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CHAPTER FOURTEEN 

THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE DEUTERONOMISTIC 
HISTORY TO CHRONICLES: WAS THE CHRONICLER 

A DEUTERONOMIST? 

Gary N. Knoppers 

The nature, breadth, and longevity of the Deuteronomistic tradition 
have been much debated in the past several years. Deuteronomy and 
the Deuteronomistic History have become increasingly viewed as the 
Ur-documents of the Hebrew scriptures, credited with influencing 
almost every part of its composition (Schearing 1999, 13-19). Tra
ditionally, most scholars have acknowledged that the books of Deu
teronomy, Joshua, Judges, Samuel, Kings, and Jeremiah underwent 
Deuteronomistic redaction to a lesser or greater degree. l More recently, 
some have argued that additional Pentateuchal texts, such as Exodus, 
were either partially composed or edited by Deuteronomists.2 This has 
led to new research on the possible connections between the editing of 
Deuteronomy as the conclusion of the Pentateuch and the editing of 
the Pentateuch as part of a larger Enneateuch.3 

Other scholars have contended that certain prophetic texts, such as 
Isaiah, Ezekiel, Hosea, Micah, and Second Zechariah, exhibit either 
major or minor Deuteronomistic editing.4 Yet other scholars have spo
ken of the Psalms and some wisdom writings as Deuteronomistically
edited.s Commenting on this recent trend, Graeme Auld has quipped 

lOr, possibly multiple Deuteronomistic redactions. So, for example, Albertz 2003, 
271-345. 

2 See, for example, Schmid 1999 (rev. and trans!' 2010). 
3 The bibliography on this topic has become quite extensive: Kratz 2000 (trans!. 

2005); Otto 2000; Achenbach 2003; Otto and Achenbach 2004; Schmid 2006; Romer 
and Schmid 2007. 

4 The bibliography has become voluminous. References may be found in the vari
ous contributions to Schearing and McKenzie 1999 and Romer 2000. 

S In scholarship, the term "Deuteronomistic" has been used in a variety of ways, 
complicating discussions. Coggins (1999, 34-35) distinguishes among: 1) the author
ship and redaction of a particular book and its immediately-related congeners; 2) the 
literary process through which books reached their final form; and 3) the ideological 
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that Deuteronomism be adopted as an internationally-traded currency 
(1995, 170). 

We are faced, then, with one of the more difficult, intriguing, and 
complex developments in the recent study of the Hebrew scriptures
the ever-widening application of the Deuteronomistic hypothesis to a 
large variety of literary works. One clear implication of this trend is 
the prospect that the Deuteronomistic school or tradition was a long
lived, rather than a short-lived, scribal phenomenon.6 I wish to return 
to this issue later in this essay, but at the outset, it is important to 
say that discussions of long-range Deuteronomistic influence or of a 
continuing Deuteronomistic tradition are entirely justifiable. Some of 
the speeches and prayers in postexilic writings, such as Nehemiah's 
prayer in Neh 1:4-11, the communal confession in Neh 9:6-37, and 
the prayer of Dan 9:4-19 contain Deuteronomistic language, style, and 
themes. If one looks at the text-critical variants found among the Mas
oretic text, the Septuagint, and the Dead Sea Scrolls of certain books, 
such as Jeremiah, it is clear that additions employing Deuteronomistic 
language and Deuteronomistic cliches were being made to the text 
even in late times.7 Surveying the transmission of biblical literature 
and its reception history in the Hellenistic, Maccabean, and Roman 
eras, it seems clear that the book of Deuteronomy, in particular, was a 
rather popular and influential work. Along with Isaiah and the Psalms, 
Deuteronomy is one of the best attested biblical writings at Qumran.8 

Similarly, the book of Deuteronomy is one of the most quoted (or 
alluded to) Old Testament writings in the New Testament. 

In short, there seems to be no question that Deuteronomy exerted 
significant literary influence in Second Temple times. The question 
is how? Should we think along the lines of citation, allusion, and 
influence or of a succession of texts associated with a long-enduring 
Deuteronomistic movement?9 Should we envisage the creative reuse, 
selective adaptation, and even subversion of Deuteronomistic tenets 

movement, which played a major part in shaping the self-understanding of Judaism. 
Coggins urges that the term "Deuteronomistic" not be used for all three phenomena. 

6 That is, a tradition extending a few centuries, rather than a few generations. 
7 Including harmonizing interpolations cloaked in traditional Deuteronomic or 

Deuteronomistic language. Person 2002, 21-24; Tov 2009, 15-28. 
8 Recently, van der Toorn 2007, 102. 
9 Lohfink (1995, 313-82) offers some probing questions and reflections on this 

matter. An abbreviated form of this piece was translated into English (1999, 36-66). 
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by later writers or a continuously evolving Deuteronomistic guild that 
somehow managed to survive through the course of the centuries? 

In tackling the question of an ongoing Deuteronomistic school in 
Persian and Hellenistic times, one might enlist the postmonarchic 
work of Chronicles as a case study. The Chronistic work may be an 
appropriate test of the Deuteronomistic tradition hypothesis, because 
most agree that cardinal Deuteronomic and Deuteronomistic tenets 
were influential in shaping Chronistic theology. Similarly, almost all 
scholars would agree that the work of Samuel-Kings-edited by one 
or more Deuteronomists-was the main source employed in the com
position of the Chronistic version of the monarchic past.lO In short, 
some sort of connection clearly exists between Chronicles and Deu
teronomistic tradition. 

In what follows, I would like to address the issue of Deuteronomism 
in Chronicles and whether Chronicles is a work in the Deuterono
mistic tradition by focusing on the following: 1) select Deuteronomic 
or Deuteronomistic traits that seem to have had a large impact on 
the composition of Chronicles; 2) the ways in which Chronicles has 
been influenced by other major traditions (for example, P); 3) the ways 
in which the work exhibits its own historical, social, and theological 
agenda. To contain the scope of this study, I shall limit my discus
sion of Deuteronomistic works to Deuteronomy, the Deuteronomistic 
History, and JeremiahY This particular case study should prove use
ful not only in enhancing appreciation of the enduring influence of 
Deuteronomic and Deuteronomistic writings in postexilic times, but 
also in shedding new light on the diversity within the major works 
normally associated with Deuteronomistic editing. In the last section 
of this essay, I shall argue for a somewhat different model, drawn from 
the ancient world, for understanding Chronistic composition .. 

10 A.G. Auld (1994; 1999,91-100) departs from the scholarly consensus by argu
ing that both Samuel-Kings and Chronicles represent alternate or competing literary 
developments of an earlier and briefer story of Judah's kings. For a critique of this 
hypothesis, see Knoppers 2004a, 66-68; 2005; 2007. 

II By employing this restriction, I do not wish to prejudice the case against the 
possibility of the Deuteronomistic authorship or redaction of other books. Rather, 
I am employing this restriction as a means to control and focus the task at hand. Given 
the widespread disagreement about the nature and extent of Deuteronomistic e.diti?g 
in books, such as Isaiah, Ezekiel, the Minor Prophets, the Psalms, and the saplentJal 
literature, it would seem the better part of wisdom to stick to the works most scholars 
would agree as belonging to the Deuteronomistic tradition. 
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1. THE CASE FOR CHRONICLES AS A DEUTERONOMISTIC WORK 

My treatment begins with a discussion of a few major Deuteronomic 
and Deuteronomistic tenets embraced in Chronicles. Because of space 
limitations, the list must be highly selective. Nevertheless, it may be 
hoped that this small sample of three topics is sufficient to indicate 
the profound indebtedness of the Chronistic work to older Deuter
onomistic writings. 

Centralization 

Like the editors of the Deuteronomistic work, the Chronicler fully 
embraces the Deuteronomic mandate for the centralization of the 
Yahwistic cultus at "the place where YHWH will cause his name to 
dwell."12 Like the editors of Samuel-Kings, the Chronicler interprets 
the ambiguously-worded Deuteronomic mandate as applying to the 
Solo monic temple in Jerusalem (Japhet 1989,226-37). The Masoretic 
text of Deuteronomy consistently speaks of "the place that YHWH your 
God will choose (inJ,)."13 But the books of Kings and Chronicles 
consistently speak of Jerusalem as "the city that YHWH has chosen 
(in:l)."14 For this reason, both works uphold the reforms of Hezekiah 
and Josiah as highpoints in the history of Judah. 

It may be pointed out that Chronicles accentuates such motifs 
beyond the presentation of Samuel-Kings. To take one example, the 
Chronicler not only speaks of YHWH'S election (inJ) of Jerusalem in 
various contexts (2 Chr 6:34, 38; 12:13; 33:7), following the pattern 
of Kings, but also speaks of YHWH'S election (inJ) of the temple in 

12 On the "place for the name ofYHWH" (e.g., Josh 9:27; 2 Sam 7:13; 1 Kgs 3:2; 5:17, 
18, 19; 2 Kgs 21:7; 23:27; cf. Neh 1:9; 2 Chr 6:34, 38), see recently, Richter 2002. 

13 The relevant texts in Deuteronomy are 12:5, 11, 14, 18, 21, 26; 14:23, 24, 25; 
15:20; 16:2,6,7, 11, 15, 16; 17:8, 10; 18:6; 26:2; 31:11 (cf. Josh 9:27; Weinfeld 1972, 
324 no. 1). The Samaritan Pentateuch reads in:J in each and every case in Deuter
onomy in which the MT has in:J' (Pummer 2007, 244-45). The textual witnesses to 
these verses are, however, not as unanimous as they are sometimes made out to be 
(Schenker 2008, 339-51). 

