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Tlli!: PROPi1i!.T DANI C:L 

1 . Hio ~xistence . 
A. He was the author of Daniel . of. ?128; da2; l0a2. 
B. newno attosted toa 

c. 

1 . ~;: t.zekiol 14 al 4 , 20; 28 :3. Show platy and wisdom of :Uaniel. 
..!.Zek old oaint and l>an younff ·mil f£ vo.red 

2. l -acoo.bees,2&59-60 nuthentioatvs. 
3 . Joseph~1foa Antiq x.11 rofors to Daniel •s prop ocios. 
4 • .x, .,a,tt 24,15 . Called pro,.1het llOI'O . 

5. Alluai ins in .NT which must ho.vo Dun in uind, 1 Pet lalO (Van 9•3v 1218); 
2 Thees 213 (9•27 ); l Cor 6a2 (7a22); heb lla33 (3) 

6 . Intimate knowledec of Cbaldenn hioto1:y au oonf'irued by :Jocular 
hiotorioa.ns and 11rchaooloey. lf thooo fa.eta truo then A. ubove true too. 

7 . Fulfilled pro~hecy. Cui~nga p. 27. 

He 
1 . 
2. 
3 • 
4. 
5. 

vmo active ua.n . 
• o waa a di!Joiplinod child . l 
1'0 v,ae an interprot ,1r of dreruao. 2 
. 1e \:as an inter1n·eter or' ~l~a , 5. 
Ho \-1a11 a soar of viuione, 6-12 . 
Ho v,ao a poli tic:ian. ln aervice ox:' tleb , .!fol, l>"l.riua, and porh.npo Cyrus. 
a. _tad .. indow 1.nd ekiJ l in eovern1uen .,al 1 .a. t torn . 
b. Kopt up his prayer life and t<30timony. Pioua participant. 

11. llis Era. 
i. lerael ' o revolt frot.i Judah 011 acooosi ,n of Aohoboat 1.. Aloo revol tad uF,llinst 

God and .forsaok wor,lhip of Jah. 975 .B.C. 
u. lcrael into Aao,yrian oaptivity in 721 . 2·ti oonturiou o.t' apoatooy and no 

bri,~llt spot in it. In c aptivity 100 yoa:ro boforo J>o.niel born. 
C. Judah retained no1.1inal independence . !f;_hopo lassnr (fa ther of 1lob) raiaine 

up an e1.,pi1•0 in the north. .:.gypt still enorny on uouth . »uniol born 
about 625/ Still a boy when Ph1.raoh .t'loclo unsuooei t :ully invaded Asoyria, 
2 Coron 35a20; 2 tines ~3:~9. 
On homeward me.roh Pharaoh mr.i.do .c.liruti1,1 king inntord of 1:ig11tful Johoahaz, youn~r 
aon of Jooio.n, and chuneed ..uliakilll' s n;i.me to J o:1oiakiw and uado hi1.1 ve.soal of Gff"KJ 
2 Kines 23•33-35; 2 Ghron a6a3- 4. 

D. 'ihird yer>.r aftor tuouo events Hob in 001%1a.nd of fat .or' o .::.r ..:iiot> C,Lptured 
Jurua but loft Johoia.ki1:1 on throne beo 110 prouiood 11.llio~o.noo nnd took only 
vessels of tomplo and t'Cit youths of royal ooed of ,iudo.h, 2 Kingu 2. sl; 2 C~§>&r C 
3616-7; Oan 1,1-2 . After 3 yoarn Johoiahim 1.• volted. • • 

E. 2nd invaoion of Jerue r nd Johoinct in king and o.;:r Jrod to ur.:.-ondor. 
i.eb uaokod t e oi ty, 2 Kg 24a 14. Johoica. in' s unvle, uodoki, .. h wao left no 
govornor of: f>he despoiled 1.md depopulated oi ty . ~zoki~l captµrod j.n. t j.e .Qno, 
b~ek la2 . lsaiah prodiotod 1n j91 r 

F. Baokeround of 3rd invaoion by Dnbylon. 
1. t.ervitude of Judu..h to llabylon predioted in days of lOZokiah (2 Kinp,s 20117); 

Jeremian had 1u8 e ('O of 11opo (29110) but ·.,olekiah w~rnod thooe who 
rerJained in .iorus not to fig 1t lect they bring worse punishlilcnt (Jer 2,1 a 10; 
2519; 2'7: 3-8). F'also porphet$ fad vnni ty of _tfeop:J.e (J ,,r 28:1-4) •md king 
deoeivod got prot:1ise of e.ri.,ed supr)ort fro1u ..:.gypt, ,; 10n rovol ted ·. ,ai .,ot Mob. 

2 •• Job attacked and '""ffYPt 0ru1e to aid anl uabylono J.'otreated, Jor 3'7sl,5,ll. 
3. !lob . .1rnself c ane nF,ains t city and ,,fter 18 u.onthe ooige Jerue co1J ,lutely 

oookod (2 Kine;s 2521-3). Co1.iplete do:·vruotion, 2 Cnr n 36117-21 . 
r:uti ,.ta 1,100,000 Je,10 killed in 11 01.•ue t is ticio. ( ·'ro,., Ando!'.ion) 
I•'irst ,nvamion 606ll.C• 2nd in 598 nnd 3rd in 587. 



