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The Deuteronomistic Image of History as Interpretive Device
in the Second Temple Period:

Towards a Long Term Interpretation of “Deuteronomism”

Konrad Schmid (Ziirich)

1. Deuteronomism and the Deuteronomistic Image of History

The question “what is ‘Deuteronomistic’?”” sounds simple, but at the same time is quite
difficult to answer. In the era of Martin Noth, “Deuteronomistic” was what was written
by the “Deuteronomist,” who was “one man” living in the aftermath of Judah’s and
Jerusalem’s catastrophe.! Two generations after Martin Noth’s pivotal work and in the
wake of works from authors like Gerhard von Rad,> Hans Walter Wolff,> Rudolf

Smend,* Helga Weippert,> Walter Dietrich,® Frank M. Cross,” Timo Veijola,® Norbert

! See Noth 1943, 110. About Martin Noth and his theory of the “Deuteronomistic History” see

McKenzie and Patrick 1994; Romer and de Pury 1996, 31-39; Veijola 2000; Dietrich 2002;

Riitersworden 2004.

2 Von Rad 1958.

3 Wolff 1961/1964.

4 Smend 1971/1986; idem #1989, 111-125.
5 Weippert 1972.



Lohfink,” R. D. Nelson,'? Gottfried Vanoni,'! André Lemaire,'? Iain Provan,'> Mark A.
O’Brien,'* Georg Braulik,'> Mark A. O’Brien,'® Baruch Halpern and David
Vanderhooft,!” Ansgar Moenikes,'® Gary Knoppers,!” Hermann-Josef Stipp,° Erik
Eynikel,?! Rainer Albertz,?? Bernard M. Levinson,?®> Marvin Sweeney,?* Ray Person,?’

Erik Aurelius,?® Reinhard Kratz,?’ J effrey Geoghegan,28 Thomas Romer,? and others,>°

6 Dietrich 1972; idem 1999.
7 Cross 1973.

8 Veijola 1975.

0 Lohfink 1981, 87-100.

10 Nelson 1981.

1 Vanoni 1985, 357-362.

12 Lemaire 1986, 221-236.

13 Provan 1988.

14 O’Brien 1992.

15 Braulik 1988; idem 2005.

16 O’Brien 1989.

17 Halpern, and Vanderhooft 1991, 179-244.
18 Moenikes 1992, 333-348.

19 Knoppers 1993/1994, 1, 51f; idem 1996; idem 2001, see also the collection Knoppers and
McConville 2000.

20 Stipp 1995; idem 1998; idem 2010.

21 Eynikel 1996.

2 Albertz 1997; idem 2000; idem 2001/2003.
z Levinson 2001.

4 Sweeney 2001.

2 Person 2002.

26 Aurelius 2003.



the necessity to differentiate Noth’s “mono-Deuteronomistic” approach is felt in an
increasing way. Starting in the seventies of the twentieth century, the modifications to
Noth’s theory were still comparatively modest and were centered around the discussion
of whether the Deuteronomistic texts in Deuteronomy through Kings should be sorted
out along the line of Cross or of Smend. In the last two decades, however, it has become
clear that neither the confinement to the books of Deuteronomy through Kings nor to
the historical era immediately before or after 587 B.C.E is adequate in order to

determine “what is Deuteronomistic.”*! Today, there are many proposals to answer to

this question,®2 but a consensus is not yet in sight.

z Kratz 2000.

28 Geoghegan 2003, 201-227; idem 2005, 405-421; idem 2006.

» Roémer 2005; see also idem 2000.

30 See the overall discussion in McKenzie 1992; Schearing and McKenzie 1999; Veijola 2003;

Aurelius 2003, 39 n. 67; Braulik 2004; Avioz 2005; 2006; Witte et al. 2006; Hutton 2009, 79—156.
3 A good overview is provided by Witte et al. 2006 and Frevel 2004. For the question of the
relation of the Pentateuch to the Deuteronomistic History see Otto and Achenbach 2005; Romer and
Schmid 2007. For a discussion of the relation of “Deuteronomism” to Jeremiah see Schmid 1996, 346—
349; Albertz 1997; idem 2000; idem 2003, 231-260; Romer 1999; idem 2000; Stipp 2010 (differently
Fischer 2007 who denies any “deuteronomistic” redactional activity in Jeremiah); to Hosea, Amos, Micah
and Zephaniah see Wohrle 2008.

