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Abstract

An examination of the nature of the ‘princes’ of Persia and Greece in
Daniel 10 suggests that these figures could just as easily be the temporal
leaders of those kingdoms as angelic or heavenly figures of some sort. This
is indicative of an apocalyptic cosmology of permeability between earth
and heaven that has not always been well appreciated. This conclusion is
supported by a number of features of the narratives in chs. 7-9 and also chs.
10-12. It is also in tune with the nature of the book of Daniel as a whole,
with its juxtaposition of court tales and heavenly visions. The significance
of this for contemporary missiology and theology, as well as pastoral prac-
tice, is explored in an Appendix to the article

Introduction

‘Is the redemption of the universe (Rom. 8.21) ultimately a question of
allowing spirit to come to dominance in the universe of matter—not
against matter or separate from matter, but in and through matter as its true
home?’ (Byme 2000: 203). The vision narratives of the book of Daniel
pose the same question, although more in terms of the links between earth
and heaven, and matters temporal and eschatological (the terminology that
I use in this essay), than in terms of spirit and matter. Daniel’s visions ask
us to consider whether earth and heaven and the temporal and eschatologi-
cal are so interwoven with each other, so at home with the other, that
neither can be understood in isolation from the other. Indeed, their differ-
entiation into separate categories or modes of being tends both to devalue
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the mystery and to militate against an adequate appreciation of the subtlety
of their relationship.

The purpose of this article is to explore that relationship. My starting
point is seen in the title of the paper, the princes of Persia and Greece
(Daniel 10), perhaps because that is one point at which the question of the
relationship between earth and heaven comes sharply into focus. And
perhaps also because in their attempt to interpret the ‘princes’, interpreters
tend to reveal their cosmological assumptions. After a consideration of the
nature of the ‘princes’, I will further consider the wider context of the
narrative of the visions in chs. 7-12, followed by the narrative form of the
book of Daniel as we have received it in the Hebrew Bible. From that will
emerge a portrait of the subtle interaction of earth and heaven in the apoca-
lyptic vision of Daniel. In a final section I propose several contemporary
implications for that portrait.

Before we can proceed with the argument, though, I need to clarify my
use of terminology since the discussion we are embarking on is a termino-
logical minefield. The Hebrew Bible does not make a watertight distinction
between earthly and heavenly agents, or 0J%°1 as they are usually termed.
More often than not the term evokes heavenly messengers, but it can also
indicate human figures such as priests or prophets (see Hag. 1.13 and Mal.
2.7).! The LXX use of &yyeAos to translate the term ‘sons of God’ (see Gen.
6.2; Deut. 32.8, and most famously Job 1.6 and 2.1) illustrates an attempt
to clarify the ambiguity and to develop a clearer distinction between the
earthly and the heavenly. The LXX of Aramaic Daniel also makes a further
distinction in this realm, in that it uses &yyeAot as a translation for ‘gods’
at Dan. 2.11 and 3.25(92), thus eliminating the ambiguity between ‘gods’
and ‘angels’ that is a feature of the Hebrew Bible. Interpretation of apoca-
lyptic material in the Western tradition has inherited both Septuagintal
tendencies; the differentiation of ‘gods’ and ‘angels’ into different catego-
ries of heavenly being, and the distinction between heavenly and earthly
messengers. Moreover contemporary interpretation, particularly popular
interpretation, tends to maintain another terminological distinction, that
between angels and demons, which is not at all evident in the Hebrew
Bible.

In this study I am attempting to be consistent with the Hebrew Bible’s
approach, first, in that I make no distinction between types of non-earthly

1. The description of the figure in the vision as ‘a man clothed in linen’ (10.5) is
similarly ambiguous. For further on these distinctions, see Meier 1999.
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beings, gods, angels or demons, and second, in that I am working with
the very ambivalence between earthly and heavenly beings that the text
appears to promote.? For ease of expression, I use the term ‘angel’ or
‘angelic being’ to refer to any non-earthly agent in the narrative, without
distinguishing between whose side the being may or may not be on.

