Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 19 No. 4 (1921)



Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 19 No. 4 (1921)



Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 19 No. 4 (1921)



Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 19 No. 4 (1921)



Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 19 No. 4 (1921)



Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 19 No. 4 (1921)



Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 19 No. 4 (1921)



Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 19 No. 4 (1921)



Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 19 No. 4 (1921)



Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 19 No. 4 (1921)



Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 19 No. 4 (1921)



Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 19 No. 4 (1921)



Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 19 No. 4 (1921)



Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 19 No. 4 (1921)



Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 19 No. 4 (1921)



Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

544 THE PRINCETON THEOLOGICAL REVIEW

ability of Jesus to make such a revelation of future events
will not be disputed by anyone who believes that he was
the Son of God. The fact of the revelation and the trust-
worthiness of it, were never disputed by the early writers,
so far as anyone knows. So far, in fact, as the account in
Luke is concerned, the evidence for the rest of the book is
so overwhelming that Prof. Harnack can reject the z1st
chapter only on the ground that it is apocalyptic.

So, also, in regard to the apocalyptic parts of Daniel.
The text of the apocalyptic parts is supported by exactly
the same evidence as that for the rest of the book. The
unity of the book is so generally admitted on reasonable
grounds by critics of all schools that it scarcely needs to
be defended. In fact, it would probably never have been
assailed, were it not for the difficulty of the problem sug-
gested by the apocalyptic parts of the book. To Christians
the truth of the claim of Daniel to be a true narrative of the
life and apocalypses of the man Daniel would seem to be
confirmed by the treatment accorded to it by Christ and the
New Testament writers in general.

Again it cannot be said that any Jews of the early ages
ever denied the canonicity or authenticity of Daniel cn any
ground whatever, nor especially on the ground that it was,
or contained, an apocalpse. In Yadayim, iv. 5, it is expressly
stated that “the Aramaic passages in Ezra and Daniel de-
file the hands,” i.e,. are canonical. No reference, or allusion
is to be found either in the Talmud, or Josephus, or any
other source, suggesting that any Rabbi, or Jew, of ancient
times ever questioned the genuineness, authenticity, or can-
onicity, of the Hebrew portions of Daniel. The canonicity
of Esther is said to have been questioned on the ground that
it was not dictated by the Holy Spirit.* Ezekiel was in
danger of being suppressed, because its contents were al-
leged to be contradictory to the words of the Law.** Some
desired to withdraw the book of Proverbs from use because

18 Megilla, fol. 7d.
20 Moed Katan, 5a.

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 19 No. 4 (1921)



Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

APOCALYPSES AND THE DATE OF DANIEL 545

it contained internal contradictions.” Some are said to have
withdrawn Proverbs, the Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes,
from public use, because they spoke in proverbs.”* Some
would have withdrawn Ecclesiastes, because it is self-contra-
dictory, contradicts the words of David, and favors heresy.*

These instances from the Talmud teach us that the canon-
icity of certain books was questioned because of the lan-
guage in which they were written, on the ground of their
proverbial character, of their self-contradictions, or of their
disagreement with the Psalter or the Law; or, because they
were thought not to have been dictated by the Holy Spirit.
No one ever disputed a book on the ground of its apocalyptic
character. It remained for the heathen, Neo-Platonic phi-
losopher Porphyry, at the end of the third century, A. D.,
to enunciate and elaborate this objection to the book of Dan-
ie' Itisa heathenish objection, resting simply on the philo-
sophical assumption that there is no such thing as predictive
prophecy.

Princeton. R. D. WiLsow.

21 Sabbath, 30b
22 Aboth di Rabbi Nathan.
28 Sabbath, 30a, Midrash Vayyikra Rabba, c. 28,
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