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Abstract
Bennie H Reynolds III: Between Symbolism and Realism:
The Use of Symbolic and Non-Symbolic Language in Ancient Jewish Apocalypses

333-63 BCE
(Under the direction of Bart Ehrman/Armin Lange)

This dissertation is a systematic analysis of the language of ancient Jewish
historical apocalypses. 1 investigate how the dramatis personae, 1i.e., deities,
angels/demons, and humans (both individuals and groups) are described in the Book of
Daniel (2, 7, 8, 10-12) the Animal Apocalypse (I Enoch 85-90), 4QFourKingdoms™® ar,
the Book of the Words of Noah (1QapGen 5 29-18 ?), the Apocryphon of Jeremiah C, and
4QPseudo-Daniel’® ar. The primary methodologies for this study are linguistic- and
motif-historical analysis and the theoretical framework is informed by a wide range of
ancient and modern thinkers including Artemidorus of Daldis, Ferdinand de Saussure,
Charles Peirce, Leo Oppenheim, Claude Lévi-Strauss, and Umberto Eco. The most basic
contention of this study is that the data now available from the Dead Sea Scrolls
significantly alter how one should conceive of the genre apocalypse in the Hellenistic
Period. This basic contention is borne out by five primary conclusions. First, while some
apocalypses employ symbolic language to describe the actors in their historical reviews,
others use non-symbolic language. Some texts, especially from the Book of Daniel, are
mixed cases. Second, among the apocalypses that use symbolic language, a limited and
stable repertoire of symbols obtain across the genre and bear witness to a series of

conventional associations. Third, in light of the conventional associations present in

il



symbolic language as well as the specific descriptions of particular historical actors, it
appears that symbolic language is not used to hide or obscure its referents, but to provide
the reader with embedded interpretative tools. Fourth, while several apocalypses do not
use symbolic ciphers to encode their historical actors, they often use cryptic language that
may have functioned as a group-specific language. Fifth, the language of apocalypses
appears to indicate that these texts were not the domain of only one social group or even
one type of social group. Some texts presume large audiences and others presume more
limited ones. In other words, apocalypticism was not the exclusive domain of a small
fringe group even if several small fringe groups appear to have internalized the ideology

associated with the genre apocalypse.
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Chapter One:
Introduction, History of Research, Theoretical Framework

1.0 Introduction

Behold, the fourth beast — dreadful, terrible, and exceedingly mighty. It had
great teeth of iron and was devouring and crushing and stomping the
remainder at its feet. And it was different from each beast that was before it
and it had ten horns. (Daniel 7:7)

Daniel 7 describes the ancient kingdom of Greece as a terrifying beast.' It also
describes individual Greek rulers as particular horns on the beast’s head.  Apocalypses
such as Daniel 8 and the Animal Apocalypse use the same type of symbolic language. In
the research history below I attempt to show that this type of language has led most
interpreters to describe symbolic language as a defining feature — a sine qua non — of
ancient Jewish apocalypses. Recent work, however, has called into question whether or
not symbolic language is a ubiquitous feature in the ex eventu prophecies of ancient
Jewish apocalypses. While working to categorize the texts from the Qumran library by
genre for DJD 39, Armin Lange and Ulrike-Mittmann-Richert noticed that some

apocalypses describe historical or heavenly entities in a different manner than one finds

! Strictly speaking, the writer of Daniel depicts the kingdom of Macedon, not Greece. It is
unlikely, however, that the writer appreciated any such distinction in light of the angelic interpretation of
the dream vision from Daniel 8 (cf. 8:21) and the correlation of Alexander and the 1 mabn “Kingdom of

Greece” in 11:2-3.



in Daniel 7. They suggested that ancient Jewish apocalypses were not necessarily
symbolic in character and called for further research on the language of apocalypses.’
Their concern with language can be seen in a comparison of descriptions of Greece in
ancient Jewish apocalypses. One may note, for example, the way that the writer of the

Apocryphon of Jeremiah C represents Greece: 1° “Greece.” One cannot find a more

realistic description of Greece than 1 in Classical Hebrew. 4QPseudoDaniel*® ar even

mentions the personal names of particular Greek rulers.” A careful analysis of the book
of Daniel shows that the last and largest apocalypse in that book (chapters 10-12) never
uses symbolic ciphers to represent Greece or any other political body. Instead, the

explicit term 11 is used to describe Greece and titles such as “king of the north” or “king

of the south” are used to describe particular Seleucid or Ptolemaic rulers in Daniel 11.
These descriptions are considerably different than the one found in Daniel 7. The
language found in Apocryphon of Jeremiah C and Pseudo-Daniel” raises intriguing
questions about the language found in other better known Jewish historical apocalypses.

Is symbolic language really a hallmark of the genre apocalypse? Do all historical

2 Armin Lange and Ulrike Mittmann-Richert, "Annotated List of the Texts from the Judean Desert
Classified by Genre and Content," in The Texts From the Judean Desert: Indices and An Introduction to the
DJD Series (ed. Emanuel Tov; vol. 39 of DJD; Oxford: Clarendon, 2002), 120-1.

? Lange and Mittmann-Richert, "Annotated List of the Texts from the Judean Desert Classified by
Genre and Content,” 121. Lange himself perormed a preliminary investigation in which he compared
descriptions from Daniel, the Animal Apocalypse, and Jubilees. Armin Lange, "Dream Visions and
Apocalyptic Milieus," in Enoch and Qumran Origins: New Light on a Forgotten Connection (ed. Gabriele
Boccaccini; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 27-34.

* Devorah Dimant, "4QApocryphon of Jeremiah," in Qumran Cave 4 XXI (ed. Devorah Dimant;
vol. 30 of DJD; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2001), 152-3.

> For example, 011292 = BoAakpoc in 4Q243 21 2. Another name that cannot be deciphered is,
nevertheless, almost certainly Greek. See John J Collins and Peter Flint, "4Qpseudo-Daniel® ar," in
Qumran Cave 4 XVII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 3 (ed. James VanderKam; vol. 22 of DJD; Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1996), 109.



apocalypses use symbols to allegorize older myths? Does the symbolic language found
in some historical apocalypses serve to conceal or protect resistance groups? If so, does
symbolic language indicate that apocalypses were the domain of small, marginal, or
fringe groups within Judaism of the Hellenistic Period? If not all apocalypses use
symbols, can the explicit language of some historical apocalypses reveal information
about the kind of communities for which these texts were important?

In this dissertation, I attempt to provide answers for some of these questions by
analyzing the language of ancient Jewish historical apocalypses. While apocalypses and
apocalypticism have not lacked for scholarly attention in the last three decades, work
specifically dedicated to the language of apocalypses has not moved significantly beyond
Hermann Gunkel’s work in Schopfung und Chaos in Urzeit und Endzeit, a work that is
not even specifically concerned with the genre apocalypse.’ This lack of work on the
language of apocalypses obtains in spite of the fact that most students of apocalypses
have declared symbolic language to be a sine qua non of the genre apocalypse.” John
Collins highlighted the need for more analysis of the language of apocalypses over
twenty-five years ago while most still waged battles over the questions of form: “The
literary conventions that determine the manner of composition and the nature of the

literature are no less important than the generic framework.” 1 hope that this study will

® Hermann Gunkel, Schopfung und Chaos in Urzeit und Endzeit (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1895). Cf. now Hermann Gunkel, Creation and Chaos in the Primeval Era and the Eshchaton
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2005). I hasten to point out that good work, though not enough of it, has
been done on the rhetoric of apocalypses. Cf. Adela Yarbro Collins, Crisis and Catharsis: The Power of
the Apocalypse (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1984).

7 A representative statement can be found in David Russell, The Method and Message of Jewish
Apocalyptic (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1964), 122.. See the history of research below for additional
similar opinions.

8 John J. Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination: An Introduction to Jewish Apocalyptic Literature
(Grand Rapids: W.B. Eerdmans, 1998), 14.



fill in portions of the portrait of Jewish Historical apocalypses that still want for color.
Ultimately, I paint a picture of language that is more complex and nuanced than a simple
symbolic vs. non-sybmolic scheme. But I insist that many of the most important insights
one can gain from the language of apocalypses are only revealed when one begins with

basic binary structure developed by Lange and Mittman-Richert.

1.1 Plan for this Study

The remainder of chapter one is divided into two basic parts. In the first part, [ provide a
history of research on the language of ancient Jewish apocalypses. In the second part, I
attempt to establish a theoretical framework within which to view the language of
apocalypses. I divide this history of research into four basic periods: 1) from Liicke to
Koch, 2) from Koch to Collins, and 3) from Uppsala (back) to Collins, and 4) current
trends. Several of the questions already intimated in the introduction above are made
salient in this review of research. Conspicuously missing from the many studies that
purport to accord great significance to the symbolic language of Jewish apocalypses is
any explicit method for understanding the language or any systematic analysis of it. I am
not aware of any study that provides explicit criteria for determining whether or not
language is symbolic. I show that the concept of explicit, realistic language is all but
missing from more than two hundred years worth of research. Thus, while the data from
the history of research is accordingly one-sided (i.e., there essentially is no history of
those who have found non-symbolic language), it is precisely that one-sidedness that

opens the requisite space needed to define symbolic and non-symbolic language in



ancient Jewish apocalypses. Accordingly, the history of research is followed by a section
that attempts to solve the largest problem encountered in the history of research, the lack
of a robust conceptual framework.

In the theoretical framework, I attempt to set the parameters for discussion of the
language encountered in the analysis of texts in chapters two through six. I begin by
considering work done by Leo Oppenheim on the language of ancient dream reports as
well as the logical antecedents of Oppenhiem’s work in the Oneirocritica of Artemidorus
of Daldis. It is from these works that I derive my basic typology for symbolic vs. non-
symbolic language. Next I consider a model of language derived from the work of
Ferdinand de Saussure and Charles Peirce and filtered through structuralists like Claude
Lévi-Strauss in order to find a nomenclature to describe the conventional relationships
encountered in part one of this study. I then consider the notion of group-specific
language in order to better understand the texts found in part two of this study. With a
theoretical framework in place, I proceed to the main body of this study, which is divided
into two major sections: symbolic apocalypses (chapters two and three) and non-
symbolic apocalypses (chapters four, five and six).

In chapter two I analyze chapters 2, 7, and 8 from the Book of Daniel. In chapter
three I compare the evidence from the symbolic apocalypses in the Book of Daniel with
three other symbolic apocalypses: The Animal Apocalypse (I Enoch 85-90), 4QFour
Kingdoms®® ar, and the Book of the Words of Noah (1QapGen 5 29-18).

In chapter 4 I analyze the language found in Daniel 10-12. Chapters five and six are
devoted to two texts from Qumran: Apocryphon of Jeremiah C and Pseudo-Daniel” ar.

I provide a fresh transcription and translation for each of the last two texts. In the case of



the Apocryphon of Jeremiah C, 1 provide the first fully combined edition of all fragments.
The analysis of both Apocryphon of Jeremiah C and Pseudo-Daniel” ar is preceded by a

discussion of why each text should be treated as an apocalypse.

1.2 The Genre Apocalypse

The terms “apocalypse” and “apocalyptic” are particularly problematic when used to
describe texts from the Qumran library.” The discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls
preceeded and fueled a scholarly discussion that began in the late 1970’s and sought to
give greater precision to the terms apocalypse, apocalyptic, and apocalypticism.'’ Many
Dead Sea Scrolls were initially given the designation “Apocalyptic” (i.e., the incorrect
English nominal approximation of the German Apokalyptik) even though they did not
appear similar to texts such as Daniel in terms of genre. The resulting confusion about
the genre apocalypse and contents of many scrolls discovered at Qumran is summarized

by Florentino Garcia- Martnez:

The announcement that the most characteristic apocalypses, such as
Enoch or Daniel, were abundantly represented in the new finds, the discovery
that other compositions previously unknown had characteristics similar to
these apocalypses and could therefore be legitimately considered new
apocalypses, the awareness that the most typical sectarian writings had a
remarkable eschatological dimension and showed a very radical dualistic
thinking, and above all the fact that the group from which the manuscripts
were supposed to have come was a secluded community, providing for the
first time a model for the sociological background of the apocalypses all
helped to create a pan-Qumranism in the investigation of apocalypticism."'

? Lange and Mittmann-Richert, "Annotated List of the Texts from the Judean Desert Classified by
Genre and Content," 120.

' The now standard distinctions are summarized by Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 1-21.

" Florentino Garcia Martinez, "Apocalypticism in the Dead Sea Scrolls," in The Encyclopedia of
Apocalypticism (ed. John J Collins; New York: Continuum, 1998), 163.



There are many texts from the Qumran library that one might describe with the
adjective “apocalyptic.” These texts contain themes, motifs, or other elements familiar
from the genre apocalypse but they are not examples of revelatory literature. Examples
of the apocalyptic features mentioned above might include 1) a periodized history, 2)
dualism, 3) messianism, 4) a final, eschatological battle, or 5) the concept of
predestination.'? Texts like the War Scroll (1QM), the Damascus Document (D), and the
Pesharim contain some of these elements. None of these high-profile scrolls, however,
share the literary form of apocalypses.

Hartmut Stegemann raised precisely this problem at the 1979 Uppsala Colloquium on
Apocalypticism. He noted the non-sequitor that an apocalyptic community like the
Qumran Essenes had not actually produced any apocalypses.”> Stegemann’s assertion
that “the emperor hath no clothes” appears correct on one level. The caves at Qumran
may not have preserved a single apocalypse composed by Essenes. But several texts
unknown before the discoveries at Qumran have the potential to further illumine the
genre apocalypse. Texts that one might describe as apocalypses are Apocryphon of
Jeremiah C, Pseudo-Daniela'b, 4QHistorical Text A, Words of Michael, Book of Giants,
New Jerusalem, 4QapocrDan ar, The Book of Noah, 4QFourKingdomsa'b ar, and

Testament of Amram."* Not everyone would describe these texts as “true” apocalypses.

12 John I Collins, Apocalypticism in the Dead Sea Scrolls (London: Routledge, 1997), 9-11.

" Hartmut Stegemann, "Die Bedeutung der Qumranfunde fiir die Erforschung der Apokalyptik,"
in Apocalypticism in the Mediterranean World and the Near East (ed. David Hellholm; Tiibingen: Mohr,
1983), 495-530.

¥ See Lange and Mittmann-Richert, "Annotated List of the Texts from the Judean Desert
Classified by Genre and Content," 120-1. See also John J Collins, "Apocalypticism and Literary Genre in
the Dead Sea Scrolls," in The Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty Years: A Comprehensive Assessment (ed. Peter
Flint and James VanderKam; Leiden: Brill, 1989), 403-30. The most recent discussion is found in Jorg
Frey, "Die Bedeutung der Qumrantexte fiir das Verstdndnis der Apokalyptik im Frithjudentum und im



In each case one faces a highly fragmentary text that does not provide sufficient evidence
to describe its genre definitively. But part of the problem is the idea that there is such a
thing as a “true” apocalypse (i.e., generic realism). This last problem is symptomatic of a
more deeply rooted problem that one confronts when analyzing the genre of some of the
fragmentary texts from Qumran: some classical research methodologies, such as form
criticism, are in a state of flux (or even limbo)."

216 I am

Apocryphon of Jeremiah C is sometimes described as “pseudo-prophecy.
unaware of what this category means though it does not seem to be coterminus with the
more precise category, “literary-prophecy.” The use of the genre prophecy or “pseudo-
prophecy” to describe either Apocryphon of Jeremiah C or Pseudo-Daniel®” ar is highly
problematic. In light of the significant evolution of “prophecy” in the imaginations of
Jewish writers from the Iron Age to the Hellenistic period, it is crucial to define prophecy
before using it to label Apocryphon of Jeremiah C. In his recent monograph, Mediating
the Divine, Alex Jassen makes the point that prophecy was not an extinct concept in the

Dead Sea Scrolls/Second Temple Judaism. He also makes the point that the concept of

prophecy found in the scrolls is the product of significant transformation and

Urchristentum," in Apokalyptik und Qumran (ed. Jorg Frey and Michael Becker; Paderborn: Bonifatius,
2007), 11-62, esp. 23-34.

"> The most recent treatment of the problems and possibilities of form criticism is the forthcoming
PhD dissertation of Sean Burt (Duke University). I thank Sean for making available to me a section
entitled “The Form-Critical Problem of the Nehemiah Memorial; Or, Reanimating the Sitz im Leben.” See
also Antony Campbell, "Form Criticism's Future," in The Changing Face of Form Criticism for the Twenty-
First Century (ed. Marvin Sweeney and Ehud Ben Zvi; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 15-31. Erhard
Blum, "Formgeschichte -- A Misleading Category? Some Critical Remarks," in The Changing Face of
Form Criticism for the Twenty-First Century (ed. Marvin Sweeney and Ehud Ben Zvi; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2003), 32-45.

' The most conspicuous use of the expression “pseudo-prophecy” is found in the title of DJD 30:
Devorah Dimant, Qumran Cave 4 Parabiblical Texts, Part 4: Pseudo-Prophetic Texts (vol. 30; Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 2001). Cf. also Collins, Apocalypticism in the Dead Sea Scrolls, 10.



reconceptualization.'” In particular, regardless of the terminology that is found in some
scrolls, Jassen shows that the mediating functions of the Qumran community, for
example, are easily distinguishable from the biblical models of prophet and prophecy.'®

The fact that Apocryphon of Jeremiah C makes use of a biblical prophetic figure
no more indicates that the text is a prophecy than the use of Jeremiah in 2 Maccabees
makes it a prophecy. If one discovered only a small portion of 2 Maccabees, it might be
tempting to describe it as a prophetic text. It is demonstrably not. While the fragmentary
Apocryphon might appear at first like a prophecy of Jeremiah, I hope to show that some
of its features are far closer to ancient Jewish apocalypses than to typical prophetic
oracles.

In this dissertation I use the definition of apocalypse from Semeia 14 as my

working definition:

A genre of revelatory literature with a narrative framework, in which a
revelation is mediated by an otherworldly being to a human recipient,
disclosing a transcendent reality which is both temporal, insofar as it envisages
eschatological salvation, and spatial, insofar as it involves another,

supernatural world. 19
Numerous proposals have been made to modify this definition. Some have desired to add

more specificity and others have desired to make the definition more inclusive.” I

7" Alex Jassen, Mediating the Divine: Prophecy and Revelation in the Dead Sea Scrolls and
Second Temple Judaism (STDJ 68; Leiden: Brill, 2007). See also William Schniedewind, The Word of
God in Transition: From Prophet to Exegete in the Second Temple Period (JSOTSup 197; Sheffield: JSOT
Press, 1995).

18 Jassen, Mediating the Divine, 279-308.

' John J Collins, Apocalypse: The Morphology of a Genre (Semeia 14; Missoula, Mont.: Scholars
Press, 1979), 9.

%0 Cf. Eibert Tigchelaar, "More on Apocalyptic and Apocalypses," JS.J 18 (1987): 137-44. The
most recent survey is Todd Hanneken, "The Book of Jubilees among the Apocalypses" (Ph.D. Dissertation,
University of Notre Dame, 2008) 86-103. See also Lorenzo DiTommaso, "Apocalypses and
Apocalypticism in Antiquity (Part 1)," CBR 5 (2007): 235-86, esp. 38-47.



proceed under the assumption that all generic definitions are imperfect because of the
continual innovation and cross-fertilization of genres. Thomas Pavel addresses this issue
in one of two issues of the journal New Literary History devoted to the notion of genre in

2003:

With all their instability, generic notions are irreplaceable. Attempts to
speak about literature in terms of a single all-encompassing category that
would make generic concerns obsolete (the "masterpiece”" of the Romantics,
the "poem" of the New Critics, and the "text" of poststructuralist criticism)
leave aside something essential. Genre is a crucial interpretive tool because it
is a crucial artistic tool in the first place. Literary texts are neither natural
phenomena subject to scientific dissection, nor miracles performed by gods
and thus worthy of worship, but fruits of human talent and labor. To
understand them, we need to appreciate the efforts that went into their
production. Genre helps us figure out the nature of a literary work because the
person who wrote it and the culture for which that person labored used genre
as a guideline for literary creation.”’

The value of definitions, and I believe this is true of the Semeia 14 definition, is
that they allow us to see more clearly the fine distinctions between texts that share
general similarities. Nevertheless generic definitions are always preliminary statements,
not final assessments. They indicate a group of texts that might be most profitably read
together. They inform the expectations of a reader. Definitions focus on form,** but a
full study of genre includes elements such as content and theme, language, context,

function, material attributes of the text, mode of composition and reception, and the role

! Thomas Pavel, "Genres as Norms and Good Habits," NLH 34, no. 2 [Theorizing Genres ]
(2003): 202. See also Margaret Cohen, "Traveling Genres," NLH 34, no. 3 [Theorizing Genres II] (2003):
481-99. Mark Salber Phillips, "Histories, Micro- and Literary: Problems of Genre and Distance," NLH 34,
no. 2 [Theorizing Genres I] (2003): 211-29.

22 “Generic definitions should focus upon the formal, structural composition of the literary works
rather than upon thematology. It may be necessary to keep characteristic motifs in view, but identifications
of subject matter are of dubious value, since related subjects may be expressed in several genres.” William
Doty, "The Concept of Genre in Literary Analysis," in Society of Biblical Literature, One Hundred Eighth
Annual Meeting Book of Seminar paper (ed. Lane McGaughy; Los Angeles: Society of Biblical Literature,
1972), 439.
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of tradition.”® This study looks toward a more complete understanding of ancient Jewish
apocalypses by systematically analyzing a feature of the genre that is not included in

generic definitions: language.

1.3 The Limitations of this Study

This dissertation is a systematic study of the language of Jewish historical apocalypses
but it is not a comprehensive one.”* The number of historical apocalypses is too large to
apply a systematic analysis to each text. Moreover, I am especially interested in calling
attention to how texts from Qumran should shape our conception of the genre apocalypse.
Therefore I have set some parameters that limit the body of evidence I consider. In the
first instance, I exclude texts that fall outside of the dates 333-63 BCE, i.e., the Hellenistic
Period in Syro-Palestine.