14 The Deuteronomistic citation of the Deuteronomic central place formula, "the 
city! Jerusalem that I (YHWH) have chosen" (e.g., 1 Kgs 8:16, 44, 48; 11:13, 32, 36; 
14:21; 2 Kgs 21:7; 23:27) is phrased consistently in the perfect ('nin:J). Cf. 2 Chr 6:5, 
6,38; 7:16; 12:13; 33:7; Neh 1:9. 
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Jerusalem (2 Chr 7:12,16; von Rad 1962, 1.353; Japhet 1989, 63-81).15 
To take a second example, Chronicles extends the second divine 
theophany (1 Kgs 9:1-9) delivered to Solomon following Solomon's 
dedicatory prayer (1 Kings 8), which both affirms the sanctuary and 
conditions its perdurability on obedience (2 Chr 7:12-22). In Chroni
cles the deity proclaims a series of additional promises, declaring that 
should the people respond to calamity by humbling themselves (VJ::JJ), 
praying (??!:In;,), seeking (Wj?:l) God, or returning (:l1W) to God, he 
will "hear from the heavens, forgive their sins, and heal their land" 
(2 Chr 7:14). 

In line with this increased emphasis on the Jerusalem temple, Solo
mon's prayer is cited or alluded to much more often in Chronicles 
than in Kings (2 Chr 6:19-39; cf. 1 Kgs 8:31-56). When later mon
archs, such as Rehoboam (2 Chr 12:1-12), Abijah (2 Chr 13:2-18), 
Asa (2 Chr 14:8-14), Jehoshaphat (2 Chr 18:28-34; 20:5-30), Hezekiah 
(2 Chr 30:18-21; 32:16-26), and Manasseh (2 Chr 33:10-13), respond 
to adversity by humbling themselves, or praying toward the temple, 
the deity intervenes to help them.16 One may call special attention to 
the case of Manasseh in the postexilic context in which the Chroni
cler lived, because the monarch "humbled himself greatly (1ND VJ::J'1) 
before the God of his fathers and prayed to him" (1'?N ??!:In'1), while 
he was a deportee in a far-off foreign land, specifically Babylon (Kelly 
1996; 2003, 206-27).17 That Manasseh's prayer proved to be efficacious 
would not be lost on ancient readers in an age in which a sizeable 
Judean diaspora existed. IS 

We have been surveying examples of the increased stress on cen
tralization in the Chronistic depiction of the monarchy. Such an 
emphasis may also be seen negatively. By this, I mean the silent treat
ment the Chronistic presentation accords to other major sanctuaries. 
Except for the high place at Gibeon patronized by both David and 

15 I view the references to Jerusalem's election as significant in their own right, 
rather than as secondary to the Chronicler's main concern for YHWH'S choice of the 
temple. For a different view, see Japhet 1989,88-90. 

16 In accordance with the seven Solomonic petitions ratified by YHWH, these Juda
hite kings and the people they lead find divine compassion, forgiveness, and restitu
tion in times of need (Ploger 1967,35- 49 [transl. in Knoppers and McConville 2000, 
31-46]; Pratt 1987,275-363; Throntveit 1987). 

17 A different understanding is offered by Japhet 1999,33-44. 
18 Reflecting later times, Daniel prays thrice daily and makes confession in the 

direction ofJerusalem (Dan 6:11). 
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Solomon, no other sanctuary, Yahwistic or otherwise, is explicitly 
named in Chronicles.19 To be sure, the text largely follows Kings in 
repeatedly mentioning the high places, which various Judahite mon
archs failed to abolish.20 The work also alludes to the state sanctuar
ies of the northern kingdom at Bethel and Dan (2 Chr 13:4-12). But, 
unlike the Deuteronomistic work, which mentions these sites quite 
often, Chronicles never mentions these sanctuaries by name. One 
effect of this relative neglect of other major sanctuaries is to focus 
more attention on the Jerusalem temple itself. 

In summary, Chronicles completely endorses the Deuteronomic 
mandate for the centralization of the Yahwistic cultus and follows the 
lead of the Deuteronomistic work in applying this mandate to Jerusa
lem. But more than that, it buttresses the exclusive status of the temple 
both by refusing to mention other major temples by name and by 
averring that the central sanctuary was elect of God and was resorted 
to with much success on various occasions in Judahite history. In this 
manner, Chronicles creatively accentuates and extends motifs found 
in Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomistic work. 

The Torah of YHWHIMoses 

One of the major arguments advanced by Martin Noth in his clas
sic study of the Deuteronomistic History was the claim of a close 
connection between Deuteronomy and the books that followed it in 
the Hebrew canon. Deuteronomy, or more particularly Ur-Deuter
onomium, not only served as an introduction to Joshua-Kings, but 
also functioned as a kind of yardstick by which the Deuteronomist 
evaluated the characters and behaviors he portrayed in the past (N oth 
1957, 13-18, 27-35, 79-83). Having framed the old "Deuteronomic" 
law code into his work with speeches of Moses, the Deuteronomist 
employed this code as the standard by which to judge the later actions 
of the community. 

Subsequent scholarship has elaborated and complicated these 
notions. Many scholars see more Deuteronomistic intervention in 

19 Even so, "the great high place" (il'11.1il ilD:lil) in 1 Kgs 3:4 becomes simply a 
high place (ilD:l) in 2 Chr 1:3, at which the tent of meeting was temporarily located 
until the temple could be built (1 Chr 16:39-42; Knoppers 2004b, 651-61). 

20 On the pattern in Kings, see Hoffmann (1980). Yet, Kings is not entirely self
consistent (Knoppers 1994b, 177-78). 
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earlier books, such as Exodus, and in Deuteronomy than Noth allowed. 
By the same token, most of the Deuteronomic social, familial, and eco
nomic legislation is ignored in the Deuteronomistic presentation of 
Israelite history. The Deuteronomistic citation of Deuteronomy mostly 
involves the principle of centralization, which is repeatedly invoked 
to judge the performance of Israelite and Judahite kings. The reuse of 
the old Deuteronomic law collection is paradoxically both traditional 
and subversive. Whereas in Deuteronomy the powers of the king are 
rigorously circumscribed (Deut 17:14-20) and the mandate of cen
tralization is incumbent upon the body politic (Deut 12), in the Deu
teronomistic treatment of the monarchy kings are expected to wield 
enormous powers to enforce both cultic unity (Kultuseinheit) and 
cultic purity (Kultusreinheit; Knoppers 1996, 329-46; 2001, 393-415; 
Levinson 2001, 511-34; 2008, 68-79). For these and other reasons, 
many scholars are convinced that the books ofJoshua, Judges, Samuel, 
and Kings are not as unified as Noth believed.21 

The selective citation and sophisticated reuse of earlier legislation 
is a subject in and of itself, but a few remarks may be briefly made 
here. In his important study on Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic 
School, Moshe Weinfeld pointed to a number of specialized expressions 
found in Deuteronomy, Joshua, and Kings that refer to "the torah and 
the commandment," to practicing or observing "all the words of this 
torah," "whatever is written in this torah" and so forth (Weinfeld 1972, 
336 no. 17b, 338 no. 21g). Some texts in Jeremiah speak of "walking 
in the torah of YHWH," while others refer to "the torah of YHWH and 
his statutes (and his testimonies)."22 Perhaps more directly relevant to 
the Deuteronomistic History hypothesis, which involves the reuse of 
a written Ur-Deuteronomium, are many references in Deuteronomy 
to "this torah" (nNiil il1mil), "the scroll of the Torah" (il1mil 1!JO), 
and "this scroll of the torah" (ilTil/mmil il1mil 1!JO).23 Yet these 

21 Romer (2005, 13-43) provides a useful overview. In greater depth, see Romer 
and de Pury 1996, 9-120. 

22 For this expression, which also appears once in Kings, see Weinfeld 1972, 334 no. 
7; for the latter expression, see Weinfeld 1972, 338 no. 21j. Most of the examples from 
Jeremiah stem from what scholars have called the "C" sections of the work. 

23 The difference between the standard cliche in Deuteronomy (m~Ti1 il1mil) and 
that found in Priestly tradition (il1mil nNt) is relevant (Garda Lopez and Fabry 2006, 
15:612-16). Also of note is the common idiom in P, n1m mn, followed by the nomen 
rectum (e.g., Lev 6:2, 7, 18; 7:1, 11; 11:46; 12:7; 13:59; 14:2, 32, 47; 15:32; Num 5:29; 
6:13). These particular Priestly cliches are not found in Chronicles, but the work is, as 
we shall see, significantly influenced by Priestly texts, rituals, and prescriptions. 
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idioms occur only a few times in the Deuteronomistic work-at the 
beginning of Joshua and in reference to the Josianic reforms.24 Refer
ences to "the torah of Moses" and to "the book of the torah of Moses" 
appear a few times in Joshua and twice in Kings, but do not appear 
in conjunction with the reign of Josiah (Weinfeld 1972, 339 no. 24). 
The references to Deuteronomy are, in fact, so infrequent that a few 
scholars have wondered whether the original Deuteronomistic work 
contained Deuteronomy at alp5 

References to and citations of the torah are, however, quite common 
in the Chronis tic work. Chronicles follows the lead of the Deutero
nomistic work in holding kings responsible for enforcing centraliza
tion, but Chronicles follows Deuteronomy more closely in holding 
the people accountable for upholding this mandate as well (Japhet 
1989,416-28,467-91; 1m 1985,52-58; Ben Zvi 2002, 271-74). Kings, 
priests, Levites, and the populace are all held responsible for observing 
the torah. Moreover, the appeal to torah is not simply concentrated 
in the reigns of a few reformer kings. Rather, one finds David himself 
speaking directly to his divinely-appointed heir, praying that YHWH 

might grant Solomon wisdom and insight to "observe the torah of 
YHWH your God" (1 Chr 22:12).26 When Solomon cites the dynastic 
promises, he speaks not of the divinely-mandated duty of David's seed 
"to walk before me ('J.!:l~), as you (David) have walked before me" 
('.l.!:l~; 1 Kgs 8:25), but of the duty "to walk in my torah ('I1i1n::l), as 
you (David) have walked before me" (2 Chr 6:16). 