32 For recent proposals see Lohfink, 1990, 413f.; Schearing and McKenzie 1999; Coggins 1999;
Person 2002, 4-7; Blanco Wissmann 2008, 25-27; Stipp 2010, 247f (see also his methodological caveat
244: “Die Definition der Kriteriologie ist freilich heikel und verlangt den Einbezug verschiedenartiger
Gesichtspunkte. So selbstverstidndlich es klingen mag, sei doch zur Vermeidung von Missverstdndnissen

zunidchst daran erinnert, dass das Etikett ‘deuteronomistisch’ kein biblischer Terminus ist, sondern eine

moderne Ordnungskategorie. Die Abzweckung auf wissenschaftliche Klassifikation ist der Grund, warum



How can this situation be addressed? There are many factors and many good reasons
that lead different scholars to come to different conclusions with regard to what the term

”33__means. This contribution

“Deuteronomistic”—or, as others prefer: “Deuteronomic
will avoid proposing another definition of “Deuteronomistic,” but try to handle the
question from a different angle. The question “what is Deuteronomistic?” shall be
approached from what might be called “Deuteronomistic” presentations of history in the
Hebrew Bible and ancient Jewish Literature. Within the framework of a common sense
approach to the term, they are identifiable as “Deuteronomistic” by a specific sequence

of events that are listed as being decisive for Israel’s history and by a characteristic

phraseology.*

bei der begrifflichen Fiillung das Postulat der Gegenstandsangemessenheit auch praktische Erfordernisse
einschlieBt. Die Definition des Deuteronomistischen ist demgemaB nicht essenziell [also am ‘Wesen’ des
Gegenstands orientiert], sondern zweckgebunden deskriptiv; sie beantwortet also streng genommen nicht
die Frage, was deuteronomistisch ist, sondern was im Dienste analytisch fruchtbarer Kategorisierung so
genannt werden sollte. Sie ist folglich Gegenstand der Ubereinkunft, was andeutet, welche Freiheiten der
Wissenschaft bei der Umschreibung des Deuteronomistischen zu Gebote stehen.”)

33 Person 2002, 6; see also Weinfeld 1972, 4 n. 1 and the discussion in Spieckermann 2001, 338;
Noll 2007.

34 For the basic elements that will be discussed below in section 4. see Steck 1967, 68: “das standig
ungehorsame Volk (A) hat die ihm gleichwohl zugehenden Vermahnungen Jahwes durch die Propheten
(B) stets abgewiesen (C) und so in den Katastrophen 722 und 587 v.Chr. Jahwes Zorngericht iiber sich
gebracht (D).” As Werline 1998, 12-28, observes, also the form of penitential prayer which serves often
as context for the presentation of these “Deuteronomistic” images of history has its origins within
Deuteronomy and subsequently in 1 Kings 8. For “Deuteronomistic” phraseology see Weinfeld 1972,

320-365; Thiel 1981, 93-99.



I will discuss my subject in conversation with a specific scholarly work concerning
“Deuteronomistic” texts and theology that did not, however, attract a great amount of

scholarly attention: Odil Hannes Steck’s 1967 dissertation on “Israel und das
gewaltsame Geschick der Propheten.”® Steck’s book is, despite its age, still an

