel 11-12 and
Isaiah, “As repeatedly observed, the preceding references to 2">"2wn, to ‘vindication’,
and to ‘the many’ allude to and even reinterpret the great ‘servant’ passage of Isa.
52:13-53:12.7** Finley notes, “The pattern of a vision followed by its interpretation
(Dan. 7-12) occurs also in Zechariah 1-6,” and further “[a]pocalyptic features are also
found in Isaiah 24-27; Ezekiel 38-39; Joel 2:28-3:21, and the book of Zechariah.”**!
The relationship between Jeremiah and Daniel has already been explored, but is
further solidified as Koch notes through the already mentioned Qumran quote
(4Q174) where “Daniel is explicitly quoted as a prophet along the same line as the

1 99332

prophets Isaiah and Ezekie It is not a stretch, therefore, to understand the book of

Daniel among the Prophets.
However, it is also not difficult to understand the book of Daniel among the

333

Writings.”” Von Rad and his exploration of apocalyptic having its roots in wisdom,

makes the clear case for the connection between the Joseph stories in Genesis and the

329 Beyerle, “‘Der mit den Wolken des Himmels kommt,”” 43.

330 Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, 493. H. L. Ginsberg, “The Oldest Interpretation
of the Suffering Servant,” V'T 3/4 (1953): 400-404, unfolds this observation in greater detail.

3! Finley, “The Book of Daniel in the Canon of Scripture,” 206 and 207.

32 Klaus Koch, “Stages in the Canonization of the Book of Daniel,” in The Book of Daniel:
Composition and Reception, vol. 2, eds. John J. Collins and Peter W. Flint (Leiden, Boston, and Koln:
Brill, 2001), 431-432, makes this observation in relation to whether or not Daniel is considered
canonical at Qumran.

333 Roger Beckwith, The Old Testament of the New Testament Church (Grand Rapids, Michigan:
Eerdmans, 1986), 160, in summary of his earlier arguments gives an overall summary for the
placement of each of the books based on the order found in Baba Batra 14b-15a, “We have now found
an explanation for (a) the order of the books in the Law, which is chronological; (b) the order of the
four historical books in the Prophets (Joshua, Judges, Samuel and Kings), which is the same; (c) the
position of those four books before the four visionary books, which is based both on continuity and on
chronology; (d) the presence and position of Ruth [introduction to the genealogy of David the primary
writer in the Psalms], Chronicles [recapitulation of biblical history] and Daniel [a history book] in the
Hagiographa, which is a different explanation in each case; (e) the order of the four historical books in
the Hagiographa (Daniel, Esther, Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicles), which is, in its intention,
chronological; (f) the position of those four books after the lyrical and sapiential books, which is based
on the position of Chronicles.”
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stories in Esther and Daniel.***

As well, Daniel and Ezra are the only (significantly)
bilingual books and their similar time periods are further obvious connections. The
stories of Daniel 1-6 seem to easily fit not into Josephus’s number but the description
of the third section, “and the remaining four encompass hymns to God and
suggestions for human things of life” (el 6¢ Aoimal téooapeg Vpvoug eig Tov Beov kol
T0lg avBpwmvoLg LToBNKkeg Tod Plov mepiéxovory). The interpretive tension arises
from the book itself. As has already been demonstrated in the interplay between

chapters 1-6 and 7-12, the book itself reveals a dialogue in relation to its purpose,

even without the Christological debate from the first century forward.

5.4 Conclusion

What is clear from the examples given in this chapter is that Daniel is a text that
makes reference to other texts. The references are not attempts to recreate the past, but
they play a significant role in the narrative present of the text. Even the other texts
demonstrate not a static relationship but a dialogue, as they are texts within a much
larger text. Though this creates an interpretation that is plural, it is not infinite. There
are particular points of dialogue with the larger whole that, through their placement
with one another, exegete one another.

Through the macro example, even the dialogue in relation to the particular
arrangement of these books is evident. The example again does not lead to endless
possibilities but to a dialogue, a dialogue that is evident from the dialogue within the
text of Daniel itself and the Uberlieferungsgeschichte. Again, the exegetical
significance is found not only in the text being placed among the other texts of the
canon, but also through the actual arrangement of these texts (its canonical

intertextuality).

3% Von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments Band 2, 324-326. Rolf Rendtorff, Theologie des Alten
Testaments, Ein kanonischer Entwurf Band 1: Kanonische Grudlegung (Neukirchen: Neukirchner
Verlag, 1999), 359, views this relationship even in the differences between Daniel and Esther, “Im
Esterbuch werden die Juden als ,,Volk* ihrer nichtjiidischen Umwelt gegeniibergestellt, wihrend im
Danielbuch die Juden als einzelne auftreten und sich behaupten miissen.”