In the Chronistic portrayal of the Judahite monarchy, the deity 
is repeatedly quoted as commanding the people "to practice all that 
I commanded according to all of the torah, the statutes, and the 
customs (delivered) through the hand of Moses" (2 Chr 23:18; 33:8; 
cf. Neh 8:14; 9:14). The centralized Passover of Hezekiah's time, 

24 The phrase appears some nineteen times in Deuteronomy, but elsewhere only in 
Josh 1:8; 2 Kgs 22:8, 11 (Weinfeld, 1972,339 no. 23). 

25 E.g., Levenson (1975, 203-33). To the contrary, Glatt-Gilad (2009, 185-99) has 
recently argued that the work depicts the lawbook as continuously available, at least 
in theory, but rarely consulted or used in practice. 

26 The Davidic speech to Solomon in 1 Kgs 2:3-4 conditions Solomon's success, and 
the future of the "throne of Israel," on his "observing the charge of YHWH your God 
to follow in his ways by observing his statutes, commandments, customs, and testi
monies, as written in the torah of Moses." But that advice is set within the context of 
Solomon's need to address David's unfinished business with Joab, the sons of Barzil
lai, and Shimei (1 Kgs 2:5-10). On the selective reworking and reconfiguration of the 
Deuteronomistic material in Chronicles, see Knoppers 1998,91-118. 



WAS THE CHRONICLER A DEUTERONOMIST? 315 

unparalleled in Samuel-Kings, is carried out "according to the torah 
of Moses, the man of God" (2 Chr 30:16). On one occasion, reference 
is made to corporate life lacking the discipline of torah. Azariah son of 
Oded upon whom the spirit of God temporarily alights (2 Chr 15:1-2), 
reminds King Asa and all Judah of an unspecified time in the past in 
which Israel went "without the God of truth (nm~ 'il~N), without a 
priest teaching, and without torah" (2 Chr 15:3).27 In this non-synoptic 
passage, the absence of torah from the community is associated with 
instability, anarchy, and trouble (2 Chr 15:4-7). 

In line with Deuteronomy's insistence on its own scripturaliza
tion, one finds many more references in Chronicles than in Samuel
Kings to the torah as a textual artifact, to "the scroll of the torah (of 
YHWH)" (2 Chr 17:9; 31:4; 34:14, 15, 19).28 Things are to be done 
"according to what is written in the torah in the scroll of Moses 
(:l1n~~ il1.V1:) i~D:J ili1n:J), which YHWH commanded" (2 Chr 25:4).29 
Similarly, relevant procedures are to be carried out "according to 
what is written in the torah of YHWH" (mil' ni1n:J :J1n~~; 2 Chr 
31:3; 35:26; cf. 1 Chr 16:40).30 Indeed, in one notable case, the aptly
named King Jehoshaphat (~~1.V1i1') sends out his officers, Levites, and 
priests into the towns of Judah with "the scroll of the torah of YHWH" 

(mil' ni1n i~D) to offer instruction to the people in the countrySide 
(2 Chr 17:7-9). The non-synoptic depiction ofJehoshaphat's reforms 
broadly conforms to passages in Deuteronomy in which the Levites 
enjoy custody of the torah (17:18; 31:9) and are entrusted with the 
responsibility to educate the people, employing the torah (31:10-13; 
33:10).31 

27 Reading with the MT. The phrase ;'10 Til:J N", is lacking in the LXX' due to 
haplography (homoioarkton). 

28 Reference is sometimes also made to simply "the Torah (ofYHwH)" (2 Chr 12:1; 
31:4) or "the book of Moses" (2 Chr 25:4; 35:12). For references to "the Torah of 
Moses," see 2 Chr 23:18; 35:12 (cf. Dan 9:13; Ezra 3:2; Neh 8:14; 9:3; 10:30,35,37). In 
two cases, the text cites "the Torah and the commandment" (2 Chr 14:3; 31:21). For 
the Deuteronomistic usage, see Weinfeld 1972,338 no. 21g. 

29 The appeal to both Mosaic authority and divine authority, subordinating the for
mer to the latter, is important. For comparanda, see Lev 26:46, Deut 1:3; 4:5,14; 6:1-2; 
27:1, 9-10, and so forth, but the specification of "the Torah" as "the scroll of Moses" is 
also quite important. The Torah is not conceived as consisting of several scrolls with 
various component parts or layers, but as one scroll, thereby underscoring its unity. 
More on this below. 

30 See also Dorrfuss (1994), although I do not agree with all of his redactional 
conclusions. 

31 For a somewhat different approach, see Jackson 2006. 
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In summary, the argument can be made that the presentation in 
Chronicles is more Deuteronomic than that found in the Deuterono
mistic History. Not only does Chronicles refer explicitly to the torah 
much more often and consistently than does Samuel-Kings, but Chron
icles stresses that torah observance was a concern for royalty, priests, 
Levites, and laity alike. Stereotypical Deuteronomic catch phrases per
taining to a written torah are much more common in Chronicles than 
in Samuel-Kings. In line with the presentation of Deuteronomy, the 
torah is often referred to as a unified scriptural authority, a corpus of 
texts, rather than as an individual prescription (a torah) pertaining 
to a particular ritualY Finally, the work depicts the Levites as fulfill
ing a Deuteronomic responsibility for instructing the populace in "the 
scroll of the torah." In this case, Chronicles is not simply accentuat
ing certain motifs found in its major source for monarchical history. 
Rather, the author is innovatively reworking and supplementing that 
source to bring it more closely in line with select standards espoused 
in Deuteronomy. This tells us something about the prestigious status 
of Deuteronomy and its reception history in Second Temple times.33 

The Levites 

As is the case with the Levites in Deuteronomy, the Levites in Chron
icles have been the focus of intense scholarly study (von Rad 1930, 
80-119; 1966,267-80; Gunneweg 1965,204-16; Petersen 1977,55-87; 
Schaper 2000, 269-308). In fact, some scholars view the two works as 
closely linked in promoting the role and status of the Levites.34 Upon 
close scrutiny, it is not too difficult to see why such connections have 
been made. The Levites are an integral part of the national cultus 
established by David and they continue to be active players in major 
religious events during the Judahite monarchy. 

When the Chronistic David intervenes and personally takes charge 
of the initially unsuccessful campaign to bring the ark into Jerusa
lem, he publicly stipulates: "No one is to carry the ark of God except 

32 On the importance of this distinction, see recently Garcia L6pez and Fabry 2006, 
617-20,638-42. 

33 It also plays, of course, an important function in informing us about how the 
Deuteronomistic work (or more narrowly, Samuel-Kings) was being (re)interpreted in 
the late Persian or early Hellenistic period (Willi 1972; Japhet 1989,59-81; Striibind 
1991; Kalimi 1995; Knoppers 2004a, 66-72). 

34 E.g., von Rad 1930, 119; 1966,278-80; Rudolph 1955, xv-xvi. 
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the Levites, because YHWH chose them to carry the Ark of YHWH 

and to serve him forever" (1 Chr 15:2). The unparalleled declaration, 
largely a quote from Deut 10:8, is notable for a number of reasons. 
First, David appears in this text as a well-educated potentate, who is 
conversant with the demands of Deuteronomic legislation. The so
called law of the king requires him to recite the "copy of this torah 
(nNiil il1mil il.lW1:) all the days of his life so that he might learn the 
fear of YHWH his God to observe all the words of this torah, as well as 
these statutes to practice them" (Deut 17:18-19). 

Second, the royal intervention ensures that the proper personnel 
are put in place and that appropriate procedures are followed so that 
another fiasco might be averted. A comparison between Deutero
nomic and non-Deuteronomic legislation may be apt. The very prom
ulgation of David's command presumes the status of Deuteronomy 
as an authoritative source. The writer in Deuteronomy speaks of 
YHWH as having separated (~"::lil) the tribe of Levi "to carry the ark" 
(p1N-nN nNW~) of the covenant of YHWH to stand in attendance 
before YHWH, to serve him (m1W~), and to pronounce blessings 
in his name, up to this day" (Deut 10:8).35 The royal directive cites 
the earlier declaration about the Levitical duty "to carry the ark" 
<1'1WnN nNW~), as well as the Levitical charge "to serve him" (m1iZ';).36 
The latter quote is especially important, because in Deuteronomy and 
in some of the Deuteronomistic literature, the Levitical priests serve 
(n1W) YHWH (Deut 10:8; 17:12; 21:5; Jer 33:21 [MT]; Gunneweg 1965, 
126-38; Nurmela 1998,141-63). But the Priestly writers speak of the 
Levites serving (n1W) the sons of Aaron (Num 3:6; 8:26; 18:2), who, 
in turn, are responsible for serving (n1W) YHWH (Exod 28:35; Num 
3:6; 8:26; 18:1-2,4-5). Similarly, Ezekiel presents the Levites as servi
tors (D'n1W1:), appOinted over the temple gates, guards who perform 
various temple chores (Ezek 44:11-27). Only the priests may approach 
YHWH to serve (n1iV) him (Ezek 40:46; 43:19; 44:15-16). 