Princes of Persia and Greece

Overwhelmingly the princes of Persia and Greece with whom the speaker
in Daniel 10 contends are presumed to be combatants in a heavenly battle.
This probably arises from the general context of the vision itself, and the
accompanying assumption that all the beings in it apart from Daniel are
angelic figures of some sort. Daniel is caught up into a vision and encoun-
ters the one ‘clothed in linen’ (v. 5) on the banks of the Tigris River. In his
trance Daniel experiences a hand touching him and raising him to his
hands and knees (v. 10). The narrative does not require us to identify the
one touching Daniel with the fabulous being glimpsed earlier in the vision,
but nor does it exclude it. Although Gabriel, who featured in vision
interpretation in chs. 8 and 9, is not mentioned by name, it appears that the
figure ministering to Daniel in ch. 10 is undertaking a similar function. If
he is not Gabriel himself, he is a being of similar ilk. At the same time,
this figure presents himself as a colleague of Michael, about whose iden-
tity and nature as ‘one of the chief princes’ (v. 13) there is general agree-
ment. The further assumption is then made that the ‘princes’ of Persia and
Greece with whom Michael and his unnamed colleague contend are also
angelic beings.

But is this a defensible assumption? I suggest that the term translated as
‘prince’, 7, renders the entire narrative more ambivalent than we have
assumed it to be. Granted, there is biblical precedent for an angelic under-
standing of this term—see Josh. 5.14, for example. In the Qumran material
it is also commonly used in that sense. The Community Rule (1QS) 3.20
contrasts the ‘prince () of lights’ with the ‘angel (T8%) of darkness’.*
This possibility is reinforced by the reference to Michael as one of ‘the
chief princes’ (2" 3wR&"1 0w, v. 13). This is his first appearance in the

2. Contra Stevens (2000: 415), who speaks of ‘malevolent angelic powers’
(emphasis original).

3. For further on these matters, see Meadowcroft 2003.

4.  As translated by Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar (1997: 75). See also the dis-
cussion by Collins (1993: 375).
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biblical record. It is clear from material kept by the community at Qumran
that he is a key figure in the angelic line-up, where he is listed in the War
Scroll as one of the four archangels (1QM 9.15-17).5 In IQM 17.6-7 he is
given chief authority among the gods. For a further Second Temple
understanding, note also / Enoch 20 on the list of angels and their duties.
If Michael is a ", albeit the chief prince, might not the other W of this
chapter be in the same category of being as Michael? It seems reasonable
that the chapter then reflects the concept of different guardian spirits of the
nations, such as that reflected in Psalm 82.7

But the more expected sense of the term "W in the immediate context,
aside from its usage for Michael, is as a human official or ruler. This is the
case in ch. 1, where the term describes the official put in charge of the
young men at court. It is also used of the king’s commanders in 11.5. In
other later material it refers to the heads of courses of priests in Ezra 8.24
and to tribal heads in 1 Chron. 27.22, as two of myriad examples. There is
further evidence for this line of thinking in the Old Greek, which after all
may date from not very long after the final formation of the book of Daniel
itself, where otpatnyos is used to translate ‘prince’ for the princes of
Persia and Greece, whereas Michael is an &pxcov.® This terminology
almost certainly indicates an assumption in the mind of the translator that
the princes of Persia and Greece are human figures, whereas Michael is
not.” Given the Septuagintal tendencies noted above, this translation is
surprising and evinces a perspective that we should take seriously. If we
read 70 in the manner suggested by the LXX, and supported by the term
itself, we have a scenario of the angel Michael and his colleague involving
themselves in the affairs of the temporal kingdoms and leaders of Persia
and Greece.