The genre apocalypse emerges out of a rich literary seedbed that is exemplified in
particular by prophetic texts such as Isaiah 24-27 and Zechariah 1-8.*° It is probably

accurate to describe both of these texts as proto-apocalypses, but some of the most

3 Cf., for example the generic-analytic approach of Kenton Sparks in Kenton Sparks, Ancient
Texts for the Study of the Hebrew Bible: A Guide to the Background Literature (Peabody, MA:
Hendrickson, 2005), 5-21.

* Texts such as the Book of the Watchers (I Enoch 1-36) are not included because they are
heavenly/otherworldly journeys, not historical apocalypses. A study of the language of heavenly journeys
is also highly desirable, but I have chosen historical apocalypses because each text presents a similar
chronological scheme and this scheme generates comparable evidence more consistently than do heavenly
journeys. In other words, a comparison of the language found in only historical apocalypses is more likely
to find “apple-to-apple” rather than “apple-to-orange” data.

» Two studies have been most influential in outlining the continuity between post-exilic prophecy
and the genre apocalypse are Paul Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalyptic: The Historical and Sociological
Roots of Jewish Apocalyptic Eschatology (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1975). Peter von der Osten-Sacken, Die
Apokalyptik in ihrem Verhdltnis zu Prophetie und Weisheit (vol. 157; Miinchen: C. Kaiser, 1969).
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important features of literary apocalypses, i.e., intense interest in the angelic world and a
robust, imminent eschatology — are not routinely found in post-exilic prophetic texts.*®
Therefore 1 do not include Haggai, Zechariah 1-8, Ezekiel 40-48, Isaiah 24-27, or 56-66
in this study. These texts prefigure aspects of the form and thought of apocalypses, but
they are not apocalypses. For many scholars, the socio-historical stage is not fully set for
the emergence of the genre apocalypse before the Hellenistic Period and the associated
cultural upheavals in Syro-Palestine.”” While the deep roots of their form and worldview
can be detected in texts from the post-exilic period (and even before), many apocalypses
are direct responses to events in the Hellenistic period. Some texts like the Book of
Watchers appear to be general responses, but others such as Daniel 7 and the Animal
Apocalypse appear to respond directly to particular historical circumstances (e.g., the
Hellenistic religious reforms of Antiochus IV and the Maccabean revolt, respectively).

A similar situation obtains with Daniel 4. It is unclear when the text was written,
but it is likely a pre-Maccabean text.”® The discovery of the Prayer of Nabonidus almost
certainly indicates that Daniel 4 is based on earlier traditions that date to the Persian

Period.”” The Prayer of Nabonidus appears to describe the madness of King Nabonidus

2% Cf. Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 24-5.

T Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 33-7. This discussion in Apocalyptic Imagination
summarizes two more substantial pieces on this topic: John J Collins, "Jewish Apocalyptic Against Its
Hellenistic Near Eastern Environment," BASOR 220 (1975): 27-36. John J Collins, "Cosmos and
Salvation: Jewish Wisdom and Apocalyptic in the Hellenistic Age," HR 17 (1977): 121-42. Both essays
are now collected in John J Collins, Seers, Sybils, and Sages in Hellenistic-Roman Judaism (Leiden: Brill,
2001), 59-74, 317-38.

% John J. Collins, Daniel (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993), 233-4.

¥ For the editio princeps, see John J Collins and Peter Flint, "4QPrayer of Nabonidus ar," in
Qumran Cave 4 XVII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 3 (ed. James VanderKam; vol. 22 of DJD; Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1996), 83-93. See also the discussion in Esther Eshel, "Possible Sources of the Book of
Daniel," in The Book of Daniel: Composition and Reception (ed. John J Collins and Peter Flint; vol. 84 of
VTSup; Leiden: Brill, 2001).
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of Babylon (Nebuchadnezzar in Daniel 4) and reports that the king was helped by a
young Jewish man.** Evidence from the Greek versions suggests a date in the Persian
Period. Daniel 4 may have formed part of the earliest Aramaic Daniel-Book.”' Finally,
Daniel 4 does not contain the imminent eschatology or immense interest in the heavenly
world that is typical of most apocalypses. For these reasons, I do not specifically analyze
Daniel 4. The tree imagery used in Daniel 4 is discussed, however, in chapter three.
Daniel 4’s tree imagery is helpful for understanding the tree imagery in 4QFour
Kingdoms®® ar and the Book of the Words of Noah.

On the other end of the spectrum, 4 Ezra is excluded from this study because of
its late date (late first century CE).*> The same is true for 2 Baruch. Like 4 Ezra, 2
Baruch presumes the fall of Jerusalem in 70 CE (chapters 1-9 detail the fall of
Jerusalem).” It is possible that 4 Ezra served as a source for 2 Baruch.**

There are some texts that do not fall outside the period 333-63 BCE, but are not
analyzed individually. There are several texts from Qumran that may be literary

apocalypses but which are not specifically treated because the fragmentary state of

3% Cf. Matthias Henze, The Madness of King Nebuchadnezzar: The Ancient Near Eastern Origins
and Early History of Interpretation of Daniel 4 (JSJSup; Leiden: Brill, 1999). See also Klaus Koch, Die
Reiche der Welt und der kommende Menschensohn: Studien zum Danielbuch (GA 2; Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 1995), 83-124. Klaus Koch, Daniel (BKAT XXII/6; Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 2005), 408-15.

3' The most thorough argument for this theory is Rainer Albertz, Der Gott des Daniel:
Untersuchungen zu Daniel 4-6 in der Septuagintafassung sowie zu Komposition und Theologie des
aramdischen Danielbuches (vol. 131; Stuttgart: Verlag Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1988). See also L. M.
Wills, The Jew in the Court of the Foreign King (Minneapolis: Fotress, 1990). Timothy McLay, "The Old
Greek Translation of Daniel IV-VI and the Formation of the Book of Daniel," V'T 55 (2005).

32 Stone dates the composition to the time of Domitian (81-96 CE) — most likely towards the end of
his reign. See Michael Stone, Fourth Ezra (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1994), 9-10.

3 George Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature between the Bible and the Mishnah: A Historical and
Literary Introduction (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1981), 280-7. Gwendolyn Sayler, Have the Promises Failed:
A Literary Analysis of 2 Baruch (SBLDS; Chico: Scholars Press, 1984).

3 Cf. Stone, Fourth Ezra, 39-40.
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preservation makes a systematic study of their language all but impossible. These texts
include 4QWords of Michael ar (4Q529, 6Q23), 4QVision® ar (4Q556), 4QpapVisi0nb ar
(4Q558) 4QVision® ar (4Q557), 4QHistorical Text A (4Q248), 4QapocrDan ar (4Q246),
and the Book of Giants (the dream of Hahyah).” While these texts are not analyzed
individually, several of them are discussed in my analysis of other texts.

Finally, I do not analyze the Book of Jubilees or the Apocalypse of Weeks (I
Enoch 93 + 91:11-17) systematically. There is disagreement over whether or not the
Book of Jubilees should be described as an apocalypse.”® The only book-length study of
the genre of Jubilees concludes that it is an apocalypse that attempts to turn the genre
apocalypse on its head by using the literary framework of apocalypses to express a
significantly divergent worldview.?” There is no such confusion about the Apocalypse of
Weeks.*® These texts are excluded primarily for reasons of space.*

A second major limitation of this study is specifically related to the type of data I
mine from individual apocalypses. I analyze the expressions used to describe historical

actors in the historical reviews, i.e., deities, angels/demons, and humans (both individuals

% Cf. Lange and Mittmann-Richert, "Annotated List of the Texts from the Judean Desert
Classified by Genre and Content,”" 120-1. Collins, "Apocalypticism and Literary Genre in the Dead Sea
Scrolls," 403-30. Frey, "Die Bedeutung der Qumrantexte fiir das Verstdndnis der Apokalyptik im
Friihjudentum und im Urchristentum," 11-62.

36 Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 79-84. Christopher Rowland, The Open Heaven: A Study
of Apocalyptic in Judaism and Early Christianity (New York: Crossroad, 1982), 51-2. Armin Lange,
"Divinatorische Tralime und Apokalyptik im Jubildenbuch," in Studies in the Book of Jubilees (ed. Matthias
Albani, et al.; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1997), 25-38.

37 Hanneken, "The Book of Jubilees among the Apocalypses".

3% Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 62-5. James C. VanderKam, Enoch and the Growth of
an Apocalyptic Tradition (vol. 16; Washington, D.C.: Catholic Biblical Association, 1984), 141-60. On the
inclusion of 1 Enoch 91 with 93, see Matthew Black, "The Apocalypse of Weeks in the Light of 4QEn®,"
VT 28 (1978).

** For a preliminary statement about the non-symbolic nature of the language of Jubilees, see
Lange, "Dream Visions and Apocalyptic Milieus," 27-34.
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and groups). 1 choose the category of historical actor because it is consistently
represented in all early Jewish apocalypses. Other types of data, such as geographical
locales, might also be fruitful.*’ These categories of language, however, provide a less

complete data set for a student who wants to cover the entire genre.

1.4 Methodology

This study analyzes the language of Jewish historical apocalypses. The primary
methodologies used to do this are linguistic- and motif-historical analysis. In other
words, for each expression used to describe a historical actor, I analyze how that term is
used 1) within the particular text, 2) within the genre apocalypse in general, and 3) in
other Israelite/Jewish and ancient Near Eastern/ancient Mediterranean literature. In some
cases, it is necessary to go beyond how a particular expression is used and investigate the
literary motif within which the term is embedded. Only by considering the full semantic
range of each description is it possible to accurately assess how they function within their
individual contexts. Moreover, it is only by considering the full semantic range of each
description that one is able to see the linguistic patterns that emerge across the genre
apocalypse. For example, if one focuses only on how the “little horn” of Daniel 7 refers
to Antiochus IV Epiphanes or how the ram with the large horn in the Animal Apocalypse
refers to Judas Maccabeus, one would miss the larger scheme in which animals are

consistently used to describe humans in symbolic apocalypses. In other words, there are

* In this regard, see Maria Leppikari, Apocalyptic Representations of Jerusalem (111; Leiden:
Brill, 2006). Daniel Machiela, "Each to His Own Inheritance: Geography as an Evaluative Tool in the
Genesis Apocryphon,"” DSD 15 (2008): 50-66.
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at least two levels of symbolism in the text. This observation is important because it
recognizes the linguistic constraints placed on a given writer who wants to describe a
human being in symbolic cipher. The categorical association animal=human is always
prior to the choice of which particular animal a writer might use to describe a particular
human. More specialized methodological procedures are carried out at relevant
junctures. These include redaction criticism (i.e., source criticism, the attempt to separate
originally distinct literary layers), paleography (the analysis of ancient handwriting to
date ancient documents), and textual criticism (the endeavor to reach the [most] original

version of a text by evaluating extant witnesses).

1.5 A History of Research

In this research history I review scholarly conceptions of the language found in early
Jewish apocalypses. Since Lange and Mittmann-Richert’s call to formally distinguish
between non-symbolic and symbolic apocalypses came only in 2002, and since little has
been said about it since then, this history of the research is largely one-sided. The first
scholars whose work I analyze had no access to the Dead Sea Scrolls. Thus, they never
knew a stand-alone non-symbolic apocalypse. They only had access to non-symbolic
apocalypses that were parts of literary works that included symbolic apocalypses

(Sibylline Oracles 3 perhaps forms an exception to this rule).

1.5.1 From Liicke to Koch
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Critical studies of apocalypses began with Friedrich Liicke’s Versuch einer vollstindigen
Einleitung in die Offenbarung des Johannes [Towards a Comprehensive Introduction to
the Apocalypse of John], published in 1832. Liicke took the word drokdAvyng from the
title of the New Testament Apocalypse of John and used it as a generic term to describe
an entire body of texts originally and primarily produced by Jews in the Hellenistic
period. Thus Liicke coined the term “apocalypse” as it is used today. His main
arguments about apocalypses still enjoy consensus support in the Academy though,
unlike Wellhausen’s work on the Pentateuch and Noth’s work on the Deuteronomistic
History, he is more rarely credited. Liicke believed that Apokalyptik'' was a natural
outgrowth of Israelite prophecy. While modern scholars would prefer to see a slightly
more nuanced picture of the origins of apocalypticism, most agree that the main stream
was Israelite prophecy.” He also saw eschatology as the leading motif of apocalypses.*’

Tord Olsson construes his most important legacy to be Liicke’s emphasis on history:

His emphasis on a particular conception of history as the essential basis of
apocalypticism and from which its other characteristics can be generated: visionary form
and symbolism, apocalyptic time measuring, pseudonymity, its learned and artificial
style, and the conception of an angelus interpres.

# John Collins has made clear that the word apocalyptic should not and cannot be used as a noun
in English. When discussing the work of earlier scholars, however, I keep the terminology used by each
individual scholar (for German authors, the noun Apokalyptik, and for English authors, the adjective
“apocalyptic” in quotation marks).  This prevents more recent concepts from being applied
anachronistically to older works.

*2 Two influential studies in this regard are Osten-Sacken, Die Apokalyptik. and Hanson, The
Dawn of Apocalyptic: The Historical and Sociological Roots of Jewish Apocalyptic Eschatology.

# The same thought can be found in Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalyptic: The Historical and
Sociological Roots of Jewish Apocalyptic Eschatology. Collins, Apocalypse: The Morphology of a Genre.
Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 11-2.

* Tord Olsson, "The Apocalyptic Activity. The Case of Jamasp Namag," in Apocalypticism in the
Mediterranean World and the Near East: Proceedings of the International Colloquium on Apocalypticism,
Uppsala, August 12-17, 1979 (ed. David Hellholm; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1983), 22-3.
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Liicke’s conception of history is of great interest to this study — particularly as it
affects his understanding of symbolism in apocalypses. He viewed the Apokalyptiker as
analogous to the prophet. For him apocalypses were not products of communities or
schools of thought but products of the solitary, inspired Apokalyptiker. In
contradistinction to people who view history in three divisions (past, present, and future),
the Apokalyptiker viewed history as a unity:* “Weder die Zukunft noch die
Vergangenheit des gottlichen Reiches liegt fiir den Apokalyptiker ausserhalb der
geschichtlichen Wirklichkeit, sondern in derselben, aber in dem, was in dieser
Wirklichkeit das Wahre und Wesentliche, gleichsam der Kern ist, nicht irgendwie

»% 1 jicke believed that the Apokalyptiker saw history as God saw

Erscheinungsschale.
history — a manner he describes as “wo die zeitlose Wesenheit der Zukunft des géttlichen
Reiches mit der zeitlich nach Jahr und Tag bestimmten geschichtlichen Erscheinung

*7 It is from this divinely inspired view of history that symbolic

zusammendliegt.
representation derives. Liicke also believed the Apokalyptiker had real, visionary

experiences that fleshed out his divinely inspired view of history:

* Whether or not ancient Israelites or Second Temple Jews would have viewed history precisely
in terms of past, present, and future is unclear. Indeed, “history” itself may be an anachronistic category.
John Van Seeters has argued that the Pentateuch should be understood as ancient historiography in the
same way that most scholars understand Herodotus to be. For a succinct statement, see John Van Seters,
"The Pentateuch," in The Hebrew Bible Today: An Introduction to Critical Issues (ed. Steven McKenzie
and M. Patrick Graham; Louisville: WJK, 1998), 12. For a more robust treatment, see John Van Seters,
Prologue to History: The Yahwist as Historian in Genesis (Louisville: Westminser John Knox, 1992).
Reading the Pentateuch as ancient historiography, does not, however imply that all of the material involved
is historically accurate. Van Seters makes this point emphatically in John Van Seters, Abraham in History
and Tradition (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1975).

% [Neither the future nor the past of the divine realm lies outside of historical reality for the
Apokalyptiker, rather they are the same [lit. “but in the same”], but what is true and essential in this reality
is, as it were, the kernel, not somehow only an empty shell.] Friedrich Liicke, Versuch einer vollstindigen
Einleitung in die Offenbarung des Johannes (Bonn: Eduard Weber, 1852), 37.

7 [Where the timeless character of the future of the divine realm is united with the historical
phenomenon of time measured by year and day.] Liicke, Versuch einer vollstindigen Einleitung in die
Offenbarung des Johannes, 37.
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Der Apokalyptiker, wie in der Vergangenheit, so auch in der Gegenwart und Zukunft
des géttlichen Reiches alles einzelne Wirkliche, was er erkennt und anschauet, zu einem,
ihm von Gott gewiessenen, andeutenden Erscheinungsbilde, Symbol, von der ganzen
Wahrheit und Wesentlichkeit der géttlichen Reichsgeschichte macht, oder, anders
ausgedriickt, zum Stiicke der Curve, worin die ganze Bahn des gottlichen Reiches fiir ihn
abgebildet ist und worin er diese prophetisch anshauet.™

For Liicke the less clearly an Apokalyptiker understood the history revealed to him,
the more symbolic his speech became. His symbolic speech was not, however, a
covering for history unknown. Quite the opposite: “Je mehr seine Darstellung
symbolisch poétischer Art ist, desto mehr wird sie unbewusst das wahre Sachverhdltniss
ausdriicken.”®
The modern theorist would quickly isolate several of Liicke’s catch-words, e.g.,
Wahre and Wesentliche. Words like “true” and “essential” certainly reflect his historical
location. Like virtually any other Bibelwissenschaftlicher of his time, he attempted to
pare away what he saw as superfluous in biblical (or other ancient) texts and find their
essential core. Postmodern theorists have warned us well enough to be wary of those
who might peel the layers in search of the “true” onion. But the fact that Liicke’s mental
categories were inherited from the Enlightenment is no reason to ignore him.
The main interest for this study is Liicke’s conception of the language in
apocalypses. In the strictest sense, he does not understand there to be any particular

representation techniques at work. In other words, the visionary him/herself has very

little agency. The use of symbols is not, for example, a literary technique, but a plain and

* [The Apokalyptiker, as in the past, so also transforms in the present and future of the divine
realm every individual reality that he recognizes and intuits into an apparent image shown to him by God, a
symbol, of the entire truth and essence of the history of the divine realm, in other words, [into] the piece of
the curve, in which the whole path of the divine realm is mapped out for him and in which he intuits this
path in a prophetic manner.] Liicke, Versuch einer volistindigen FEinleitung in die Offenbarung des
Johannes, 38. Thanks to Jonathan Hess for helping to improve this translation.

* [The more its portrayal/representation is (of a) symbolic-poetic sort, the more it will

unconsciously express the genuine facts.] Liicke, Versuch einer volistindigen FEinleitung in die
Offenbarung des Johannes, 38.

19



honest reflection of the visionary reality imparted by God. The symbols are not products
of the writer’s creativity, education, conventions, or even his ineptitude at describing
reality. Instead one might say that for Liicke the divine view of history that the
Apokalyptiker experiences is akin to a mural. Individual pieces with individual meanings
can be picked out, but the more important concern is how they all work together to form a
large — even overwhelming — picture at large. The Apokalyptiker uses symbolic language
not because he cannot understand individual parts of history but because his grand vista
necessitates that they be described in a way that does justice to the whole.

Twenty-five years after Liicke’s large tome appeared, Adolf Hilgenfeld concurred
that the symbolic ciphers found in apocalypses were products of actual visionary
experiences.”’ He also agreed that the use of symbolic ciphers was a ubiquitous feature
of apocalypses. He treated the meaning of the symbols at length, but in doing so made
the crucial mistake not to distinguish between actual symbolic ciphers and other figures
of speech that are not symbolic.”' In other words, for Hilgenfeld there is no distinction
between terms like “king of the south” in Daniel 11:40 and “little horn” in Daniel 7:8.
Both are descriptions of earthly rulers, but I suggest below that the language is
significantly different. Hilgenfeld never gives a formal definition of symbolic, but it
appears to be “cryptic” for him. I hope to show that such a conception, while common,

misses many of the nuances pregnant in the language of ancient Jewish apocalypses.

3% Adolf Hilgenfeld, Die jiidische Apokalyptik in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwickelung: Ein Beitrag
zur Vorgeschichte des Christenthums nebst einem Anhange tiber das gnostische System des Basilides (Jena:
Friedrich Mauke, 1857).

> Hilgenfeld, Die jiidische Apokalyptik in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwickelung: Ein Beitrag zur
Vorgeschichte des Christenthums nebst einem Anhange tiber das gnostische System des Basilides, 30.
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R.H. Charles was the first to make a major contribution to the study of
apocalypses in the English language. Like Liicke and Hilgenfeld, Charles’s view of the
visionary (Liicke’s Apokalyptiker) was central to his understanding of apocalypses. He
agreed with Liicke that the visionary was closely related to the prophet and used the very
same methods to secure knowledge: dreams, visions, trances, spiritual communion with
God. Of these methods Charles writes: “These are physical experiences, and reflection
or rather reason embracing the powers of insight, imagination, and judgment.”* Of the
reality of such experiences, he goes on to claim, “no modern psychologist entertains a
doubt.”?