Third, Chronicles strengthens the force of the Deuteronomic 
precedent by speaking of the divine command as having perpetual 

35 The transport of the ark is a concern in the Priestly literature as well. According 
to Num 1:50-53 and 3:5-9 (P), the tribe of Levi was supposed to tend and carry the 
tabernacle and its furnishings (which included the ark). But the quote here is from 
Deuteronomy. .. . 

36 Elsewhere in Deuteronomy, see 17:12; 18:5, 7; 21:5; 31:25. Wlthm JeremIah C, 
compare Jer 33:21. 
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applicability-"forever" (0?1>7-1V), rather than "up to this day" 
(ilTil 01'il 1V; Deut 10:8). Fourth, David speaks not of YHWH having 
"separated" (?'1:lil) the tribe of Levi, but of YHWH having "elected" 
(in:l) the Levites (1 Chr 15:2; 2 Chr 29:11).37 This is a clear indica
tion of high esteem. Within Chronicles only a very limited number of 
individuals and institutions are said to be elect of God.38 

Space constraints do not permit a full discussion of Levitical privi
leges, but a few other examples may be given. During the reforms of 
Jehoiada, both the Levites and the priests are called "holy" (W11i'; 
2 Chr 23:6; Rudolph 1955,270; Japhet 1993,831-32). In the prepara
tions for the national Passover, Josiah refers to the Levites as "those 
holy to YHWH" (mil'? 0'W11i'il; 2 Chr 35:3; von Rad 1930, 97-98). 
In the Priestly source and Ezekiel, the Levites are never called W"i'. 
Chronicles even makes reference a number of times in the MT to the 
"Levitical priests" (0'1?il O'Jil:!il; 1 Chr 9:2; 2 Chr 5:5; 23:18; 30:27).39 
The locution is common in Deuteronomy, but rare outside of it.40 

Here, again, one finds the Chronistic work exhibiting some significant 
affinities with Deuteronomy in vocabulary, themes, and characteristic 
phraseology.4l 

37 Cf. Deut 33:8-10, and see further, Knoppers 2004b, 613-14. 
38 Divine election pertains to Judah (1 Chr 28:4), the house of David's father, that is, 

ofJesse (I Chr 28:4), David (1 Chr 28:4; 2 Chr 6:6; cf. Ps 78:70), Solomon (1 Chr 28:5-
6; 29:1), the temple (2 Chr 6:5; 7:12, 16), and Jerusalem (2 Chr 6:5-6, 34, 38; 12:13; 
33:7; Knoppers 2004b, 927). The references to David and Solomon being divinely 
chosen are especially important in considering links with Deuteronomy, because the 
two critical monarchs in the formation of the Davidic dynasty and the establishment 
of the central sanctuary were placed on the throne both because of popular Israelite 
preference (unanimous acclamation) and because of divine election (Knoppers 2004b, 
10-29, 542-45, 572-78, 916-28, 955-57). Hence, each of these Israelites satisfied the 
assumptions and requirements in the Deuteronomic law of the king that the prospec
tive monarch be an Israelite, "one of your kin" (Deut 17:15), someone whom the body 
politic picks ("you shall surely place over yourself;" Deut 17:15), and elect of God 
("whom YHWH your God will choose;" Deut 17:15). Both carefully studied, as we shall 
see, the torah (Deut 17:18-20). 

39 Unfortunately, all of these occurrences, especially the last one, are textually 
disputed. 

4() In Jeremiah, the locution appears once (33:18). In MT Jer 33:21 (lacking in the 
LXX*) the highly unusual locution C'.li1::li1 c"Z,i1 appears. The expression "Levitical 
priests" appears twice in Ezekiel (43:19 [MT]; 44:15 [MT and LXX]; cf. Isa 66:21). As 
might be expected, the authorship and significance of these texts are disputed (Gese 
1957,49; Gunneweg 1965, 188-203; Levenson 1976; Zimmerli 1983,429-33,452-59; 
Pohlmann 2001, 581-82). 

41 See also the treatment of McKenzie (1999, 262-71) and that of Ben Zvi (2009, 
59-86). 
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As mentioned earlier, Chronicles attributes to the Levites a pedagogi
cal responsibility within the larger Israelite polity (2 Chr 17:7-9). The 
Levitical role in exhorting the public (for example, 2 Chr 20: 14-17) 
is of great interest, because of the overlap with the demands of Deu
teronomy.42 By contrast, the Deuteronomistic work does not mention 
any Levitical responsibilities in this area. Hence, the Chronistic pre
sentation resonates with the Deuteronomic presentation, but not so 
much with that of the Deuteronomistic History. 

A final example of overlap between Levitical responsibilities in Deu
teronomy and Levitical responsibilities in Chronicles may be found in 
the depiction of the judicial reform introduced by King Jehoshaphat. 
This major initiative, unparalleled in the book of Kings, creates a 
bicameral legal system, consisting of the appointment and instruc
tion of judges at various fortified towns throughout the land and the 
establishment of a high court in Jerusalem staffed by Levites, priests, 
and ancestral heads (2 Chr 19:4-11). As I have argued elsewhere, the 
portrayal of Jehoshaphat's judiciary is indebted, in part, to the constitu
tion of office-holders found in Deuteronomy (16:18-18:22; Knoppers 
1994,87-108). The writer is familiar with the depiction of a centralized 
judiciary in Deut 17:8-l3, as well as Moses' reform of the judiciary in 
Deut 1:9-18.43 The portrayal of Jehoshaphat's legal initiatives recalls 
both Moses's delegation of his judicial duties to certain magistrates 
(Exod 18:l3-27; 47; Deut 1:9-18) and the division of judiciary powers 
between local courts and a centralized court at "the place which YHWH 

your God will choose" (Deut 17:8).44 
Given these sorts of data, it is not surprising that some consider 

Chronicles to be advancing a particular point of view in a long dis
pute within ancient Israel concerning issues of cult and priesthood (de 
Wette 1806-1807, 1.8-102; Zockler 1877,4-10; Buchler 1899, 124-30; 
von Rad 1930, 80-119; Welch 1939, 55-80; Eissfeldt 1965,537-38).45 
The author allegedly propounds the older position found in Deuter
onomy, which speaks of "Levitical priests" and avers that any Levite, 

42 E.g., von Rad 1953, 60-69; Cook 1999,216-31. 
43 The Deuteronomic presentation is, in turn, indebted to that of Exod 18:13-27 

(Weinfeld 1991, 134-41; Nielsen 1995,25-27). 
44 There are also some important ways in which Jehoshaphat's reforms depart from 

the standards of Deuteronomy (Knoppers 1994a, 87-108). 
45 The treatments of Williamson (1979, 251-68) and De Vries (1988, 619-39) are 

more complex in that they posit a primary edition sympathetic to the Levites and a 
later pro-Priestly revision of the earlier work. 
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in principle, can become a priest (Haran 1978,61-63). A few scholars 
even argue that Chronicles holds to a complete equality between Lev
ites and priests.46 That the author purportedly writes a pro-Levitical 
history is evidence that he belongs to or allies himself with Deutero
nomic and Deuteronomistic traditionY 

In our short survey, we have examined three major Deuteronomic 
(or Deuteronomistic) tenets promoted in Chronicles-centralization, 
the torah, and the Levites. We have seen that the indebtedness of the 
Chronistic work to Deuteronomy extends beyond the acceptance of 
certain themes. Deuteronomic/Deuteronomistic vocabulary, formu
laic phrases, and characteristic style reappear in Chronicles, even in 
non-synoptic passages. In other words, the author does more than 
reproduce his Vorlage of Samuel-Kings. The writer appropriates rote 
phrases from his Deuteronomic and Deuteronomistic Vorlagen and 
selectively interpolates such expressions into his own work, augment
ing and recontextualizing the larger accounts he draws from his source. 
He also redeploys Deuteronomic (or Deuteronomistic) vocabulary, 
phraseology, and themes in the new stories he creates. 

On this basis, one could venture that Chronicles aligns itself more 
closely with Deuteronomy than do Samuel-Kings. Could it be that 
Chronicles is a Deuteronomistic Work? In certain respects, Chronicles 
out-Deuteronomizes the Deuteronomistic History. When it comes to 
emphasizing centralization, the constitutional authority of the torah, 
and the role of the Levites, Chronicles is more Deuteronomic than 
is the Deuteronomistic History. If this is so, one could surmise that 
Chronicles belongs to a broader Deuteronomic school or movement. 
Or, one could conclude that the Chronistic work represents a late 
attempt to correct the Deuteronomistic editing of Samuel-Kings by 
recourse to the old Deuteronomic law collection. But are such claims 
entirely justified? 

2. THE CASE AGAINST CHRONICLES AS A DEUTERONOMISTIC WORK 

It may be helpful to revisit the three aforementioned topics
centralization, the torah, and the Levites-with a view to the ways in 

40 E.g., Welch (1939, 77). 
47 For others, the Chronistic privileging of the Levites reflects an elevation of Leviti

cal status in the Achaemenid era. See, for instance Fishbane 1985, 137-38, 154-59. 
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which Chronicles differs from Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomistic 
account of monarchic history. The point in the following exercise is 
not simply to demonstrate the indebtedness of the Chronistic work 
to other literary writings, but also to explore the ways in which the 
writers of Chronicles work may revise older works and innovate 
beyond them. 