THE DOOK OF VANIBL 

I. Its Plaoo in the Canon 

A • .C:ng. Uible ,)uts with ... ajor Proohets . Sumo in LXX and Vulgete. 
D. heb . Di'lllo puts in 3rd di vision, .Kothuvim or v,ri tingo. my? 

1. Hoc Jocrs thot leoa inspired. 
2 . fioo v,ritten after 2nd division clo~ed . 
j_. lloo Dan not called a pEophet 9 no.bhi, rather ca.llod a hozah, seer, and 

hakharn, wise man. Greok word pro~hetea renders both nabhi and hoze~. 
Thus Lord riehtly daeignatod him, but Jowa re~arved 2nd divioion for 
thoso o A.lled na.hhi. .l.

1his best suggoo tion tho no real evidence for 
order of ca.nonicity beo no historical evidence until 180 13.C. 

11.Its Divisions 

B. ~z Subject matter divioions . 1-6 historical; 7-12 prophetic. 
'l'ho 1-6 has prophecy in it e.nd 7-12 nistory. 

A. !z language divisions. lsl-2s4e. intro. 214b-7128 Aralllaic. 8-12 Hebrew. 
,lot a logical di vision. 

Reasons for preferring D. 
a . Stnndpoint or writer . 111-711 writer apoak:o in 3rd peroon. Didn ' t nood &o, 

ct. 2sl4. 7• 2 to and Daniel uses 1st p~raon. 
,b. Char~cter of contents. Historical and predictive. 
\c . Agency of rovolation. 1-6 prophet empowered by ll5 ia only agent . 

7-12 a divine mes~engor is interpreter and agent of rev. 

III. Its Authenticity. 
Che.rgeo aro brot aeainet I IfBE 
A, lta Predictions. 

l. Hy non-theists who dony t ne poaoibility of prodictive propheoy. 
2. By theiato who point out tha t Do.n is apocal;pytic (losn definito) . 

Uore like things written in 2nd o B.C. 
Anowers a . Book of Lnooh (2nd o B.C.) and Book of Esdras (300A.D. 450 years 
later) both oallod apolcalyptio. Wi.y couldn't Dan antedate Enoch by 
mere 350 years. There had to be a beeinning somewhere. 
b. JJoad Sea scrolls ohovt Dan a.ooeptod, LXX trans , by their tir,1e (and 

thoy reflect 100 B.C. or earlier) which would be difficult if Dan 
not written until 2QO B.C. Takes tiwe for all thPt acceptance. 
Deasn't prove 6th c B.C. da~o. 

:a. 1 ts ..airaoles . 
T ia charge affec to all of Anty and ot•ny booku of ,!jible. W'hez·o stop? 

C. Its Text. 3 Groak na1.11as of musical i nstruments ancl number of l'oraian 
worda . But Greek i nscri >tions of oarly 6th o B.C. found. Phoenicians 
brot oow1,1erco in l ot rnille1miw11 n.c. \7ould e.llov, for adoption of foreign \,orda. 
Peroian wordc nre (1 ) either r eally Babylonian aa s oruo have found to be or ( 2) 
...iodian and Israel would have knov,n thouo from As:.iyrians and Dan i "lcluding 
Israel aa woll as Jud,· h in hio writings. 

D. Its History. 
1. Cnronologioal objocti ,na. 

a . lal-3rd year. cf J er 25al--4th yoar. Dan us ed llabylonia.n syste1J of 
dating l eav:i'g out the inetowplcte year. Jer uses Jewish aystoc which includi 

b. la21 and 10:1. 1:21 is fir~, t year of Cy.t•us a.a king of Babylon a.nd 
lOal is 3rd yof.r of Cyrus as king of Persia. 

o. 811 Bolshaz?.ar sub-king.whilo fathor out. 



2. Geographical objections. 
a. 7• 2 where lusban subject to Babylon tho really rJedia. 

But oorue say it was to Babylon and maybe no prob at all beo 
this was a vision. 

b. 611-satrapy too big for 120 ot them. But Sai•gon of Assyria had 
117 of them so wust shrink out conception of E,atrapy. 

3. Other 
Belshazzar and Darius never existed. But ara.hamology has disproved. 
But onoe these suspioitona get started it's hard to remove them. 

Note on name Nelu.ohadlll=»x~ iii1 

LXX Nabouohodonosor. 
Vulgate Nabuchodonoso•• 
Change from r ton not uncommon in Seroitio languageG 

as Ben-hadad and Bar-had.ad 
Possible that nezzar is Aramaic trans of Baby rezzaro 



DANIEL ' S DEDICATlOU 

Intro. All oonsidor this chpt as introduotory. So~,e say it ie Dan ' s personal 
history, others t hat it shows the moral oonditiono of the time and ~hue gives 
setting for book (HAI ). Severa l themes in it like Education {by family, 
by state, by rol1gion) or Providence of God {aoo to fixed laws, Jer 25all; 
over natione,over individuals), but moat obvious theme is dodioat1on of Dan. 