Like Liicke, Charles did not really view the language of apocalypses as governed
by learned literary conventions. For Charles symbolic description involved human
attempts to describe the ineffable. Liicke believed that the visionary would describe
things precisely as seen and those images naturally appeared “symbolic” to other humans.
It appears that Charles understood there to be more of an active “image-translation” in the
writing of the apocalyptic visionary. Charles believed that the visionary was limited in
his ability to fully understand a heavenly vision and equally limited in his ability to
describe the few things that he did understand from the heavenly vision. He thus
employed symbolism as a literary convention of last resort. Charles also concurs with
Liicke and Hilgenfeld (and virtually every scholar that follows) that symbolic
representation is ubiquitous in apocalypses: “Hence in his literary presentment of what he

has seen and heard in the moments of transcendent rapture, the images he uses are

2 R. H. Charles, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on The Revelation of St. John (1975
[1920]: T&T Clark, 1920), civ. (Charles’s emphasis)

> Charles, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on The Revelation of St. John, cv.
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symbolic and not literal or pictorial. In fact, symbolism in regard to such subjects is the
only language that seer and layman alike can employ.”*

Interest in apocalypses continued in England with the work of H. H. Rowley. He,
like Liicke and Charles, saw a connection between prophecy and apocalypticism, but did
not share their strong emphasis on the individual visionary as analogous to the prophet.
In particular, he pointed out that the short, terse oracles common to Israelite prophecy are
quite different from the extended accounts of apocalyptic visionaries.”> For Rowley, the
genre apocalypse begins properly with the Book of Daniel and was inextricably tied to
the upheavals of the Maccabean period.™

Rowley represents a new stage in the evolving conceptions of the language of
ancient Jewish apocalypses. He considered the use of symbolic language to be a literary
technique. In other words, Rowley inserts a bit more of the visionary into the vision.
Rowley’s visionary has some agency in the process of writing his/her texts. Unlike
Liicke, who believed that symbolic language was the presentation of what a visionary
actually saw, or Charles who saw symbolic language as a sort of translation of the
visionary’s experience, Rowley believed that symbolic language was deliberately woven
into the fabric of the vision in order to accomplish particular purposes. He understood
symbolic language as a “safe” means of encoding a critique of a contemporary power.
Symbolic language could help to prevent reprieve. He provides an illuminating example

from his own time:

> Charles, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on The Revelation of St. John, cvii.

> H.H. Rowley, The Relevance of Apocalyptic (London: Lutterworth Press, 1964 [1944]), See 15-
16.

%% Rowley, The Relevance of Apocalyptic, 43.
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We have but to remember that a newspaper in German-occupied Paris during the war
published a poem which read superficially as an attack on Britain and in praise of
Germany. But divided vertically and red in two stanzas, the meaning was precisely
reversed. It would be no harder to whisper the clue in Palestine than in Paris, and
probably no harder to get past the friends of Antiochus than to get past the Paris
censorship.”’

Rowley’s opinion is still influential today and popular opinion still understands
the symbolic language of some apocalypses as a mode of protection from political
enemies.”® Other contemporaries of Rowley voiced different opinions concerning the
impetus for the literary devices used in apocalypses.

Martin Noth presumed that writing apocalypses required a significant education in
world history. The manifest historical errors made by those who wrote apocalypses cause
contemporary scholars to be a bit more hesitant, but he makes a provocative suggestion:
apocalyptic visionaries were trained not only in history but also trained to use a particular
mode of symbolic representation. Noth held, “Die Apokalyptik hat zundichst allerlei zu
ihrer Zeit kursierenden Stoff an Weltzeitalter- und Weltreich- Vorstellungen
aufgenommen, vielleicht auch allerlei Stoff an Symbolen fiir geschichtliche

%% For Noth as for Rowley, the language of apocalypses had

Erscheinungen und Mdchte.
nothing whatever to do with visionary experiences. The language of apocalypses instead
reflected, for them, the kinds of literary conventions used by educated professionals. The

authors of apocalypses might not have ever experienced dream visions, but they used the

literary form of dream visions to accomplish their purposes.

" Rowley, The Relevance of Apocalyptic, 50.

% Cf. Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalyptic: The Historical and Sociological Roots of Jewish
Apocalyptic Eschatology, 252.

> [Apokalyptik initially took up all kinds of contemporary circulating material on world age- and
world empire-notions, perhaps also all kinds of material on symbols for historical phenomena and powers.]
Martin Noth, Das Geschichtsverstindnis der altestestamentlichen Apokalyptik (Geisteswissenschaften 21;
Koln: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1954), 25.

23



Gerhard von Rad devoted a mere fifteen pages to “Apokalyptik und Daniel” in his

nearly 1,000 page magnum opus, Old Testament Theology.*

While he does not linger
about the language of apocalypses, his work is noteworthy for this study. Von Rad
parted company with most other scholars by declaring that Apokaplyptik did not spring

from Israelite Prophecy, but from Israelite Wisdom.®' Von Rad’s desire to see close links

between Apokalyptik and Wisdom led him to link the literary conventions found in many

apocalypses to “figurative discourses” or 5wWn, a form of teaching traditional to

Wisdom.”® The merits of his proposal about “figurative discourses” are not a primary
concern. What is important to note is that von Rod’s conception of the language of
apocalypses continues to follow the scholarly trend that began with Rowley and Noth,
i.e., von Rad views the language of apocalypses as learned and conventional. Beyond the
use of “figurative discourses” von Rad found other ways in which the language of
apocalypse was to be distinguished from the language of prophecy. One such distinction

is to be found in their varying strategies for describing history:

The prophets certainly used allegorical code to present historical
events of a certain kind (Is. VIII. 5-8, Ezek. XVII 1ff., XXXI. 1ff.): but what
they dealt with was isolated events in history, whereas apocalyptic literature
tries to take the whole historical process together and objectify it conceptually.
To this end it reduced the endlessly varied shapes and forms of history to a
number of relatively simple allegorical and symbolical representations.”

5 Gerhard von Rad, Old Testament Theology: The Theology of Israel's Prophetic Tradition (trans.
trans. D. Stalker; vol. IT; New York: Harper & Row, 1965), 301-15.

%1 Von Rad’s position is well known and often described. His main critique is that the respective
conceptions of history in Prophecy and Apokalyptik are irreconcilable. See Rad, Old Testament Theology,
esp., 303-08. Criticisms of von Rad have become more muted since scholars have recognized that the
origin of apocalypses cannot be expressed in “either/or” terms. For example, Hans Peter Miiller has
outlined the important connection between features of apocalypses and Near Eastern mantic wisdom and
his argument has been widely accepted. Cf. Hans Peter Miiller, "Magisch-mantische Weisheit und die
Gestalt Daniels," UF 1 (1969): 79-94.

62 Rad, Old Testament Theology, 306.

% Rad, Old Testament Theology, 304-5.
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Von Rad provides a good description of symbolic apocalypses to the extent that
he highlights how limited and stable the linguistic repertoire of the writers of ancient
Jewish apocalypses was. But von Rad’s position fails to explain all the data. Texts like
Daniel 10-12, Apocryphon of Jeremiah C, and 4QPsDan™® ar cannot be explained by this
model of apocalyptic language. To von Rad’s credit, he only knew about the first of
these texts.

A final important point about the language of apocalypses from von Rad is that
the literary conventions used by the writers of apocalypses make some apocalypses
malleable and easily appropriated for different times and purposes. While he held that
the symbolic ciphers used in Daniel originally referred to particular people or entities, he
believed the referents of some symbols changed even within the literary development of
the Book of Daniel (and certainly in later interpretation). For von Rad, the earliest
versions of the Daniel literature’s four-kingdom scenario culminated with Alexander the
Great. Later the system was adjusted to describe Antiochus IV Epiphanes.** Which
particular earthly kingdom is being described can change with the times — a convenient
ambiguity perhaps intentionally worked into the symbolic system.

Three important monographs appeared after von Rad’s Old Testament Theology
and each criticized his view of Apokalyptik.”® They emphasized the prophetic roots of

Apokalyptik and singled out eschatology in particular as an issue with which von Rad had

% Rad, Old Testament Theology, 311.

5 1t bears repeating that I represent the work of scholars in this history of research by using their
own words. Some of those words are now considered imprecise. For example, I would prefer to use the
word “apocalypse” here, but that is not all that von Rad meant to indicate when he used the term
Apokalyptik.
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not adequately dealt. The two most influential books were Peter von der Osten-Sacken’s
brief monograph Die Apkalyptik in ihrem Verhdltnis zu Prophetie und Weisheit and Paul
Hanson’s The Dawn of Apocalyptic.®® But these two works do not deal specifically with
the language of apocalypses.”” The third notable response to von Rad, D. S. Russell’s
The Method and Message of Jewish Apocalyptic, was less influential but it specifically
treats the language of apocalypses. Russell’s connection of “apocalyptic” and prophecy
is less sophisticated than either von der Osten-Sacken’s or Hanson’s. His overall
discussion of what he calls “apocalyptic” is, however, broader and addresses many more
questions than do theirs.

Russell concurs with many of his forebears who conclude that symbolic language
is an essential part of apocalypses: “The apocalyptists give full reign to their imaginations
in extravagant and exotic language and in imagery of a fantastic and bizarre kind. To
such an extent is this true that symbolism may be said to be the language of

9968

apocalyptic.”™ Russell’s statement highlights several concerns. The most significant is

the presumption that all apocalypses are by definition symbolic. In order to reach his

conclusion about symbolic language in apocalypses, he must go along with Hilgenfeld’s

69

treatment of terms such as “king of the north” from Daniel 10-12 as symbolic.”™ It is

% Qsten-Sacken, Die Apokalyptik. Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalyptic: The Historical and
Sociological Roots of Jewish Apocalyptic Eschatology.

67 Hanson later gave some attention to the issue in two dictionary entries: Paul Hanson,
"Apocalypse, Genre," in The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible, Supplementary Volume (ed. Keith Crim;
Nashville: Abingdon, 1976), 27-8. Paul Hanson, "Apocalypticism," in The Interpreter's Dictionary of the
Bible, Supplementary Volume (ed. Keith Crim; Nashville: Abindgon, 1976), 28-34.

58 Russell, The Method and Message of Jewish Apocalyptic, 122. My emphasis.
% Hilgenfeld, Die jiidische Apokalyptik in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwickelung: Ein Beitrag zur

Vorgeschichte des Christenthums nebst einem Anhange iiber das gnostische System des Basilides, 30.
Russell never actually cites Hilgenfeld. My connection of their positions is merely a logical one.
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important to mention that, unlike most of the scholars discussed thus far, Russell actually
had some access to the Qumran library. He provides descriptions of fifteen scrolls,
including what he calls the “Pseudo-Daniel Apocalypse” (i.e., 4QpsDan*® ar). My
discussion of Daniel 10-12 in chapter four and 4QpsDan®® ar in chapter six will insist,
contra Russell, that symbolism is not always the language of apocalypse.

Russell concurs with Liicke, Hilgenfeld, and Charles that the symbols found in
apocalypses are in one way or the other products of actual, visionary experiences had by
individuals. The symbols are the only means by which visionaries could express the
ineffable. Russell differs, however, in that he believed that actual visions or auditions are
only partly responsible for the symbolic language in apocalypses.

Russell believed that “apocalyptic,” unlike prophecy, was a literary phenomenon
from its inception (thus, he is not in total disagreement with Rowley, Noth, and von Rad).
Whether or not a robust oral apocalyptic tradition ever existed in Judea is very difficult to
know. One can observe that books like 1 Enoch and Daniel are collections of books that
came together over a period of time.”’ Other stories like the Book of Giants, Bel and the
Dragon, Susanna, and Pseudo-Daniel attest to an active and dynamic tradition of story-
telling about the figures who dominate early Jewish apocalypses. Russell holds that
while part of the explanation for apocalyptic symbols is to be found in actual visionary
experiences, the primary influence derives from, “stereotyped language and symbols
which belonged to a fairly well-defined tradition whose roots went back into the distant

5571

past.””" It is difficult to parse Russell’s statement since he never defines “symbolic,” but

"Collins, Daniel, 1-70. George Nickelsburg, / Enoch 1 (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2001), 21-
36.

"' Russell, The Method and Message of Jewish Apocalyptic, 122.
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his contention that apocalyptic symbols are a literary phenomenon rooted in historical
usage are almost certainly correct.

Russell’s description of the language of apocalypses begs the question: From
which “fairly well-defined tradition” do the “stereotyped language and symbols” of
Jewish apocalypses derive? We have seen that Noth already speculated about this and
von Rad attempted to provide some explanation for it. Unfortunately, Russell does not
adequately answer this question. He ultimately describes the language of Jewish
apocalypses as “allegorical.” Russell follows the lead of Hermann Gunkel’s Schdpfung
und Chaos in Urzeit und Endzeit in this regard.”® There is nothing wrong with proposing
that Israelite and Jewish literature borrows from earlier Near Eastern myths — sometimes
allegorizing myths or even re-allegorizing allegories. Such practices can be readily
conceded. Gunkel’s methodology is still valid even if the particular connections he drew
between texts like Daniel and Mesopotamian chaos myths are not. The problem is, as
modern literary theorists have discovered, that the appropriation of a myth allegorically
or the re-appropriation of an allegory is not the same thing as using a symbol or a
symbolic system.  The former depends on a minimum level of knowledge about the
original myth or allegory and maintains the framework of the older story. The latter does
not. Moreover, not all apocalypses retell or appropriate older myths. None of the
apocalypses I treat in part two of this study can be described as allegories. The way in
which Russell situates his discussion of the language of apocalypses within the
methodological framework of Gunkel’s Schopfung und Chaos is important, however,

because it continues to provide the standard methodological framework. One may note,

™ Gunkel, Schopfung und Chaos in Urzeit und Endzeit, esp., 41-69.
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for example, that Collins’s discussion of language in The Apocalyptic Imagination

follows the same pattern (see more below).”

1.5.2 From Koch to Collins

According to Klaus Koch, the study of “apocalyptic” was brought into the mainstream of
Continental scholarship by Ernst Kédsemann’s 1960 essay, “The Beginnings of Christian

™ 1t was the translation of Koch’s Ratlos vor der Apokalyptik, however, that

Theology.
transformed the study of apocalypses in the English speaking world. His primary
contribution was to expose Christian embarrassment over the possibility that Jesus was
apocalyptic in his life and thought.” A second major contribution was his insistence that
if scholars were to understand what was apocalyptic about apocalypses, “A starting point
in form criticism and literary and linguistic history is, in the nature of things, the only one
possible.”’®

Koch outlined six features integral to the literary type “apocalypse.” Koch’s fifth
feature is of primary interest to this dissertation: “The language takes on a concealed

2977

meaning by means of mythical images rich in symbolism.”"" Koch discerns a system that

he describes as follows: “The forces of world-time are reduced to their outstanding basic

3 Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 14-21.

™ Klaus Koch, The Rediscovery of Apocalyptic: A Polemical Work on a Neglected Area of
Biblical Studies and its Damaging Effects on Theology and Philosophy (SBT 22; Naperville, Ill.: Alec
Allenson, 1970), 14.

> Koch, The Rediscovery of Apocalyptic, 54-97.
"6 Koch, The Rediscovery of Apocalyptic, 23.

" Koch, The Rediscovery of Apocalyptic, 23.
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characteristics, appearing as dangerous, often unnaturally degenerate beasts or as huge
trees or rushing waters. The people of God and their leaders are also depicted

correspondingly as land or lion or vine.””®

For Koch, the basis of the symbol system is to
be located in the Hebrew Bible itself. The writers of apocalypses represented particular
entities with particular symbols because of the ability of those symbols to represent the
“outstanding basic characteristics” of their referents. Thus, when Koch says “symbol,”
he means metonym or metaphor. He does not make a judgment about whether or not
symbols might be meant to re-mythologize long de-mythologized aspects of religion, but
he does hypothesize that symbolic language of apocalypses, “suggests a particular

linguistic training, perhaps even a particular mentality.””

In this respect Koch agrees
with Noth and von Rad. I intend to join Koch in arguing that the writers of apocalypses
appear to have used symbols not randomly, but systematically. I also agree with Koch
that, to some extent, the symbolic system has antecedents in texts from the Hebrew Bible.
I disagree with Koch on other counts. First, I disagree that the symbolic system he
highlights is an essential feature of all apocalypses. I also disagree that the symbols are
essentially metaphors.

Paul Hanson’s The Dawn of Apocalyptic is his most influential work on
apocalypses, but he also produced a series of short articles in the New Interpreter’s

Dictionary of the Bible that are more relevant to this section of the research history.

Whereas The Dawn of Apocalyptic was primarily concerned with the origins of

"® Koch, The Rediscovery of Apocalyptic, 26.

" Koch, The Rediscovery of Apocalyptic, 27.
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“apocalyptic” in post exilic prophecy, his IDB articles are more concerned with the
linguistic features of apocalypses.

Hanson discusses the genre apocalypse by selecting an exemplar text and then
finding other texts that share a large number of features. Like Liicke he selects the New
Testament Apocalypse of John as his exemplar on the grounds that it is “the work

originally designated apocalypse in antiquity.”™

This move is implicitly criticized by
John Collins in his The Apocalyptic Imagination. For Collins, the title of a work cannot
be substituted for the generic classification of a work.®' In other words, just because a
work is titled “apocalypse” does not mean it is one.** Even though the modern generic
classification “apocalypse” is derived from Liicke’s discussion of Revelation, it is
certainly not the first (or second, or third, etc.) apocalypse to be written in antiquity. In
spite of his methodological slip, many of the “typical features” of apocalypses that
Hanson outlines are useful. Of particular interest to this study is that he shares with Koch
the opinion that symbolism is a key feature of apocalypses. Perhaps of even greater
interest is that he, unlike most other scholars, acknowledges that symbolic language is not
ubiquitous: “Not only is there latitude for either ‘direct’ description of heavenly events or
symbolic description, but the disclosure can occur in a vision or in rapture (or . . . in a
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dream).””™ Hanson is, as far as [ know, the first scholar to mention the possibility of non-

symbolic language in an apocalypse. Unfortunately, he does not pursue this line of

% Hanson, "Apocalypse, Genre," 27.

81 Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 3-5.

%2 While this statement might seem imperialistic or dismissive of categories the ancients
themselves used, see Thomas Beebee, The Ideology of Genre: A Comparative Study of Generic Instability
(University Park, PA: Penn State University Press, 1994).

%3 Hanson, "Apocalypse, Genre," 27.
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thought further except in his attempt to explain the Sitz im Leben of apocalypses: “Most
of the apocalypses mentioned above seem to stem from settings of persecution within
which they reveal to the faithful a vision of reversal and glorification. This is made
possible by concentration on heavenly realities, whether given in the form of symbols or

2984

in purported direct description.”" The relative dates of the symbolic and non-symbolic

apocalypses make such a claim problematic. While Koch’s survey of the most prominent

85 and Hanson’s

features of apocalypses included “mythical images rich in symbolism,
list of essential features included “symbolism,” John Collins’s highly influential “master-
paradigm” of the generic features of apocalypses contains nothing about language.™
Unlike virtually every scholar that precedes him, Collins does not describe symbolic
language as a primary constitutive element of apocalypses. In the first instance, this
stems from Collins’s refusal to mix form and content in his definition. But in order to
fully explain the absence of symbolism from Collins’s definition, it is necessary to
examine a monograph published by Collins two years before his Semeia volume. A
reading of Collins’s The Apocalyptic Vision of the Book of Daniel shows that for Collins,
the use of symbols in early Jewish apocalypses is a matter that illumines the motif- and
tradition-histories of apocalypses, but not their conventional framework. Thus his

“master paradigm” speaks only of “revelation by means of visions” as an essential

feature, without further characterizing it.*’” I have already mentioned that Collins adopts

% Hanson, "Apocalypse, Genre," 28.

% Koch, The Rediscovery of Apocalyptic, 23.

%John J Collins, "Introduction: Towards the Morphology of a Genre," in Semeia 14 (ed. John J
Collins; Missoula: Scholars Press, 1979), 6. The “master paradigm” was developed in conjunction with

others in the apocalypse group of the SBL Genres Project.

%7 Collins, "Towards the Morphology," 6.
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Russell’s model (e.g., Gunkel’s methodology) for understanding the language of
apocalypses. The discussion in found in The Apocalyptic Imagination, however, is but an
updated summary of a more robust treatment from an earlier monograph.

In his Apocalyptic Vision of the Book of Daniel Collins devotes two chapters to
the symbols used in the Book of Daniel. He describes Daniel chapters 7 and 8 as
allegorical vision accounts “formulated in traditional language, much of which is drawn

9588

ultimately from ancient Near Eastern mythology. For Collins, the symbols of the

beasts in Daniel “acquire their force and richness from their traditional associations.””
He borrows Peter Wheelwright’s words to describe the symbols in Daniel as: “symbols of
ancestral vitality.””

Collins finds that the use of particular symbols in individual apocalypses owes to
the particular Canaanite or Near Eastern myths which they allegorize.”’ While I agree
that some of the symbols and mythological scenarios found in ancient Jewish apocalypses
are reflexes of Canaanite or Near Eastern myths, I have reservations about this approach.
It tends to treat each individual apocalypse by looking for its individual “parent” text or
tradition and presumes that every apocalypse is an allegory of an ancient Canaanite or

ancient Near Eastern myth. While the approach works well when treating Daniel 7 or 8,

it fails when one treats other apocalypses such as Daniel 10-12. In what follows, I

8 John J Collins, The Apocalyptic Vision of the Book of Daniel (HSM 16; Missoula: Scholars
Press, 1977), 95.

% It is telling that Richard Clifford, who makes the same argument, uses only Daniel 7 to illustrate
it. Clifford’s arguments about Daniel 7 are perfectly reasonable, but his extrapolation of his results to apply
to all early Jewish apocalypses is problematic. Richard Clifford, "The Roots of Apocalypticism in Near
Eastern Myth," in The Encyclopedia of Apocalypticism (ed. John J. Collins; New York: Continuum, 1998).

% Collins, The Apocalyptic Vision, 99.

°! For a similar but independant opinion, see Matthias Delcor, "Mythologie et Apocalyptique," in
Apocalypses et théologie de l'espérance (Lectio Divina; Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1977), 143-77.
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examine Collins’s arguments and attempt to show why his conception of the language of
apocalypses — while highly insightful — is not entirely satisfactory in terms of
methodology.