131



Jordan Scheetz

6. Canonical Intertextuality and the

Book of Daniel in the New Testament

6.1 Introduction
My dissertation began with the observation from Michael Fishbane that what
is found in the Talmud and New Testament is not something that began in the post-

biblical era, but instead comes from the biblical era.’®

Through careful examination
of the text of Daniel, the argument was made that several smaller texts were placed
together to give a larger picture that would not have been possible if these texts had
remained in their individual context. The work was not harmonistic, trying to make all
the pieces fit together. Difficulties were left in the text and shifts in terms and
concepts bring an internal dialogue in the larger text. Examples were taken from the
larger context of the Hebrew Bible, where these texts reflected their own shifts in the
Torah and Jeremiah and then were applied to the text of Daniel, resulting in the same
kind of intertextuality dialogue except on a larger level. A dialogue was also found
even in the placement of Daniel within the canon itself. To bring the examination of
the concept of canonical intertextuality full circle, the same exploration will be
applied to the handful of quotes from Daniel in the New Testament.

The Loci Citati Vel Allegati Ex Vetere Testamento lists 203 different

references to the book of Daniel in the New Testament.>*®

From these 203 examples
only 12 are listed as quotes. All of the quotes are found in Gospels, are from the
mouth of Jesus (with the exception of Revelation 1:7), and are from only five verses
in the book of Daniel (3:6; 7:13; 9:27; 11:31; 12:11). From Daniel 3:6 there are two
quotes (Mt 13:42, 50). From Daniel 7:13 there are six quotes (Mt 24:30; 26:64; Mk
13:26; 14:62; Lk 21:27; Rev 1:7). From Daniel 9:27 there is one quote (Mt 24:15).
From Daniel 11:31 there are two quotes (Mt 24:15; Mk 13:14). From Daniel 12:11

there is one quote (Mk 13:14).

335 Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, 2.
33 Nestle-Aland, Novum Testamentum Graece, 27" ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1993),
796-798.
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6.2 Dan 3:6 (Mt 13:42,50)
The first example is Daniel 3:6. The whole verse states in the Masoretic

Aramaic text:

NI PRNTRIED R RDUYTH2 TN DB KT

RO

And whoever will not fall and do homage, in this moment he will be
thrown to the midst of the furnace of the burning fire.

Of particular importance is the phrase “he will be thrown to the midst of the furnace
of the fire” (X7 ]mt_:'xuf) xrf;jxjv). When one looks at this phrase in context, one
finds that it is only one part of a larger story that lasts from 3:1-33. In this story
Nebuchadnezzar builds an “image” (25%) in the valley or plateau of Dura. When the
people hear the music of the different instruments, they are to fall down before the
large statue and worship. Those who do not follow the command will be thrown into
the middle of the oven of fire or, as our section states, “he will be thrown into the
middle of the furnace of fire” (3:5-6). Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego, who we
first met as Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah (1:7), decide not to obey the command.
When they are brought before Nebuchadnezzar, they decide without any further
consideration that their God can save them and they especially emphasize that even if
he does not, they will not worship the statue (3:17-18). Shadrach, Meshach, and
Abednego receive their punishment seven times hotter. They are not thrown “into the
middle of the oven of fire,” although Nebuchadnezzar had commanded it (xzhr;% “to
throw” in 3:20). Instead, they fell into the middle of the furnace of fire because the
men who were supposed to lead them to their death were killed by the flames
intended for them. Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego receive no injury from the
whole situation (3:27) and Nebuchadnezzar ends up worshipping not the statue he
created but “the most high God” (*5y N775R), presumably the God of Shadrach,
Meshach, and Abednego (3:31-33). The section under consideration functions in the
story as a punishment from the mouth of the king for those who will not fall before
and worship his statue. However, there is only one group who receives the
punishment, namely the men who attempted to put Shadrach, Meshach, and
Abednego to death. Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego obeyed the first
commandmant (from God) and were saved. The men who attempted to put these

obedient men to death instead received the punishment.
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This first quote from Daniel 3:6 is found in Matthew 13:42 “and they will
throw them into the furnace of fire: there, there will be weeping and gnashing of
teeth” (koL Parodoly abtolg €lg TV kapuLvor tob Tupdg €kel €otal O KAXLOMOG Kal
0 Bpuypog T@v 6d6vtwy). The quote, “they will throw them into the furnace of fire”
(Badobowv adtolg elg thy kopLvor tod mupdg), is marked in the Nestle-Aland text
with italics®’ and Eduard Schweitzer comments simply “der Ausdruck ,,Feuerofen®
stammt aus Dan. 3,6.”**® The sentence is found in an explanation to the disciples in
13:36-43 of what a particular parable in 13:24-30 meant. The whole chapter marks a
turning point in the Gospel of Matthew. Jesus directs his words to the crowds (13:1-
2) and speaks in parables (13:3) so that they would not understand (13:13-14). As
Jesus explains the parable of “the tares of the field” (13:36), he makes everything
clear in relation to what the parable meant in distinction to what was not clear to the
crowds. The Son of Man sows the good seed (13:37). The field is the world, the good
seed is the sons of the kingdom and the tares are the sons of the evil one (13:38). The
enemy is the devil, the harvest is the end of the age and the harvesters are angels
(13:39). In this explanation “the oven of fire” is an eschatological punishment for “all
that gives offense and the ones doing the lawlessness” (mavta ¢ okavdaio kol TOUG
motobvtag THY avopier) where the angels throw the sons of the evil one into “the
furnace of fire” (tv kapivov tod mLPOC).