I. Tho Circuruetanoes of his dedication, 1-7. 

A. Family llaekp0and~ oircumetanoes. 6 
1. Tribe of Judah, royal tribe, 3,of. 2 Kings 20,17-18. l Cor 1, 27 tf. 

Man of rank and dignity. lea royal,Darid ohepherdJArnos uerdsman;Elishaploughman. 
2. Uprooted from family wnile teen ager , 4. Children prob 12-14 yrs old. 
3. Uandsomo , 4. Good looks oonnooted in Oriental ideas ~,1th wontal powor. 
4. Godly parents, 6. Godly name--God my judgo. Sots theme of book (God ' s 

judgment on heathen powers.) 
Also oeen from fact of Dan ' s bohaviouD thruout book. Vooen 't come overnight . 

B. Religious c1roumstanoes. 
1. Covenant relationship beo a Jew. Still God'a pooplo even tho being punished. 
2. Conversion r vl ati onah1p , 8 . Naturalness of v 8 ahowa Dan was godly boy 

and had evidently oxperienood some akin to NT oonveroion. Note, ohild evangelism. 

C. Politioal oiroumstanoeo. 
1. 1'ationally. See intro. Sowing and roaping. Gal 6 f Heb. 1116. 
2. Individually. a .Chosen, 3-4. To bo taught wisdom of Babylon. 

of. llllooea trained in .Ggypt or .Magi . lmpt as wiedo111 of world ia in its place, 
it doosn 't compare with wisdom from God as oh 2 shows. 1 Cor 1. 
b. Cared for, 5. 3 yr course alle.q,ensee paid. ~'unuoha means ohamberlnina. 

King's meat a ffl'0at privilege and wine a delioacy. 
o. cha9god in an attempt to corrupt , 6-7. Nob wanted their okill but not 

their religion and their namos ware a oonotBn~t remindar of the l a tter. 
Daniol--God 1ay judgef Belteahazzar-.del ' s ppinoe. 
Hananiah-whom Joh hnth favorod; Shadraoh--messeneor of king. Rak was sun god. 
lli.shaol-who is what God is? {comparable to God) J,J,ehael-belonging to 

goddeaa Snak {noto el r vpl aood by shak). 
Azaria~-whom Jeh helpst-Abednego-sorvant of Nogo. 
Iloto, all nameo contain heathen gods of Babylon. Del was chief godf 
others in ordo1 were sun god, oarth god, firo god. 
Notoa Dan didn t protost at this. Chriotian waa name of shame at firot. 
uwhat'e in a name? that which wo call a rooe 
By any other name would smell as sweet." But lote in a namo--cf Uarool. 

·owover, this wasn 't a caueo for protest. 

II. Tho Character~ics of hie dedication, 8-16-17. 

g,. A Climactic Commi tal, 8v Purposed-decided r ooolution. Co,:.ni t. 
Rom 1211. lfoto that a particular isauo brot him to it,but involved wholo lifoo 

R-J). Conviction. After Changing names then Nob changed food. Forget name and forRet 
oreed th1 t goes with it. Cuotorn to throw small part of meat and wino on altar 
as libation to gods and thus rne· .t offered to idols. Also for .Dan sor.1e meat was 
doubtlosa unclean and forbidden. So wrong on 2 counts. 

c. A Campaign, 9-16. 
1. Tact . Politeness. 

2. Persistence. 'lont to prince of eunuchs and to chief butlor who distributed food. 
Puleo io vo ~otable food in gonoral. 



Rom 8al3. 2 Tlm ~122. D. Consi s tency, 17-18. 
l . .. 1an ' s part, 18. 
2. Go 1 ' s part, 17 . 

Continuad for 3 y eRrs in thi s discipline and training . 
He supplied wi sdom that comes in no other way. 

III . The Consequonceo of his dodicut i on, 17-21 

A. Discernment, 17. Jas 115. 

B. Distinction, 20 . God made the despi sed c aptives wi s or than t ho sages of 
Babylon. 

C. Di fficulties . Rest of book . oh 3 for 3 yo ng men a nd oh 6 for Dan himsol f . 



4A. THE GENUINENESS ill' THE BOOK OF DANIEL. 

Definitions: In literary" cri tioism, 11 genuineness11 is the fact of a. book's 
actually being written by the one to whom its authorship is a.scribed. 
"Authenticiti;" is the fa.ot of a book's being truthf\rl an:l wortey of belief 
(synoeymous with credibility). "Integrity" has to do with the preservation 
of a book. A book having integrity is one preserved from textual · 
oorruption. 

lb. The critical attack ~pon the genaineness of Daniel. 

le. The history of thA critioa l attack a~ainst the genuineness of 
Daniel• 

This be~ins with t 11e r .. '..K' .1£ Porphyry, a neo-Platonist, heathen 
writer, Porphyry wa::i :l. :J.sciple of Plot:i.nus. .?lotinus (204-270) 
wae the 6reatest of the neo-ple.tonist philosophers, who having 
being eduee. ted in AlexRndria and having served the Roman army in 
the Middle East, went to Roi;oo a.nd there established a school. In 
th~s school was Of e, Porphyry, a. native of Tyre (b. 233), brought 
up~ Christimt\cirocording to Augustine (De Civit. Dei X 20) and 
Eusebius, and later converted to the Gaeco-Roman paganism. He 
became the lee.ding disciple of Plotinus a.t Rome a.nd after the 
rmster's death, edited and cxilected his writings and notes on his 
lectures into a 9 volume series called "Enneads." 