In his treatment of the symbols found in the Book of Daniel, Collins treats Daniel
7 as an allegory based on the Canaanite combat myth. I stipulate that he is correct in his
assessment. He is probably also correct that, despite its similarities with chapter 7,
Daniel 8 appropriates a different myth.”> He locates that myth in Isaiah 14. In the oracle

against the king of Babylon in Isaiah 14, the figure of Inw-1a 591, “Day-star, son of

Dawn,” attempts to ascend to the heavens above the stars, set up a throne, and sit in the
assembly on Zaphon. He is foiled, however, and falls to sheol. Some speculate that the
text may have originated as a gibe against Sargon II, but I believe Collins is correct that it
contains themes familiar to Canaanite mythology. I treat the myth more extensively in
chapter two below, but mention for now that Collins sees the scene in Daniel 8 where the
little horn “felled some of the host and the stars to earth and trampled them” as a
reflection of the basic plot found in Helal ben Shachar.”® There are several problems
with this identification. I do not disagree with Collins about the way in which Daniel 7
and 8 appropriate older myths. But two methodological problems must be raised. First,
Collins’s analysis is unable to explain most of the language that is found in Daniel 7 and
8. Instead, the method primarily points to latent plot-elements. The problem is

particularly pronounced in chapter 8 where the myth of °nw-1a 5" can only account for

one of the symbols used in Daniel 8: stars. The rest of the symbols in chapter 8 find no

%2 Collins, The Apocalyptic Vision, 106.

% Collins, The Apocalyptic Vision, 107.
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antecedents in Isaiah 14. Collins admits this and locates antecedents for the other

symbols elsewhere:

It has long been realized that the choice of symbols for the kingdoms
of Greece and Persia is determined by the astral geography of the Hellenistic
age. The ram is the constellation Aries which presides over Persia, according
to the astrologer Teucer of Babylon. The goat represents Capricorn in the
Zodiac, and according to Teucer, Capricorn presided over Syria. The author
of Daniel was obviously familiar with the system of Teucer or one of its
antecedents.”

In chapter two I argue that the symbols used in Daniel 8 were probably not
derived from the Zodiac known from Teucer.” For now I simply highlight that Collins’s
primary methodology of understanding the symbolic language of apocalypses is unable to
account for most of the symbols in Daniel § and is almost entirely unable to explain any
of the data analyzed in the second part of this study: Daniel 10-12, Apocryphon of
Jeremiah C, and 4QPsDan”” ar. For now I discuss only Daniel 10-12.

Collins attempts to trace the use of Near Eastern myths in Daniel 10-12 like he
did in Daniel 7 and 8. “In chs. 10-12, we meet again familiar mythic motifs. Each
people on earth is represented by an angelic prince in heaven.”® His claim for “mythic
motifs” is based on the fact that ancient Near Eastern peoples envisioned particular gods
reigning over particular geographical areas (much like kings). The most obvious problem
with this approach is that this motif is not at all the same thing as a myth — at least not in
the way that the Combat Myth or Helal ben Shachar is. The language used in Daniel 10-

12 is significantly different from that used in Daniel 7 and 8, but Collins’s method does

% Collins, The Apocalyptic Vision, 107.
% Collins has since softened his position. See the discussion in 2.3.4 below.

% Collins, The Apocalyptic Vision, 108.
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not allow one to take full account of these differences.”” Collins admits that “the history

%% In order to

narrated by the angel in Daniel 11 is not described in mythological terms.
deal with this situation, Collins extends his argument about the use of allegories to posit
that the texts must also be read as allegories of specific events in human history (not only

99
””” He does not

older myths). He warns against understanding them as “naive allegories.
believe that any of the symbols used in Daniel 7-12 should be characterized in the words
of Philip Wheelwright as “steno-symbols.” In other words, none of the symbols should
be read as having an exclusive one-to-one relationship with the thing that is being
symbolized. Collins must be correct about “steno-symbols™ at least on the level of the
language that he analyzes, i.e., the particular historical referents of a given description.
But he may not be correct on a larger level.

An example of what Collins means by “steno-symbol” is the usage of the symbol
7 in mathematics to symbolize the precise number 3.14159. The relationship is purely
conventional. Collins is surely correct that the “little horn” cannot be taken as a steno-
symbol for Antiochus IV, nor a lion for Babylon. The remains of the literary and
material culture available to us from the Near East cannot bear any such claim. But
Collins is skeptical that any “steno-symbols” exist in the world of literature.
Unfortunately, Collins may set up a false choice between the beasts as “steno-symbols”

on the one hand, or “allegorical symbols” on the other. His criticism of Philip

Wheelwright’s term “steno-symbol” extends to all semiotic approaches to literature. “It

7 T obviously do not claim that Collins is ignorant of these differences — only that his
methodology does not bring them to the forefront of his analysis in the way that other methods might.

% Collins, The Apocalyptic Vision, 109.

% Collins, The Apocalyptic Vision, 112.
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is noteworthy that Wheelwright resorts to mathematics for an example of steno-symbols.
In fact it is difficult to imagine a literary allegory which can be fully exhausted by one

referent, or can be translated without any loss of meaning.”'*

I disagree with Collins
on two grounds. First, the polyvalency of symbols is probably at least as much if not
more a product of interpretative communities than the language itself.  Nietzsche’s
explanation of how “literal” language came to be literal in the first place illuminates
this."”"  Second, Collins’s problem with “steno-symbols” is that he supposes that goats,
rams, and other beasts must all constitute individual steno-symbols if they are to be
symbols at all. To his credit, Collins’s main concern is to refute the likes of Norman

Perrin who argues for precisely this unfortunate model of “steno-symbols.”'*® As Collins

points out, Perrin’s contrast between Jesus’ “kingdom of God” as a “tensive” symbol and

19 Collins, The Apocalyptic Vision, 112.

1% Nietzsche believed that the most realistic, truthful language that one could find once originated
as figurative language. “A mobile army of metaphors, metonyms, and anthropomorphisms — in short, a
sum of human relations, which have been enhanced, transposed, and embellished poetically and
rhetorically, and which after long use seem firm, canonical, and obligatory to a people: truths are illusions
about which one has forgotten that this is what they are; metaphors which are worn out and without
sensuous power; coins which have lost their pictures and now matter only as metal, no longer as coins.”
Friedrich Nietzsche, "On Truth and Lie in an Extra-Moral Sense," in The Portable Nietzsche (ed. Walter
Kaufmann; New York: Random House, 1980), 46-7. Derrida treats metaphors similarly by quoting
Anatole France’s Polyphilos “All these words, whether defaced by usage, or polished smooth, or even
coined expressly in view of constructing some intellectual concept, yet allow us to frame some idea to
ourselves of what they originally represented. So chemists have reagents whereby they can make the
effaced writing of a papyrus or a parchment visible again. It is by these means palimpsests are deciphered.
If an analogous process were applied to the writings of the metaphysicians, if the primitive and concrete
meaning that lurks yet present under the abstract and new interpretations were brought to light, we should
come upon some very curious and perhaps instructive ideas.” He then uses the theory of language to argue
for an corollary in ideology: “White mythology — metaphysics has erased within itself the fabulous scene
that has produced it, the scene that nevertheless remains active and stirring, inscribed in white ink, an
invisible design covered over in the palimpsest.” Jacques Derrida, Margins of Philosophy (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1984), 211, 13.

12 See Norman Perrin, "Eschatology and Hermeneutics: Reflections on Method in the
Interpretation of the New Testament," JBL 93 (1974): 3-14. John J Collins, "The Symbolism of
Transcendence in Jewish Apocalyptic," 19 (1974): 5-22. Collins, The Apocalyptic Vision, 112-5. Collins,
The Apocalyptic Imagination, 16.
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the “steno-symbols” of apocalypses like Daniel, “Shows little appreciation for the
allusive and evocative power of apocalyptic symbolism.”'*

Norman Perrin’s attempt to apply semiotic theory to Daniel fails because it
attempts to understand the meaning of Daniel’s symbolism on the wrong level of the text.
But there is another level of the text that must be examined. I hope that the discussion of
the term “symbol” in the theoretical framework below makes clear that Collins’s
criticism of Perrin is correct but that his estimation of the value of semiotics for literature
is too low. It cannot be used to explain how each beast refers to a particular historical
referent, but it might be useful in describing the deeper structures that govern the
associations made in symbolic apocalypses, e.g., animal=human or human=angel. The

best illustration of my point comes from Collins himself.

In The Apocalyptic Vision of the Book of Daniel, Collins admits that his overall

method (allegorical/mythological) is unhelpful for interpreting the WiX 922 “one like a

human being” in Daniel 7. Better stated, the “one like a human being” helps one
understand the plot of the story as a kind of allegory of the Combat Myth (in light of the
Ugaritic Ba‘al myths), but the figure in Daniel is not illuminated by associations with the
figure of Ba‘al. He is forced to make use of another type of comparison. He compares
how humans are used in other apocalypses and concludes that in apocalypses, humans

104

always symbolize angels. In my judgment he is correct in his identification of 923

VIR as an angel precisely because he is able to isolate “human being” as one of the ways

19 Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 16.

1% Collins, The Apocalyptic Vision, 144-6.
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in which angels are consistently symbolized in other early Jewish apocalypses (the other

way being as stars). There is no older myth that will help isolate the identity of Wix 923.

Only by analyzing how human beings are used in other apocalypses does the
pattern become clear. Unfortunately, the case of the “son of man” is the only one for
which Collins employs such a comparison. It is just this kind of comparative-linguistic

approach that I apply in this study.

1.5.3 From Uppsala (back) to Collins

Collins’s publication of Semeia 14 was a watershed moment in the study of ancient
apocalypses. Indeed, much of the work of the last three decades could be fairly
characterized as responses and refinements to Collins’s work. Just months after the
publication of Semeia 14, it exerted a commanding presence among leading scholars who
gathered in Uppsala, Sweden for an international colloquium to investigate
apocalypticism in the Mediterranean world and the Near East. The colloquium’s
voluminous proceedings were published three years later and reflect keen interest in and
engagement with Collins’s work. The essays of Jean Carmignac and Lars Hartman from
the volume are particularly pertinent to the present study.

Jean Carmignac’s essay, “Description du phénomene de 1I’Apocalyptique dans
I’Ancient Testament,” brings his own definition of the genre apocalypse into
conversation with Collins’s definition. While Carmignac believes their respective
definitions are more alike than they are different, Carmignac’s definition places primary
emphasis on language. More specifically, Carmignac views symbolic language, an

element totally missing from Collins’s definition (see above), as a defining feature of
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apocalypses. Further, Carmignac leaves eschatology out of his paradigm. Collins, like
most scholars, emphasizes eschatology. I juxtapose the definitions of Collins and

Carmignac below:

Collins

A genre of revelatory literature with a narrative framework, in
which a revelation is mediated by an otherworldly being to a human
recipient, disclosing a transcendent reality which is both temporal,
insofar as it envisages eschatological salvation, and spatial, insofar as it
involves another, supernatural world.'"”

Carmignac
Genre littéraire qui décrit des révélations célestes a travers des

Symboles.'*

The definitions are similar to the extent that they both consider apocalypses to be
heavenly revelations. The glaring difference is that Carmignac pushes language to the
forefront of his definition while Collins leaves it out entirely. For Collins, language is
not part of the generic framework of apocalypses. Carmignac sees language as vitally
important, though, as is typical of most of the studies I have reviewed thus far, he does
not give a critical definition of “symbol.” He does, however, suggest a proper way to
understand the symbols. While Collins treats symbols as a product of the use of old
myths, Carmignac believes that the use of symbols in apocalypses owes to the origins of

apocalypses in dream visions:

Les songes ont souvent été considérés comme des revelations célestes et leur
¢lément irrationnel pouvait facilement donner prise a des interprétations
symboliques. A plus forte raison, quand de tels songes sont vraiment des
prémonitions, ils passent volontiers pour des prophéties symboliques. N’est-

195 Collins, "Towards the Morphology," 9.

1% [A literary genre that describes heavenly revelation by means of symbols.] Jean Carmignac,

"Description du phénomeéne de 1'Apocalyptique dans I'Ancient Testament," in Apocalypticism in the
Mediterranean World and the Near East (ed. David Hellholm; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1983), 165. This
definition is a revision of a slightly less essentialist attempt at a definition in Jean Carmignac, "Qu'est-ce
que l'apocalyptique? Son emploi a Qumran," RevQ 10 (1979): 3-33.
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ce pas le récit coloré et dramatique de ces songes qui a donné naissance a des
développements, volontiers repris par les prophétes?'”’

Carmignac’s view of the symbols in used apocalypses is a useful one. Rather
than attempting to find an antecedent for each symbol in an older myth he attempts to
relate the overall pattern to the linguistic patterns found in Near Eastern dream reports.
His argument is strengthened by the fact that some apocalypses, like Daniel 7 and the
Animal Apocalypse, have the literary form of dream reports and others, like Daniel 2,
seem to have developed from texts containing dream reports. If he had pushed his thesis
a bit further, he would have discovered that not only could the use of symbolic ciphers in
dream visions help explain the use of symbolic ciphers in apocalypses, but that non-
symbolic representations in dream visions could help explain non-symbolic
representations in apocalypses. Instead, he sees only the similarities in the uses of
symbols. To Carmignac’s credit, the assigned parameters of his article limited his ability
to provide a robust explanation for his theory about the relationship between apocalypses
and dream visions. Since Carmignac’s article, more work has confirmed his inclination

to compare the language of dream reports and apocalypses.'®

I return to Carmignac’s
claim in the theoretical framework below. Before moving on to Lars Hartman’s essay, I

briefly consider another scholar who makes claims similar to those of Carmignac and

who also directly responds to Collins.

197 [Dreams were often regarded as heavenly revelations and their irrational element could easily

provide occasion for symbolic interpretation. More significantly, when such dreams are truly
premonitions, they pass readily for symbolic prophecies. Is it not the colored and dramatic account of these
dreams that gave birth to developments that were readily appropriated by the prophets?] Carmignac,
"Description du phénoméne de I'Apocalyptique dans I'Ancient Testament," 169.

108 Frances Flannery-Dailey, Dreamers, Scribes, and Priests: Jewish Dreams in the Hellenistic
and Roman Eras (JSJSup 90; Leiden: Brill, 2004).
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In his form-critical study of Enoch and Daniel, Stephen Breck Reid accepts
Collins’s definition of the genre apocalypse but adds to it the following: “The historical
apocalypse uses symbols whose key referents are historical personages and events set in
some sort of chronological order, though often it is difficult to discern that order.”'” The
conviction that symbols are an integral part of the genre apocalypse (or, at least an
integral part of historical apocalypses) persists with Reid and is undoubtedly an important
insight. But Reid’s particular position on the importance of symbols is lacking on two
grounds. First, Reid misses the fact that not all apocalypses are symbolic because he
treats Daniel 7, 8, and 10-12 as one apocalypse and because he does not take into account
any of the apocalypses found at Qumran. Second, he mischaracterizes the “symbols” of
Daniel by treating them like Perrin’s “steno-symbols” — a position Collins had already
criticized in at least three publications (see above).

Reid also agrees with Carmignac on the importance of the world of divination for
understanding apocalypses. Reid’s analysis differs from Carmignac’s in that it does not
specifically isolate dream reports/dream divination. He speaks more generally of “mantic
activity.” Furthermore, whereas Carmignac ties apocalypses to dream visions by a
comparison of their literary forms, Reid ties apocalypses to “mantic activity” through a
comparison of the sociological settings of the historical apocalypses of the 2™ century
B.C.E. He applies form criticism, social theory, and anthropological analysis to Daniel
and Enoch and concludes that apocalypses “reflect a type of mantic activity, which

entails the use of omens, dreams, auditions, and the like to predict or appear to predict the

19 Stephen Breck Reid, Enoch and Daniel: A Form Critical and Sociological Study of Historical
Apocalypses (Berkeley: BIBLA, 1989), 4.
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»!119 T agree that one can use the world of divination to reconstruct partially the

future.
“native competence” of the readers of early Jewish apocalypses. My position is closer to
Carmignac’s, however, in that I see the crucial link in the stylistic peculiarities of dream
reports.

A second important engagement of Collins’s work in the Uppsala volume is also
one of the few studies that makes a concerted effort to incorporate modern literary theory
into the investigation of the genre apocalypse. Lars Hartman engages Collins’s works in
two distinct ways. First, he engages Collins’s insistence on discussing a genre
“apocalypse” over and against claims by von Rad of a mixtum compositum. He sides
with Collins on the existence of a more or less unified genre called apocalypse.

But Hartman argues that there are two groups of constitutive elements of a genre
and that Collins misses one. The first element “concerns the linguistic characteristics of a
text and regards its style, vocabulary, and phraseology” and the second, “has to do with
the contents of a text, with what may be called its propositional level.”'"" While Hartman
praises Collins’s “master-paradigm” of the genre apocalypse, he also notes that all of the
elements of Collins’s “master-paradigm” fall under his second group, i.e., propositional
constituents. The same holds true for Collins’s definition of the genre apocalypse itself.
Language, which Collins does not discuss, would fit into Hartman’s first group,

“linguistic characteristics.” Hartman’s paper thus indicates on a theoretical level why a

deliberate study of language in apocalypses might be helpful.

" Reid, Enoch and Daniel: A Form Critical and Sociological Study of Historical Apocalypses, 5.

" Lars Hartman, "Survey of the Problem of Apocalyptic Genre," in Apocalypticism in the
Mediterranean World and the Near East (ed. David Hellholm; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1983), 332-3.
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Collins engages many of his inquisitors in 1998 with the revised edition of his 7he
Apolcalyptic Imagination. He characterizes Carmignac’s definition of apocalypse as,
“unobjectionable as far as it goes.” For Collins’s taste, however, the definition is not
narrow enough. In particular, he insists that eschatology must be included. “It is true
that the scholarly literature has been preoccupied with eschatology to a disproportionate
degree and that it is by no means the only concern of the apocalypses. Yet an approach
that denies the essential role of eschatology is an overreaction and no less one-sided.”''?
He cites Lars Hartman’s treatment of the concept of genre approvingly, though he does
not answer specifically Hartman’s charge that his definition of apocalypse incorporates
only half of the necessary criteria.'> The framework of The Apocalyptic Imagination
may implicitly answer Hartman in that Collins devotes as much time to language, setting,

and function as he does to the generic framework of apocalypses in chapter one.'"

1.5.4 Today

In many ways, Collins’s revised edition of The Apocalyptic Imagination placed a
capstone on the sorts of investigations that were kindled by Liicke and ignited by Koch.
Beginning primarily in the 1990’s, a new trend in the study of apocalypses began. The

first major study of this type was published by Paolo Sacchi in 1990.'" Sacchi makes no

"2 Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 10.
3 Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 8.

14 Cf. Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 1-42. Pages 1-13 are devoted to literary framework,
14-21 to language, and 21-42 to setting and function.

3 Paolo Sacchi, Jewish Apocalyptic and its History (vol. 20; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
1990).
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attempt to present the most accurate account of the elements of which apocalypses are
composed. For him, understanding apocalypses is not best achieved by outlining their
primary generic characteristics. Instead, he begins with what he believes to be the oldest
apocalypse, the Book of Watchers from [ Enoch, and isolates its dominant theme or
concern: the origins of evil. He then attempts to trace how that concern is dealt with in
subsequent apocalypses. Sacchi’s innovation is in his assertion that, “there must exist
some relationship between apocalyptic form (knowledge through vision and symbolic-

mythical expression) and the content of the thought.”''°

Most would agree with this. Of
course, as he observes, “The problem posed this way is no longer literary, or is not only
literary.”'"” Collins pays tribute to Sacchi’s innovation though he does not subscribe to
the ultimate usefulness of Sacchi’s methodology.'"®

Some of the most recent investigations into Jewish apocalypses have followed
Sacchi in having limited interest in the literary questions posed by the apocalypses.'"’
The most significant studies in this regard are the trio of monographs published by
Gabriele Boccaccini (Middle Judaism, Beyond the Essene Hypothesis, and Roots of

Rabbinic Judaism) and Andreas Bedenbender’s Der Gott der Welt tritt auf den Sinai.'™

In his review of Bedenbender’s monograph, Eibert Tigchelaar comments, “One should

16 Sacchi, Jewish Apocalyptic and its History, 17.
"7 Sacchi, Jewish Apocalyptic and its History, 17.
"8 Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 10-11.

1% See Eibert Tigchelaar, review of Der Gott der Welt tritt auf den Sinai: Entstehung, Entwicklung
und Funktionsweise der friihjiidischen Apokalyptik by Andreas Bedenbender in JSJ 32 (2001): 293.

120 Gabriele Boccaccini, Middle Judaism: Jewish Thought, 300 B.C.E. to 200 C.E. (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 1991).; Gabriele Boccaccini, Beyond the Essene Hypothesis: The Parting of the Ways
between Qumran and Enochic Judaism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998).; Gabriele Boccaccini, Roots of
Rabbinic Judaism: An Intellectual History from Ezekiel to Daniel (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002).;
Andreas Bedenbender, Der Gott der Welt tritt auf den Sinai : Entstehung, Entwicklung und Funktionsweise
der friihjiidischen Apokalyptik (vol. 8; Berlin: Institut Kirche und Judentum, 2000).
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note the paradigm shift of the past decade: whereas in the ‘60’s and ‘70’s and even
beyond “apocalyptic” was described in terms of Old Testament literary genres prophecy
and wisdom, studies like Bedenbender’s and Boccaccini’s focus on the differences and
interactions between 3™ and 2™ century B.C.E. Jewish movements, especially the

Enochic and Mosaic movements.”'?!

For example, Bedenbender asserts, “Die Probleme
der SBL-Definition liegen somit auf der Hand: Bei einer Reihe von Texten greift sie nur
mit Miihe (und sieht sich in einem Fall sogar vor ein unldsbares Dilemma gestellt); und
als literaturwissenschaftliche Begriffsbestimmung (sei sie auch noch so ausgefeilt) ist ihr

99122

geschichtlicher Erklarungswert begrenzt. Bedenbender’s prefers to describe

“Apokalyptik” in terms of its social setting:

Apokalyptik im unbezweifelbaren Sinne wurde im Friijjudentum
hervorgebraucht, als eine Gruppierung um den damaligen Hohenpriester von
Jerusalem eine mit Waffengewalt vorangetriebene innerjiidische
Religionsverfolgung initiierte und in der Auseinandersetzung mit den
Altglaubigen des eigenen Volkes dankbar auf die Hilfestellung der
heidnischen Welt-macht, des seleukidischen Imperiums, zuriickgriff.'*

It is unfortunate that Bedenbender breathes new life into the macro-term
“Apokalyptik.” While the German word does not suffer from the grammatical problems
that its English-offshoot “apocalyptic” does, it is just as broad in Bedenbender’s usage as
is the English pseudo-noun. One understands his concern for broader questions and

connections, but when the term is used as a catch-all it becomes difficult to gain a

12! Tighchelaar, review of Der Gott der Welt, 293.