This exact expression is found just a few verses later in 13:50 “and they will
throw them into the furnace of fire: there, there will be weeping and gnashing of
teeth” (kal Badodoy adtolg €ig THY koulvov Tod Tupdg: €kel €otal O KAMUOROG Kol
0 Bpuypog TGV 6dovtwy). After the explanation regarding the tares of the field, Jesus
gives three parables in a row. The disciples and not the crowds are the intended
audience. All of the parables have the description of the kingdom of God as their goal.
The first two parables describe the precious value of the kingdom and the third
parable speaks of the kingdom as a net. The net is thrown into the sea and gathers
different types of fish (13:48). When the net is full it is brought onto the shore, the
good fish are gathered together in containers and the bad are thrown away (13:48).
Jesus explains only this parable of the three in the story. In the end of the age the

angels sort out the evil from the righteous and “they will throw them into the furnace

337 Nestle-Aland, Novum Testamentum Graece, 36.
3% Eduard Schweitzer, Das Evangelium nach Matthéus (Géttingen and Ziirich: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1986), 202.
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of fire” (BaAodoy adtolg elc Ty kapLvor tod mupdc). Again, the explanation is an
eschatological punishment for those who are evil.

When these three passages are viewed together, both similarities and
differences are evident. There is similar vocabulary: throw (X127; feAiw), oven (JINN;
kapvog), and fire (7m3; mdp). Each time the sentence is a punishment. A key difference
is found, as in the Septuagint and not in Theodotion, in that the construction has been
changed from active to passive, but the vocabulary probably follows the Aramaic
Masoretic text (Beilw and not éuparinw). The punishment changes from temporal
punishment from a human king in Daniel to an eschatological punishment from God’s
angels for those who are evil in Matthew. Although Jesus in the narrative takes the
words from Daniel, they are interpreted anew. They receive an eschatological
meaning and the story is reversed. The angels, who probably saved the righteous
Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego from the oven of fire (cf. Daniel 6:23), are now
the angels who will throw those who are evil in the similar “oven of fire.” In these
details another case of exegetical insights from canonical intertextuality is

demonstrated.

6.3 Dan 7:13 (Mt 24:30; 26:64; MKk 13:26; 14:62; Lk 21:27; Rev 1:7)
Daniel 7:13 is probably the best known verse of the book of Daniel. It reads in
the Aramaic Masoretic text:

WX 2D NI YRy MW NIPD M2 Mo

PTIIPT TIIRY MER RMT PRI M A0S
1 was seeing in the vision of the night and behold with the clouds of
the heavens one like a son of man was coming and until he reached
the one aged of days and they brought him before him.

Especially important is “behold with the clouds of the heavens one like a son of man
was coming” (77 AR WK 023 x'nw "12p2y 1R). This section comes in the
narrative as a vision of the night that Daniel saw in the “first year of Belshazzar, king
of Babylon” (7:1). This narrative lasts from 7:15-27 and gives the vision (7:2-14) and
the interpretation of the vision (7:15-27) in a similar style as the similar vision and
interpretation in chapter 2 (2:31-45). Daniel saw in the vision of the night four
animals following one after another (7:2-7). With the last animal there was something
especially frightening because it was so violent and strong. It had ten horns, a new

horn grew among them and three were torn out. This horn had eyes and a mouth that
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spoke great words (7:8). Then comes the scene where thrones were set out and the
“aged of days” (121" P ny) sat down. Before the Aged of Days there is myriad of
myriads and books were opened in judgment (7:9-10). Then the last animal was killed
and the earlier animals were given a lengthening of life “until a time and a time”
(37w arw; 7:12). At the climax of the story comes the quoted passage, where one
like a son of man comes. He comes “until the Aged of the Days” (X121 P ny—p), and
was given all authority and glory of the world and his kingdom is the kingdom that
will never pass away and will never be destroyed (7:13-14). The simple interpretation
is twofold. First, the four animals are four kings who will come from the world.
Second, the holy ones of the Most High will receive the kingdom for eternity (7:17-
18). The exact details of the fourth animal are further interpreted. The fourth animal is
a kingdom from the world that will destroy all the other kingdoms (7:23). The ten
horns are ten kingdoms that come from the fourth kingdom. Another kingdom will
come from these ten kingdoms and will humble three of them (7:24). It will speak
against what is good, will wear out the saints, and attempt to chant times and laws
“until a time and half a time” (7:25). Then comes the kingdom of the holy ones of the
Most High that remains for eternity (7:26-27). The section “behold with the clouds of
the heavens one like a son of man was coming” (M7 AR WX 723 XMWY 2WTY W)
functions as the climax sign of the beginning of the eternal eschatological kingdom of
the saints.