Centralization 

We have seen that Chronicles fully supports the Deuteronomic man
date for centralization and follows the Deuteronomistic History in 
applying this mandate to Jerusalem. Yet this careful and deliberate 
reuse of Deuteronomistic tradition may be somewhat misleading in 
suggesting a strict adherence to Deuteronomistic phraseology, dic
tion, and theology. The writer is fully capable of drawing from other 
traditions to advance, augment, and complicate the Deuteronomistic 
agenda. For instance, he buttresses the antiquity of the central sanctu
ary in Jerusalem by associating its location with Mt. Moriah (2 Chr 
3:1). Given that Abraham was asked to sacrifice his only son Isaac 
in the land of Moriah, the Chronicler is associating the temple site 
with a patina of high antiquity (Gen 22:1-19; Kalimi 1990, 345-62; 
Japhet 1993, 550-52). In an age in which the ancients valued all things 
antiquarian, the· writer draws a straight line from a pivotal area in 
the ancestral age to the site of the central sanctuary built by David's 
divinely-chosen heir.48 

The presentation of the Solomonic shrine engages, in fact, dispa
rate cultic traditions. The temple benefits by association not only with 
the ark of the covenant known from Deuteronomic and Deuterono
mistic tradition, but also with the tent of the meeting known from 
Priestly tradition. Both of these institutions find their fulfillment in 
the Jerusalem cultus (2 Chr 5:1-6:2; Welten 1979, 169-83; Williamson 
1982, 28-31). The Chronistic account of temple construction instanti
ates a variety of features of the Priestly tabernacle (Van Seters 1997, 
283-300). In numerous cases, temple attributes are conflated with 
those of the tabernacle. The same is true of the Chronistic account of 
the cultic arrangements implemented following the return from exile 
(1 Chr 9:2-34; Knoppers 2000, 141-68). 

48 In Samaritan tradition, these institutions are associated with Mt. Gerizim (Kalimi 
2002, 48-58). 
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In his rewriting of Solomon's letter to Huram (Hiram) of Tyre, 
explaining Solomon's desire to build a temple for the name of YHWH, 
Chronicles omits some elements from his Vorlage and adds others. 
In the literary context of the letter in Kings, Solomon explains why 
David his father was not allowed to build this shrine and how Solo
mon intended to follow through on his father's original wish, given 
the rest that YHWH had granted him from all of his adversaries (1 Kgs 
5:17-19). Largely lacking this material, Chronicles offers a different 
explanation focusing on the identity and purpose of the sanctuary itself 
(Dennerlin 1999, 162-67). Solomon wishes to consecrate (W~'j?il~) the 
temple for YHWH, "to burn incense before him, aromatic incense, and 
(for) the regular arrangement (of showbread), and (for) burnt offer
ings morning and evening, for the Sabbaths, new moons, and festivals 
ofYHwH our God" (2 Chr 2:3). In the words of Solomon (2 Chr 2:3), 
"this is incumbent upon Israel forever" (~NiW~-~V nNT O~'V~). 

The list of Solomonic reasons engages and partially reproduces the 
cultic calendar detailed in various parts of the Priestly (or Priestly
style) legislation of the Pentateuch. The priests both here and at the 
tent of meeting present burnt offerings morning and evening (2 Chr 
2:3; Exod 29:38-42; Num 28:3-8; cf. 1 Chr 16:40; 2 Chr 13:11; 31:3). 
According to the divine decree given through Moses, such a regu
lar burnt offering should characterize Israel's cult "throughout your 
generations" (Exod 29:42). As at the tent of meeting (Exod 30:1-10), 
incense offerings are to be burned at the new shrine. The new sanc
tuary, like the tabernacle, will include offerings of aromatic incense 
(2 Chr 2:3; Exod 25:6; 30:7-10; cf. 2 Chr 13:11) and the proper arrange
ment of the display bread (n:liVOil on~).49 The sequence found 
here of two daily burnt offerings, the Sabbaths, the new moons, and 
the festivals (2 Chr 2:3) basically matches the sequence of the much 
more detailed cultic calendar presented in Numbers 28-29 (Shaver 
1989, 93-94). 

Like his father, Solomon has evidently studied the torah, as well 
he should, given the dictates of the Deuteronomic law of the king 
(Deut 17:18-20). But the "copy of this torah" (Deut 17:18) followed by 

49 1 Chr 9:32; 23:29; 28:16; 2 Chr 2:3; 13:11; 29:18; cf. Exod 40:23; Lev 24:5-9; 
Neh 10:34). Some texts employ the variant locution, "bread of the presence" 
(O'J!l on"; Exod 25:30; 1 Sam 21:6; 1 Kgs 7:48; 2 Chr 4:19). The instruction to 
(re)place the display bread weekly is, according to Lev 24:8, "a covenant forever" 
(O"'l' rl'i:J). 
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Solomon relates, in this case, to non-Deuteronomic legal material. It 
should be observed that the rationale offered in Solomon's tenure is not 
a one-off paean to non-Deuteronomic orthopraxis. The details Solo
mon presents to his ally, the King of Tyre, are echoed, if not elaborated 
upon, in the Judahite monarchy. Thus, Solomon's grandchild, Abijah 
of Judah, revisits the question of proper cultic practices and personnel 
in his public speech to Jeroboam "and all Israel" prior to their battle 
at Mt. Zemaraim (2 Chr 13:2-20). In this non-synoptic oration, the 
southern king differentiates the cultic rites practiced in Judah from 
the wayward cultic rites practiced in northern Israel (2 Chr 13:4-12). 
Like his grandfather, Abijah mentions the regular burning of offerings, 
the aromatic incense, and the display bread, even though he never 
explicitly mentions the temple by name (Knoppers 1993,511-32). Abi
jah underscores Judahite orthopraxis by a series of studious allusions 
to non-Deuteronomic legislation. In so doing, he thoroughly imbues 
the Deuteronomic centralization mandate with Priestly-style content. 

We have been discussing examples of Chronicles combining select 
features from non-Deuteronomic texts to underscore the primacy, 
legitimacy, and antiquity of the worship centralized in Zion. There 
are also examples of Chronicles departing from both Deuteronomic 
and Priestly precedent in the campaign to promote centralization. 
The Levitical singers, for instance, are indelibly associated with wor
ship at the central sanctuary and playa critical role in public feasts 
and festivals. 50 Even though these musicians are mentioned neither in 
the Priestly writing(s) nor in Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomistic 
work, they appear some thirty times in the Chronistic work.51 Like the 
priests and the other Levites, the singers have their own genealogies 
(1 Chr 6:16-33). As kin to the priests and the other Levites, they may 
lay claim to a long and venerable pedigree traced back to the epony
mous ancestor of their tribe. 52 

50 See recently, Kleinig (1993). In highlighting the role of Singers, the Chronicler's 
presentation may be compared with certain sentiments expressed in the Psalms (e.g., 
28:7; 69:31; 137:4; Jonker 2004, 102-22). 

51 So, for example, 1 Chr 6:16, 17; 13:8; 15:16-22; 16:4-36; 25:6, 7; 2 Chr 20:21-22; 
23:18; 29:28 (cf. Ezra 3:10-11; Neh 12:27,46). 

52 In depicting the musicians as bona-fide Levites, Chronicles seems to differ from 
the perspective of the list-makers in Ezra (2:41, 65) and Nehemiah (Neh 7:~4: 12:46-
47; cf. 12:27-30; Gese 1974, 147-58; Blenkinsopp 1988, 89). There, the mUSICians are 
categorized apart from the Levites. For different interpretations, see Torrey (1896, 22) 
and Laato (1994, 77-99). 
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The integral role the Levitical musicians play in the central cult is 
not entirely a new development with the construction of the temple. 
The choristers serve before the tabernacle early in David's reign (1 Chr 
6:17). Accordingly, when the tent of meeting is temporarily moved 
to Gibeon, the tent of meeting is assigned its own coterie of Levitical 
singers (1 Chr 16:39-42). As for the ark, David assigns the Levitical 
musicians to serve before this palladium, as well, "to invoke, to sing, 
and to praise" (1 Chr 16:4-37; cf. 23:13). 

The implication is that the Levitical singers have been part of 
Israel's national cultus all along. When David reorganizes Israel's 
national administration in preparation for the rule of the "man of rest" 
(ilnU1:J "IV'~; 1 Chr 22:9), he adjusts traditional Levitical duties to 
conform to the needs of running a permanent central sanctuary. The 
musicians, like the priests and Levitical gatekeepers, are segmented in 
their own rota to serve at the future House ofYHwH (1 Chr 25:1-31).53 
Like other groups descended from Levi, the singers are given their 
own instructions, in this case to stand and sing every morning, every 
evening, and "whenever burnt offerings are offered to YHWH for the 
sabbaths, new moons, and festivals" (1 Chr 23:30-31; Knoppers 1999, 
49-72). The full integration of the Levitical singers into centralized 
worship is a clear case in which the Chronicler innovates beyond Deu
teronomic and Priestly legislation, all the while drawing on this earlier 
material to justify his own innovations. In this manner, he creates con
tinuity between the Sinaitic age and the monarchy (and by implica
tion, the arrangements of his own time). 

The Torah of YHWH/Moses 

Turning to the second topic under discussion, we have seen that in 
specialized vocabulary, stylized phraseology, and content, Chronicles 
is in many respects closer to Deuteronomy than are whole sections 
of Samuel-Kings. Nevertheless, it would be simplistic, if not mislead
ing, to conclude from such parallels that Chronicles stands firmly 
in a Deuteronomistic school or stream of tradition. The Chronistic 
work appropriates stylized-verbiage and concepts from Deuteronomy, 
but sometimes does so to blend such material with other sources or 

53 In this respect, Solomon's reign exhibits utopian features (Schweitzer 2007, 
80-88). 
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to follow its own course. When Chronicles refers to the torah, com
mandments, and statutes, the citation is not always to Deuteronomic 
precedent, but rather to Priestly or to non-Deuteronomic legislation 
(Kellerman 1988,49-92). 