122 [The problems with the SBL definition are obvious: with a group (lit. row) of texts it holds

together only with difficulty (and seeing itself in any case set before an unsolvable dilemma) and as a
literary-critical definition (it is overly polished [i.e., “narrow”]) its value for reconstructing history is
limited.] Bedenbender, Der Gott der Welt, 60.

12 [Apokalyptik, in the sense beyond all doubt, was produced in Early Judaism when a group
gathered around the then high priest of Jerusalem initiated a military-backed inner-Jewish religious
movement and in conflict with the “old-faithful” (?) of their own people, gratefully fell back upon the
assistance of the heathen regime, the Seleucid Empire.] Bedenbender, Der Gott der Welt, 259.
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meaningful understanding of any specific piece (e.g., literature, theology, social setting,
etc).124

Boccaccini is similarly dedicated to integrating a historical picture of the
Hellenistic period in Palestine into any discussion or definition of apocalypses. It is to
Boccaccini’s credit that he refuses to accept that all apocalypses must reflect the same
worldview. Instead of speaking about “apocalyptic Judaism” or “Jewish apocalypticism”
as if Hellenistic Jews would have perceived such a category as being one thing,
Boccaccini prefers to discuss “Zadokite Judaism,” “Enochic Judaism,” “Sapiential

Judaism,” and “Danielic Judaism.”'®

It is certainly a positive turn that scholars like
Boccaccini have challenged old and romantic assumptions about “the” (i.e., singular) Sitz
im Leben of early Jewish apocalypses. His proposal has breathed new creativity into the
study of apocalypses. But if the essays in Boccaccini’s recent collected volume, Enoch
and Qumran Origins, are any indication, the newer socio-religious categories that
Boccaccini relates to early Jewish apocalypses may be just as problematic.

For example, John Collins writes, “The impulse to apply Occam’s razor to the

identification of groups in second-century Judaism is commendable up to a point, but it

124 A similar move has been made recently by Greg Carey. He introduces the category
“apocalyptic discourse.” As he understands it, “Apocalyptic discourse refers to the constellation of
apocalyptic topics as they function in larger early Jewish and Christian literary and social contexts. Thus,
apocalyptic discourse should be treated as a flexible set of resources that early Jews and Christians could
employ for a variety of persuasive tasks.” Greg Carey, Ultimate Things: An Introduction to Jewish and
Christian Apocalyptic Literature (St. Louis: Chalic Press, 2005), 5. The category has significant heuristic
value for introducing the “constellation of apocalyptic topics” to the uninitiated and contains features
similar to those in the master paradigm of Semeia 14. I note that unlike Semeia 14, Carey’s list
prominently features symbolic language. But as Lorenzo DiTommaso has noted, the category “apocalyptic
discourse,” functions quite like the English pseudo-noun “apocalyptic” did before the late 1970’s. Cf.
Lorenzo DiTommaso, "Review of Ultimate Things: An Introduction to Jewish and Christian Apocalyptic
Literature," RBL 12 (2007): 3 (electronic version). In other words, while useful in its own right, Carey’s
category does not seem capable or making a strict enough distinction between texts like 1 Enoch and the
War Scroll.

123 See especially Boccaccini, Roots of Rabbinic Judaism.
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can be carried to excess.”'*® Of Boccaccini’s specific correlation of the Essenes with his
category “Enochic Judaism,” Collins writes, “Rather than being a splinter movement, an

offshoot of a branch, it seems to me that the sectarian movement reflected in the scrolls

involved a synthesis of traditions, Enochic and Mosaic, sapiential and apocalyptic.”'*’

Thus, Collins agrees with Boccaccini’s impulse to see a more diverse Hellenistic
Judaism, but he expresses caution about the particular religio-sociological groups that
Boccoccini proposes. In the same volume, Jeff Anderson concurs, “To speak definitely,

however, about Enochic and Zadokite groups, as groups, is an oversimplification of the

95128

complexities present in these traditions. Similarly, James VanderKam questions

Boccaccini’s group terminology and points out a significant problem with a term like

“Zadokite Judaism:”

His definition of Zadokite literature illustrates the problem: it includes
nearly all the texts that eventually made their way into the Hebrew Bible
(exluding late books such as Daniel and Esther), with works such as the Letter
of Jeremiah, Tobit, and Sirach. They are Zadokite in the sense that they were
“collected, edited, and transmitted” by temple authorities. I wonder whether it
would not be better to speak of the common heritage of almost all Jews at this
time rather than to put the tag “Zadokite” on all of this literature, which is
quite diverse in content. I suspect that Enochic Judaism, too, embraced most
of the books that became the Hebrew Bible, even if its earlier adherents gave
less prominence to Moses (whose writings they did use) and questioned (at
least at times) the purity of the temple cult in Jerusalem.'?’

126 John J Collins, "Enoch, the Dead Sea Scrolls, and the Essenes: Groups and Movements in
Judaism in the Early Second Century B.C.E.," in Enoch and Qumran Origins: New Light on a Forgotten
Connection (ed. Gabriele Boccaccini; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2005), 349.

27Collins, "Enoch, the Dead Sea Scrolls, and the Essenes: Groups and Movements in Judaism in
the Early Second Century B.C.E.," 350. For Collins’s most recent engagement with “Enochic” Judaism,
see John J Collins, ""Enochic Judaism' and the Sect of the Dead Sea Scrolls," in The Early Enoch Literature
(ed. Gabriele Boccaccini and John J Collins; vol. 121 of JSJSup; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 283-99.

128 Jeff Anderson, "From 'Communities of Texts' to Religious Communities: Problems and
Pitfalls," in Enoch and Qumran Origins: New Light on a Forgotten Connection (ed. Gabriele Boccaccini;
Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2005), 355.

12 James VanderKam, "Too Far Beyond the Essene Hypothesis?," in Enoch and Qumran Origins:
New Light on a Forgotten Connection (ed. Gabriele Boccaccini; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2005), 392.

48



The collected articles in Boccaccini’s Enoch and Qumran Origins indicate that
Boccaccini’s methods in studying Judaism in the Hellenistic are neither unfounded nor
unhelpful. But the articles also indicate that the types of investigations that Koch ignited
have not been carried out in full enough measure to provide the necessary data for studies
like Boccaccini’s. Analyses of Jewish apocalypses as literature has not yet yielded
sufficient results to make the sorts of claims that Boccaccini and Bedenbender would
hope. There is, then, not only room for a study such as the present one, but a need. The
move to reconstruct social groups from literary texts has come too quickly. Several
important elements of early Jewish apocalypses remain misunderstood and language is
one of the most important, especially in terms of its value for understanding social
location. I contend that Koch’s nearly four decades old suggestion has not lost its import.
To understand what is apocalyptic about apocalypses, “A starting point in form criticism

and literary and linguistic history is, in the nature of things, the only one possible.”"*’

1.6 Charting a Way Forward

One of the most significant shortcomings of work done on the language of historical
apocalypses has been the failure to incorporate data from the Dead Sea Scrolls. A related
problem is that several scholars have chosen to use scrolls such as the War Scroll and the
Pesharim as the most useful comparative evidence for apocalypses. Perhaps the most
recent example is Greg Carey’s introductory textbook. The breadth of evidence he

considers is to be applauded, but the texts from Qumran that he discusses are the War

B0 K och, The Rediscovery of Apocalyptic, 23.
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Scroll, the Temple Scroll, the Copper Scroll, the Rule of the Congregation, Serek
haYahad, the Damascus Document, and Migsat Ma ‘ase haTorah. He never discusses
any of the apocalypses found at Qumran.

While several of the scholars mentioned above worked before the scrolls were
discovered and others had little or no access, some scholars have ignored evidence from
Qumran. I hope to remedy the problem by bringing several important apocalypses found
at Qumran into the conversation. A more complex problem that emerges from the
research history is a terminological one.

Almost every major student of ancient Jewish apocalypses has understood
symbolic language to be a sine qua non of the genre. Very few, however, provide any

critical account of what they mean by “symbolic.” Therefore the difference between

descriptions such mp'17 Arn “the fourth beast” (e.g., “Greece”) in Daniel 7 and 17

“Greece” in Daniel 11 are not often accounted for. Thus, the most significant question
that must be dealt with before moving forward with an analysis of texts is a
terminological one: how can one distinguish between symbolic and non-symbolic
language?

Most of the earliest commentators viewed symbolic language as a product of
genuine visionary experiences. Thus for Liicke, the visionaries merely wrote what they
actually saw and for others such as Hilgenfeld or Charles, the visionaries used language
to imperfectly describe the ineffable content of true heavenly revelations. A significant
change in scholarly attitudes towards apocalypses came about with the work of Noth,
Rowley, and von Rad in the middle of the twentieth century. These scholars viewed the

language of apocalypses as a product of literary conventions and techniques. Noth
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viewed the language of apocalypses as reflective of a cosmopolitan education. Rowley
saw apocalypses primarily as resistance literature and their language as a means of
protecting their writers and readers from political retribution, i.e., encryption. Other

prominent scholars have shared this opinion.'*'

Like Noth, von Rad saw the language of
apocalypses as a reflection of an education in older traditions — not so much as a
reflection of the security concerns of the writers and readers (a la Rowley). More
specifically, von Rad saw the language of apocalypses as deeply rooted in the Israelite
Wisdom tradition.

Koch’s call for a focus on form- and literary-criticism has been answered by
many, and form criticism especially has dominated studies undertaken during the last
three decades of the twentieth century. Despite a focus on technical issues within the
literature, however, no significant attention has been given to language. Like his
forebears, Koch sees symbolic language as a basic element of the genre apocalypse. He
understands symbolic language as a series of metaphors — largely appropriated from the
Bible (Koch does not view the relationships implied in the metaphors as biblical, only the
descriptions).

Collins took seriously Koch’s call for a focus on form criticism and, accordingly,
divorced the concepts of genre and language in his analysis of apocalypses. Rather than
viewing language as a constituent piece of the generic framework of apocalypses, Collins
appears to view the language of apocalypses primarily in terms of tradition-history (a la

H. Gunkel’s Schopfung und Chaos in Urzeit und Endzeit). The most significant result of

this methodology is that the meaning and significance of apocalyptic language is almost

B! Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalyptic: The Historical and Sociological Roots of Jewish
Apocalyptic Eschatology, 252.
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always viewed in terms of how a text, motif, or tradition might be appropriated by a
given apocalypse. In other words, the language of each apocalypse is normally treated
apart from the others since the language is viewed primarily as a function of the
literary/tradition history of that particular apocalypse. Much less attention has been
devoted to the elements of the language that are common or recurrent in the genre. I do
not ignore the literary history of each text, but I focus more on the semantic range of
individual expressions — especially within the genre apocalypse itself. This method may
give a more accurate picture of how language functions across the genre — not only
within individual texts. It may also illuminate why different apocalypses use the kinds of
language they do and/or what sort of social contexts are presumed by the language of
historical apocalypses. These are questions on which I hope my analysis will shed some
light, but these concerns cannot be addressed before first establishing a theoretical
framework for understanding the literary techniques employed in apocalypses.

There are myriad definitions of “symbol” and I do not offer an exhaustive
treatment of every possible connotation. Entire monographs have been written on the

132
In

subject and many connotations of the word have limited relevance for this study.
the next section of this chapter, I explore several connotations of the term symbol in order
to provide a theoretical framework for the textual analysis in chapters two through six.
The basic typological distinction between symbolic and non-symbolic language is
borrowed from ancient and modern analyses of dream reports. More specifically, I use

the work of the Assyriologist Leo Oppenheim (likely predicated on the ancient Greek

writer/diviner Artemidorus of Daldis) to set the basic parameters for the rest of the

12 See the survey in Umberto Eco, Semiotics and the Philosophy of Language (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1984), 130-63.
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dissertation. It became clear in the course of my analysis of the texts, however, that this
definition could not fully explain all of the evidence. Both the symbolic and the non-
symbolic apocalypses contain features that require more a more sophisticated
nomenclature. For the conventional relationships uncovered in my analysis of symbolic
dreams, I turn to a concept of symbolic language adapted from the Ferdinand de
Saussure’s work on linguistics and Charles Peirce’s work on mathematics. [
contextualize these thinkers in terms of how they have been appropriated for literary
analyses by structuralist thinkers such as Claude Lévi-Strauss. My analysis of the non-
symbolic apocalypses presented unique problems that required an even broader
theoretical foundation, and it became necessary to turn to recent models that help explain

language that is both explicit and, apparently, group-specific.

1.6.1 Symbolism and Realism in Ancient Dream Reports

In the attempt to understand what is and is not symbolic about the language of
apocalypses, I suggest that dream reports may be especially helpful for establishing a
baseline definition. We have already seen that some scholars, e.g., Carmignac, have
highlighted the relationship between dream reports and apocalypses. More work on this
relationship has been done recently and I discuss it below. An important aspect of
virtually all prominent descriptions of the form of dream reports is the distinction
between those that use language that requires interpretation and those that communicate
clear, explicit messages directly to the dreamer. In the same way that Lange and

Mittman-Richert divide historical apocalypses into symbolic and non-symbolic examples,
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dream reports have been conventionally divided into the categories symbolic and non-

> In his classic study of

symbolic since at least the time of Artemidorus of Daldis."
ancient Near Eastern dream reports, Leo Oppenheim makes similar distinctions."** Thus
there are at least three reasons why reading the language of apocalypses in light of the
language of ancient dream reports could be fruitful: 1) the formal similarity of
apocalypses and dream reports, 2) the antiquity of the categories for the language of
dream reports, and 3) the endurance of the categories. Below I discuss each of these
reasons in greater detail and use several exemplar texts to articulate the difference
between symbolic and non-symbolic dream reports.

Some general lines of connection between ancient Jewish apocalypses and

divinatory literature are now generally accepted.”> We saw above that scholars such as

Jean Carmignac appealed to ancient Near Eastern dream visions to help explain the genre

13 Artemidorus, The Interpretation of Dreams (Oneirocritica) (trans. Robert White; Park Ridge,
NIJ: Noyes, 1975), 14-18 (1.1-2).

3 Leo Oppenheim, The Interpretation of Dreams in the Ancient Near East (vol. 46.3;
Philadelphia: American Philosophical Society, 1956).

1% The general idea that ancient Jewish apocalypses are related to divinatory literature is not a new
one. Building on Gerhard von Rad’s insistence that apocalypses should be most closely related to
sapiential texts, Hans-Peter Miiller suggested that the use of the figure Daniel in The Book of Daniel is
itself an invocation of the world of mantic wisdom. Miiller, "Magisch-mantische Weisheit und die Gestalt
Daniels," 79-94. Cf. also Hans Peter Miiller, "Mantische Weisheit und Apokalyptik," in Congress Volume:
Uppsala, 1971 (ed. P. A. H. de Boer; Leiden: Brill, 1972), 268-93. James VanderKam has argued that the
figure of Enoch was ultimately derived from the seventh king in the Sumerian king-list: Enmeduranki.
Enmeduranki was traditionally held to be the founder of the barii (a guild of diviners). VanderKam, Enoch
and the Growth, 33-71. Helge Kvanvig has also argued for the Mesopotamian background of the Enoch
figure as well as the “Son of Man” figure. Kvanvig even argued that Daniel 7 is based on a particular Near
Eastern dream report, the Vision of the Netherworld. Helge Kvanvig, Roots of Apocalyptic: The
Mesopotamian Background of the Enoch Figure and of the Son of Man (vol. 61; Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchner Verlag, 1988). Matthias Albani has investigated the relationship between astronomy in the
ancient Near East and the astronomical book of I FEnoch. Matthias Albani, Astronomie und
Schopfungsglaube: Untersuchungen zum astronomischen Henochbuch (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener
2000). Armin Lange has examined divinatory dreams in the Book of Jubilees. Lange, "Divinatorische
Tratime und Apokalyptik im Jubildenbuch," 25-38.
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apocalypse.”*® Following Carmignac, Christopher Rowland has argued for the centrality
of the dream-form for Jewish apocalypses. For Rowland the genre apocalypse and its
thought-world is “concerned with knowledge of God and the secrets of the world above,
revealed in a direct way by dreams, visions or angelic pronouncements.”*” Collins has
said little on the subject, but it is interesting that he does specifically compare the
symbolism used in apocalypses with that found in dream visions.'”*®  The organic (and
sometimes genetic) relationship between dream reports and apocalypses is highlighted
most emphatically by the recent monograph of Frances Flannery-Dailey.’*

The feature of Flannery-Dailey’s study that is of greatest interest to this study is
her consideration of the relationship between dream visions in Hellenistic Jewish texts
and apocalypses. Naturally, many of the dream visions that she studies are excerpted
from apocalypses. These parent texts include: / Enoch 1-36, 85-90, Daniel 7-12, 2
Baruch, 4 Ezra, 2 Enoch, Testament of Levi, Testament of Abraham, Ladder of Jacob,
and Jubilees. Much of the evidence for dream reports in Hellenistic Judaism is
embedded within apocalypses. Flannery-Dailey does not consider this a coincidence.

Rather, she speculates that dreams and their literary form provide the metaphysical space

needed by the writers of apocalypses in order to express their concept of divine

13¢ As we saw above, Carmignac is followed — though in more general terms — by Reid, Enoch and
Daniel: A Form Critical and Sociological Study of Historical Apocalypses.

7 Rowland, The Open Heaven: A Study of Apocalyptic in Judaism and Early Christianity, 9-10.
% Collins, Daniel, 54-5, 323, 402.

9Flannery-Dailey, Dreamers, Scribes, and Priests: Jewish Dreams in the Hellenistic and Roman
Eras. More recently, see Frances Flannery-Dailey, "Lessons on Early Jewish Apocalypticism and
Mysticism from Dream Literature.," in Paradise Now: Essays on Early Jewish and Christian Mysticism
(ed. April De Conick; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2006), 231-47.
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revelation. Her analysis of Jewish Hellenistic dream texts is primarily form-critical and
leads her to six important conclusions. I summarize them below:

First, she believes that the pervasive presence of dreams and visions in
apocalypses suggests that they may be more integral to the Jewish apocalypse than the
SBL Genres Project recognized. Second (and consequently), she believes that Carmignac
was correct in asserting that the “apocalyptic worldview” originates within the “dream
tradition.” She even suggests that the dream form catalyzed the production of the
“apocalyptic worldview” because it provided a form that was much less limiting than
prophetic oracles or wisdom poems. Third, she extends her conclusion that dreams
reflect an overarching priestly and scribal worldview in order to caution against viewing
“apocalypticism” as the outlook of a tiny, uniform, disenfranchised group within Jewish
society. Fourth, she proposes viewing certain apocalypses as varieties of dreams texts.
Such a classification might mitigate the tension between what appears to be two sub-
types of apocalypse or even two distinct genres: historical apocalypses and otherworldly
journeys. Fifth, because she believes that apocalypses do cohere as a genre and that
dreams and visions play an important role in transmitting eschatological secrets to
dreamers and to readers, she calls for a study that asks about the extent to which
eschatological revelation is communicated to or otherwise known by the reader of certain
Qumran texts. Finally, Flannery-Dailey cautions against understanding too stark a
contrast between the representation of spatial, temporal, and ontological dimensions and
reality in Early Jewish texts.'*’

Her resumé is worth quoting:

' This paragraph distills six points made by Flannery-Dailey. Cf. Flannery-Dailey, Dreamers,
Scribes, and Priests: Jewish Dreams in the Hellenistic and Roman Eras, 276-8.
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I suggest that it is the very forms of dreams, inherently flexible and
allowing for the transcendence of spatial, temporal, ontological and perceptual
limits of normal waking reality, which facilitate and/or catalyze the initial
literary articulations of apocalyptic and mystical worldviews. In other words,
if Hellenistic Judaism is the canvas, then dreams are the paint, and the
resulting portraits of myriad dreams imagine access to otherworldly realms
through a number of creative formulas, including apocalypses, mystical
ascents, and ontological transformations.'*!

If Flannery-Dailey and others are correct about the relationship between dream reports
and apocalypses, then a typology of language borrowed from ancient dream reports may
hold important insights for the language of Jewish apocalypses.

Flannery-Dailey’s form-critical work is based on the categories established by
Leo Oppenheim. His study of Near Eastern dream reports remains the standard in the
field. Oppenheim’s categories are not, however, innovative. Indeed, similar categories
were proposed more than two thousand years before by Artemidorus of Daldis in his
Oneirocritica. The work of Artemidorus is another important factor in my decision to
use dream reports as a model to understand the language of apocalypses. Not only is the
literary form of dream reports and apocalypses similar (sometimes the same!), but the
categories used to describe their language are nearly as ancient as the Jewish apocalypses
analyzed in this study. Artemidorus lived and wrote in the second century CE, but he

2 One should not make the

quotes sources from as early as the fourth century BCE."
mistake of assuming the project of Artemidorus is the same as that of Oppenheim.

Oppenheim studies dreams as literature and brings modern, rationalist notions to bear on

the texts. Artemidorus studied dreams (as phenomena, not literature) before the

! Flannery-Dailey, Dreamers, Scribes, and Priests: Jewish Dreams in the Hellenistic and Roman
Eras, 14.

12 Specifically, Aristander of Telmessus (1,31). Aristander was a favorite interpreter of both

Philip of Macedon and Alexander the Great (i.e., Plutarch 2, 2-3; Ephorus FGrH 70, 217; Arrian 1.25.6-8,
Curtius 4.2.14, 17.41.7; Artemidorus 4, 23-24, etc.).
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Enligthenment and certainly before Sigmund Freud. Nevertheless, it seems impossible to
ignore what may have been an important catalyst in Oppenheim’s work. Moreover,
including Artemidorus in the discussion emphasizes that the typology used by Oppeneim

is hardly an anachronistic one — at least for Hellenistic texts.'*

Therefore, I begin by
outlining the typology of Artemidorus and then move on to Oppenheim, who best
articulates the typology for the purposes of this study.