Although the differences in the synoptic gospels are their own study in
intertextualty, the similar sections will be examined at the same time because
although the texts are different, the quotes function in a very similar way in the

different narratives. Matthew 26:64 and Mark 14:62 read:

Mt 26:64 LN y ~ i} 7 \ ’ ~ 5 \
12664 Héver adtg & Tnoode: ob elmac. AN Aéyw Oplv: &m dpti Beobe Tov

LLOV TOD GVBPWTOL KadNuevor ék SeELdY ThHG Suvapewe kol épyOudevor €Tl
TOV veheA@dr T00 0Vpavod.

Jesus says to him, “You say. But I say to you, from now on you will see the Son of Man being
seated from the right hand of power and coming upon the clouds of heaven.”

Mk14:62 & 8t "Inoodc elmer: &y eipt, kel 8eoBe tov vidy ToD AvbpdiTou ék
SeELOV kadMuevor Thg SUVIEng Kol EPYXOMEVOV HET) TOV VedeA@V TOD
o0pavod.

But Jesus said, “I am, and you will see the Son of Man being seated from the right hand of
power and coming with the clouds of heaven.”
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The quotes are “you will see the Son of Man . . . coming upon the clouds of heaven”
(OPeaBe TOV LLOY TOD AVOPWTOL . . . EPYOMEVOV €TL TOV VedeAdr tod odpavov) and
“you will see the Son of Man . . . coming with the clouds of heaven” (6yieabe Tov viov
70D AVOPWTOU . . . EPYOUEVOY LeTh TOV VepeAdV ToD ovpavov). In both narratives (Mt
26:57-86; Mk 14:53-65) Jesus is before the high priest and the whole Sanhedrin. They
were seeking false witness against Jesus and finally they found two who gave
testimony about the destruction and rebuilding of the temple in three days. Jesus is
silent and the high priest is angered and says “say to us if you are the Anointed One,
the Son of God” (uiv €lmng €l oL €l 0 xpLotog O viog Tod Beod) in Matthew and “if
you are the Anointed One, the Son of the Blessed One” (o0 €l 0 xpLotog 6 LLOG TOD
evAoyntod) in Mark. Then comes the answer from Jesus that comes from Psalm 110:1
and Daniel 7:13. With these words the high priest tears his clothes, says further that
Jesus has blasphemed, and the council decides that Jesus was liable to death. The
quote functions in the sections in connection with the question from the high priest
and Psalm 110 as a sign that he is the Anointed One and God’s Son. When Jesus
identifies in the narratives with this eschatological verse, he is saying that he is the
recipient of the eternal kingdom.

Matthew 24:30, Mark 13:26, and Luke 21:27 also have a similar context and

read:

Mt 24:30 \ ’ ’ \ ~ ~ ¢ A ~ I3 ) 5 ~
Kol TOTe dovnoetol TO0 onpelor tod viod Tob avbpwTou €V oLPAV®,

Kol TOTE kOYovtal Taoel ol puial THe YAg kel Ofovtal TOV LLOY TOD
AVOPWTOL EPYOUEVOV ETL TAV VePeA@dV ToD 00pavod WeTh Suvapews Kol 60ENg
TOAARC

And then the sign of the Son of Man will appear in heaven, and then all the tribes of the earth
will mourn and they will see the Son of Man coming upon the clouds of heaven with power
and much glory.

Mk13:28 ol T6te Bpovtar tov LidY T0D AlpiTou épxduevor &v vepédaLe et
duvdpeng TOAARG Kkal SOEMC.

And then they will see the Son of Man coming in clouds with much power and glory.

L2127 ol thte Slovtar tOv vidy Tod dvBpddToL Epyduevor Ev vedérn petd
duvdpeng kel S0ENG TOAARC.

And then they will see the Son of Man coming in a cloud with power and much glory.

The quotes are “they will see the Son of Man coming upon the clouds of heaven”
(GPovtaL Tov vlov ToD GVOPWTOL Ep)OUevoy €Tl TOV VepeAdr Tod obpavod) from
Matthew, “they will see the Son of Man coming in clouds” (6ovtaL tov viOY TOD

avBpwmou épyopevor év veperalc) from Mark, and “they will see the Son of Man
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coming in a cloud” (dyovtaL Tov viov 10D AvbpwWTOL €pxOuevor év vedédn) from
Luke. The particular context is very obvious in the synoptic gospels. The disciples
remarked about something in relation to the temple and Jesus answered that the whole
temple would be destroyed. The disciples came to him a little while later and asked
him when this would happen and what the sign of the end of the age/his coming
would be. Jesus then gives several bad signs that must happen first. But when
everyone in the world will see the sign “the Son of Man coming upon the clouds” (tov
LLOV TOD GVBPWTOL €pYOEVor €L TOV vepeddr ToD odpavod), they will know that
the angels of God will gather “his elect” (toug ékAekTolg adTOD; 1) ATOAVTPWOLE VUGV
“your redemption” in Luke). The quote functions in these narratives as a sign of hope
for “the elect” (tol¢ €kiektoug) of the Son of Man. Although everything is very bad,
there is the eschatological hope in the arrival of the Son of Man for his “the elect”
(tolg ékhektodc), whom we should certainly identify as Christians.**’