important and substantial contribution that has been by and large overlooked.*® To be
sure, there is no need for contemporary scholars to quote every work from the late
sixties when dealing with a specific subject. However, it is nevertheless important to
note that Steck’s book has not established itself as a landmark in the field of
“Deuteronomistic” studies. Various reasons for his modest reception in the field can be
adduced. Firstly, Steck’s book is written in a scientific prose that is not easily accessible
even for native German speakers. Secondly, Steck’s book was actually a New
Testament dissertation, written under the supervision of Giinter Bornkamm, so perhaps
it was a bit off the radar for Old Testament scholars (the second reader was, however,
Gerhard von Rad). Thirdly, its main ideas were hidden to a certain extent by his
extensive treatment of the detailed question about the motif of the slain prophets that
appears in several biblical passages. Steck attempted to highlight the tradition-historical
backgrounds of these texts, and early on in the monograph he felt it necessary to deal
with the question of what he called the “Deuteronomistic” image of history as a
whole—hence the subtitle of his book. Fourthly, he offers only a sketchy presentation of
his own view on the literary and historical questions of the alleged Deuteronomistic

History; he seemed to prefer remaining in the shadows of Martin Noth and Gerhard von

3 Steck 1967.
For example, there is no reference to this work in McKenzie 1992; Dietrich 1999; Person 2002

or Romer 2005.



Rad for the basic outline while showing sympathies with Hans Walter Wolff’s cautious

identification of a “second Deuteronomistic hand” in texts like Deuteronomy 4 or 30.37

There is, however, one dissenting voice: Norbert Lohfink attributes quite a significant
impact to Steck’s work, at least in one specific respect. In a well-known article from

1995 (the English translation was published in 1999), he wrote:

“According to O.H. Steck, the Deuteronomistic movement ... existed over an
astonishing period of half a millennium! ... Such a prolonged duration of the

“Deuteronomic” or “Deuteronomistic” movement seems also to have been accepted

without reservation by Old Testament scholarship.”38

As a result he blames Steck for having opened the door wide for what he and others

then called “pan-Deuteronomism” in Hebrew Bible studies. Lohfink states:

“Some years ago, in order to be considered good, an Old Testament specialist had to
reconstruct a primitive Decalogue or a new festival; today, a self-respecting doctoral
student has to find the hand of a Deuteronomist somewhere in the Bible. This is the only

way into the guild.”*

37 Steck 1967, 66 n. 3; Wolff 1961.
38 Lohfink 1999, 37.
39 Lohfink 1999, 37.



This may or may not be true, but at any rate, Lohfink gives Steck the credit for this
situation. However, another specialist in the field of Deuteronomy and Deuteronomistic
texts, the late Timo Veijola, was probably correct with his more cautious appraisal of
Steck’s modest impact on biblical scholarship in this regard.*® One of the roots of Pan-
Deuteronomism may be Steck’s book, but it is neither the only, nor the most important

one.

The small amount of scholarly attention attracted by Steck’s dissertation should not,
however, lead to neglect his work. Steck’s book developed some groundbreaking ideas,
and it is even today helpful in three respects, which include (1) “Deuteronomism” as a
long-term phenomenon, (2) “Deuteronomism” as a theological tradition (not based on a
specific school or movement), and (3) the transformation and development of

“Deuteronomism” in Second Temple Judaism.

What Steck, however, did not perceive sufficiently were the pre-Neo-Babylonian
origins of “Deuteronomism” in the reception of Neo-Assyrian vassal concepts,*' to

which especially Weinfeld,** Cross,*® Lohfink,** Dion,* Steymans,*® Levinson,*’

40 Veijola 2000, 192f.
4 See Borger 1956, 10-29; Parpola / Watanabe 1988. A cautious evaluation of the reception

process in Judah is provided by Morrow 2005.

42 Weinfeld 1972, vii.

43 Cross 1973.

44 Lohfink 1977.

4 Dion 1978.

46 Steymans 1995a; 1995b; 2006.



Otto,*® Knauf* and Koch® pointed. Due to the tremendous influence of Cross,’! the
assumption of Neo-Assyrian origins of “Deuteronomism” have never been much
disputed in the English-speaking world. Despite the fact that Wellhausen argued for an
initial “Deuteronomistic” redaction of the book of Kings already in the time of Josiah,>?
this perspective was no longer seriously discussed in German scholarship after Noth’s
decisive votum for the location of the “Deuteronomist” after the fall of Jerusalem, which
in some ways was also comparable to his own situation in 1943. Although scholars like
Spieckermann,> Levin,** Kratz,*> and Aurelius®® might have been attracted by their
textual observation to a still preexilic setting of a “Deuteronomistic” core layer in the
last chapter in 2 Kings, they decided to follow the basic historical tenets of Noth’s and
Smend’s analysis, i.e. an exilic start for the work of the “Deuteronomists.”>’ Today,