Artemidorus makes two sets of distinctions among dream reports. The first type
of distinction differentiates between dreams that are products of natural phenomena
(évumviov) and ones that have divinatory value (6ve1po«;).144 Artemidorus is generally

uninterested in évumviov and devotes only a few lines to it.

It is the nature of certain experiences to run their course in proximity
to the mind and to subordinate themselves to its dictates, and so to cause
manifestations that occur in sleep, i.e., enhypnion. For example, it is natural
for a lover to seem to be with his beloved in a dream and for a frightened man
to see what he fears, or for a hungry man to eat and a thirsty man to drink and,
again, for a man who has stuffed himself with food either to vomit or to choke
[because of the blockage caused by the food’s refusal to be digested].'*

While évumviov is merely physiological, 8velpog is something different.
“Oneiros 1s a movement or condition of the mind that takes many shapes and signifies

good or bad things that will occur in the future.”'*®

The importance of Oneiros is that
between the dream experience and the realization of the future it predicts, humans are

able to use certain techniques to better understand the predicted future and avoid

143 As far as I know the first scholar to read Jewish dream reports from the Hellenistic Period in
light of Artemidorus is Armin Lange, "Interpretation als Offenbarung: Zum Verhdltnis von
Schriftauslegung und Offenbarung in apokalyptischer und nichtapokalyptischer Literatur," in Wisdom and
Apocalypticism in the Dead Sea Scrolls and in the Biblical Tradition (ed. Florentino Garcia Martinez; vol.
168 of BETL; Leuven: Peeters, 2003), 17-33.

144 Artemidorus, The Interpretation of Dreams (Oneirocritica), 14-18 (1.1-2).

145 Artemidorus, The Interpretation of Dreams (Oneirocritica), 14 (1.1).

146 Artemidorus, The Interpretation of Dreams (Oneirocritica), 15 (1.2).
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undesirable outcomes. Before moving to Artemidorus’ second major division of dream-
types, it is worthwhile to note that some Greek thinkers would have made an additional
distinction within the category of &veipog.

Jean-Marie Husser notes a category of dreams that was common in the ancient
world and explains why Artemidorus leaves it aside. “True to his stoic ideas,
Artedimorus does not accept that dreams may have an origin external to the soul. This
very ‘materialist’ position was not very widespread, and generally a third category of
dreams is proposed, those of divine origin, described simply as oracles
(xpnuoTiopos).”'*” One illustration of this category is found in Macrobius’s Somnium
Scipionis, “We call a dream oracular in which a parent, or a pious or revered man, or a
priest, or even a god clearly reveals what will or will not transpire, and what action to

. 155148
take or to avoid.”

This category, oracles, is like Artemidorus’ category oneiros in that
both are dreams with divinatory value. The only distinction is that some dreams originate
with the soul and others with a deity. The apocalypses considered in this study certainly
do not follow Artemidorus’ materialist thinking. It is clear to the reader that each text
presents a revelation imparted by a heavenly being. It is for this reason that I turn to the
similar, though slightly more appropriate, categories used by Oppenheim below. But first
it is important to show that among dreams with divinatory value, the distinction between
symbolic and non-symbolic dreams already obtained in the ancient world.

Artemidorus divides dreams with divinatory value into two categories. There

are theoramic dreams (Jewpnuatikol) and there are allegorical dreams (dAAnyopikoi).

17 Jean-Marie Husser, Dreams and Dream Narratives in the Biblical World (trans. Jill Munro;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 23.

18 Macrobius, Commentary on the Dream of Scipio (trans. William H. Stahl; New York:
Columbia University Press, 1952), 90 (1.3.8).
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He defines theoramic dreams as pev ol tf] €avt®v 9éq mpooeoikdteg “those which
correspond exactly to their own dream-vision.”'* He gives some examples of what he
means by exact correspondence. “For example, a man who was at sea dreamt that he
suffered shipwreck, and it actually came true in the way that it had been presented in
sleep. For when sleep left him, the ship sank and was almost lost, and the man, along
with a few others, narrowly escaped drowning.”>*

Allegorical dreams, on the other hand, are ot 6t GAAwv &AAx onpaivovteg “those

which signify one thing by means of another.”"

It is the allegorical dreams that
dominate Artemidorus’ Oneirocritica. He describes allegorical dreams as a phenomenon
in which aivicoouévne €v avtoi¢ @uotk®¢ Tt [kai] tfic Yuxfic “the soul is conveying

something obscurely by physical means.”'>

He provides copious examples of these
dreams — some of which have more certain meanings than others. For example: “If a
person dreams that he has hog’s bristles, it portends dangers that are violent similar to
those which the creature itself, the hog, I mean, encounters.”’>® On the other hand, a
person whose dream involves a hyena is much more difficult to interpret: “The hyena
signifies a hermaphrodite, a woman who is a poisoner, and a base man who is given to

9154

unnatural impulses. While it seems obvious that the hyena is an unfavorable omen,

149 Artemidorus, The Interpretation of Dreams (Oneirocritica), 15 (1.2).
130 Artemidorus, The Interpretation of Dreams (Oneirocritica), 15 (1.2).
151 Artemidorus, The Interpretation of Dreams (Oneirocritica), 15 (1.2).
132 Artemidorus, The Interpretation of Dreams (Oneirocritica), 15 (1.2).
133 Artemidorus, The Interpretation of Dreams (Oneirocritica), 26 (1.20).

13 Artemidorus, The Interpretation of Dreams (Oneirocritica), 96 (2.12).
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one is limited in their ability to avoid the undesirable future if it might manifest itself
with a variety of actual outcomes.

One can see from these examples the basic distinction that Artemidorus attempts
to make between dreams with divinatory value (6veipog). The elements of allegorical
dreams point beyond themselves to other realities, whereas theoramic dreams do not.
Consequently, allegorical dreams require interpretation. Indeed, Artemidorus’ whole
point in writing Oneirocritica was to create a compendium of the interpretations of
allegorical dreams — essentially, a textbook.'*>

Artemidorus’ distinction between dreams with elements that point beyond
themselves (requiring interpretation) and those that do not provides a foundation for my
distinction between symbolic and non-symbolic language in apocalypses. As noted
above, however, there is a problem with directly importing his categories since he did not
believe that any dreams originated outside of the soul. His refusal to attribute dreams
with divinatory value to deities is a minority position. Modern, literary-critical work on
the form and content of dream reports has taken into consideration a larger spectrum of
evidence — including dreams that purport to be direct communication between a deity and
a human. Leo Oppenheim’s study of ancient Near Eastern dream reports is a classic that

6

continues to prove its usefulness in the Twenty-First Century.”® Like Artimedorus,

133 The first three books were produced for a certain Cassius Maximus (unknown) and the last two
for his son — an apprentice diviner.

13 Scott Noegel’s recent monograph on “enigmatic” dreams in the ancient Near East downplays
the importance of the typologies used by Oppenheim. He does not, however, reject them and as I argue
below, implicitly adopts a typological model not very far removed from Oppenheim. In other words,
despite his distaste for the terms “message” and “symbolic,” he nevertheless treats dreams in two basic
categories: enigmatic and non-enigmatic, i.e., those that require interpretation and those that do not. Scott
Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers: The Allusive Language of Dreams in the Ancient Near East (AOS 89; New
Haven: American Oriental Society, 2007), 4-9.
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Oppenheim makes two basic sets of distinctions between types of dream reports. In the

first instance, he distinguishes three types:

Dreams as revelations of the deity which may or may not require
interpretation; dreams which reflect, symptomatically, the state of mind, the
spiritual and bodily “health” of the dreamer, which are only mentioned but
never recorded, and, thirdly, mantic dreams in which forthcoming events are
prognosticated."”’

These categories basically correspond to the first set of distinctions noted by
Artimedorus, i.e., the distinction between dreams that do or do not have divinatory value.
There are some differences, however, between Oppenheim and Artemidorus here. First,
Oppenheim’s discussion of dream reports is a discussion of literary records.
Artemirodus, on the other hand, was interested in the dreams themselves and actually
recorded reports of dreams and their interpretations from diviners as an eyewitness. In
other cases, Artemidorus uses omens from older collections. The purpose of
Artemidorus’ study is to help the reader understand dreams. The purpose of
Oppenheim’s study is to help the reader understand the literary form of ancient dream
reports. Therefore, Oppenheim distinguishes between revelatory dreams and omens
(mantic dreams) not on the substance of the dreams but on the ways that they were
respectively collected and used. Revelatory dreams contain divine revelation pertinent to
one dreamer. Mantic dreams are dreams gathered into omen-collections that are
subsequently used to help interpret similar dreams by other individuals. Revelatory
dreams and mantic dreams may, however, be distinguished in form too. Mantic dreams
are short, terse, and rigidly consistent in their pattern of protasis (condition) and apodosis

(consequence). For example, “If a man is clad in the hide of a goat: an important person

57 Oppenheim, The Interpretation of Dreams in the Ancient Near East, 184.
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will be removed and will die.”"®

Revelatory dreams are far more substantial in length
and are often found in narrative or monumental contexts. Both of these dream types fit
into Artemidorus’ category of dreams with revelatory value. Another difference between
Oppenheim and Artemidorus was already mentioned above. For Oppenheim, revelatory
dreams are by their nature of divine origin. For Artemidorus, they are not.

Oppenheim’s second set of distinctions again closely parallels those of
Artemidorus. Among revelatory dreams (i.e., Artemidorus’ dreams with divinatory
value) Oppenheim distinguishes between “message dreams” whose contents are
immediately clear to the dreamer, and “symbolic dreams” whose contents require
interpretation in order to be understood. These categories basically correspond to

9 <6

Artemidorus’ “theoramic” and “allegorical” dreams. The difference between Oppenheim
and Artemidorus is that Oppenheim’s message dream (non-symbolic dream) involves a
direct communication between a heavenly being and a human. Like Artemidorus’
theoramic dream, Oppenheim’s message dreams do describe future events in clear,
explicit language — but they are always couched in the direct speech of a heavenly being.
The literary framework of message dreams and symbolic dreams is essentially the

159

same. The real difference is in content.

In order to illustrate Oppenheim’s

distinction between dreams that require interpretation and those that do not as well as to

138 Oppenheim, The Interpretation of Dreams in the Ancient Near East, 258. (Assyrian Dream
Book, col.])

139 A typical message (non-symbolic) dream begins by stressing the fact that the dreamer has gone
to bed and is asleep. Next, the dreamer transitions into a different level of reality and this change is
normally indicated by a description of the dreamer “seeing” something. Invariably, it is reported that a
deity “stands” at the head of the dreamer and the contents of the dream are given. Finally, the dreamer
awakes suddenly, i.c., is startled and often becomes troubled. Oppenheim, The Interpretation of Dreams in
the Ancient Near East, 187-91.

10 Oppenheim, The Interpretation of Dreams in the Ancient Near East, 206.
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provide examples with which to compare the apocalypses in chapters two through six, I
provide a fresh translation of two of Oppenheim’s examples from the ancient Near East.
The first example is a message (non-symbolic) dream. It is the report of a dream

experienced by the Neo-Babylonian king Nabonidus:''

In the beginning of my eternal reign they dispatched to me a dream.
Marduk, the great lord, and Sin, the luminary of the heavens and the outer-
reaches, both stood (together). Marduk spoke with me: “Nabonidus, king of
Babylon, carry mudbrick(s) on your chariot horse (and) rebuild Ehulhul —
cause Sin, the great lord, to establish his residence in its midst.” Fearfully I
spoke to Marduk, the Enlil of the gods. “The temple'®” that you have
commanded be rebuilt, the Mede surrounds it and his force(s) are formidable.”
Marduk answered me: “The Mede of whom you have spoken, he, his land, and
his allies,'® will be destroyed.'**

The cylinder goes on to provide an account of what happened to the Median king.
While the account of the Mede’s fate is not part of the dream of Nabonidus, it is included
in the dream narrative and bracketed by the final formula that marks the official end of
the dream report, “Word of the great lord, Marduk, and Sin, luminary of the heavens and
the outer-reaches, whose edict is not overturned.” In that brief enclosure, the Median
king is named specifically as Astyges. Furthermore, Cyrus of Anshan (not yet Cyrus the
Great) is named as Marduk’s tool of destruction for Astyges. A specific date is given for
the downfall of Astyges: the third year of Nabonidus’ reign (ca. 553 BCE).

In this typical message dream, the last king of Babylon, Nabonidus, is given

specific instructions from a god'® to perform a specific task. The precise geographic

1! My translation is based on the critical edition found in Hanspeter Schaudig, Die Inschriften
Nabonids von Babylon und Kyros' des Grofien: samt den in ihrem Umfeld entstandenen Tendenzschriften,
Textausgabe und Grammatik (vol. 256; Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2001), 416-7.

1927 it., “house” (E)

193 Lit., “the kings going with him” (LUGAL™ a-lik i-di-su)

14 Lit., “will not exist” (ul i-ba-as-si).

1% More than one copy of the Sippar cylinder has been found and they contain variant accounts of
which particular God stood before Nabonidus. The exemplar housed in the British Museum reads “EN -EN
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location of the temple to be rebuilt is given. Political opponents of Nabonidus are
explicitly discussed. He is told to build the temple of Ehulhul and that his work will be
troubled by neither the contemporary Median king nor allies of the Median king. While
it is difficult to tell whether or not the account of Cyrus’ victory is part of the dream itself
or an insertion, there can be no doubt that it occurs before the formulary conclusion of the
dream. After his dream vision, Nabonidus does not summon his diviners. He has no
need for interpretation. Instead, the cylinder reports, he sets out to accomplish the task
demanded of him.'®

One may contrast the language used in the Nabonidus (Sippar) cylinder with a
typical example of a symbolic dream. I have excerpted the next dream report from the
Epic of Gilgamesh. Tablet 4 describes the journey of Gilgamesh and Enkidu from Uruk
to the Cedar Forest (Lebanon). Along the way, Gilgamesh has a series of at least five
dreams. Each dream greatly troubles Gilgamesh and Enkidu is required to interpret the
meaning of each dream for him. The following text is taken from the first dream
sequence (IV: 14-33).'%7

14Gilgamesh rested his chin on his knees. sThe sleep that cascades
over people fell upon him. ¢During the middle watch, he awoke.'® |;He got

GAL-u" “Bél, the great lord” (i.e., the common designation for Marduk). The exemplar housed in Berlin
reads EN.ZU EN GAL-/" “Sin, the great lord.” Paul-Alain Beaulieu’s interpretation of the Berlin variant
seems persuasive, “This variant was very probably intentional, providing one more example of Nabonidus
trying to assimilate Marduk to Sin. In addition, the verbs is-li-mu and ir-su-u ta-a-a-ri in that same
sentence are plural: ‘they became reconciled and showed mercy.” Therefore the sequence “EN/“EN.ZU EN
GAL-' must be interpreted as “Bél/ Sin (and) the great lord,” the “great lord” being Sin in one exemplar,
and Marduk in the other.” Paul-Alain Beaulieu, "The Sippar Cylinder of Nabonidus (2.123A)," in The
Context of Scripture (ed. William Hallo and K. Lawson Younger; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 311.

1 For a complete English translation of the cylinder, see Beaulieu, "The Sippar Cylinder of
Nabonidus (2.123A)," 310-13.

17 My translation is based on the eclectic transliteration found in Andrew George, The Babylonian
Gilgamesh Epic: Introduction, Critical Edition, and Cuneiform Texts (vol. I, Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2003), 588-90.

1% 1 it., “He reached the conclusion of his sleep.”
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up and spoke to his friend. 3“My friend, did you not call me? Why am I
awake? 19Did you not stir me? Why am I (so) confused? ,,Did a god not pass
through (here)? Why is my flesh paralyzed? ,;My friend, I have seen a
dream. ,,And the dream that I saw was totally bewildering. ,;In an alpine
steppe . . . 24A mountain collapsed into . . . ,sand we like . . 189 (The one
who was born in the steppe was able to give counsel. »;Enkidu spoke to his
friend. He interpreted his dream.'”” ,sMy friend, your dream is auspicious.
29The dream is valuable. ;)My friend, the mountain that you saw . . . . . 31 We
shall seize Humbaba, we shall butcher him.!"" ;,and we shall toss his remains
onto the (battle)-field. ;3And (the next) morning we shall learn from Samas an
auspicious message.

Unlike Nabonidus, Gilgamesh is unable to understand the meaning of his dream.
In the dream Gilgamesh is in an alpine steppe and witnesses a mountain collapse. Next,
some action takes place that is directly related to him and Enkidu. No specific names or
places are mentioned in the dream. Instead, symbols are used to represent names and
places. Enkidu’s response, “My friend, the mountain that you saw,” indicates that the
mountain is intended to have a real-world and real-time antecedent in their lives. Indeed,
the collapsing mountain almost certainly symbolizes Humbaba. Enkidu declares that he
and Gilgamesh will seize and butcher him. The representation techniques used in this
dream of Gilgamesh are quite different from those found in the Nabonidus (Sippar)
cylinder. While the Nabonidus cylinder specifically names Cyrus, the dream of
Gilgamesh encodes Humbaba as a mountain.

The significance of Oppenheim’s categories lies in the way that they cut across

cultural and chronological boundaries. They are as useful outside of Mesopotamia as

19 George’s edition reads [u ni]-nu ki-i nim gi du ki [. ... . ]. Parpola’s reading is slightly
different: [nil-nu ki-i NUM gi-du ki-[. . . .. ]. “and we like a fly . . . sinew . . .” I have chosen George’s
more conservative reading. Without the remainder of the line, no additional meaning is gained even if
Parpola is correct.

170 Lit. “His dream he caused him to meet.” (su-ut-ta-su’u-sam-har-si)). The 3ms suffix on the
verb could refer either to Gilgamesh or to his dream. The basic sense of the clause does not change in
either case. The expected verb, pasaru(m), is used sparingly in the Epic of Gilgamesh.

171 «“We shall butcher him” seems an appropriate translation of ni-nar-ras-su in light of the next
line. Only the parts of his body that remain intact (sa-lam-ta-su) are thrown onto the field.
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they are inside. They help to illumine Egyptian, Hittite, Hurrian, Greek, and Israelite
dream texts. Indeed one of the most significant advances made by Oppenheim in the
study of dreams is the way in which he applies his form-critical methodology to such a
wide spectrum of texts. His categories work just as well when applied to texts from the
Hebrew Bible as from Greece or Mesopotamia. Below are two dream reports from the
Hebrew Bible. The first is a “message dream” (i.e., non-symbolic dream) and the second
is a symbolic dream. These texts, as well as the Mesopotamian texts translated above,
will provide a basis for comparison with the apocalypses in chapters two through six
below.

A representative example of a message dream (i.e., “non-symbolic dream”) is
found in the call narrative of the prophet Samuel (1 Samuel 3:1-14). Both its form and
style are precisely the same as dream reports from ancient Mesopotamian and Egyptian
sources: the dreamer is said to be asleep, the apparition “stands” before him, the message

is delivered, and the dreamer wakes up in an anxious state of mind.

1Now the lad Samuel was a servant of YHWH under [the supervision]
of Eli. The word of YHWH was rare in those days and visions were not
widespread.'”” ,0n a certain day while Eli, whose eyes had begun to dim [so
that] he could not see, was lying down in his room ;and the lamp of God had
not yet gone out; Samuel was lying in the temple of YHWH where the ark of
God was located. ;Then YHWH called to Samuel and he said, “Here I am.”
¢He ran to Eli and said, “Here I am, for you called me.” But Eli said, “I did
not call you. Go back and lie down.” So Samuel returned and lay down.
sAgain YHWH called to Samuel and he rose and went to Eli and said “Here I
am, for you have called me.” But Eli said, “I have not called you my son. Go
back and lie down.” ;(Now, Samuel did not yet know YHWH and neither had
the word of YHWH been revealed to him). gAgain YHWH called to Samuel, a
third time, and he arose and went to Eli and said, “Here I am, for you called
me.” [At last] Eli understood that YHWH was calling to the lad. Eli said to
Samuel, “Go, lie down, and if he should call to you [again], then you shall say,
‘Speak YHWH, for your servant is listening.” So Samuel went and lay down

172 While the sense of P03 190 'R is clear in Hebrew, English translation is difficult. I follow the

NRSV here since it seems to sacrifice the least of each word while coaxing them into functioning together
in one English clause. 1t must often be translated into English as a plural (e.g., Jeremiah 23:16, Ezekiel

13:16, Daniel 1:17)
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in his place. ;oThen YHWH came and stood'” and called out this time like the
last time, “Samuel, Samuel.” And Samuel said, “Speak, for your servant is
listening.” ;1 YHWH said to Samuel, behold, I am about to do something in
Israel that will make both ears of anyone who hears it ring with pain. ,0n that
day I shall fulfill against Eli everything that I have spoken against his house
from beginning to end. ;I have told him that I shall judge his house forever,
on account of the evil about which he was aware, for his sons were
blaspheming God and he did not rebuke them. |4,Therefore have I sworn to the
house of Eli that the wickedness of the house of Eli shall not be covered by
sacrifice or offering forever.”

In the dream vision of Samuel, the deity delivers a message of judgment and
“names names.” The precise geographic locale of God’s upcoming actions is specified:
Israel. Eli and his two sons are specifically singled out for judgment. Their specific sins
are explained. The dream report is completely straightforward and every element of the
text is represented with language that requires no further interpretation on the part of the
dreamer. Indeed Samuel is nervous at the conclusion of his dreams precisely because he
knows what he is expected to do and is worried about his ability to complete the task.
One may contrast the representation techniques found in Samuel’s dream with a dream
report found in the Genesis 41.

