Q&A 42: What do we say about the claims that portions or all of Isaiah and Daniel were written much later than when the Bible claims they were written?

A: 

To respond to this question we would do well to revisit a couple of definitions that we presented a couple of months ago (34 Q&A series – August 22, 2010 - Q&A 33 When were the earliest ages of history? - page 5).
Minimalists: Only those parts of the Bible that are independently confirmed are trusted to be historical.  God, and all other spiritual belief (such as angels, demons), are assumed to be the product of Jewish culture.  Cause and effect must be explained entirely within the physical realm, excluding the spiritual realm in such explanations.  Only science and the physical realm have a hope of being certain and knowing anything. 

Maximalists: The Bible is taken as historical evidence on its own, not requiring external verification of every person and event to be trusted.  God is seen as the Creator of all other beings and things, visible and invisible, as the Bible says.  Cause and effect may                be explained within the physical realm or the spiritual realm, or both.  Only the Bible has a hope of revealing anything with certainty and knowing the truth, and scientific inquiry complements the Bible, but is not on the same basis of authority and certainty. 

Both Isaiah and Daniel contain historical sections, for which the minimalist requires independent verification in order to take those historical sections at face value, that is, being true history (Isaiah chapters 36-39; Daniel chapters 1-3).   Both Isaiah and Daniel contain predictive prophecy which appears to be predicting future events.  The minimalist’s worldview, of course cannot allow that there is truly such a thing as predictive prophecy, so in order to prevent such prophecies from appearing predictive, the minimalist will:

1) Date the book or that portion of the book after the event it appears to predict, or

2) Reinterpret the apparent predictive prophecy so that it applies to a different event and/or person and is no longer predictive.
In order to confirm that a prophet was from God, Deuteronomy 18:20-22 required that a prophet’s predictions come true.  Because of this requirement, godly prophets would often make a near-term prediction, that would allow others then living to test the truth of a prophet, as well as longer-term prophecies that may be decades, centuries, or millennia in advance of their fulfillment.  Of course the minimalist only has to date the writing after the near-term event fulfillment to achieve approach number 1 above.  It is the longer-term prophecies that appear to have been already fulfilled that present the greatest challenge to the minimalist, so approach 1) or approach 2) are used to disallow the passage as a true predictive prophecy.

But to the maximalist, the biblical text is taken at face value, assuming the author was truly the one he claimed to be, and that the real author wrote a true historical account, and predictive prophecies are interpreted to say what the original author meant to say, either matching them with historical events and persons, or considering them as yet unfulfilled. 
Taking the approaches described above, the minimalist interprets the available data to arrive at conclusions that are consistent with his assumptions, and the maximalist interprets the available data to arrive at conclusions that are consistent with his assumptions.  In spite of the fact that each one is typically highly educated, and both have access to the published data, each one ends up arriving at the conclusions that fit with their assumptions.  How can this be?

First reason:  We don’t have access to all of the potential data.  Less than 1% of potential known archaeological sites have been excavated, and new data is being found all the time.  Even among the written data that has been found, much of it has not been translated.

Second reason: The data is still in existence, but the site has not yet been discovered so as to be known.   

Third reason:  A great deal of potential data has been lost due to wars, fires, earthquakes, decay, borrowing of materials from earlier construction for use in new construction or reconstruction.
Fourth reason: Archaeological theft is a major problem throughout the world.  Artifacts of various kinds are taken by thieves and never seen or known by the public, or they are known but the surrounding context and various points of verification and interpretation are lost or become questionable.

Fifth reason:  Related to reason number four is forgery, or suspicion of forgery.  Even though an artifact may be subject to examination, testing, etc. the context is either lost entirely or has become uncertain.
Sixth reason:  Certain tests, examinations, etc., may be possible, but because of cost, convenience, or other factors the test and examination has not taken place or does not take place.  The assumptions of the tester, examiner, etc. may also impact the conclusions.

Seventh reason:  The available data from historical events, persons, etc. are highly interpretive.  We often do not have all the data to cross-check everything objectively, for the reasons given above, so that the limited known data, of varying degrees of certainty, varying assumptions, etc. impact how the data that we do have is interpreted.    
 Based on the above, one piece of wisdom employed by historians and archaeologists is, “Absence of evidence is not evidence of absence.”  In other words, “Just because we don’t have a piece of evidence does not automatically mean that it doesn’t exist”.            

The above items having been presented, believers need not be timid or fearful about standing on the truth of God’s word, either scientifically, historically or spiritually.                         In great part, challenges to the truth of God’s word stand largely upon unverifiable presuppositions, and not irrefutable conclusions based on the facts.  

Isaiah

The title of the book of Isaiah, which is an anthology, comes from its author. The book claims to have come from Isaiah (1:1; 2:1; 7:3; 13:1; 20:2; 37:2, 6, 21; 38:1, 4, 21; 39:3, 5, 8), and Christ and the apostles quoted Isaiah as being the author at least 21 times, which is more often than they quoted all the other prophetic authors combined. The name of Isaiah, the son of Amoz, is the only one connected with the book in any of the Hebrew manuscripts or ancient versions. Josephus (37 AD to 100 AD), a Jewish historian, believed that Isaiah wrote the book that bears his name.  He said that the Persian king Cyrus read the prophecies that Isaiah had written about him and wished to fulfill them.