5. The other archangels listed are Raphael, Gabriel and Sariel.

6. In the New Testament, Michael is similarly conveyed (Rev. 12.7; Jude 9).

7. This is the assumption of Theodoret of Cyrus, Commentary on Daniel
(Theodotion text), Patrilogia Graeca 81. He refers to the leader of the kingdom of the
Persians as ‘the one entrusted with the actual king of the Persians’. I am grateful to
Charles Hill for sharing his translation of Theodoret of Cyrus, forthcoming in the new
SBL series, Writings from the Greco-Roman World.

8. Compare Stevens (2000: 417), who counters this detail with the Theodotionic
translation &pxcov, a usage which he supports with the problematic comment that it
‘best reflects the original reading of the Septuagint’.

9. See Meadowcroft (1995: 253-54) for further detail. Note also the view held by
Calvin (1966, II: 252) that the prince of Persia was Cambyses, son of Cyrus.
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What Cosmology is Reflected?

So what is the issue at stake for our examination of earth and heaven in the
Danielic vision? Let me note first the outcome of the more usual interpre-
tation of these figures. If the princes of Persia and Greece are indeed heav-
enly beings, this lends credence to the view of G.B. Caird that ‘the
struggles of the Jewish people for the survival of their religion during the
persecutions of Antiochus Epiphanes are reflected in the contest of angel
princes in the court of heaven’ (Caird 1997: 238). John Collins expresses
the interaction in a more nuanced way:

The angelic patrons are conceived as distinct from their nations but insepa-
rable from them. They represent a metaphysical dimension of the nations
which is not fully actualized in any human king. They give imaginative
expression to the author’s belief that each nation has a significance which
goes beyond its manifest earthly reality. In this case, transcendent reality is
represented by reference to celestial archetypes rather than to primordial
paradigms. (Collins 1977: 115-16)

Although brilliantly put, Collins’s expression is not able quite to break
free from a perception of two planes of existence or expression, somehow
reflecting each other. There is still a ‘metaphysical dimension’ as against a
‘manifest earthly reality’, an ‘imaginative expression’ of ‘belief’, and
‘celestial archetypes’.!? Pablo David takes us closer with his notion of the
‘interplay between the celestial and the terrestrial’, although he also draws
too heavily on what he calls ‘a two-layered reality’ (David 1993: 512).
In contrast, I suggest that the text enables us, and the context leads us, to
interpret the 2", the ‘princes’, as human figures subject to the attention
of Michael and his angelic colleague. Therefore the struggle that takes
place is not simply an earthly carbon copy of events in heaven nor, in the
terms employed by Collins, even a ‘manifest earthly reality’ made com-
prehensible by reference to ‘celestial archetypes’. Rather, events on earth
and in heaven interact with each other in a more subtle, and probably
ultimately indefinable way. The very ambivalence of the term ‘prince’
creates the possibility of that intermingling of earth and heaven. I suggest

10. As an example of this cosmology reflected in writing on the book of Revela-
tion, Lee (1998: 192-93) asserts that John’s visions serve as ‘an explanation of a tran-
scendent reality in which the true battle happens not on earth, but in heaven between
God and Christ against Satan and the beast’. Paradoxically, she is still able to argue
that believers ‘take part in the cosmic drama’.
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further that this is of the essence of the apocalyptic vision, that earth and
heaven have to do with each other, and that that dealing reflects, in the
words of Joyce Baldwin, that ‘there is a measure of contingency in human
history’ (Baldwin 1978: 181), even when it comes to encountering angelic
beings.

Narrative Features of Chapters 7-9

All of this may appear to hang a great deal on the possible meaning of one
word. However the interactive nature of the relationship between earth and
heaven is in consonance with other features of the vision narratives, and it
is to those features that I now turn. I begin by considering the narrative
structure of each of the visions. Each of them is as much a story of a man
having a vision as of the vision itself (Casey 1979: 8). This is most
obvious in ch. 9, where the long prayer of Daniel leads into a visionary
encounter with ‘the man Gabriel’ (9.22). Gabriel then conveys the pro-
grammatic material on the 70 weeks (9.24-27). An important clue to the
interpretation of these 70 weeks is the context of the prayer of Daniel in
the early part of the chapter (Meadowcroft 2001: 434-35).