A paradigmatic example of a symbolic dream report from the Hebrew Bible is

found in the Pharaoh’s dream from the Joseph Novella (Genesis 41:1-7).

1Now it was after two years (lit. days) that Pharaoh dreamt. And behold,
he was standing alongside the Nile. ,And, behold, coming up from the Nile
were seven cows of beautiful appearance and fat flesh and they fed on the
sedge (marsh plants). ;Then, behold seven more (lit. other) cows were coming
up after them from the Nile, (cows) of terrible appearance and skinny (lit. thin
of flesh). And they stood facing (lit. beside) the cows on the bank of the Nile.
4+And the cows of terrible appearance and thin flesh devoured the seven cows
of beautiful appearance and fat (flesh). Then Pharaoh woke up. sThen he fell
asleep and dreamt a second time and behold, seven ears of wheat were coming
up on one stalk, fat and of good quality. ¢And behold, seven thin ears of wheat
scorched (by) the east wind (i.e., Sirocco), sprouted after them. ;And the thin

' In dream reports from Mesopotamia and Egypt, it is conventional for a deity or other apparition
to approach the dreamer and “stand” by them (usually at their head). See Oppenheim, The Interpretation of
Dreams in the Ancient Near East, 189-91.
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ears of wheat swallowed the seven fat and full ears of wheat. Then Pharaoh
awoke and, behold, it was a dream.

The writer or redactor of the Joseph novella sets the stage for this dream with
several others. The reader is first introduced to Joseph’s propensity as a dreamer with the
reports of two dreams experienced by Joseph. The writer then introduces the reader to
Joseph’s ability to interpret dreams in a scene from Joseph’s imprisonment in Egypt
following his unfortunate encounter with the wife of Potiphar. Two cell-mates each have

a dream and Joseph is able to give the correct interpretation (302). When the Pharaoh

has the disturbing dream of the cows and the wheat, he is unable to find suitable
interpretation among his diviners. The former cell-mate of Joseph for whom Joseph had
correctly interpreted a dream informs the Pharaoh about Joseph’s skill and Joseph is
called in for interpretation. He is able to tell the Pharaoh what the mysterious cows and
ears of wheat represent.

The distinction drawn between dreams like the dream of Gilgamesh and the
dream of Pharaoh on the one hand and the dream of Nabonidus and the dream of Samuel
on the other hand reflects how I propose to distinguish between apocalypses that are
symbolic and those that are non-symbolic. Symbolic dreams include language that points
beyond itself and must be interpreted for the dreamer. Non-symbolic dreams are direct
revelations from a heavenly being to a human recipient. They use clear, explicit language
for which the dreamer requires no interpretation. Individuals may take issue with
defining the language of apocalypses with these categories, but it is my hope that this
typology can begin a conversation about the language of apocalypses that is far more

deliberate than most previous investigations have been. Individuals may choose to refine
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or replace these categories, but we only develop a clear picture of the language of
apocalypses once we begin to use deliberate and transparent terminology to describe it.
One potential problem with a typology based on the work of
Artemidorus/Oppenheim was raised earlier and I shall address it more fully here. S.
Noegel’s 2007 monograph, Nocturnal Ciphers: The Allusive Language of Dreams in the
Ancient Near East, demonstrates that the language of many ancient dream reports reflects
an interpretative hermeneutic based on punning (wordplay). In other words, the
interpretations often included in dream reports suggest that the key to interpreting dreams
lay in the transformation of the spoken word of the dreamer to the written word of the
tablet. Interpretations were scholarly exercises in wordplay based on some lexical,

7% While he does not eschew

phonetic, etc., aspect of a key word within the dream report.
the categories of Artemidorus and Oppenheim, he considers them of little use because
they cannot completely explain all the evidence.'” The imperfection of Oppenheim’s
categories has been mentioned even by those who use them robustly and I, too, have
voiced the same concerns above. Nevertheless, in light of the general utility of the
typology, Noegel’s criticism perhaps goes too far, and I suggest four reasons that
Noegel’s work should not spell the end of them.

The first reason concerns the terminology that Noegel introduces. He prefers the

term “enigmatic” to the standard one, “symbolic.” He does so because he claims that the

term symbolic, “presupposes that the peoples of the ancient Near East, as we do today,

17 Noegel notes, for example, how the interpretation of a dream (the apodasis of an omen) might
often depend on the polyvalency of a cuneiform sign used to record the dream report (protasis). Noegel,
Nocturnal Ciphers: The Allusive Language of Dreams in the Ancient Near East, 22-3.

173 See Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers: The Allusive Language of Dreams in the Ancient Near East, 5-
9, 274-6.
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conceptually distinguished symbolic modes of discourse from non-symbolic modes.”'"® T

am not convinced that Noegel’s term “enigmatic” actually relieves the tension between
modern and ancient Near Eastern conceptions of discourse. Indeed, it is not clear how
Noegel understands the word “symbolic” and as I attempt to show below, there is hardly
a consensus about the term in modern Western culture.

Related to Noegel’s criticism of the word symbolic and the nature of ancient Near
Eastern discourse is his presumption that most dream reports reflect actual dream
experiences that are converted into written words and then interpreted using a number of
wordplay techniques by scholars (diviners). There seems little doubt that some of the
dream reports we possess find their origins in actual dreams (Artemidorus claims to have
been an eyewitness to several of the omens that he records). But like the contents of
other omen books, it is also likely that many of the omens were literary creations.
(Indeed the texts that I consider in the present study are all almost certainly literary
creations with no real antecedent in the dream-life of an individual). Thus, at least in
terms of texts from the Hellenistic period, Noegel’s concerns about mischaracterizing the
conceptual framework of ancient discourse may be less well-founded.

Second, he never provides a critical articulation of what exactly he means by

2

“enigmatic.” He claims that the word has ancient precedent in the work of Macrobius,
but as Jovan Bilbija points out in a ZAW book review, “Both Oppenheim (ib., 206) and

Noegel (7 n. 15) seem to think, however, that Macrobius actually used (a Latinized

178 Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers: The Allusive Language of Dreams in the Ancient Near East, 7.
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version of) the term ‘enigmatic’ (from the Greek aiviypa ‘dark saying’, ‘riddle’),
whereas this is obviously a modern translation of Macrobius’ somnium.”"”’

Third, Noegel’s pool of evidence belies his criticism of Oppenheim’s typology. If
the distinction between message (non-symbolic) dreams and symbolic dreams is not very
helpful, it is interesting that he does not include any message dreams in his study.
Ultimately his organization of the dream reports in his book implicitly follows
Artemidorus and Oppenheim by choosing a subset of dreams (enigmatic dreams) to
study. The so-called message dreams (non-symbolic dreams) would not be a fruitful
ground for his type of analysis, and therefore the very shape of his monograph indicates
that there is, in fact, a basic utility to the symbolic/non-symbolic typology.

I agree with Noegel that the typology of Artemidorus/Oppenheim cannot
sufficiently explain every dream report that we now possess, but that is not the point of
formal/typological work. Literary forms and linguistic techniques are always changing,
evolving, and innovating (this is why discussions of concepts like genre are often so
heated). The point is not to find a perfect paradigm or metaphor with which to describe
all the evidence. The point is to find a heuristic model to organize the evidence. We only
understand the deviations by understanding the major patterns. The notion that some
texts deviate from the typology of Artemidorus/Oppenheim is only intelligible in light of
the typology from which they deviate. In other words, without a general working model
of form, etc., many of the nuances within certain literary types are missed because one
has not built the necessary literary competence to read the texts. It is a nice idea that

every single literary text would be read on its own against all other literary texts —

177 Jovan Bilbija, "Review of Scott Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers: The Allusive Language of Dreams
in the Ancient Near East," Z4AW 98 (2008): 139.
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abandoning comparative work that builds categories that are often broad and even
superficial. But this is not how humans learn to read. Jonathan Culler makes the point in
his discussion of literary competence: “To read a text as literature is not to make one’s
mind a tabula rasa and approach it without preconceptions; one must bring to it an
implicit understanding of the operations of literary discourse which tells one what to look

fOI‘ 99178

Indeed, Noegel’s own claims about the presence and function of puns in dream
reports presumes a similar kind of baseline structure (this time a semantic one) in the
texts. In order to isolate a pun one must presume a far more rigid and limited semantic
range for the first instance of a key word. A freer, more removed use of the word (or
comparable linguistic strategy) is then employed. But the deviation of a given lexeme
from its usual or expected meaning does not really call into question the most widely
attested meaning. These exceptions prove the rule and indicate that it is the rule that
provides the literary competence that enables readers to venture below the surface level
of dream reports.

My fourth reason also relates to Noegel’s evidence pool. Noegel eschews texts
that might also and/or better be described as apocalypses or ascent visions and uses very
little evidence that dates from the Hellenistic period. His choice of evidence is fine as far
as it goes — one would not expect an analysis of every known dream report from the
ancient Near East. But problems arise from his pool of evidence. Any nuances or
patterns (or problems for his thesis) that might appear in texts from the Hellenistic Period

(especially apocalypses) are missed. Related to this is his distaste for the term

“symbolic” as anachronistic (or even imperialistic) in terms of ancient Near Eastern

178 Jonathan Culler, Structuralist Poetics: Structuralism, Linguistics and the Study of Literature
(London: Routledge, 1975), 113-4.
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discourse. He eschews the term at some points as modern and at others as Hellenistic.'”
He may be correct about the misapplication of the term to second millennium texts from
Mesopotamia. But one should perhaps be more generous in applying the Hellenistic term
to Hellenistic texts (and Hellenistic texts are precisely the evidence with which the
present study is concerned).

In spite of my criticism of Noegel and my defense of the basic utility of the dream
typologies produced by Artemidorus and Oppenheim, I admit that the distinction between
symbolic and non-sybmolic (or needing interpretation vs. needing no interpretation)
cannot fully explain the evidence that I approach in this study. Noegel’s own work on
wordplay has surely revealed a treasure trove of information that would have never been
found if he relied only on the typology of Artemidorus/Oppenheim to explain the
language of dream reports and I greatly admire his innovation. Thus, the conceptual
framework I propose begins with the typology of Artemidorus and Oppenheim, but it

does not end there.

1.6.2 Structuralist Poetics and Symbols as Conventional Signs

It became clear early in my research that the symbolic/non-symbolic typology outlined
above could not fully explain all of the features of the language encountered in part one
of this study. More specifically, among the symbolic apocalypses, some finer
distinctions require explanation. In light of the typology borrowed from Oppenheim, it is

possible to discuss the semiotics of symbols in apocalypses on two levels. The first level

17 Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers: The Allusive Language of Dreams in the Ancient Near East, 7-8,
275.
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involves the way in which each symbol refers to an historical antecedent (i.e., how the
“little horn” of Daniel 7 refers to Antiochus Epiphanes). These relationships appear to
take the form of several kinds of tropes, i.e., metaphor, synecdoche, metonymy, etc.
Thus, my model of “symbol” generally corresponds with the definition used by Umberto
Eco. Eco defines a symbol as a kind of textual implicature and uses the following
example as paradigmatic:
Put the wheel of a carriage at the door of a country house. It

can be the sign for the workshop of a carriage maker (and in this

sense it is an example of the whole class of object there

produced); it can be the sign for a restaurant (thus being a

sample, pars pro toto, of that rural world of which it announces

and promises the culinary delights); it can be the stylization of a

stylization for the local seat of the Rotary Club.'*

Each of the possible interpretations listed by Eco represents a different type of trope
(e.g., synecdoche, metonymy, etc.). For him, the word symbol comprises them all.
“Here events, gestures, things suddenly appear as strange, inexplicable, intrusive
evidence with a context which is too weak to justify their presence. So they reveal that

181 1, -
” It 1s

they are there to reveal something else; it is up to the reader to decide what else.
possible, however, that a more restricted semiotics is at work on a different level of the
language.

The Second type of semiotics involved in apocalyptic symbols is characterized by the
way in which certain symbol-types consistently name particular referent-types. In other

words, most symbolic apocalypses use a limited and stable repertoire of symbols-types

and these symbol types appear to have conventional associations with certain referent

180 Eco, Semiotics and the Philosophy of Language, 162.

81 Eco, Semiotics and the Philosophy of Language, 157.
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types. For example, animals are almost always used to refer to humans (regardless of
what species of animal might point to which particular human or group of humans) and

82 In other words, close analysis of the texts

humans are normally used to refer to angels.
turned up a series of conventional relationships. I mentioned in the research history
above one failed attempt to read the symbols found in texts like Daniel 7 as conventional

'8 This theory was rightly criticized by Collins."® But I

signs (i.e., “steno-symbols™).
also mentioned in the research history that Perrin failed to consider levels of meaning
beyond the strict association between a symbol and its immediate referent and that a
broader analysis may yet turn up an important application for semiotics/structural
linguistics. I now turn to work on symbols as conventional signs in order to establish a
nomenclature to describe the data I have encountered.

Modern, critical connotations of “symbol” have evolved from Ferdinand de
Saussure’s work in linguistics.'™ De Saussure understood all language to be a system of
signs. It is important first to note that de Saussure distinguishes between a language and
expressions of that language i.e., speech (parole) since I use the word language to mean
something more narrow than what de Saussure intends. For de Saussure, “A language, as

a collective phenomenon, takes the form of a totality of imprints in everyone’s brain,

rather like a dictionary of which each individual has an identical copy. Thus it is

'82 The first and, to my knowledge, only intentional investigation into this level of the symbolism
of Jewish apocalypses is found in Lange, "Dream Visions and Apocalyptic Milieus," 27-34.

'8 Perrin, "Eschatology and Hermeneutics," 3-14.

184 Collins, "The Symbolism of Transcendence in Jewish Apocalyptic," 5-22. Collins, The
Apocalyptic Vision, 144-6. Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 16.

'8 See "Saussure," in Modern Literary Theory: A Reader (ed. Philip Rice and Patricia Waugh;
New York: Arnold, 1996), 6-15. See also Daniel Chandler, Semiotics: The Basics (London: Routledge,
2002), 17-32. Jonathan Culler, Literary Theory: A Very Short Introduction (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2000), 57-61.
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something which is in each individual, but is none the less common to all.”'® The
importance of this distinction is highlighted by the problem of the representation of a
language in writing. De Saussure points out, for example, that while a language normally
operates in a state of constant evolution, writing tends to remain fixed, and as a
consequence, to misrepresent language. A simple example would be how the
pronunciation of a word may evolve without a corresponding evolution in the
orthography of that word — leaving the reader with a representation of the word that is, in
De Saussure’s words, “absurd.” Such is the case with many French words ending in “0i”

2

such as the word for king: “roi.” De Saussure charts the variation in pronunciation and

orthography for roi between the eleventh and fourteenth centuries CE:'’

Period | Pronounced | Written
11%c. | rei rei
13" c. | roi roi
14" ¢. | roe roi
19%¢. | rwa roi

I highlight the distinction between langue and parole here because I use de Saussure’s
theory outside of the context in which he developed it and for purposes that he may not
have foreseen. As I shall show below, however, I am not the first to do so. De

Saussure’s theory of language has been successfully applied in several other contexts.

1% Ferdinand de Saussure, Course in General Linguistics (Lasalle: Open Court, 1986), 19.

187 Saussure, Course in General Linguistics, 27.
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De Saussure was particularly keen to highlight the conventional relationships that
exist in languages and how those conventional relationships belie the notion that all people
begin essentially with the same vista into the physical- and thought-worlds within which they
exist. In other words, he argued against the (still) common notion that a language is
ultimately “a list of terms corresponding to a list of things.”'®® One of the most significant
problems with this view according to de Saussure is that, “It assumes that ideas already exist

55189

independently of words. Jonathan Culler describes de Saussure’s language system and its

focus on the arbitrary nature of signs:

First, the sign (for instance, a word) is a combination of a form (the
‘signifier’) and a meaning (the ‘signified”), and the relation between form and
meaning is based on convention, not natural resemblance. What I am sitting
on is called a chair but could perfectly well have been called something else —
wab or punce . . . The second aspect of the arbitrary nature of the sign: both
the signifier (form) and the signified (meaning) are themselves conventional
divisions of the plane of sound and the plane of thought respectively.'”"

The problem is not that one cannot isolate the kind of correspondences between
a list of terms and a list of things in any given language — indeed, for de Saussure the nature
of the linguistic sign is precisely the interaction between an idea and the sound that acts as its
signal. The problem is that not all languages posses the same list of things and therefore
learning a new language is more complex than simply exchanging one list of terms for
another.””! For example, English has no true equivalent for the French word bouffer (cf.
German fressen, i.e., “to eat” — normally used only for animals or in a very informal way for
humans). Similarly, English has no specific word for a one-eyed person, but French does:

borgne. De Saussure holds that we create the world around us with our language. The world

18 Saussure, Course in General Linguistics, 65.
189 Saussure, Course in General Linguistics, 65.
%0 Culler, Literary Theory, 57-8.

! Saussure, Course in General Linguistics, 65-70.
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itself is qualitatively different for an American speaker of English than it is for a French
speaker of French (or even a British speaker of English).

In other words, the “lists” of concepts and things mentioned above exists, but only
in the discrete arena of a single language and not because concepts precede their
linguistic expression — both sign and signifier function in a symbiotic relationship.
Crucial to de Saussure’s theory of language is his conviction that any given language is
not merely a nomenclature that “provides its own names for categories that exist outside

59192

language. To the contrary:

This is a point with crucial ramifications for recent theory. We tend to
assume that we have the words dog and chair in order to name dogs and
chairs, which exist outside any language. But, Saussure argues, if words stood
for preexisting concepts, they would have exact equivalents in meaning from
one language to the next, which is not at all the case. Each language is a
system of concepts as well as forms: a system of conventional signs that
organizes the world.'”

De Saussure’s theories help to explain how “face” can be plural in Hebrew (0123)
while it is singular in English. Rather than simply reflecting a reality that is obvious to
everyone, our languages create reality. Different groups possess and maintain different
linguistic encyclopedias based on their own arbitrary associations between signifier and
signified. Therefore the symbols used in any given language depend directly upon
intellectual structures present within a given community. These structures are unique to
every language though it is possible for some structures to become ubiquitous or nearly
ubiquitous. It is important to note that De Saussure works only on the level of language,
broadly conceived. He does not specifically treat manifestations of a given language in a

semantically limiting context such as a literary text, e.g., a novel. But others have applied

2 Culler, Literary Theory, 58.

193 Culler, Literary Theory, 58.
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De Saussure’s work on structural linguistics fruitfully in other contexts. The American
philosopher Charles Peirce applied to mathematics an intellectual model similar to the
one de Saussure developed in his work on linguistics. (Both worked around the same
time and independently of one another).

Peirce shares with de Saussure the view that every word, spoken or written, is a

component of a sign.'*

But for Peirce, a taxonomic enthusiast, signs can be divided into
three basic categories: Iconic, Indexical, and Symbolic.'”®> Most semioticians recognize
the importance of the categories to the extent that they help to nuance de Saussure’s

concept of the sign as arbitrary.'”®

In other words, the relationships between some
signifiers and what they signify are more arbitrary in some cases than others.””’ Among
the three categories it is the symbolic sign that is most purely conventional.

For Peirce, iconic signs have qualities that resemble the objects they represent.'”®
Iconic signs are not as conventional as symbols, but more so than indexes. One can often

deduce the relationship between an icon and its referent based on the qualities of the icon

itself. For example, the Proto-Sinaitic mem (™) represents water as an iconic sign and it

194 peirce differs from Saussure in that he sees three rather than two essential components of any
sign: the representamen, an interpretant, and an object. See Charles Peirce, The Collected Papers of
Charles S. Peirce (Charlottesville: InteLex Corporation 1994), 2.228.

193 Peirce, The Collected Papers of Charles S. Peirce, 2.274-308.

1% Eco criticizes Peirce’s restriction of the word symbol for conventional relationships, but he also
admits that, at least etymylogically speaking, this definition probably most accurately reflects the meaning
of sumballein (even if he does claim that stymologies Lie), cf. Umberto Eco, The Limits of Interpretation
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1990), 8-9. Eco, Semiotics and the Philosophy of Language, 130.

197 Chandler, Semiotics, 36.

%8 Peirce, The Collected Papers of Charles S. Peirce, 2.276.
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actually has the appearance of water (waves). Other examples would be portraits,

literary tropes such as metaphor and onomatopoeia, and “realistic” sounds (i.e., the sound
of a lion’s roar representing a lion).”*
Unlike the icon (the object of which may be fictional), an index stands

21 For example, a thermometer provides an

unequivocally for this or that existing thing.
indexical signification of the ambient temperature. A low barometer with moist air is an
index of rain. Smoke is an index of fire. A personal trademark can also be an indexical
sign, e.g., the catchphrase of Santa Claus (“HO HO HO”) or Barack Obama (“Yes We
Can”). Similarly, in the United States, the song “Hail to the Chief” is an index of the
President since it is only played for presidents. Indexical signs are problematic, however,
because indexes can and often do morph into symbols over time. Jonathan Culler
provides a representative example: “A Rolls Royce is an index of wealth because one
must be wealthy to own one, but social usage has led to its becoming a conventional
symbol of wealth.”*%*

Symbolic signs are characterized by an entirely arbitrary relationship to their
referent. That is to say, one cannot deduce a given meaning from a symbolic sign — the

correlation between signifier and signified is entirely conventional. Peirce’s symbolic

sign is what De Saussure meant by “sign.” According to Peirce, “All words, sentences,

1% The same can probably be said about the pre-exilic Hebrew mem, although it is obvious that the
form has already began its journey towards being a symbolic (i.e., conventional) sign. I juxtapose pre-

exilic and post-exilic examples of mem here: % (Tel Dan), 21 (1QIs").
200 Cf. Chandler, Semiotics, 37.
1 peirce, The Collected Papers of Charles S. Peirce, 2.283-91, 305-6.