From a spirit of revenge, Porphyry wrote 15 treatises against the 
Christians (Fuller, Hist. of Phil. p.331) . Among these his most 
famous -was f\ V r, "ApLqt,a v,u✓, Severa l of the Fathers wrote 
answers to his criticisms, but all his and their works have 
perished except that preserved by reference, allusion, and 
quotation in Eusebius, (His.Eocl. VI 19, Demonstr. Evang.III 6) 
and in Augustine (De.Civ.Dei., XIX 23 . ), Jerome, and others, 

Porphyry was a clear thinker and a clever writer. Thus, he s aw the 
importance of Daniel as a bulwark of inspiration and the Christian 
faith and aimed his cleverest arguments and heaviest blows at the 
genuineness and integrity of that book. His contemporary Christian 
writers were no less able and answered every one of his charges and 
arguments. 

It will not be nece i:: s<i.::- 1-:---re to list them, for they will a ll appear 
in the attack of mo,kr i, •·-., .:..-ters. They have not improved on 
Porphyry-. As Dr. Pus0y ~- ·"ell observed (Pref. IV) 11 Human 
inventiveness •..••• i s , . r v limited. It would be difficult probably 
to invent a new he r esy. 

2o. The basis of the enarges bto•ght by the critics against Daniel's 
genuineness. 

It has been said that the real reason for the rejection of Daniel 
is never discussed or tried, beoause it is never broUf.ht into court. 
That reason is the presence of genuine supernatural power, 
authenticat ed predictive prophecy, attested miracle in the natural 
realm if Daniel is genuine. 



11 In the case of ~: ny on t he cri tioo.l side , the h istorica l and 
~i~ istio obj e c c5.ons par aded f orth hide what is t he r eal and 
insoluble obje ction - t ·he presence of miracle . Maey of t he critical 
school seem as if they were not conscious of t his l at ent motive . 
yet in ma:rw ways it manifests itself. Close l y connected wi th 
miracle is pr ophecy, and t o that idea t oo , they have an i nvincibl e 
r epugnance .• The a t titude t hus t ake n up is eminentl y unscienti f i c . 
To approach a ey problem wi t h a. determination to exclude all f eat ure s 
-tha t cause difficulty is t he very r ever se of scient ific. "(Thomson, 
Pulpit Comm •• Danie l XLllll) 

Occas i onnlly, however, even the critics are candid about their 
i nf i de l views of the supernat ura l, e specia lly if they ar e not r e­
sponsi bl e t o some church body which would "fire" them if they admit 
their i nf idelity. Among these is the l e.t est of t he critical 
dynnsty of high prie sts, Dr. Robert H. Pfeiff er , of Har vard Univ. 
When his book, 11 Introduction t o the Old Testament" ( 917 pages ) wns 
r e l eased a few years a.go, the Christia n Century, l eadi ng sp okesman 
f or modernism in America wrote , 

11 No l onger need the minister avoi d Old Te stament themes, 
or employ them with uneasine ss l e st he commit s ome 
~e!· Her e is a r eadabl e vo lume tha t wi ll permit 
him t o move with some confidence and ease among the 
seemine;l y endl e s s difficulties and pr oblems of the 
li t er £\t u::-e of anci ent Israel. 11 

Her e is wha t Pif0r ,Vi'itoi t-oout Daniel, page 755: 

"The trudj.tio1i:l.l view i n Judaism a nd Christi anity was 
t ha.t D: •. ·,::..e !. wrot e his book in t he sixth cent ury. Thi s 
t heor y i s still stoutl y defended. by means of arguments 
dr n~m from arche.eol o..:;y 0 by some· c onw r vati ve scholars. 

11 Thi s tradi t i onal t heory , by e.ocepti~ t he book at its 
f ace va l ue, neces sarily presupposes the r eali ty of the 
supernatura l o.nd tho divi ne origin of the r evel ations it 
contains . Such mi r :1cle s a s the r evel at i on t o Daniel of 
t he det ail s of Nebuchadnezzar' s dream and their meani ng , 
the deliverance of the three confessor s from the f iery 
fur nace and of D,:i.nie l from the lions, e.nd a hand without 
a body writi~ a me s sage on n wall, l ie out side the r ealm 
of historica l f acts. Si mi l arly, t he cor rect pr ediction i n 
t he s ixth century of the course of histor y down t o the 
sec oni century {For good reasons Peiffer r ef uses t o r ecog­
nize that the 1r edio_tion r eache s down pa.st t he 3rd oentury 
A.D •• at l ee.st bel ongs t o the r eal m of the super natural. 
Hi storica l r esearch can deal only wit h authenti cat ed f acts 
which ar e within the spher e of ne.turnl possibili ties am 
must r efrain fr om vouchi~ f or the t r uth of supernatural 
events . The historicity of t he Book of Dani e l i s an 
nrti ol e of f a ith, not a n objective scientific truth-•-
no offense be i n.:; intended for its l ear ned and able advo­
cat es. In m historionl study of the Bible, convi ct i ons 
ba sed on f ni th must be deemed irre l evant , as bel onging 
t o subjecti ·,-o r ,. '.;her than obje ct i ve knowl edge ." 