there is a growing awareness in German speaking research of a possible preexilic

47 Levinson 1997.

48 Otto 1993; 1994; 1997; 1999; 2000; 2001; 2007.
* Knauf 2000, 136f.

50 Koch 2008.

31 See Cross 1973.

2 Wellhausen 1899, 294-298.

33 Spieckermann 1982.

54 Levin 1984, but see his discussion of Kings in Levin 2008.

53 Kratz 2000/2005.
36 Aurelius 2003.
37 See the detailed discussion in Schmid 2006, 28-36.



beginning of Deuteronomistic editing especially in the book of Kings,*® but it is still a
minority position. The situation is however complicated, as the dating of oldest edition
of Deuteronomy in the Neo-Assyrian period is contested by some scholars as well who
want to place it after the fall of Jerusalem 587 B.C.E.> Such a dating, of course, would
rule out the option of preexilic “Deuteronomism,” unless one would try to interpret
Deuteronomy—especially Deuteronomy 12—as a later substrate of antecedent
“Deuteronomisms.”®® Given the fundamental similarity of “Deuteronomistic” concepts
of history with the findings in preexilic inscriptions, especially the Moabite stone, and
their rootedness in traditional wisdom, an “early” dating of its origins in the Neo-

Assyrian period seems not to be audacious.®!

2. “Deuteronomism” as a long-term phenomenon

38 See Stipp 1995; idem 1998; Arneth 2001; Braulik 2004; Romer 2005; Schmid 2006; Otto 2006.
A different position, arguing for the exilic origin of “Deuteronomism” in Kings is held e.g. by Blanco
Wissmann 2008.

39 Clements 1996; Kratz 2000, 137; idem 2010; Pakkala 2009. For the older discussion about this
issue see Holscher 1922; Baumgartner 1929; Clements 1996, 7 n. 4.

60 See the discussion in Schmid 2004b, 204f; 208-211.

61

On the notions of history in ancient Hebrew (and Moabite) epigraphy see Parker 2006; Kratz

2007; idem 2008.



In his 1967 monograph, Steck opposed the prevalent view of his time that
“Deuteronomistic” texts are limited to the period of the Babylonian exile.®? According
to Martin Noth’s statement—still well respected in 1967—(the last full year of his
life),%the “Deuteronomist” was one real and actual person writing in Mizpah in 562
B.C.E.* Steck, however, argued for the “Deuteronomistic” nature of significantly later
portions of the Bible. He noted that texts like Ezra 9, Neh 9 and Dan 9, or even 4 Ezra
and the gospels of Matthew and Luke adopt a “Deuteronomistic” view of history and
are indebted to this theology.®® “Deuteronomistic” thinking is therefore, according to

Steck, a long-term phenomenon. Current scholarship seems to be inclined to follow

6

Steck in this regard, at least to a certain extent. Scholars like Gary Knoppers6 and

Reinhard Kratz%” stress the proximity of Chronicles to Deuteronomistic theology, albeit

62 It is important to note that already one of the first scholars speaking of “Deuteronomism,”

Wilhelm Martin Leberecht de Wette, mentioned the longevity of this ideology, see Wette 2008, 188:
“Diversa plane atque a prioribus libris dissona religionis et juris doctrina esse videtur, quam liber noster
spirat, quippe quae ad sequiorem illam Rabbinorum doctrinam aliquo modo accedere videtur” (ET [K.S.]:
“The religious and juridic doctrine which characterizes our book, seems to be clearly different from the
preceding books, but seems, in some way, to be akin to the doctrine of the later [books] of the Rabbis™).
For a comprehensive treatment of the history of scholarship, see Romer and Pury 1996, 9-120; Romer,

Macchi, and Pury 2000.