Revelation 1:7 gives the only quote that does not come from the synoptic
gospels and from the mouth of Jesus: “Behold, he comes with the clouds, and every
eye will see him and all those who pierced him, and all the tribes of the earth will
mourn upon him” ("I6ob €pyetal petd TOV vededdy, kal Ofetal adtov oG OGOAALOG
kel oltiveg adtov Eekévtnoar, kel kopovtal €m abtov miowl el ¢puial thg yhg.
val, auny). This section comes in the introduction and connects Daniel 7:13 with

0.>%° This time the

Zechariah 12:10, which we have already seen in Matthew 24:3
quote stands almost completely by itself with only the confirmation in the following
verse, “I am the Alpha and the Omega . . . says the Lord God, the one being and the
one who was and the one coming, the Almighty” CEyw eipt t0 dAda kol 10 &, Aéyel
KUpLog 0 Bedg, O WY kol O MY kol O €pyOuerog, 6 Tavtokpatwp). In 1:7 the subject is
missing and should probably be identified with the speaker in 1:8. The one who

comes in the clouds and was pierced is “the Alpha and the Omega . . . the one being

and the one who was and the one coming, the Almighty” (t0 dAde kol 0 & ... 0 GOV

39 R. T. France, The Gospel of Matthew (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 2007), 928, in footnote
110 comments on Matthew 24:29-31 and a general trend in Matthew, “We have noted that the OT
allusions in these verses consistently take prophetic language concerning Israel’s triumph and
restoration and reverse its application so that it is now Jesus and his people who are the beneficiaries of
God’s climactic acts of judgment and salvation, while the existing Jerusalem establishment centered on
the temple takes over the role of Israel’s pagan enemies in the OT. The consistency of this bold
reinterpretive strategy throughout the passage speaks in favor of the exegesis here adopted.”

0 GUK. Beale, The Book of Revelation (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1999), 196, comments in
relation to these three texts, “The use of Daniel 7 and Zechariah 12 in Matt. 24:30 may have influenced
John to use the same combination here.”
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Kal 0 MV Kal O €épyouevog, 0 Tavtokpatwp). The quote gives an eschatological
warning and also a hope as in the other verses, but what is missing in this quote (the
Son of Man) is particularly important because the quote is a full identification with
God (cf. Ex 3:14).

This example shows further similarities and differences. The vocabulary is
similar: son (172; vlog), man (WIN; &vBpwToc), to come (TNNR; €pyopat), and cloud (2;
vedéAn). Almost all of the quotes have followed the Aramaic text with a participle
(7NN is épyouevor and only once in Revelation 1:7 épxetat). All of the sections have
an eschatological meaning. Matthew 26:64 and Mark 14:62 put the quote in the mouth
of Jesus as a statement about his identity as God’s Son, which will be clear in his
arrival. Matthew 24:30, Mark 13:26, and Luke 21:27 put the quote in the mouth of
Jesus speaking about hope for Christians, whether they are Jews or Gentiles.
Revelation 1:7 takes the quote minus “the Son of Man” and makes it a statement
about the deity of Jesus. Each time the quote’s meaning is changed in a different

context.

6.4 Dan 9:27 (Mt 24:15; Mk 13:14)
Although the quote could be from Daniel 11:31 and 12:11, only the first

section from which the quote comes will be examined. Dan 9:27 reads:

IMRY PIYT ST T D3Y 20370 M2 TR
TSI NPT DAUR EEPY 2 S0 A
onuby Tnm
And he will cause a covenant to grow great to many, one week, and
half a week he will put an end to sacrifice and offering and one
causing horror upon an edge of detestable things and until

complete destruction and it is determined it will pour forth upon
one causing horror.

Of particular importance is the expression “the detestable things causing horror”
(orin oY) or in the singular in 11:31 and 12:11 “the detestable thing causing
horror” (anign y1pwWn). Daniel recognizes probably from Jeremiah 25:11 that
Jerusalem will remain in ruins for seventy years (9:2). Then he confessed his own sin
and the sin of his fathers (9:3-19). As he is still praying, Gabriel comes and gives
understanding concerning the vision (probably the vision from Daniel 8). Although
the chapter begins with the seventy years of Jerusalem’s ruin, there is now a new

seventy for his people and his home city. This time there are seventy weeks (probably
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seventy weeks of years). These weeks come “to finish the transgression, to put an end
to sin, and to atone for iniquity, to bring in everlasting righteousness” (9:24). There
are sixty-nine weeks and then comes another leader in the last week whose people
will destroy Jerusalem along with the temple. In the middle of this week he will cause
sacrifices and offerings to stop and the sign that they are in this time are abominations
that desolate (or the abomination that desolates; cf. 11:31 and 12:11). This is a terrible
sign because the people must go through this time, but it speaks of the nearness of the
time of the eternal righteousness.