The writer is perfectly adept at employing stereotypical formulae 
familiar from Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomistic literature to 
valorize non-Deuteronomic customs and rites. When depicting the 
activities of Zadoq and his fellow priests in the time of David, the work 
refers to their sacrificing "regular morning and evening burnt offer
ings, in accordance with all what was written in the torah of YHWH" 

(1 Chr 16:40). The expression, "in accordance with all what was writ
ten in the torah of YHWH" (i11il~ n11n:J. :J.1n:li1-?::l?) may sound as 
though Chronicles is repeating a catch phrase from the Deuterono
mistic work, but the text is alluding to the proper exercise of rituals 
associated with tabernacle worship in Priestly tradition (for example, 
Exod 29:38; Num 28:3, 6).54 

A second example involves the depiction of one of Judah's great, if 
not greatest, reformer kings. 55 As part of his cultic initiatives, follow
ing the failings of his predecessor King Ahaz, the aptly-named King 
Hezekiah (1i1~j?m~) orders the people to donate the "portion (iUn) of 
the priests and the Levites so that they might be strong in the torah of 
YHWH" (i11i1~ n-nn:J. 'j?m~; 2 Chr 31:4; cf. 31:19-21). Such a prebend 
of sacrificial meat or food does not appear in Deuteronomic legisla
tion, but it does appear in other Pentateuchal contexts (Exod 29:26; 
Lev 7:33; 8:29; Milgrom 1991,432).56 Given that Hezekiah's Passover 
is depicted as a centralized feast, the reader might suppose that the 
reference to the "torah of YHWH" assumes a Deuteronomic source.57 

54 Cf. ;nil ili1nil i!lO:l :l1n:Jil ;:J m~, "whatever is written in the scroll of this 
torah," (Weinfeld 1972, 336 no. 17b; Milgrom 1990,237-40). 

55 On Hezekiah's exalted status among Judahite monarchs, see Throntveit 1988, 
302-11; 2003, 105-21. 

56 In other contexts, see 1 Sam 1:4; 9:23. 
57 The expression i11il' ni1n is not found in Deuteronomy and is rare in the 

Deuteronomistic work (e.g., 2 Kgs 10:31; cf. Exod 13:9). Of the nineteen occurrences 
of illil' ni1n in the Hebrew scriptures, ten are found in Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehe
miah. In the construct with a suffix, ili1n is common in P and in Chronicles, but 
totally absent from Deuteronomy (Garcia Lopez and Fabry 2006,15:612-13). The use 
of the plural nn1n, whether in construct or in absolute form, may occaslO~ally ~e 
found in H (Lev 26:46) and in Ezekiel (43:11; 44:5, 24), but it is found nelther In 

Deuteronomy nor in Chronicles. 
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But the allusion is to a Priestly statute (Propp 2006, 464; Milgrom 
1991, 432). 

Perhaps the most (in)famous example of Chronicles complicating 
Deuteronomic precedent involves the Josianic Passover. In its mas
sive reworking and reorganization of Josiah's reforms, Chronicles 
assimilates the description of the centralized Pilgrimage festival in 
the Deuteronomic calendar toward Priestly custom (Seeligman 1980, 
14-32 [transl. 2004, 31-54]; Fishbane 1985, 135-37; Levinson 1997, 
154-55; Japhet 1993, 1052-53). Thus, we read that "they boiled ('?l.ZJ~) 
the Passover (offering) in fire (iVN~) according to the prescription" 
(O!liVO:J; 2 Chr 35:13). The citation effectively blends two discrepant 
sets of Pentateuchal instructions for the preparation of the Pascal sac
rifice. That the narrator has earlier legal precedent in view is quite evi
dent in his earlier generalization that "they," that is, the priests assisted 
by the Levites, prepared the sacrifices to YHWH "as written in the scroll 
of Moses" (ill.ZJO i!lO~ ~m:J:J; 2 Chr 35:12).58 

In the legislation of Exod 12:3-8, the Paschal offering is to be drawn 
from unblemished yearling sheep or goats and roasted over the fire 
(l.ZJN-'?~). The mandate is quite specific. The sheep or goat (ilO) is 
neither to be eaten "raw" (NJ) nor to be "boiled in any way with water" 
(O'O~ ?l.ZJ~O ?iV~; Exod 12:9). By contrast, the Deuteronomic legisla
tion (16:2), transforming Passover into a centralized pilgrimage feast, 
allows the Paschal offering to be drawn from the flock or the herd 
(ij?~' tN~; Deut 16:1-2) and specifically mandates a different type of 
preparation (Levinson 1997, 53-57). The Israelites are to boil (?l.ZJ~) 
and consume the offering "at the place where YHWH your God will 
choose" (MT Deut 16:7). 

Chronicles follows Kings in portraying Josiah's Passover as a highly
centralized affair, but the unique assertion that the Paschal offering 
was "boiled (?iV~) in fire" (iVN~) attempts to reconcile two different 
pieces of Pentateuchal legislation.59 The cattle (ij?~) allowed in the 

58 On the citation, iliVr.l 1!lO:J :J1n:l:l (and similar formulae), see the detailed dis
cussion of Spawn 2002, 21-123. 

S9 Some interpret ,'iiV:J in 2 Chr 35:13 as "cooked," rather than as "boiled." See, 
for instance, Shaver (1989,114-16). In this way, the creative harmonization is played 
down. But see the careful analyses of Kalimi (1995, 142-43) and Ben Zvi (2006, 238-
50). In any event, the issue need not detain the discussion here, because if this alterna
tive interpretation is at all near the mark, the Chronistic presentation would be closer 
to the Exodus precedent. In this understanding, the text accommodates one aspect of 
the Josianic centralized Passover to the standard of Exodus 12. 
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Deuteronomic Paschal legislation are not ignored. Quite the contrary, 
they too are made part of the broader Passover celebration (2 Chr 35:7, 
8,9, 12), but are relegated to a separate sacrifice, designated by Chron
icles simply as sacred offerings (tJ'WTPil), boiled (~iZ):J) in cauldrons, 
pots, and pans (2 Chr 35:13). Those participating in the Chronistic 
version of Josiah's Passover may not have enjoyed having their Paschal 
offering both boiled and roasted, but at least they had the comfort of 
knowing that the mode of its preparation conformed to both Deutero
nomic and non-Deuteronomic prescriptions. 

The larger point is that when Chronicles refers to torah, even using 
typical Deuteronomic or Deuteronomistic phraseology to do so, the 
referent may actually be to non-Deuteronomic legislation. In this 
manner, Deuteronomy is made to sing with a new Priestly voice. The 
writer freely imitates Deuteronomic and Deuteronomistic cliches, but 
he infuses them with new meaning. The result is something that closely 
matches neither the Deuteronomic nor the non-Deuteronomic legal 
corpora, but rather something of a tertium quid. The Chronistic work 
is indebted to both, at times following the one, at times following the 
other, at times harmonizing them, and at times going its own way. 

The Chronistic appeal to both Deuteronomic and Priestly precedent 
reveals something else about the presuppositions underlying this work. 
The statutes pertaining to the Passover in two distinct legal corpora are 
relevant to the Chronicler's reworking ofthe Deuteronomistic account 
of Josiah, because both of these corpora are but part of a larger corpus 
viewed by the Chronicler as binding for orthopraxis (Seeligman 1980, 
32; Lohfink 1995:372). That larger corpus is for him a single entity, not 
merely a collection of writings or an amalgam of diverse literary strata. 
The references to the "scroll of the torah," although reminiscent of 
Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomistic work, take on a new meaning 
in this later account, because the prestigious source of authority cited 
ultimately comprises more than Ur-Deuteronomium or Deuteronomy 
itself. The Pentateuch may be a five-fold collection of scrolls, but these 
scrolls are for the Chronicler (and many other early interpreters) a 
Single work with multiple parts. The effort to harmonize two discrep
ant pieces of legislation would be totally unnecessary otherwise.60 The 

60 The preference for harmonization (as opposed to textual alteration) is especia!ly 
pronounced in the Chronistic interpretation of the books of the Pentateu~h (Seelig
man, 2004, 31-32). The technique of interpolating phraseology from one literary set
ting into another with a view to bringing the latter into greater conformity with the 

BDG
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citation formula, "as is written in the scroll of Moses" (iliVD '!)O:1 :1m:::l:::l; 
2 Chr 35:12) may have a Deuteronomic/Deuteronomistic ring, but it 
acquires a new and broader Significance in the context of the Chro
nistic work. 

The Levites 

In our earlier discussion, we saw that some scholars think Chronicles 
stands firmly in the Deuteronomic (or Deuteronomistic) tradition in 
upholding the rights and prerogatives of the Levites. Certainly, the 
work highlights the contributions the Levites make to the religious 
life of Israel and even to its political governance, given the role Levites 
play in the new national administration David prepares for his son and 
successor to implement (1 Chr 26:20-32).61 Levites are present and 
actively involved, whenever the state encounters a crisis or the temple 
cult requires renewal. 