63 See the biographical sketch in Smend 1989, 255-275.
64 Seen. 1.
65 Steck 1967, 20-58, 290-316, see also Romer/Macchi 1995. For a discussion of LXX-Pluses

which seem to be “Deuteronomistic,” see Tov 2008.
66 See his contribution in this volume.

67 Kratz 1995, 279-303.

10



there are also significant differences. At least in pentateuchal research, it is a well-
established assumption that some “Deuteronomistic” texts should be dated post-
Priestly.®® Thomas Rémer and Ray Person allow the extension of their “Deuteronomic”
school until the closure of the Pentateuch or the mission of Ezra.®

Indeed, if one does not adhere to an artificially narrowed down notion of
“Deuteronomism,” it makes sense to reckon with “Deuteronomistic” texts not only
during the exile, but during the Second Temple period as a whole. It is quite apparent
that Persian period texts like the Priestly Code or Chronicles that interpret the situation
in Yehud as the fulfillment of God’s will in history—his people dwells in peace in his
land and has its own cult—represent only one theological position of that time among
others. The main counter position is provided by the “Deuteronomistic” stance, which
cannot see the political situation under the Persians as the result of divine salvation:’®
Large parts of Israel are still in exile, there is no Davidic king but only foreign rulers,
the land and cities are not fully restored, etc. The punishment of exile was not over with
Cyrus’ conquest of Babylon but was seen as still continuing. In this sense
“Deuteronomistic” texts are always “exilic,” but in a theological rather than a historical

perspective.

However, Steck’s long-term notion of “Deuteronomism” also triggered some

misunderstandings. Lohfink mistakenly blamed Steck for assuming a “Deuteronomistic

68 See e.g. Otto 2002; Schmid 2010, 92-116, 347-348. Blum’s D composition in the Pentateuch is
nearly contemporaneous with his P composition, see Blum 1990, 333-360.
9 Roémer 2005, 178—183; Person 1993, 168; idem 2007.

70 See the overview in Schmid 2008, 144-146.

11



movement” that existed over centuries. But Steck never argued for such a movement or

1'71

such a schoo He offered a different explanation for the historically drawn out

extension of “Deuteronomistic” texts that shall be discussed in the following section.

3. “Deuteronomism” as a theological tradition

For Steck, “Deuteronomistic” thinking is not the result of a certain school’s or a specific
movement’s ideology, but he instead identified “Deuteronomistic” theology as being
rooted in a certain “stream of theological tradition,” as he called it.”? It is important to

grasp what he means by this in order to understand his notion of “Deuteronomism:”

“The phenomenon of streams of tradition [emphasis original] comes into view now
when we consider these Israelites spheres of tradition in terms of their temporal
prolongation. We can see both long-term growth of their genuine traditions and also
frequently occurring references to these spheres without literary mediation through

older texts already in written form. Both of these [observations, K.S.] show that such

7 However, according to form-critical methodology, Steck identified specific “Trédger” of the

“Deuteronomistic” tradition whom he found in the rural Levites (“Landleviten”). They travelled around in
Judah in order to teach the law and to preach repentance (“[...] daB sie als Reiseprediger durch das Land
ziehen, um das Volk im Gesetz zu unterweisen und zur Umkehr zu fithren,” see Steck 1967, 202 and 196—
199). Rofé 2002, 97-102; speaks of a “movement,” but without explaining it. Stipp 2010, 245 n. 21 also
opts for the term “Bewegung” (contra Lohfink 1995/1999).

72 Steck 1978.

12



spheres of tradition can maintain surprising constancy in the form of lively intellectual
movements—despite the considerable developments, expansions, differentiations, and
changes to which they are submitted. Apparently, this is due to the stability of the sites
where they are preserved, the groups that transmit them, and the needs which they meet.
References, for example, to the Jerusalem cult tradition and to wisdom can be detected
far into the post-exilic, late-Israelite period, yet for the most part they are not
explainable as derivatives from literary models but only because of contacts with an
intact, still living sphere of tradition. Thus we encounter here the phenomenon of

streams of tradition.””?