-

Th1a1 by 11011e f QJ.l swoop" Pfeiffer "'i)lrowa out the window'' or to 
vse the previous figure • nthrows out of oourt" all evidence that a 
supernatura l e vent ever 'took place as being outside the realm of 
history. However. a s a matter of faot, history is the one place in 
which the natural a nd the supernatural meet. And, though we can not 
but pity those who refuse to know t he truth, we da re not pa.use to 
j oin them. We ar e reminded of two pa.ssa.~es of Scripture, II Cor. 
4: 4 - 11 In whom the god of th is world ha th blinded the minis of them 
whioh believe not, l e st the light of t he glorious gospel of Christ, 
who is the ine.ge of God, should, shine unto them, 11 am Rev. 22: lla. -­
stHe that is unjust, let him be -snjust still, . 11 These verses ex­
press a.bout all that can be ~a.id, unless it is to add John 3:19,20. 

3c. The general position of the hi 0 her criticism conoerni~ the date 
and authorship of Daniel. First it is be tter to '5ive the words of 
the critics themselves and the n analyse them. · 

ld. The critical principles of judgment. 

1. Pfeiffer, 765, Int. t o the o.T. 
11 Disrega.r dirl£ th0r c fore the i maginary lifeti me of Da niel, 
the date of thu r 0k is to be determined, as in the case 
of all o.poco.l yp ,1 1:' , by the l ast historical event ocouring 
bEfbre t h ..:: .: ,i., 1.. · J; ;,1 the Mess i anic age ." 

2, R.H.Chr·l· 'i. s , Art. "Apoca lyptic Literature ." Hastings Diet. 
of the Bible, Vol. I page llOa . 

"Apoculyptic a rose in a tiioo when Israel had been subject 
for c enturie s t o the sway of one or another of the great 
world powers. Hence , in order to harmonize such difficulties 
with God's ri ghteousness, it had t o take acc ount of the 
!21:.! of such empires in the coqnsels of God; to recount 
t he sway and downfa ll o f each in turn, till, finally the 
l ordship of the world passed into the hands of Israe l, or 
the final jud{5Ule nt e.rri vod. The chief ?3-rt of these e vents 
belonged. it is true. to the past; but the Apocalyptic 
writer represented them as still future, arr a~ed under 
certa in artificial oat e~orie s of time, a nde.s definitely 
determined from the beginning in t he oounsels of God and 
reve~led by Him t o His servants the prophets." 

3. Oesterly arx:l. Robinson, An Intro. t o the Books of the O.T. 
Pages 336,337. 

"In common with all the apocalyptic writers, our a uthor 
wrote his l::x::>ok under a n assumed name •••.• If a servant of Gcd 
felt that he had a message to off dr his people , th3re was 
no ohanoe of his obta ini~ a hearing unle ss he wrote unde r · 
the name of oncof the greo. t ones of the past. 11 

( Oesterley expl. i 11s what is r ecognized by a ll a s t rue that 
by the 4 th c '!ti, 1.t"Y B.C., prophecy was r egarded by the Jews 
as c eas ,:Hl~ 8,'<.: )o..:e phus on this point.) 
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From these very cl .~,J.-· st ... tcments, the principles foll owed by 
the critics in ::~t t}r mining date and a uthorship of Apoce. lyptical 
literature, of which Do.nie l was a part, a.re as follows: 

<~. No apoo o.lypse was written by the mo.n to whom it was 
attributed, 

or:,-
\~ Authorship of Apt ctt lypses was spuriously a.scribed to 

ancient r espcote-. 1,ten~ whose writings, if known, would 
be of b inding a.uth.,rity. 

3e i. The true author ( 11 a s ervant of God") of 11.pooe.lypse chose 
the avenue of "piousn fagery in orde r to " Obtain a. hear­
ing11 a.nd t o go.in a.ocepto.nce of his message by the 
community. 

41;;. The contents of o.poca lypse, while r elo. ting to the past ex­
cept f ot th:l Messianic sections, ar e written fr om the 
standpoint of one who lived b efor e the events described, 
thus apocalypse is history, not prediction. 

5e. The date of the writing of a n a p oca lypse is a lways near 
the la.at historica l event descd,bed. 