But there are profound problems with the view that Chronicles 
parrots, embodies, and carries forward the Deuteronomic stance on 
the priesthood. When Chronicles refers to the priests as the "sons 
of Aaron" (P'ilN 'J:1; 1 Chr 6:42; 2 Chr 29:21; 31:19; 35:14), the 
work conforms to Priestly precedent and mirrors the usage found in 
other late literature (for example, Neh 10:39; 12:47). The sons of 
Aaron are "officers of the sanctuary (1Z.71j?-"W) and officers of God" 
(O'il;N "W; 1 Chr 24:5). The standard description of the cultic offici
ants, who descend from the patriarch Levi is the "priests and the Levites" 
(0";;" O'Jil:::lil), as in the Priestly literature, not the "Levitical priests" 
(O";il O'Jil:::lil) as in the Deuteronomic work.62 

In depicting David's careful preparations for temple staffing, one 
reads that Aaron "was set apart (;1:1") so that he could consecrate the 
most sacred objects (0'1ZJ1j? 1ZJ1j? W'1j?il;), he and his sons forever, to 
make offerings (''OJ?il;) before YHWH, to serve him (m,W;), and to 
pronounce blessings in his name forever" (1 Chr 23:l3; cf. 2 Chr 26:18). 

former, may be compared with early scribal operations operative in textual witnesses 
to the books of the Pentateuch (Knoppers, forthcoming). 

61 For details, see Knoppers 2004b, 874-90. 
62 The locution (0"'il1 O'Jil:Jil) is not confined to one literary context or historical 

period (1 Chr 13:2; 15:14; 23:2; 24:6, 31; 28:13, 21; 2 Chr 8:15; 11:13; 23:4; 24:5; 29:4; 
30:13, 15,25; 31:2, 4, 9; 34:30; 35:8). Only rarely does the sequence, O'Jil:Jil1 C"'il 
appear (2 Chr 19:8; 31:4). 
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In line with Priestly tradition (for example, Num 4:4-20), Chronicles 
maintains that only the sons of Aaron are qualified to have direct con
tact with the most sacred objects.63 Hence, after Ahaz desecrates the 
sacred vessels situated in the Jerusalem temple, it is up to the priests to 
reconsecrate them during Hezekiah's reforms (2 Chr 29:16-19).64 It is 
the primary task of the Aaronic priests to officiate within the sanctuary 
and to make offerings (1 Chr 23:13, 30-32; 2 Chr 26:18). 

In an anecdote within the Chronistic lineage of Aaron's seed, the 
genealogist writes that "Aaron and his sons were sacrificing upon 
the burnt offering altar and upon the incense altar for every work of 
the Holy of Holies to atone (i!J:l;) for Israel according to all that 
Moses the servant of God had commanded" (1 Chr 6:34). The descrip
tion coheres with the depiction found in the larger Priestly tradition 
and in Ezekiel in which the priests serve YHWH by, among other 
things, officiating at the altar, performing rites, and ministering in the 
sanctuary (Num 3:6; 4:12; Ezek 44:16-27).65 As in Priestly-style legis
lation and Ezekiel, the Holy of Holies is the exclusive domain of the 
priests (Exod 26:33-34; Num 18:1-5; Ezek 44:15-16; 2 Chr 5:11; 29:7). 
Other members of the Levitical sodality have important roles to play 
and may serve as temple staff, but the priests alone may officiate at the 
inner sanctuary. As in Leviticus, the sons of Aaron are Singled out to 
effect atonement in divine-human relations (Lev 4:20,31; 8:34; lO:17; 
16:34).66 Clearly, then, Chronicles follows Priestly tradition and, to a 
certain extent, Ezekiel in some of its depictions of sacerdotal affairs. 

63 Which are ipso facto potentially lethal (Haran 1978, 187-88; Milgrom 1990,343-
44). The stance affirmed by the authors of Ezekiel is similar in distinguishing between 
the priests and the Levites, but Ezekiel classifies the priests as the sons of Zadoq (e.g., 
44:15-31). 

64 The mandate to the descendants of Aaron to render offerings to YHWH is detailed 
in a number of Exodus (e.g., Exod 29:38-42; 30:1-10) and Leviticus texts (Lev 8:1-9:24; 
18:8-20). The affirmation of the exclusive rights of the priests to sacrifice in Ezekiel is 
linked to a demotion of the Levites (Ezek 44:15-16; Haran 1978, 58-83). In Chronicles 
a distinction between priests and Levites is largely maintained, but is also reworked to 
grant the Levites additional rights and responsibilities. The distinctive stance found in 
Chronicles may be regarded, in many respects, as a via media among the positions of 
Deuteronomy, the Priestly writing, and Ezekiel (Knoppers 1999, 68-:-72).. . 

65 The Aaronic mandate to sacrifice upon the altar of burnt offenngs IS found III a 
number of Priestly contexts (e.g., Exod 29:38-42; 30:1-10; Lev 8:1-9:24; 18:8-20) and 
in Ezekiel (44:13; Gunneweg 1965, 188-203). 

66 Because of this overlap, some scholars have viewed Chronicles as advancing a 
distinctively pro-Priestly position. From this perspecti~e, the Chro~isti~ work was 
created, at least in part, to promote a Priestly perspective on Israelite history (e.g., 
Curtis and Madsen 1910, 8-1O). This is, then, the opposite view of the one sketched 
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It is important to observe that Chronicles does more than engage 
and integrate older perspectives within his own work. Chronicles is 
heir to Deuteronomic and non-Deuteronomic traditions and openly 
cites both. Nevertheless, the work also charts its own course. Chroni
cles accords new powers and functions to the Levites and blurs some 
of the distinctions made in Priestly literature between the priests and 
the Levites (Knoppers 2004a, 400-30). In our earlier discussion of the 
ways Chronicles matches up with Deuteronomy, we saw that the Lev
ites are responsible for serving (niiZJ) YHWH. But the sons of Aaron 
are also responsible for serving (niiZJ) YHWH.67 Chronicles attempts, 
in certain respects, to reconcile elements of antecedent traditions with 
each another. The priests and the Levites each serve YHWH, albeit in 
different ways. The priests and the Levites have their distinct responsi
bilities and the differences are secured by birth, but both serve YHWH 

(1 Chr 23:24-32; 2 Chr 5:14; 13:10; 23:6; 29:11).68 The position of the 
Levites is to be "at the side ('~~) of the sons of Aaron for the service 
of the house of YHWH" (1 Chr 23:28).69 

Because the Aaronides are situated squarely within the Levitical 
lineages, the sons of Aaron are ipso facto also sons of Levi (Knop
pers 2004a, 403-4). For this reason, Chronicles can occasionally refer 
to C~,~ C~Jj1:J, "Levitical priests." The Aaronides are Levitical priests, 
because they are priests belonging to Levi. In this manner, Chronicles 
borrows a standard locution from the Deuteronomic work and imbues 
it with a new significance. The new usage of a common expression 
from Deuteronomy has a double benefit, underscoring continuity in 
orthopraxis from the age of Moses to the monarchy and authorizing 
the work's own innovation. 

earlier in which scholars thought in terms of Chronicles having been written to pro
mote the Levitical cause (see Liii above). While not denying that there were some 
later additions made to the Chronistic work possibly favoring either the Levites or 
the Aaronides, I would maintain that this clear dichotomy between a staunchly pro
Levitical Chronicles and a fundamentally pro-Priestly Chronicles (or of major editions 
pertaining to each), misapprehends the complexity of the evidence and the conscious 
(re}appropriation of disparate verbiage, imagery, and concepts from earlier sources 
(Knoppers 1999, 49-72). 

67 See 1 Chr 23:23; 2 Chr 5:14; 8:14 (Knoppers 2004b, 816-17). 
68 Chronicles contextualizes both the Levites and the sons of Aaron within a broader 

Levitical genealogy and stresses the ways in which the two complement one another. 
69 On the syntax of this verse, see Knoppers 1999,49-72. 
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The textual evidence pertaining to the Levites leads us to similar 
conclusions to those reached for the textual evidence pertaining to 
centralization and the torah. Rather than constituting evidence for the 
Chronicles being a Deuteronomistic work or a Priestly work, for that 
matter, the material pertaining to the Levites ultimately serves as evi
dence for the Chronicler's own distinctive stance. The work is greatly 
indebted to older traditions, but ultimately also goes beyond them both 
in its attempts to reconcile discrepant precepts and in its authorization 
of personnel and cultic institutions not found in the Pentateuch. 

3. CHRONICLES AS AN EXAMPLE OF MIMESIS 

In the final section of this essay, it may be appropriate to return to 
some of the issues raised at the beginning. We have seen that some 
scholars speak of a Deuteronomistic movement, school, or guild that 
survived over a considerable period of time (some three centuries or 
more, by some estimates). To be sure, there is widespread disagree
ment about the historical origins, social location, and evolution of 
such a guild or movement. Is such a school to be associated with pro
phetic circles, Levitical circles, Jerusalem temple scribes, or sapiential 
circles? Or does the Deuteronomistic school represent a coalition of 
lay and elite groups? One of the reasons why some speak of the spec
ter of "pan-Deuteronomism" has to do with Deuteronomism meaning 
so many different things to so many different people (Wilson 1999, 
67-83; McKenzie 1999,264-69). 

In any event, does the example of Chronicles help in assessing the 
likelihood or unlikelihood of the proposition that the Deuteronomistic 
school survived well into the Persian period? The book of Chronicles 
is only one case and each case must be judged on its own merits, but 
analysis of this work suggests some caution about positing a contin
uous, long-enduring Deuteronomistic guild. We have seen that the 
Chronicler employs his Vorlagen of Samuel-Kings as a base text from 
which to construct his own distinctive history of the monarchy. On 
a variety of occasions, he even corrects his Deuteronomistic source 
toward the standards of Deuteronomy. Yet, the Chronicler creatively 
draws from other traditions as well, including the Priestly literature, to 
complement, correct, and complicate the Deuteronomistic version of 
the past. Even as he perpetuates various aspects of the Deuteronomistic 
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work, he also takes issue with it, adds a great deal of new material, and 
forges new directions. The result is a distinctive work that is regularly 
at odds with its main source. The Chronistic story of the monarchy 
employs its primary source to chart a new path. 

