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“DANIEL NOT QUOTED” 67

The last cites (chap. xlix. 6, 7) from the first chapter of
Jeremiah and from the events spoken of in Jer. xxxvii. 8
and xxxix. 6. as follows: They burnt the holy city and
destroyed its ways, according to the prophecy of Jeremiah.
But they afflicted him, although he had been formed a
prophet from the womb to root out and to pull down and
to destroy, and in like manner to build, and to plant, and
to restore.”

It will be noted, that Mr. Bevan does not say that it would
be easy to show that Ezekiel was not entirely Maccabean.
And yet it is supported outside of its own self-witness by
the statement of Ecclesiasticus lix. 8, 9 alone. Here we
read: “It was Ezekiel who saw a glorious vision which
was showed him upon the chariot of the cherubim. For
he made mention of the enemies (or of Job) under the
figure of the rain and directed them that went right.” As
verse g probably refers to Job, only the 8th will refer to
Ezekiel.

To sum up with regard to the third assumption, it will
be seen that, outside of the testimony to be derived from
the books themselves, Isaiah and Ezekiel are supported by
the testimony of Ben Sira alone, Jeremiah by that of Ben
Sira and the Chronicler, and Daniel by that of Ezekiel.
According to all the laws of evidence, the testimony of
Daniel’s existence and wisdom, being that of a contem-
porary, who had opportunity and intelligence to know
whereof he wrote and whose honesty cannot be impeached,
would be better than the testimony to the others, dating
as the critics say it does from the 3rd and 2nd centuries
B.C., 400 to 500 years after the death of the men of whom
they write.

IV. The fourth assumption is that the cumulative argu-
ment from silence shows that Daniel did not exist till about
the middle of the second century B.C.. While admitting
that it is possible in each particular case to imagine some
good reason for the silence, it is supposed that the cum-
ulative silence is convincing. This is equivalent to saying
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that although two times nothing is nothing, yet two times
nothing plus two times nothing plus two times nothing is
something. Besides, it ignores the positive testimony to
Daniel’s existence and wisdom given by Ezekiel in three
passages and the testimony of Mattathias about 168 B.C. to
the lions’ den and the fiery furnace, as recorded in 1 Macc.
ii. 59, 60. Lastly, it ignores the obvious fact that by
similar reasoning we would have a cumulative argument
from silence that Ezekiel and most of the Minor Prophets
did not exist until the time of Ben Sira. In short, the
argument is absurd.

Princeton. R. D. WiLsox.
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