2d. The re sults of application of thes e principles 1 

le . By o.pplic:L:.L 11 01' principle one, it is determined that 
Danie 1 wns .1, t ".;h e author. -

2e~ By applic i-ti, n .·f principle two, it is agreed that the 
11 spuri, v.s:1 author Daniel wasan o.ncient Jew, ptirhaps of 
the 6th century B.c., but probably earlier, whos e narre 
was knovm and respe cted in Jewish traditi on , Since 
Ezeki 0l, a. 6th c entury write~ mentions him three time s, 
twice in connection with Noah o.nd Job, it is agreed that 
he must h o.ve lived in pa triarcha l tim3s. 
( See Ezekie l 14:14, .14:20; t S:J ) 

3e. By o.pplicntion 01' orinciple three , it is a.gr eed that the 
author wa s o. pious Jew who wished to e no oura.ge his country­
me n to f o.ithful observunce of the law and l oyalty to the 
commonwealth in o. time of oppre ssion a nd danger. 

4c.: . By a.pplica.tion of principle four,• the critics fini it 
necessary tmt all the o.poca.lyptica. l p ortions relating t o 
the ne. tions r efer t o events which occured befor e the writ­
ing of the book. Hence Daniel is not r eally prediction 
a t all, but history. 

"Da nie l not only, a.s do the other prophets, writes tha t 
Christ should c ome , but o.lso t eaches nt what time He should 
come, a ni a rrange s the kings in order, nnd numbers the 
years. and a nnounces the most evident signs. Porphyry then, 
seeing nll the se things t o hlve been fulfilled, a.rd unable 
t o d eny t m.t they had ta.ken ple.oe, had r e course t o this 
calumny. On thu gr ound of a partia l resembl ance, he con­
tended that t h -:, . .; things which Daniel f or et old a s t o 



Anti-Christ o.t the end of the world had been fulfilled 
und1Br Anti ochus Epi_)hunes: whose a ssault is a t estimony to 
the truth . For such a s the accuracy of the Prophet's words, 
tmt t o unbelievini::; iron he seemed not t o have foretold the 
future. but t o relo.t e the po.st. 11 

--- JEROME. 

50 . By application of principle ~. the critics are r equired : 

1. To s ay that the clear prophecies of the Ronan empire 
r efer t o-the Greek empire. (See chapt ers 2 arxl 7 ) 

?2. To e xplo.in away the cleo.r predictions of the first 
advent of Christ in chapter 9. 

3. To dat e the book in B.C. 1~6-165, which they generally 
agr ee is the date of the l ns t hist orica l event de­
scribed in the book. 

"Our author ho.s an accurate knowledge of the history of 
tho Gr ,)l.:k peri od down t o and including the r eign of 
Antiochu~ E:,i phanes; the details which he gives agr ee 
with ether ::istorica l s ources. The conclusion is, 
thcr cf ,-ir c . :1:.T osistible (itnlics mine ) that he lived 
duril'\:, the ·parlod of which he has an a ccurate knowledge; 
o.r.,. :.s the details of chapter XI show, the actua l 
tL:ie nt which he wrote must ha.ve been shortly befor e 
thl' r ei c;n of Antiochus Epiphe.nes , for he does not r e ­
cor d his death (163 B.C. ), this he would certa inly have 
mentioned ha.d he written aft er the death of this king. 
But o. more exa ct date can be given: from VIII, 11 ff 
it is cleo.r thnt the a.uthot wr ote a fter the er ection of 
the heo.then a.ft o.r. in the Temple on the 15 Chislen 
(December), lG7-6 B.C., and bef ore the dedication of 
thenew nltnr on the 26 Chislen 164-3 B.C., as the 
Jewi sh year began in the spring, the exact year, 
according to our r eckoning, will be 166-4 B.C.". ---

11An Intr o. t o the Books of the O.T.1
; Oesterley 

and Robinson, p.p. 335-336 

NOTE: It is t o be observed with some satisfaction that 
wePre-Millenio.l interpreters a. r e not the only one who 
engo.ge in "hair splitting" chronological calcul atione 
in the study of the Book of Daniel!J 

4c. Specific oho.rges brought ag~inst the credibility of Danie l by ~he 
ori tics, in support of the ir a t tack on its genuinenesl$ and of 
their own view of its a uthorship and date. 

ld. The author mnkes historical blunders. Oesterley & Robinson, 
11 Introduction t 1., t Le Books of the 0, T, 11 p. 335 

"The author Illl' ku:-:: 1. rruneous statement s a.bout the history of 
the sixth centu~- i; . c. which would be incredible on the part 
of one who :-cnl ly lived during tho.t period." 

Follcwing; this statement is a list of 8 a lleged blunders. not 
one of which has not been so.tisfactorily explained several 
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\ 
times, in pub lished writings, during the last 150 years. 
~ome of them must be r cgo.rded a s r eal difficulties, _but not 
insol uble one s. The b est thing in print in answer is 
lhD.Wilson, "Studie s in the Book of Do.nie l 11 First s eries,1917, 
u 400 page book. His article on Danie l in t he I.S.B.E. is a 
digest of part of this work. Au o 'Bout{le""'e.r. 

2d. The types of Aram.a.ic a nd of Hebrew in Danie l a r e both of a 
l ater variety tho.n wa s in u.s e in the 6th century. 