It will not do, therefore, to situate Chronicles squarely within an 
ongoing Deuteronomistic tradition. Fixating on similar verbiage and 
the affinities between synoptic texts can mislead scholars into thinking 
that there is more continuity between the Chronistic and the Deu
teronomistic works than is actually the case. Rather than thinking of 
the Chronicler as a Deuteronomist, it may be better to think of the 
Chronicler as an individual author, who self-consciously imitates and 
revises Deuteronomistic texts as one important means to construct his 
own literary work. 

Given this situation, one should look for new models to the tradi
tional alternatives of the Deuteronomistic tradition and the Priestly 
tradition as the appropriate rubrics by which to classify the Chronistic 
authorship. I have argued elsewhere that the Chronistic treatment of 
the Davidic monarchy is a very good example of mimesis, a literary 
technique of composition, which involves the conscious imitation, 
development, or reuse of a select literary work (or works) (Knoppers 
2009, 11-34).70 The practice of creative imitation or mimesis entailed 
a later writer's relation of acknowledged dependence, whether implicit 
or explicit, upon an earlier writer or writers.?l Literary imitation was 
widely practiced in the ancient Near Eastern, Egyptian, and Classical 
worlds. One interesting and well-known example involving ancient 
Israel and the literary legacy it inherited from the civilizations of 
ancient Mesopotamia is the selective reuse of the Laws of Hammu
rabi in the Covenant Code (Exodus 21-23).72 The literary dependence 

70 My work is indebted to the earlier studies of Lohfink (1995) and Van Seters (2000). 
Van Seters considers Chronicles to be, however, an example of ancient theft or pla
giarism, rather than of mimesis. For examples of how Van Seters understands literary 
imitation functioning within the Hebrew Bible, see Van Seters (2000, 12-19; 2003). 

71 In this section, I am focusing on the monarchic period. The compositional tech
nique employed in constructing the genealogies partially depends on the material the 
Chronicler found in parts of the Pentateuch. Yet, his reuse of older genealogies and 
lists appearing in the Pentateuch was highly selective. Occasionally, other works (e.g., 
Joshua 21) are cited and reworked, but a substantial amount of material in the genea
logical prologue is unique to Chronicles (Knoppers 2004a, 245-65). 

72 See, most recently, the very detailed arguments of Wright (2009) for substan
tialliterary and textual dependence. Levinson (2008, 276-330) provides an inSightful 
review of recent scholarship. 
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of this biblical work upon the older Laws of Hammurabi is clearly 
evident in the sequence of certain laws, the reuse of older terminol
ogy, and the adaptation of traditional legal tapai (Alt 1934; Paul 1970; 
Finkelstein 1981; Malul 1990; Van Seters 2003 ). Yet, the authors of 
the Covenant Code also innovated beyond their major source in the 
ways in which they reused, adapted, and revised casuistic laws. The 
studious recontextualization of traditional tapai, the addition of new 
legal material (for example, the various apodictic formulations), and 
the creative rearrangement of legal stipulations within the context of 
the larger collection provide the Covenant Code with its own distinc
tive character (Wright 2009). 

Given the clear dependence of the Covenant Code upon the Laws of 
Hammurabi, it is perhaps fitting that the Covenant Code itself became 
the object of mimesis in later times. Within the latter history of pre
exilic Judah, the writers of Deuteronomy boldly drew upon, recast, 
rewrote, and supplemented the Covenant Code in the creation of their 
own ambitious and expansive literary project. By employing mimesis, 
the authors of Deuteronomy studiously avoided simply revising and 
correcting the Covenant Code itself. Instead, they carefully and selec
tively incorporated and rewrote elements of the older corpus within 
their own composition. Such a literary procedure has its advantages. 
"Deuteronomy is stylized not as an overturning, revoking, breach, or 
alteration of previous Israelite law but rather as continuous with prior 
teachings and as called for from the very beginning. Discontinuity with 
classical and authoritative law is presented as continuity; the new code 
is am elaboration of the old, not its abrogation" (Levinson 1997, 148). 
The discriminating reuse of the Laws of Hammurabi in the Covenant 
Code and the creative reuse of the Covenant Code in Deuteronomy 
are only two examples of literary imitation. Many more cases could 
be drawn, because the phenomenon of mimesis is well-attested in a 
variety of ancient Near Eastern and Mediterranean societies,13 

Inasmuch as mimesis (Greek J.LiJ.Lllcrt~; Latin imitatia) is a major topic 
in and of itself, one cannot do full justice to it here. In brief, the term 
mimesis covers a broad range of related ways by which later authors 
made conscious reuse of older poems, literary styles, and prose works. 
The poetic or prose works chosen by later authors were established 

73 Yet, ancient discussions pertaining directly to what imitation is (and is not), as a 
literary craft, are best attested in ancient Greece and Rome (Knoppers 2009). 
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writings that normally enjoyed high standing in the author's intellec
tual community (Flashar 1979, 79-97; Conte 1986, 29-31). In other 
words, the very employment of mimesis or imitatio was usually, but 
by no means always, an expression of an author's respect for and 
admiration of older writings.74 Imitation was the sincerest form of 
flattery,75 The parallels between the old work(s) and the new work 
position the latter, defining it and calling attention to its distinctive 
material. 

By the same token, the writer practicing creative imitation was 
normally expected to go beyond interpreting and commenting on an 
inherited literary work. The major effect of reworking, recontextual
izing, and expanding an older exemplar was finally to produce a new 
literary work. Indeed, the new creation may even compete with or 
rival the established work. Because many biblical writings were anony
mous, undated, and untitled, they readily lent themselves to imita
tion. Unfortunately, the ancient techniques of mimesis have received 
little attention in the study of the Hebrew scriptures. John Van Seters 
observes: "What is remarkable in biblical studies is that scholars can 
treat intertextuality, source criticism, form-criticism and tradition his
tory and completely avoid any discussion of the presence and signifi
cance of literary imitation in the text" (2000a, 397).76 

The application of mimetic theory to understand the Chronicler's 
compositional technique holds much promise for a number of reasons. 
First, the indebtedness of Chronicles to a number of earlier biblical 
writings is patent. Second, the author's dependence on one particu
lar work-Samuel-Kings-to serve as his base for a discussion of the 
rise and fall of the Davidic kingdom is particularly apt, because such 
a focus on one particular exemplar comports with mimetic practice 
elsewhere in the ancient world. In creative imitation, a given writer 
may be expected to learn from a variety of earlier writings, but the 
writer was normally expected to focus on one particular work, one 

74 Although parody, satire, and competitive emulation may also come into play 
(Knoppers 2009, 24-33). 

75 There is clear overlap between mimesis and what scholars have called inner
biblical exegesis, but there are also some important differences (Knoppers 2009, 
23-24). 

76 For examples of how Van Seters understands literary imitation functioning 
within the Hebrew Bible (not all of which I agree with), see Van Seters 2000, 12-19; 
2003. 
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particular style of writing, or one particular kind of genre to perpetu
ate and extend in his or her own literary composition.77 

Third, it was rare for the mimetic writer or poet to cite his or her 
main source overtly. The relationship between the two works was, in 
this respect, implicit not explicit (Derrenbacker 2005, 44-46, 51-76). 
This is also true of the Chronistic work, because although it cites all 
kinds of narrative and prophetic works, it hardly ever seems to cite 
Samuel-Kings directly (Knoppers 2004a, 118-26). Finally, one goal 
in the process of imitatio was to understand and absorb the origi
nal model, while another was to develop it skillfully and imaginatively 
(Flashar 1979, 83-95). Chronicles fits this picture well. The work is 
conversant with Deuteronomic and Deuteronomistic terminology and 
freely draws from prestigious texts, most notably Samuel-Kings. Yet, 
in spite of this demonstrable indebtedness to established writings, 
Chronicles often goes its own way.7S 

CONCLUSIONS 

Recognizing the use of literary imitation as a standard compositional 
technique in the ancient world allows scholars to deal with the rework
ing and expansion of older literary works in more sophisticated ways. 
The reuse of phraseology, style, and content found in an established 
writing by someone within an elite group of literati does not neces
sitate the existence of a specific guild or school, stretching back to the 
original creation of the older work. Rather, the opposite is likely to be 
true. The fact that the new creation selectively cites, revises, and reacts 
to an established literary work (or works) indicates some distance 
between a work, such as Chronicles, and its major literary source.79 

If, as seems likely, works such as Deuteronomy (or its proto
Deuteronomic predecessor) had become an integral part of the scribal 
curriculum at some point in the Persian and early Hellenistic period, 
a later writer, such as the Chronicler, could cite, imitate, adapt, and 

77 Nevertheless, it has to be acknowledged that within the ancient world there are 
numerous exceptions to and complications of this common practice (Knoppers 2009, 
24-33). 

78 Person (2002, 142-45) links the rise of works, such as Chronicles, Ezra, and 
Nehemiah, to the demise of Deuteronomism. 

79 So also Japhet 1993,27. 
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reuse Deuteronomic phrases, style, and concepts in his reworking of 
the Deuteronomistic work to generate his own literary creation.so The 
imaginative appropriation, recontextualization, revision, and expan
sion of select passages from Samuel-Kings, coupled with quotations 
of or allusions to the Pentateuch, the Prophets, and the Psalms all 
work together to create a distinctive new work designed to address 
the peculiar issues and interests of the Judean community in Jeru
salem during the late Persian and early Hellenistic age. But it is cer
tainly testimony to the prestige of the Deuteronomistic work that the 
Chronicler chose to employ this established writing as the model for 
his own study of the monarchy. 
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