It is helpful to include the concept of theological traditions in the discussion about
“Deuteronomism” because it might open up new perspectives and new alternatives to
enlighten the socio-historical background of “Deuteronomistic” texts. Identifying a
specific “Deuteronomistic” school behind “Deuteronomistic” texts is unwarranted with
respect to the available sources.”* Perhaps scholars identifying with the Cross school
and the Géttingen school in the 20" century also find it convincing to identify a
Deuteronomic school in biblical times, but there are definitely more options that
probably explain the provenance of “Deuteronomistic” texts in the Hebrew Bible better
than postulating a “Deuteronomistic” school of which nothing is known.” As Ehud Ben

Zvi points out, there are no hints to more than one central school in Persian Period

& Steck 1977, 196.
" See also McKenzie 1992, 162.

Person 1993, 168-175 even posits a “Deuteronomic canon.”

13



Yehud, namely in Jerusalem.’® I find myself here at least in partial agreement with

Thomas Romer who writes:

“If the expression ‘Deuteronomistic school’ is taken primarily as referring to an
educational institution it would be misleading, but if it denotes a (small) group of
authors, redactors or compilers who share the same ideology and the same rhetoric and
stylistic techniques, then one may speak of a ‘Deuteronomistic school’ (as one may
speak also of a school of artists or philosophers). Others may prefer more neutral terms
such as ‘group’ or ‘circle’; nevertheless, the term ‘school’ recalls more clearly the

scribal and intellectual setting; for that reason, this term will be preferred, but is not to

be used exclusively.””’

So the term “school” seems to be adequate in some ways, but not really compelling. At
this point, it might be helpful to reevaluate Steck’s notion of “Deuteronomism” as a
“theological tradition,” a notion he developed in several publications.”® He names
several other “theological traditions” attested in the Hebrew Bible, for example the
wisdom tradition, the Zion tradition, the Priestly tradition, and others. All these
traditions were likely transmitted, taught, and developed (at least initially) by particular
groups, but these groups were neither schools nor movements. They are less distinct

than schools, and they could also share convictions and content with one other. But

76 Ben Zvi 1997, 194-209; Schmid 2004a; idem 2008, 43—47. See also Carter 1999 for the modest
standard of Persian Period Yehud in terms of cultural evolution and demographic development.
7 Romer 2005, 47.

78 Steck 1977, 203f; idem 1978, 45f; idem 1995, 127-149.

14



once the tradition-transmission and scribal process, at least in Judah, became centered in
Jerusalem, these traditions were available for the scribal elite as a whole.

This is probably a more plausible explanation for why “Deuteronomistic” texts can be
found in different periods of ancient Judah instead of postulating a specific school that

should have produced texts that were basically limited to the vocabulary available now

in the appendix of Moshe Weinfeld’s well-known book on Deuteronomy.”

4. The transformation and development of “Deuteronomism” in Second Temple

Judaism

There is another feature of “Deuteronomistic” texts that can be explained better by the
tradition model than the school model—the transformation of the picture of the
“Deuteronomistic” history that these texts exhibit. “Deuteronomistic” texts presenting
Israel’s history do not always do this the same way but instead manifest some striking
differences.

Steck noticed that there is something like a core presentation of “Deuteronomistic”

histories in the Hebrew Bible consisting of four elements: %

A Israel is disobedient

B then is confronted by prophets

C but remains stiff-necked
7 Weinfeld 1972, 320-365.
80 Steck 1967, 63-64, 67, 71, 123.