Chapters 7 and 8 are also both structured as narratives within which a
vision is conveyed and in which the visionary participates. First, in ch. 7
we are told that ‘Daniel had a dream’ (v. 1). The facts of the vision never
entirely obscure the visionary. Narrative markers such as ‘After that, I
looked’ (v. 6), ‘while I was thinking about...” (v. 8), and ‘I was troubled...’
(v. 15) occur at regular intervals to remind us of Daniel having the dream.
Finally he is left with a deep sense of unease as he emerges from the
vision (v. 28). Similarly in ch. 8, the physical outcome of the vision on
Daniel is emphasized (v. 27). Similarly also, regular narrative markers
remind the reader of Daniel’s participation in the vision. See, for example,
the opening words of vv. 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 and 13. In both chapters also we find
that the interpretation of the vision is itself part of the vision (see 7.15-16
and 8.16). All of this helps to confound any attempt to draw a neat line
between the vision and the seer, the earthly and the heavenly.

There are a couple of further narrative hints that cosmological caution is
indicated. The question of the integrity of ch. 7 has been thoroughly
worked over by commentators, and I do not wish to rehearse the argu-
ments here.!! T am working from the conviction that 7.21-22 is not simply

11. See my summary (Meadowcroft 1995: 206-208).
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aredactional seam, but can be appreciated in literary terms.™? Proceeding
on that basis, we find that during the course of the interpretation some
further details ofthe vision are apparently added by Daniel—namely the
war waged on the holy ones by the little horn and their eventua vindica-
tion by the Ancient of Days (vv. 21-22). That additional material isintro-
duced in the context ofthe conversation between Daniel and the angel, a
conversation in which the interpretation is conveyed.”* The angel then
proceeds to complete the interpretation in light of the additional vision
material. Because of this, thevision, the interpretation and the interaction
between the two are ailmost impossible to separate.

A further hint that all isnot as straightforward as might be supposed lies
in the regular narrative use of what we might call the "apocalyptic pas-
sive'. Thisismost startlingly evident in 7.4-13. A feature ofthe syntax of
these versesisthe number of verbsinthepeil conjugation aswell asinthe
causative haphel. The use ofthe peil asapassive inthese versesis highly
unusual in Biblical Aramaic and Jewish Palestinian Aramaic (Meadow-
croft 1995:209-10). Thiscoupling of peil with the haphel formsisadelib-
erate literary effect, designed to convey divine activity in the background
of both the vision and the earthly reality behind thevision. This effect con-
tinues into the Hebrew chapters containing the vision material, instances
of which are so prevalent that the 'apocalyptic passive' can amost be
described asthe defining cast ofthe language of thosevisions. The literary
effect of this narrative habit isto make yet more indistinct the boundary
between vision and interpretation, earth and heaven, which characterizes
the vision narratives.

Narrative Features of Chapters 10-12

On alarger scale, the vision of chs. 10-12 echoes the narrative effects of
each ofthe visions in chs. 7-9. This is masked by the long angelic dis-
course of ch. 11, inwhich the story being told indicates little contact with
the wider vision narrative of which it isapart. Y et, if we step back from
ch. 11 tothe overview of chs. 10-12, we seethat smilar narrative effects

12. For asimilar perspective, see Casey (1979: 27) and Hooker (1967: 24-30),
contra Noth (1966) and others.

13. Note the comment by Eissfddt (1951: 112) that this interaction between
interpretation and message and vision is a feature of style in Danidl. His particular
exampleisthevariation in detail in ch. 5 between the inscription asfirstdescribed and
the inscription as eventualy interpreted.
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