Matthew and Mark take this quote from “Daniel, the prophet” (Matthew
24:15) in the same chapters (Matthew 24; Mark 13) that have already been
considered. Matthew 24:15 and Mark 13:14 state:

ME24TS “Otaw odv 18nTe TO POEAVYHE THC EpMUWoene TO pnoey Sl Aaviih
70D TPOPNTOL €0TOGC €V TOTW AYLWw, O GVAYLVWOKWY VOELTW,

Therefore when you see the abomination of desolation, the one spoken through Daniel the
prophet, standing in the holy place, let the one reading know.

MKT3:4 vOraw 8¢ Tomte TO POEAUYLL TRC EpMuoewe Eotnkdta &mov ob 8€l, O
VoY LVWOKWV VoeLTw, ToTe oL év T Toudale devyétwonr eig o Opm,

But when you see the abomination of desolation standing where it is not necessary, let the one
reading know, then the ones in Judea will flee into the mountains.

It comes as a preparing sign of the destruction of the temple and the arrival of Jesus.
Both emphasize that the reader should flee from Judea when they see this sign.
Although this sign means difficult times, it also speaks about the arrival of Jesus and
the salvation of his “the elect” (tol¢ ékAektolg; Matthew 24:31; Mark 13:27).

The vocabulary is similar: abomination (}pPt; BééAvype) and devastation
(onun; épnuwotc). Both sections speak about a difficult time when the people are
under foreign rule. They speak about the destruction of the temple and both mean that
the time of salvation is near. A difference is that these quotes speak about the arrival

of Jesus as the Son of Man.

6.5 Summary

Although it is clear from a literary perspective that each quote from the book of
Daniel in the New Testament creates something that is at the same time similar and
new, there is more to say about intertextuality when the particular historical situations
and developments that these quoted texts represent in the book of Daniel are

examined.
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As has been seen, Daniel 3:6 comes from a larger narrative that lasts from 3:1-
33. It is often commented that the absence of Daniel from this narrative gives
evidence to a circulation of this story separate from the rest of the Daniel
narratives.”*' As such, a normal approach to reading this story in connection with the
larger context of the book of Daniel is to point to the connecting material at the end of
chapter 2 where Daniel petitions the king for the elevation of his three friends (2:48-
49). Then from a form critical perspective this particular narrative is found to be of
the genre of the martyr story, where “[e]ither the martyr is faithful unto death and the
reward is reserved for another world or a miracle takes place and the martyr’s faith is

visibly justified.”***

Again from earlier analysis the story from this form critical
perspective takes on the latter of the two options. The three men are delivered by one
who looks “like a son of the gods™ (3:25) and they come unharmed from the midst of
the furnace (3:26-27). In fact it is Nebuchadnezzer who declares that the three men
were justified in their faith (3:28) and further gives the command that anyone who
“will speak neglect against their God . . . will be dismembered and his house will be
made a refuse heap” (3:29; cf. 2:5).

Without detracting from the aforementioned observations, there appears to be
a much more basic connection between the two chapters on a lexical level. Of the
seventeen occurrences of “image” (25%) in the Aramaic portions of the Hebrew Bible,
all are found in Daniel chapters 2 and 3 (2:31x2, 32, 34, 35; 3:1, 2, 3x2, 5, 7, 10, 12,
15, 18, 19). In Daniel chapter 2, King Nebuchadnezzar has a disturbing dream and

calls together his group of trained interpreters “to the magicians and to the conjurers

also the dream itself to insure the accuracy of the interpretation (2:9). The king’s
choice interpreters challenge the king’s request two times and end in the exclamation
that “what the king is asking is difficult and there is not another who will declare it

before the king” (2:11). This leads to an edict from the king “to destroy all the wise

34 Porteous, Daniel, 55, states, “The very fact that Daniel is not mentioned suggests that it was
originally independent of the cycle of stories about Daniel, and has been somewhat artificially united
with them, though, of course, to bring Daniel into this chapter as worthy of punishment for loyalty to
God whom Nebuchadnezzar, according to the previous chapter, had acknowledged so handsomely,
would have seemed very strange.” Towner, Daniel, 47, also comments, “The lead characters of this
story carry on from the previous two chapters, with the puzzling exception that Daniel is now absent.
(Most commentators take this fact as evidence that the story originated and circulated independently of
the Daniel cycle.)”