15



D and therefore suffers God’s judgment

He finds this basic version of what he calls the “Deuteronomistic image of history”
(“deuteronomistisches Geschichtsbild”) especially in the main interpretive passages in
the Deuteronomistic History (2 Kings 17), in the so-called C-layer of the book
J eremiah,81 Lamentations 1-2,%? and maybe the core of Ezra 9.83

This basic image seems to have been developed further in a second stage, now including

also up to three more further elements:

E Israel repents and prays for mercy
F1  Restitution is made

F2  And judgment comes upon enemies / sinners

81 Steck follows in this terminology (C as designation for the “Deuteronomistic” prose sermons n

Jeremiah) from Mowinckel 1914 that was prevalent in the German discussion until the 3" edition of
Rudolph 1968. For a discussion of the complex question of “deuteronomistic” redaction (or redactions) in
Jeremiah see above n. 31.

82 These texts (Steck 1967, 110f n. 6, 185 n. 3) are important, as Lam 1-2 exhibit a
“Deuteronomistic” theology without clear “Deuteronomistic” phraseology. If they may be dated to the
exilic period (Berges 2002, 94f, 133f; Keel 2007, 786—800), then this is an argument for a wide
dissemination of the basic tenets of “Deuteronomistic” thinking in that time, which would not have
necessarily been caused by a specific school. See also Keel 2007, 772-854, who describes the
contemporaneous theological ideas in the context of the “Deuteronomists” in a historical synthesis
(despite some doubtful datings of texts like Ps 102 or Isa 63:7-64:11 to the exilic period; see Steck 1990;
Schmid 2008, 195f; Bosshard-Nepustil 2009).

83 Steck 1967, 185 n. 3. On Ezra 9 see also Pohlmann 2004.

16



These or some of these additional elements are attested, for example, in 1 Kings 8:46—
53,% Deut 4:25-31, 28:45-68 + 30:1-10; Lev 26:32-45; Zech 1:2-6;* 7f.; Mal 3.6

Finally, Steck identifies a third stage of the “Deuteronomistic” image of history found
mainly in texts of the Hellenistic and the Roman period of ancient Judaism. This stage
includes the same elements found in stage two, but there are nevertheless some major
transformations that can be observed:®’ (1) The judgment situation is interpreted as
prolonged until the present-day situation of the author in the Hellenistic or Roman
period.®® (2) The catastrophes under Antiochus, Pompey, and Titus are seen as identical

with the fall of Jerusalem in 587 B.C.E.* (3) The victims of the final judgment (F2) are

84 Talstra, 1993.

85 Lux 2004, 569-587.
86 Steck 1967, 186 n. 2.
87 Steck 1967, 187.

88

Dan 9 is a striking example for such a prolongation of the judgment situation into the author’s
present, in this case in the Maccabean period. Jerusalem’s destruction will not last 70, but seven times
longer, that is 490 years. Interestingly, this multiplication by seven is by no means arbitrary. Instead, it
apparently is based on a strict innerbiblical exegesis of 2 Chron 36:21: “All the days that it lay desolate it
kept sabbath, to fulfill seventy years.” As Dan 9:2 states, Daniel reads not only the book of Jeremiah, but
in “the books”: he studies scripture. There is also the argument in 2 Chron 36:21, which Dan 9
understands in a literal sense: The “seventy years” are not regular years, but sabbath years that occur only
every seventh year. Therefore, Jeremiah’s 70 years have to be multiplied by seven. See on Dan 9 e.g.
Rigger 1997; Schmid 2008, 208f.

8 This is especially evident in 4 Ezra 3:1 (4nno tricesimo ruinae civitatis eram in Babylone, ego

Salathihel qui et Ezras), which is dated to the thirtieth year after the destruction of Jerusalem. On the

level of the narrative, this means the year 557 B.C.E., but it is quite evident that this dating is a hint to the

17



no longer the foreign nations, but the sinners who also include representatives of the

own people.

This stage can be found for example in the Apocalypse of 10 Weeks (1 Enoch 93:1-10;
91:11-17),”° the Animal Apocalypse (1 Enoch 85-90),°' the Book of Jubilees,”? CD,”
the Book of Biblical Antiquities (“Pseudo Philo,”)** 4 Ezra,”® 2 Baruch,’® Dan 9,°” and
1 Bar 1:15-3:8.”% These texts and writings are of course quite different with regard to
their form and content, nevertheless, they presuppose and follow up on earlier

“Deuteronomistic” presentations of Israel’s history and develop them further. The texts

historical position of the author some thirty years after the fall of Jerusalem in 70 C.E., as well as the fact

that Babylon stands for Rome. See Schreiner 1981, 301; Schmid 2002.