Oesterly nnd Robinson, Ibi~ . , 336 
11 The late date of the book is supported by the f orm of both 
lnnf;Uages; the Aramaic is hel d by expert opinion to be of a 
later type than that of the book of Ezra, simila rly, the 
Hebrew is of n l ate date and poor style, quite differ ent 
ftom the exilic wr iti ngs •.• ,. 11 

It is manifest th. ~ this is a question upon which only the 
most hit:hly trd.'.t-:-.. 0xparts a.re entitled t o an opinion. It is 
reassuring t c kn-. v,_ L 7rever, that Semitic scholars of the 
highest c a l i -::•re dccbr:; that the Aramo.ic is of a type in use 
on;ty before the 4th oentul'y. Among these in the l~h 
century wns D~. E,B.Pu.sey, Professor of Hebrew at Oxford 
Univer s i ty near the close of the century, and in r e cent times 
D1', R. D.Wil s on , Professor of Semitic l anguages and Old Test . 
criticism o.t Princ eton Theol ogical Seminnry• ~~e> J3ollt~lo~Cr-. 

Note: 'fhe nbo.-c t wo ::ire the only charges ma.de by Oesterle y 
and Robinson, who do cl·dm to be "moderate" critics . 

3d. The l anguage.and diction of the Book of Dani.el are 
anachronisti c if it is dated ·. in the 6th century. 

l a. The presence of "probably a t l east 15" (S,R.Dri ver 
L,O.T~ 469) Persian words indicates a date of 
composition after the be&inning of the Persia n supremacy, 

S .R.Dri ver L.O.T . 470 
"that such words should be f ouni written, •. .• after the 

Persian empire was or ganii.ed . .• is not more than , .. / . 
wou l d be expe~t ed ; . . ... but that they should b_e used as 
a natter of course by Daniel under Babylonian su­
prerracy •• , • . before the c onquest of Cyrus is surprising." 

When ore r ealize s the proxinity of Persia., and the inter-
. course the se countries had from ve ry ancient tinas, .this 
faot is not strange. Linguists and comparative 
philolobists h ,vB l ong known that imported foreign ideas 
and i t cms or' c,·. uile r c e tend to carry their foreign names 
with them. The 15 words noted by Driver, 7 a r e names 
of of f icers , three a r e re.mes of &arments, one is the name 
of a I.'ood, four a re re.mes of musical instruments . Danie l 
coul d not have be en accurat e without use of t hese words 
any more than we c ould today describe med ern Ameri ca 
without uentioning foods suoh as tea., Chinese; coffee, 
Arabic; maize, Indian; and garments such as corset. Old 
French; trousers. Old French1 trousseau. Old French; ~nd 



musbal instruments such o.s t :K' pia no, Italiun; the guit a r, Greek; a nd office rs 
such a s lieute nant , Fr ench, Lo.tin; Col one l, Latin, etc+ 

As Dr Pusey sa id, 11 Thos e who invent a l o.ter date fo r the 
bo ok of Daniel c :,n t,t t ~:rpt no real e;icp l ann.ti on how a Jew, who 
accor d ini..: t o their hY1_., ,,the sis, liv ed in Pal e stine about 163 
BC, should b e acquainted with Aryan (Persian) words, which 
r e l at ed to offic e s which had l ong ceased t o exist, ar to dr e ss 
which n o one wor e . 11 

2e . '1'!1, l pr e sence of 11 a t lea.st t hr ee" (Driver) Greek wor d & in Do.nie l 
( sec 3: 5) would be impossib le if Do.nie lwer e wri tten in the 
6th c entury. 

The words in que stion a r e nrunes of music a l i nstruments. The 
instruments a.r e the hnrp, psaltery, o.nd dul cimer of Daniel 3:5, 
Driver (L.O.T., 471) s ays the name of the psalte ry wa s fir st 
used in Greek lite rature by Aristotle , the dulcimer by 
~rsisolrie,, both 4th century Gr e ek( a nd since the Gr eek c onquest 
wa s not till the 4th century, Do.nie l cou l d havo known no such 
Greek t er m ha d the y existe d, Driver a rgue s. 

In answer , it c o.11 bo s ai d that the critics have been gra dually 
giving up on this n.1· ll li:ent ., first by r educing the l ist of 
Greek w or ds f r ·u t nn i n Berthol dt 1s time to three i n Driver's 
day, o.rrl new t., t .. c . Dr. Pus ey denied t hat ther e we r e any. 
Furthe r , i t is ,n ,m kn\;\'frl that 

"the r e · ._ r o Gr eek co l oni e s on the coo.st of Pa l e stine in 
t he t i.loo ..: f He zekiah ( a ce ntury bef or e Daniel 1s birth) 
nnd they n lroo.dy e nj oyed s o much pc,.,..-e r the r e that o. Greek 

urnr pcr wo.s rrnde ki!lG of Ashdcxl . The tel-el-Ar mana tablets 
carry back n c ontra ct b etween Greece o.nd C~na o.n t o o. still 
onrlier period . 11 So.yce , the Hie;her Critici sm and the 

hfonummts, pp. 494,495. 