292 Culler, Structuralist Poetics: Structuralism, Linguistics and the Study of Literature, 17. See
also Chandler, Semiotics, 43.
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books, and other conventional signs are symbols.”**

The clearest example of a symbolic
sign comes from mathematics. In math the term m is used to indicate the number 3.14.
Nothing about m can lead one to infer it represents the number 3.14. It is only the
conventional relationship between the signifier and the signified that allows one to

understand and use m. An example closer to the subject matter of this project can be

taken from the post-exilic form of the Hebrew letter ‘ayin. It does not bear an iconic
relationship to an eye or spring in the way that the Paleo-Hebrew ‘ayin does, e.g., »

(1QIs") vs. 0 (Tel Dan). It is a purely conventional association.

While the concept of the symbol as a representation of a conventional association
was developed in contexts considerably removed from Hellenistic Jewish literature, the
work done by de Saussure and Peirce has since been fruitfully applied to literary
contexts. Most of these fall under the umbrella of Structuralism and thus have closer ties
to de Saussure than Peirce. Several studies of Roland Barthes are relevant, but perhaps
most of all his analysis of the language used in fashion magazines.*® The work of
Claude Lévi-Strauss on mythology is relevant, as is the work of Roman Jakobson on

05

poetics and the work of A.J. Greimas on semantics.”” Perhaps most instructive for the

present study, however, is Claude Levi-Strauss’s application of structuralism to the

293 peirce, The Collected Papers of Charles S. Peirce, 292.

% Roland Barthes, Systéme de la mode (Paris: Seuil, 1967). For another work in which Barthes
synthesizes his work on fashion with other topics and ties them all to larger theoretical questions of
meaning in language, see Roland Barthes, Elements of Semiology (New York: Hill and Wang, 1967).

205 Cf. the four volumes of Lévi-Strauss’s Mythologiques: Claude Lévi-Strauss, The Raw and the
Cooked (New York Harper & Row, 1969). Claude Lévi-Strauss, From Honey to Ashes (New York: Harper
& Row, 1973). Claude Lévi-Strauss, The Origin of Table Manners (New York: Harper & Row, 1978).
Claude Lévi-Strauss, The Naked Man (New York: Harper & Row, 1981). Roman Jakobson, "Linguistics
and Poetics," in Style in Language (ed. T. Sebeock; Cambridge: MIT Press, 1960). Algirdas Julien
Greimas, Structural Semantics: An Attempt at Method (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1984).
Algirdas Julien Greimas, Narrative Semiotics and Cognitive Discourses (London: Pinter Publishers, 1990).
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notion of “totemism” (i.e., the phenomenon by which certain tribes are associated or
described with certain animals). For Levi-Strauss, to explain a given totem is to
understand its place in a system of signs — not merely its particular connection to the

206 1n other words, if one culture is named bear, another fish, and

culture/group it names.
another hawk, it is at least as important to understand the relationships between bears,
fish, and hawks as it is to understand the relationship between a particular people-group
and “bear.”””” Indeed the totality of the symbolic system at work is what allows one to
understand how a single example functions. It will be useful to return to Lévi-Strauss’s
work on totemism in chapters two and three below. There I will ask not only how a
given symbol describes its referent, but also how the symbol-categories interact with each
other and across the genre. In other words, I am attempting to apply a

semiotics/Structuralist poetics to a different level of the text than has been previously

applied.

1.6.3 Group Specific Language in the Non-Symbolic Apocalypses?

In the last sections I turned to several studies in structural linguistics/semiotics in order to

obtain a nomenclature with which to describe the data encountered in part one. The data

2% By reading into the social structure of several native peoples a basic opposition between nature
and culture, Lévi-Strauss describes the relationships between particular tribes and their “totems” in a series
of possible relationships. For him, the very idea of totemism is the unfortunate result of an overly
simplistic imagination of the relationship between a given tribe and an animal or plant type. “The totemic
illusion is thus the result, in the first place, of a distortion of a semantic field to which belong phenomena of
the same type. Certain aspects of this field have been singled out at the expense of others, giving them an
originality and a strangeness which they do not really possess; for they are made to appear mysterious by
the very fact of abstracting them from the system of which, as transformations, they formed an integral
part.” Claude Lévi-Strauss, Totemism (Boston: Beacon Press, 1963), 18.

271 évi-Strauss, Totemism, 15-31, esp., 28-9.
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encountered in part two (non-symbolic apocalypses) also present problems that cannot be
answered fully or even described using the dream report typologies analyzed above.
While non-symbolic apocalypses analyzed in part two do not use language that points
beyond itself or for which the visionary requires interpretation, they often employ cryptic
expressions that may have been intelligible only to a limited group of people. An
example is perhaps found in Daniel 12:3: 0277 *p*7¥n “those who lead many to

righteousness.” The group described with the expression 0277 *R7¥1 is not symbolic

according to the basic typology I employ in this study. It is not a figure of speech that
points beyond itself and the visionary does not require an interpretation of its meaning.
But unlike other group-descriptions that were widely used and understood in the Judaism
of the Hellenistic Period (e.g., “Pharisees,” “Sadducees,” etc.), this expression is
intelligible only to the reader/hearer that is privy to insider information.

The use of group-specific language is hardly limited to non-symbolic apocalypses
in the Judaism of the Hellenistic Period. Indeed the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls
has provided scholars with a treasure trove of group-specific language. Enigmatic
expressions like PR 7N “The Teacher of Righteousness,” ywan 720 “The Wicked

Priest,” and 2127 W'k “The Man of the Lie” have prompted a lively scholarly debate over

their historical referents.”® Recently scholars have brought more methodological

% Numerous studies are devoted to the identities of these figures, though significantly less
attention has been given to how these types of descriptions function within Jewish discourse in the
Hellenistic Period. The most recent investigation of the three expressions mentioned above lays out their
possible referents and the scholars who support each position. Hanan Eshel, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the
Hasmonean State (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008), 29-61. For a list of group-specific terms used by
Essenes, see James Charlesworth, The Pesharim and Qumran History: Chaos or Consensus (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2002), 41. See also Armin Lange, "Kriterien essinischer Texte," in Qumran Kontrovers:
Beitrdige zu den Textfunden vom Toten Meer (ed. Jorg Frey and Hartmut Stegemann; Paderborn: Bonifatius,
2003), 65-6. Especially relevant is Devorah Dimant, "The Qumran Manuscripts: Contents and
Significance," in Time to Prepare the Way in the Wilderness. Papers on the Qumran Scrolls by Fellows of
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sophistication to investigations of how identity is encoded and constructed in the texts
found at Qumran. Carol Newsom’s 2004 monograph, The Self as Symbolic Space, is an

exemplar.””

The fifth meeting of the International Organization of Qumran Studies in
Groningen, which was convened in the same year as Newsom’s study was published, was
devoted to a similar topic and resulted in a volume of proceedings that adds significantly
to our knowledge of how language was used to construct identity in Judaism of the
Hellenistic Period.”'® Examples include Maxine Grossman’s attempt to isolate a kind of
subterranean level of discourse in the Damascus Document that helps sectarians learn that
they are sectarians, Carol Newsom’s analysis of non-polemical discourse in the Serek
haYahad and Hodayot in light of Bakhtin’s theory of language, and Jutta Jokiranta’s
investigation of the Psalms Pesher in light of social identity theories associated with H.
Tajfel.>'" These studies comport with the evidence of material culture at the Qumran

settlement.?!?

the Institute for Advanced Studies of the Hebrew University, Jerusalem, 1989-1990 (ed. D. Dimant and L.
Schiffman; vol. 16 of STDJ, Leiden: Brill, 1995), 23-58.

299 Carol Newsom, The Self as Symbolic Space: Constructing Identity and Community at Qumran
(STDJ 52; Leiden: Brill, 2004).

219 Florentino Garcia Martinez and Mladen Popovié, eds., Defining Identities: We, You, and the
Other in the Dead Sea Scrolls. Proceedings of the Fifth Meeting of the IOQS in Groningen (STDJ; Leiden:
Brill, 2008).

2! Maxine Grossman, "Cultivating Identity: Textual Virtuosity and "Insider" Status," in Defining
Identities: We, You, and the Other in the Dead Sea Scrolls. Proceedings of the Fifth Meeting of the IOQS
in Groningen (ed. Florentino Garcia Martinez and Mladen Popovié; vol. 70 of STDJ; Leiden: Brill, 2008),
1-11. Carol Newsom, "Constructing 'We, You, and Others" through Non-Polemical Discourse," in Defining
Identities: We, You, and the Other in the Dead Sea Scrolls. Proceedings of the Fifth Meeting of the IOQS
in Groningen. (ed. Florentino Garcia Martinez and Mladen Popovi¢; vol. 70 of STDJ; Leiden: Brill, 2008),
13-21. Jutta Jokiranta, "Social Identity Approach: Identity-Constructing Elements in the Psalms Pesher," in
Defining Identities: We, You, and the Other in the Dead Sea Scrolls. Proceedings of the Fifth Meeting of
the 100S in Groningen (ed. Florentino Garcia Martinez and Mladen Popovié¢; vol. 70 of STDJ; Leiden:
Brill, 2008), 85-109.

12 Magness highlights how, for example, some of the distinctive ceramic types found at Qumran

indicate a community marked by unique halakhah. Jodi Magness, The Archaeology of Qumran and the
Dead Sea Scrolls (Eerdmans: Grand Rapids, 2002), 82-9.
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What makes the present study different from almost every study of group-specific
language in the Dead Sea Scrolls is that the texts I analyze in part two are probably non-
Essene texts. Despite their different approaches to discourse, each of the three essays
mentioned above (Grossman, Newsom, Jokiranta) analyze Essene texts. Most of the
other essays in the volume follow suit. The group-specific language used in the non-
Essene texts from Qumran may permit an even clearer picture into how
language/discourse was used to construct identity in Essene texts, and it may shed even

more light on the strategies used throughout Judaism of the Hellenistic Period.
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Part One: Symbolic Apocalypses
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Chapter Two: Daniel 2, 7, 8

In this chapter I analyze the language found in three apocalypses from the Book of
Daniel: chapters 2, 7, and 8. I initially approached the Book of Daniel with the
expectation that its symbolic language would provide a foil for the techniques used in

Apocryphon of Jeremiah C and Pseudo-Daniel™”.

In some respects this hypothesis has
proven accurate, but a far more complex picture has emerged. When read in light of the
categories used by Artemidorus and Leo Oppenheim to describe symbolism in dream
reports, the apocalypses in chapters 2, 7, and 8 operate somewhere between symbolism
and realism. In other words, they contain symbolic visions that must be interpreted, but
they also contain explicit revelations from heavenly figures. 1 categorize them as
symbolic apocalypses in order to distinguish them from the texts in part two that do not
use any symbolic language. Beyond this general typology, several deeper associations
were uncovered. These relationships are illuminated by the theoretical work of de
Saussure, Peirce, and Lévi-Strauss, which I outlined in chapter one. A structuralist
poetics adapted from de Saussure and Peirce does not help us to discover the antecedent

for each symbol (as some have claimed),1 but it can reveal the deep, conventional,

linguistic structures present in many ancient Jewish apocalypses.

! Perrin, "Eschatology and Hermeneutics," 3-14.



2.1 The Genre Apocalypse and the Book of Daniel

Daniel is the only fully developed apocalypse in the Hebrew Bible and it has played a
disproportionately significant role in most discussions of the genre apocalypse.” The
discovery of the antiquity of some parts of 1 Enoch such as the Book of Watchers (1
Enoch 1-36) and the Astronomical Book (1 Enoch 72-82) has required scholars to
recalculate Daniel’s pride-of-place within analyses of the genre.’ In light of the Enochic
texts, scholars such as Paolo Sacchi and Gabriele Boccaccini have objected to treating
Daniel as an apocalypse at all.* A majority, however, continue to view the Book of

. . . . . 5 .
Daniel as crucial for understanding ancient Jewish apocalypses.” Moreover, since the

* See Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 85. As Collins notes, Daniel’s prominence has not
always been helpful to the understanding of the genre apocalypse.

* Both the Book of Watchers and the Astronomical Book may be assigned a terminus ad quem of
ca. 200 B.C.E. They date to at least the third century and possibly even earlier. VanderKam, Enoch and
the Growth, 79-88, 111-14.

* Sacchi predicates his work on two assumptions: 1) 1 Enoch is the oldest apocalypse and 2) the
main theme of 1 Enoch is the origin of evil/sin. He then treats other texts with an eye towards these
assumptions. His postulates are not in and of themselves controversial. More controversial is his use of
textual “themes” to determine genre. Sacchi, Jewish Apocalyptic and its History, 17. See also Boccaccini,
Middle Judaism, 126-60. In a more recent work, Boccaccini describes Daniel as a theological middle-road
between “Zadokite” and “Apocalyptic” (Enochic) Judaism. Boccaccini, Roots of Rabbinic Judaism, 151-
201.

> The most recent introduction to apocalyptic literature begins, for example, with a chapter that
treats 1 Enoch and Daniel together as the earliest apocalypses. See Carey, Ultimate Things: An
Introduction to Jewish and Christian Apocalyptic Literature, 19-49. This hierarchy reflects no real change
from the one inherent in other influential studies such as Collins’ Apocalyptic Imagination where the early
Enoch literature and the Book of Daniel are treated first and most exhaustively. See Collins, The
Apocalyptic Imagination, chapters 2-3. Newsom characterizes Daniel as a “prototypical” apocalypse. See
Carol Newsom, "Spying out the Land: A Report from Genology," in Seeking Out the Wisdom of the
Ancients: Essays Offered to Honor Michael V. Fox on the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday (ed. Ronald
Troxel, et al.; WInona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2005), 437-50, esp. 43.
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Animal Apocalypse does not appear to predate most of the Daniel apocalypses, Daniel

should still be treated as paradigmatic for historical apocalypses.°

2.2 Daniel 2

Daniel is comprised of many once-independent literary units.” Some of these units are
apocalypses and others are not. The tales in chapters 1-6 fit less securely within the
apocalyptic umbrella — even if the shape of the canon nudges them closer to an
apocalyptic worldview than they would have when treated individually. In the case of
Daniel 2 I argue that the literary history of the text takes a court tale with a dream report
and transforms it into an apocalypse. Not everyone prefers to read Daniel 2 as an
apocalypse.®  In its original context Daniel 2 was not an apocalypse — it was dream
report set in the literary framework of a court-tale. Ignoring this context is dangerous
since there is no convincing evidence that the Daniel tales from chapters 2-6 were written
in Maccabean times. The Persian period is a better fit for some of the stories, which can
be described as court tales that highlight the successes of a Jew in foreign royal court.’

As individual stories, they share strong similarities with works such as Ahikar and the

® On the date of the Animal Apocalypse, see Patrick Tiller, A Commentary on the Animal
Apocalypse of 1 Enoch (SBLEIL 4; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993), 61-82.

7 This literary history is indicated by dissonances within the final MT text, significant
disagreements with the Greek versions, and related texts such as the Prayer of Nabonidus that may uncover
some early literary sources of Daniel. See Collins, Daniel, 54. See also Albertz, Der Gott des Daniel.
McLay, "The Old Greek Translation of Daniel IV-VI and the Formation of the Book of Daniel," 304-23.
John G. Gammie, "The Classification, Stages of Growth, and Changing Intentions in the Book of Daniel "
95 (1976): 191-204.

¥ Collins, Daniel, 173-4.

’ See Susan Niditch and Robert Doran, "The Success Story of the Wise Courtier: A Formal
Approach," JBL (1977). Wills, The Jew in the Court of the Foreign King.
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biblical stories of Esther and Joseph. When read in the context of the entire book of
Daniel, however, a different image emerges — particularly with chapter 2.

In its original context, chapter 2 did not refer to Antiochus IV Epiphanes or the
Hellenistic religious reforms'® though it is almost certainly a product of the Hellenistic
period and a response to Greek hegemony.'' Similarly, in its original context(s), the
story is not an apocalypse. But in its redacted, Maccabean context the story is shaped in
such a way that it does participate in the critique of the Hellenistic religious reforms and
is an apocalypse. Since my position is controversial, however, and since I introduce the
language of Daniel 2 as evidence in my larger arguments, I begin with a section in which
I defend reading Daniel 2 as an apocalypse. I then analyze the individual expressions

used to describe historical actors.

2.2.1 The Visionary Redaction of Daniel 2

I am not the first to question the literary integrity of Daniel 2. Hartman and DiLella
propose that verses 13-23 are secondary additions.'”> They expend only a paragraph to
make a case for these additions but offer several convincing literary-critical arguments.
For example, after the king issues his decree to execute all wise men in the wake of their

failure to interpret his dream, the chief executioner, Arioch, goes to Daniel in verse 14 —

' The last serious attempt to argue for a Maccabean date was H.H. Rowley, "The Unity of the
Book of Daniel," in The Servant of the Lord and Other Essays on the Old Testament (London: Lutterworth,
1952), 237-68. See Collins, The Apocalyptic Vision, 36-46.

" The main evidence for this comes from the use of the four kingdoms motif. SeeCollins, The
Apocalyptic Imagination, 92-8. Collins, Daniel, 166-70.

2 Louis Hartman and Alexander DiLella, The Book of Daniel (vol. 23; Garden City: Doubleday,
1977), 139.
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presumably to execute him. But Daniel carries on a conversation with Arioch in verse 15
and then personally goes to negotiate with the king as if the king knows Daniel and
Daniel has rights to an audience. The king grants Daniel sufficient time to divine the
solution to his dream.

This version of events is contradicted by verse 24 in which Daniel goes to Arioch
(not Arioch to Daniel) after the king’s execution decree, pleads for his life, and requests
an audience with the king. When Arioch complies with Daniel’s request, he introduces
the hitherto unknown Jew to the king: “I have found among the exiles from Judah a man
who can tell the king the interpretation.” The Daniel who was well known and highly
respected just a few verses before is now a complete stranger to the king.

Yet another discrepancy suggests itself in this sequence of verses. Daniel does
not ask for time to ascertain the correct interpretation of the king’s dream in the second
description of their meeting. He gives the dream and the interpretation on the spot.
Furthermore, Daniel’s friends play a role in verses 13 and 17 whereas they do not in
verses 24-30.” From a literary-critical perspective, Hartman and DiLella offer
compelling evidence for a redaction.

John Collins addresses Hartman and DiLella’s findings in what can only be
described as a hesitant tone, “It has been argued that Daniel’s intervention and the report
of the revelation are secondary elaborations of the narrative.”'* While Collins does not
seem entirely convinced about the redaction (or at least of the extent of the redaction), he

agrees that their arguments are reasonable and even adds further evidence to Hartman and

1 See Hartman and DiLella, The Book of Daniel, 139.

4 Collins, Daniel, 153.
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DiLella’s case. He points out that in verse 16, Daniel requests a delay of execution in
order to have time to produce an interpretation. This is ironic since the execution decree
was originally issued after the king tired of the court diviners’ attempts to “buy time”:
73T PRIR RITY T 7IR YT 2R7I0 NN n;‘?r_: 17w “The king answered and said, ‘I know
with certainty that you are buying time!”” (2:8)."

The redaction of Daniel 2 may have been larger than Hartman and DiLella
indicate. In his monograph, Translatio Imperii, Kratz argues for a more wide-ranging
redaction of Daniel 2. Kratz argues for a redaction of comprised of 14-23, part of 28, part

of 39, and 40-45 based primarily on the presence of certain “Maccabean accents” and

“eschatological accents” in the text.!®  For example, he holds that the term &ni* n™NK

“end of days” in 2:28 is an addition because of the eschatological implications of the
expression. Unlike the arguments Hartman and DilLella arugments, this point — one of
Kratz’s key points — is not based on literary disagreements. It is thus more a more
hazardous approach. For example, it is not a foregone conclusion that the expression
8P nK has eschatological dimensions. Shemaryahu Talmon has argued that many

if not most) biblical examples of the Hebrew expression 011 n™nK& do not have an
p p

eschatological force.'” The situation changes in the Hellenistic period. Annette Steudel

has shown that the expression 0'2'1 N™INK always has an eschatological force in its uses

15 Collins, Daniel, 153.

' Collins characterizes Kratz’s redaction as encompassing 40-44 but see Reinhard Kratz,
Translatio  imperii. Untersuchungen zu den aramdischen Danielerzihlungen und ihrem
theologischichtlichen Umfeld (vol. 63; Neukirchener: Verlag, 1990), 55.

17 Shemaryahu Talmon, "The Signification of n*nR and o°»°7 Nk in the Hebrew Bible," in
Emanuel: Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov (ed.
Shalom Paul et al; vol. 94 of VTSup; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 795-810. See also Hugh Williamson, Isaiah I-
27 Vol. 1: Isaiah 1-5 (ICC; London: T&T Clark, 2006), 166, 80-1.
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in the Qumran library."® Unlike some biblical uses that point to a vaguely defined future

period, o' NN does not always refer to the future, but sometimes to the past and

present. According to Steudel, the main difference between uses in the texts from
Qumran and biblical uses is that the Qumran uses always designate, “a limited period of
time, that is the last of a series of divinely pre-planned periods into which history is
divided.”" The “end of days” does not mark the punctual end of history. Instead it
marks the “last period of time directly before the time of salvation covers aspects of the

past, as well as aspects of the present time, and of the future.”*

Thus, it is possible that
the expression could have been used without eschatological force in the original version
of Daniel 2, but acquired its eschatological significance after its Maccabean Era
redaction.

Kratz’s approach to the evidence in this case is not unreasonable. If one starts an
examination of Daniel 2 with the knowledge that verses 13-23 are almost certainly
additions to the text and that these additions bring the text of Daniel 2 much closer to the
form and the time of Daniel 7, it is logical to look elsewhere in Daniel 2 for words,
expressions, or verses that closely resemble elements from Daniel 7.2' It is the

application of Occam’s razor. But the evidence may not bear the weight of the argument

for redaction in the case of 8mi» mNN. It is possible to highlight an instance of

'8 Annette Steudel, "0n1 nnX in the Texts from Qumran,” RevQ 62 (1993). See also Annette
Steudel, Der Midrasch zur Eschatologie aus der Qumrangemeinde (4OMidrEschat™’) (STD