342 Porteous, Daniel, 55.
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ones of Babylon” (2:12). Of course this includes “Daniel and his comrades™ (58237
*1972m); 2:13). Daniel petitions the king for time and he along with Hananiah,
Mishael, and Azariah “seek compassion from before the God of the heavens that they
not be destroyed” (2:16-18). In distinction to all the choice interpreters of the king,
Daniel has “in the vision of the night the secret was revealed” (77 X12"5™7 X2

"51; 2:19). After an extended section of praise given to God, Daniel returns to the king

to testify:

N2O5 DI PTD MDD NUD MO i 2027

TEND MM RSN D PN XIS T MET
BT T 732UR5p
But there is a God in the heavens, one revealing secrets and
making known to the King, Nebuchadnezzar, what will be in the

end of days. This is it, the dream and the visions of your head upon
your bed.

God, not Daniel, is the one revealing secrets and further God has made known to
Nebuchadnezzar “what will be in the end of the days” (X% n*rx2 mn‘: ™).
Further developments of the prohibition against idolatry from Exodus 20 and
Deuteronomy 5 are found in Daniel 3 and 6. Daniel 7 is a further development and
interpretation of chapter 2 that is even further developed and interpreted in chapters 8,
9, and 10-12.3* Daniel 9, then, is already a third development of the earlier vision and
interpretation.

With historical considerations the book of Daniel goes in at least two different
directions. The whole book attempts to put itself at the same time into the Babylonian
Exile (Daniel 1:1; 2:1; 3:1; 4:1; 5:1; 6:1; 7:1; 8:1; 9:1-2; 10:1; 11:1) and also through
the exact description from the Babylonian Exile until the Hellenistic time perhaps to

put itself into the Hellenistic era.>**

There are from these two perspectives two goals.
One is connected with salvation from the Babylonian Exile and the other with
salvation from the time of Antiochus Epiphanes.

When one reads in the New Testament and finds things connected with the
past through a quote that are further developed and interpreted, one does not find
anything radically new. When one finds in the synoptic gospels that Jesus interprets a
quote from Daniel 9:27 applying to the present temple and not to the historical

situation from the Hellenistic era (as is seen in 1 Maccabees 1:54 and 6:7), it is not a

33 Montgomery, The Book of Daniel, 16.
3% Montgomery, The Book of Daniel, 59.
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radical break with the Old Testament. Rather he follows the pattern that is already
found in the development of the Old Testament and is also active in the development

of the New Testament, where revelation and interpretation continually work together.
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Abstract

The Concept of Canonical Intertextuality is an attempt to bring clarity to the concepts
of intertextuality and canon criticism in the field of biblical studies. This dissertation
combines an examination of the theories of intertextuality (Julia Kristeva), canon
criticism (Brevard Childs, James Sanders), inner-biblical exegesis (Michael
Fishbane), intratextuality (George Lindbeck), and kanonische intertextuelle Lektiire
(Georg Steins) with an inductive study of the Masoretic text of Daniel, its concrete
relationship with other texts in the Hebrew Bible, and finally with quotations in the
Greek text of the New Testament. The Masoretic text of Daniel serves as an excellent
test ground, through its multilingual character (Hebrew and Aramaic), differing
placement in various biblical canons, and clear quotation in a limited number of New
Testament texts. The end result is a theory of canonical intertextuality that is unique
in its definition in relation to the theories investigated as well as its application to an

entire biblical book and other texts in the Old and New Testaments.

The Concept of Canonical Intertextuality ist ein Versuch, Klarheit beziiglich der
Begriffe Intertextualitéit und Kanonkritik auf dem Gebiet biblischer Studien zu
schaffen. Diese Dissertation kombiniert eine Untersuchung von Theorien der
Intertextualitét (Julia Kristeva), Kanonkritik (Brevard Childs, James Sanders),
innerbiblischen Exegese (Michael Fishbane), Intratextualitit (George Lindbeck) und
der kanonischen intertextuellen Lektiire (Georg Steins) mit einer induktiven
Untersuchung vom masoretischen Text des Danielbuches, von seiner konkreten
Beziehung zu anderen Texten in der hebrédischen Bibel und schlieBlich zu Zitaten im
griechischen Text des Neuen Testaments. Der masoretische Text des Danielbuches
dient aufgrund seines mehrsprachigen Charakters (Hebrdisch und Araméisch), seiner
unterschiedlichen Platzierung in verschiedenen Kanons und seiner eindeutigen
Zitierung in einer begrenzten Anzahl von Texten des Neuen Testaments als
hervorragendes Untersuchungsfeld. Das Schlussergebnis ist eine Theorie kanonischer
Intertextualitdt, welche in ihrer Definition relativ zu den untersuchten Theorien
einzigartig ist, aber auch in ihrer Anwendung auf ein ganzes Bibelbuch und weitere

Texte des Alten und Neuen Testaments.
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The Netherlands
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PERSONAL

My driving passion in life is to make disciples of Jesus Christ. In this pursuit the
Lord has given me a specific passion for teaching that is based on careful
research both within and outside the Bible. This driving passion has led my
family and me to ministry in the US as well as Europe.