With the rise of rationalism, in the late 18th century, some German scholars took the lead in questioning that the book of Isaiah was a genuine document, all written by Isaiah.  They claimed that different sections of the book of Isaiah showed differences in style, content, and emphases. Other minimalist scholars have said that it is not really the text itself that argues for multiple authorship as much as the presence of predictive prophecy in chapters 40 - 66.  At first, there seemed to these critics to have been two writers whose respective emphases on judgment in chapters 1 - 39 and consolation in chapters 40 - 66 pointed to two separate writers, Isaiah and a second Isaiah (labeled "Deutero-Isaiah"). With further study, a theory of three writers ("Trito-Isaiah") emerged because of the stylistic differences between chapters 40 - 55 and 56 - 66. These critics used analysis of writing style to conclude that there are three different historical settings in these three parts of the book of Isaiah (see also the timeline below): 

· Isaiah's lifetime (739-701 BC; chapters 1 - 39)
· The Babylonian exile (605-539 BC; chapters. 40 - 55)
· The return from exile (539 - 400 BC; chapters 56 - 66)

However, internal and external evidence points to the singular authorship of the book of Isaiah, by the prophet Isaiah. The title for God, "holy one of Israel," which reflects the deep impression that Isaiah's vision in chapter 6 made on him, occurs 12 times in chapters 1 - 39 and 14 times in chapters 40 - 66 but only seven times elsewhere in the entire Old Testament. Other key phrases, passages, words, themes, and motifs likewise appear in both parts of the book. Jewish tradition uniformly attributed the entire book to Isaiah as did Christian tradition until the eighteenth century. The Isaiah Dead Sea Scroll, the oldest copy of Isaiah that we have, copied in the second century B.C., has chapter 40 beginning in the same column in which chapter 39 ends.  In other words, there is no evidence from the very earliest scroll that these two sections came from different sources.
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Daniel

The book of Daniel claims in several places that Daniel was its writer (Daniel 8:1; 9:2, 20; 10:2).  References to Daniel in the third person do not indicate that someone else wrote about him because it was customary for ancient authors of historical memoirs to write of themselves this way (cf. Exodus 20:2, 7), just as Christ would refer to Himself as ‘the Son of Man’.  The Lord Jesus Christ spoke of this book as the writing of Daniel (Matthew 24:15; Mark 13:14). His fellow prophet and contemporary Ezekiel also referred to him (Ezekiel 14:14, 20; 28:3). The Jews believed that Daniel was its writer from its earliest appearance.  There are evidences that Daniel likely wrote later in his life, which could have been about 530 BC or a few years later. Several Persian-derived governmental terms appear in the book. The presence of these words suggests that the book received its final polishing after Persian had become the official language of government.
However, the dating and authorship of the book of Daniel is one of the most controversial subjects in Old Testament studies due to the presuppositions of the minimalists.  Since the book of Daniel contains prophecies that Antiochus Epiphanes fulfilled in the second century BC, minimalists who deny that the Bible can contain actual predictive prophecy have said that Daniel could not have written it in the 6th century BC.  They contend that it must have been written after Antiochus Epiphanes, namely, about 165 BC.  The earliest copy of Daniel in the Dead Sea Scrolls dates to around 130 BC.  For Daniel to have been viewed as historically valid Scripture already if it were only written about 165 BC is simply highly unlikely.  There were living Jews who were around in 165 BC and 130 BC, who would have readily known that the book was not centuries old, as it claims.  The Jewish author Josephus (37 – 100 AD) wrote, in his Against Apion:   
“From the days of Artaxerxes [465-425 BC] to our own times every event has indeed been recorded; but these recent records have not been deemed worthy of equal credit with those which preceded them, on account of the failure of the exact succession of prophets. There is practical proof of the spirit in which we treat our Scriptures; for, although so great an interval of time has now passed, not a soul has ventured to add or to remove or to alter a syllable; and it is the instinct of every Jew, from the day of his birth, to consider these Scriptures as the teaching of God, and to abide by them, and, if need be, cheerfully to lay down his life in their behalf.” 
Daniel also draws upon some words that were in use in his time and in the centuries before, but were not in use after his time, and certainly not by the second century BC.  
The conclusion that Daniel was written in the second century BC is driven entirely by  the unverifiable presuppositions of the minimalists, and not by the evidence.    
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Conclusion and Resources

We have written briefly on Isaiah and Daniel, addressing questions that some have spent years and even decades studying, but no matter how much time we invest in studying the question, what we find is that the unverifiable presuppositions drive the conclusions.  Placing one’s faith in the veracity of Scripture is not blind faith or a leap of faith regardless of or in spite of the facts.  Rather, the facts stand in support of taking the books of Isaiah and Daniel as what they claim to be – real Jewish men of God by the names of Isaiah and Daniel who wrote in the claimed historical contexts about real people and events, as they were inspired by the Holy Spirit to write.

Should someone wish to pursue the above topics further, these resources are among those that can be recommended:

· A Survey of Old Testament Introduction, Gleason Archer, 1994

· Zondervan Illustrated Bible Backgrounds Commentary, Volume 4, 2009

· Dating the Old Testament, Craig Davis, 2007

· 100 Reasons to Trust Old Testament History, Murray D. Hiebert, 2005

· The Old Testament Documents – Are They Reliable & Relevant?, Walter C. Kaiser, 2001         






� Antiquities of the Jews, Book XI, chapter 1
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