So the p r e s e nce of Grevk narre s of musical instruments is not 
in t he l eust surpris i I'lf, . 

Whe n one urrl e rsto.nds how uns ound nnd shopworn the critical 
• :!' ,\uments on the bnsis of peculiarities of the language o.nd 
t ho types of Hebr ew and Ar nmaic discuss ed under the pr e ceding 
point o.r e ., he worrl ers o.t the credulity of one who could sum up 
h:i.s v,h ol e o.rgument on the b a s is of l o.ngua.g e a s he did . 

"The ve r d ict of the l a.:oguo.ge of Do.nie l is thus cl e ar. The 
Pers ian words presupp ose a. pe riod after the Pe rsia n empire had 
been well esto.blished : the Greek wor ds dema.nd, the Hebr ew 
supp orts, o. nd the Ara mic permits, ~ da.t e aft er ~ co nquest 
~ Pnl e stine ,!?l. Al exa nde r the Great,--cF.C .332 ) 

4d . Danie l's p osition in the third division of the can on ire.ke s it 
necessary that it shou l d ha ve been wr i t t en a ft er the clos e af the 
pr ophetic c o.n on, 11 t r. ~ ~·1.'t 2 00 B. C. 

This cho.r ge is f u l ly :~i s0ussed in our c our se in O.T.I .. ~ and would 
occupy t oo much sr,acc t L i nclude a d i scuss i on h er e . 
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Other cho.rges l ess i mportc.nt, und even less convincing are: 

1. Danie l wouh. n t i1•vc been omitted from Ben Sirach's list 
of wor thie s ~_. , I ·) 1_,3 sio.sticus written a.bout 200 B.C. if 
he tlad kn r. n .. 1 :nc:1 o. person o.nd such deeds as a r e r e corded 
of him. ( See R.D.Wilson., Studie s on Book of Do.niel, II page 

'76 ff for complete a nswe r) 

2, Danie l's theolo0 ico.l co nc epts a. r e t oo advanced for the 6th 
century B. C. These concep ts a.re conce rnirg ( 1) Me·ss iah, 
(2) Angels, (3) r e surreztion, (4) judgment. 
(See R.D. Wilson, Ibid po.ge 117 ff. for complet e answer) 

3. Da niel is unknown i n a.11 writings down t o the second half of 
the second ce ntury B.8. If it had been a 6th c entury b ook, 
then it would ha.ve bec ome known. 
(See R.D.Wils on, Ibid, page 157 ff. f or compl ete anwer) 

2b. Positive e vi de n9e f or the genuineness of Dani e l. 

le, The a.ppr ovo.l of . the prophecies by our Lord is sufficient evidence 
for the be liever. See Matt.24 :15 - Jesus ca lled· him "the pro pret." 

2c. The very fact that Daniel was r e ce ived into tre ca non is the 
stroneest kinl of evidence thl t it is genuine . The most l ear ned men 
of Ancient Israel so.w no evidence of spuriousne ss. 

3c. Its inclusion in the LXX transla.ted before 200 B.C. is evideme tro.t 
Daniel is at leo.st ol der than tre da.te set by the critics. 

4c. The o.ccura.cy of t lP hist ,•rico.l s t a.t ementp concerning Babylon is 
strong evidenc e that i t, ,: .; written the re. 

Daniel 4 :3 0 i s o. c . r_·,~ct r epr esento.tion of Nebuchadne zza r 1s 
build ine; a ctiv ity. 

That Da niel wa.s thrown into lion's den. not firey furnace r eflects 
the f a.ct that Do.rius wo.s o. fire-worshipper. 

Even Pfeiffer a.Jmits (Ibid . 758, 759) 
11We shall pr c surrab ly never knew how our o.uthor l ear ned that the 
new Babylon wo.s tho crention of Neru chadnezzo.r •. and that 
Belsha zza r, • . .• wo.s func'.;i onine; o.s loing when Cyrus t o ok Bo.b.)don 
in 538. 11 These two f o.ots we re unknown t o the Greek historians., 
am only with the d isoovury in r e cruit times of Babylonio.n in­
scriptions o.nd annals ha.ve they c ome t o light,. 

No his t orica l err or ha s been proven of Daniel. 

' 5o.. Ezekie l bear s strong witness t o the ex istence of the author and t o 
his r eputation as a wise man. Ezekiel 14:14,20 ; 28:3. 

6c. The crowning pr oof is that even if the l o.test p ossible date the 
critics claim f or the a.uthorship be gra nted them, there is a l a r ge 
a.nd important residuum of prediction fulfilled near and after the 
birth of Christ, and which maey be lie vers think le being fulfill ed 
eve n t odo.y. We ha ve in mirx:l specifico.lly the pr ophe c ies of the 
Roman empire in cho.p . 2 & 7, and the pr ophe cy of 70 wks. in chap• 9 .. 

1c. The complete failure or ths hie her oritioism is of hi~h value as t esti• 
mony. nothing with~t~~ , t~~ assaults of cross-quest i oni ng quit e like the 
truth. 