EDUCATION

High School Diploma, Centennial High School

Portland State University

Bachelor of Science in Biblical Education, Multnomah Bible College
Master of Arts in Exegetical Theology with High Honors, Western Seminary
Doctoral Candidate in Theology, University of Vienna

EMPLOYMENT

S.T.A.R. Director, Eagle Fern Youth Camp

For eight weeks of each summer a colleague and I directed this Christian
leadership training program. I developed and taught Bible and Theology classes
covering key skills and characteristics necessary for Christian leadership, as well
as leading by example in the completion of the physical care of the youth camp.
Youth Minister, Eastgate Bible Chapel

For over five years I led all of the ministries for those between the ages of 11-20
at Eastgate Bible Chapel. The responsibilities included were: recruiting and
training volunteer staff, developing, implementing and teaching biblical and
theological curriculum, organizing, implementing and leading weekly, weekend
long, and week long youth events, personally mentoring youth, working in
conjunction with other pastors, youth pastors and ministers.

Grad-Fellow at Western Seminary, Portland

I worked during the fall semester of 2001 for Dr. Greg Allison grading papers
and doing research on modern approaches to Christology.

Missionary

For three years I lived with my family in Baden, Austria. I worked with the
youth ministry in an evangelical church in Baden, taught various Bible classes at
Vienna Christian High School, lead an evangelistic outreach to refugee
teenagers, and was involved in several music projects. One key goal was to
provide serious biblical education in German for evangelical church leaders in
Austria.

Staff Minister, Eastgate Bible Chapel

I worked with Eastgate Bible Chapel as Full Time Staff Minister which included
all aspects of church ministry: regular preaching, pastoral care for all ages of
people, recruiting and training volunteer staff, overseeing the youth ministry,
organizing all-church activities, theological and biblical teaching in various
contexts, evangelism, etc.

Adjunct Teaching at Western Seminary, Portland

In an independent study course during the fall semester of 2005 I taught one
student to read theological German.

Adjunct Teaching at Multnomah University, Portland

I taught two sections of PHL 302, Introduction to Ethics, which is “[a]n
introduction to basic ethical theories and related contemporary moral issues with
particular emphasis on the student being able to formulate and articulate a
Christian approach to moral decision-making.”

Assistant Professor of Old Testament Language and Literature at Tyndale
Theological Seminary, The Netherlands
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TEACHING AREAS, EXPERIENCE AND STRENGTHS

Teaching areas could include: Hebrew, Aramaic, Greek, exegetical courses,
Old or New Testament survey, text and canon, hermeneutics, Ethics,
Christology.

I have taught courses in high school/college/seminary settings that include:
ethics, Christology, the Epistle to the Romans, the Gospel of John, the Book of
Daniel, Old Testament survey, New Testament Survey, theological German.

I have taught in church or para-church settings: Genesis, Exodus, Joshua,
Obadiah, Jonah, Haggai, Malachi, Matthew, Mark, John, Galatians, Ephesians,
Philippians, Colossians, 1 Timothy, 2 Timothy, James, 1 John, 2 John, 3 John,
Revelation, Bible study methods, preaching, youth ministry development,
evangelism, theology proper, Christology, the development of the biblical canon,
sanctification, various themes from the writings of John, spiritual growth.

The strengths and skills of my teaching experience include: a broad range of
biblical and theological training, experience in multicultural and religious
settings, experience with broad age groups, the ability to connect academics with
practical experience, a passion for teaching/preaching.

CURRENT AREAS OF RESEARCH

Presently I am researching intertextuality, canonical criticism and their
intersection in the Hebrew Bible to complete my doctoral work at the University
of Vienna. As such, the Bible in Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek, exegesis of the
biblical texts, and their continual revitalization through preaching and personal
application are particular areas of passion, both academically and pastorally.
Through my academic research and ministry responsibilities, I find continual
opportunities to exercise these passions and hope to continue this partnership in
further teaching/ministry.

PROFESSIONAL BODIES AND LEARNED SOCIETIES
Society of Biblical Literature (2003-present)
Evangelical Theological Society (2003-present)

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION

The end of this academic year should mark the completion of my doctorate from
the University of Vienna. With this end now in sight a transition in ministry has
happened. What has been primarily a pastoral ministry with teaching as part of it
has now transitioned to primarily a teaching ministry with pastoring as part of it.
Rather than a complete paradigm shift this is more a matter of reemphasis.

One peculiar issue to our family is not only that we have five children but further
that my second daughter, Hannah, is severely handicapped. We have lived in the
US, Austria and The Netherlands and have found each of these situations to be a

challenge. With that said, she has also been an extreme source of God’s grace in

our lives, teaching us to live more and more for the glory of God.

LANGUAGES
As well as being skilled in biblical Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek, I am fluent in
English and German and have rudimentary skills in Dutch, Latin, and French.

PUBLICATIONS

Jordan M. Scheetz, review of David Valeta, Lions and Ovens and Visions: A
Satirical Reading of Daniel 1-6, Review of Biblical Literature
[http://www.bookreviews.org] (2009).
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