%0 See Leuenberger 2005a, 45-82, 54; VanderKam 2001, 103-104; Schmid 2010, 313-315.
ol See Tiller 1993; VanderKam 2001, 105-107; Schmid 2010, 309-313.

2 Steck 1995; idem 1996; VanderKam 2001, 97-100; Schmid 2010, 302-305.

93 Campbell 1995; Baumgarten et al. 2000; Hempel 1998; eadem 2000.

4 Nickelsburg 1981, 265-268.

93 Schmid 2002; Schmid 2010, 315-316.

% Murphy 1985; Leuenberger 2005b; Schmid 2010, 316-318.

o7 There is some discussion about whether the prayer in Dan 9 is a traditional piece “that could

have been composed at any time after the exile” (Collins 1993, 359), and is now integrated into a
secondary context, alone is “deuteronomistic” (ibid.) or whether this is true for all of Dan 9, including the
interpretive passages in 9:24-27 (Steck 1982, 262-290). This is, of course, of importance for the dating of
the Deuteronomistic theology of history in Dan 9. Nevertheless, this must not be discussed here because
even Collins admits that outside Daniel similar Deuteronomistic notions in are found from that period (2
Macc 7:18; T.Moses 8:1; see Collins 1993, 360).

o8 See Steck 1967, 187 n. 1-4.
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from 1 Enoch (Apocalypse of 10 Weeks and Animal Apocalypse) stand apart to a
certain extent because they do not place special emphasis on the law with regard to
Israel’s history of sin. This is, however, no surprise in the context of the Enoch
literature, which draws upon a pre-Mosaic authority.”® The recurrence to the law is an
important, but not a mandatory element in “Deuteronomistic” presentations of Israel’s

history.

5. Conclusions

In light of these considerations it is necessary to rethink the currently well-accepted
proposal for dating “Deuteronomistic texts” no later than the Persian period, as Romer
and Person argue.'% It is not evident what makes Daniel 9 less “Deuteronomistic” than,
for example, Zech 1:2-6 or Mal 3:6-12. Of course, these texts exhibit different
theological profiles; nevertheless, they seem to share a common worldview and seem to
belong to the same stream of tradition.'! To be sure, Romer also allows for very late
repercussions of “Deuteronomistic” theology in the Bible, but this is, according to him,

a literary reception, and not a socio-historically relevant production of his

“Deuteronomistic school.”!%? This differentiation seems problematic in light of the

overall problems with the assumption of a “Deuteronomistic school.”

» See Bachmann 2010, 143-148.
100 See n. 69.
101 For a detailed discussion of Zech 1 and Sach 3 see Lux 2004; Meinhold 2008, 288-334.

102 See e.g. Romer and Macchi 1995, 178-187.
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Therefore, it is also imperative to exercise caution with regard to the positing of a
“Deuteronomistic school.” It is safe to assume that there were schools in ancient Israel,
especially at the sanctuaries and the royal palaces, although they are very scarcely
attested (the Bible mentions them only in Sirach 51:23 and Acts 19:9).19 But is it
plausible or necessary to postulate separates schools for different theologies or
ideologies in the Bible? Especially in the Persian Period, given the modesty of the
cultural capacities in Jerusalem, there is no reason to reckon with more than the single
school at the temple. 104

Thirdly, it might be helpful to paying more attention to the inner transformation of
“Deuteronomistic” thinking. This does not have to be in the way Steck did it, but some
trajectories of his identification of different elements in the “Deuteronomistic” picture
of Israel’s history, as exhibited in the above mentioned biblical and ancient Jewish texts,

still seem to be promising.

103 See Schmid 2004a; idem, 2008, 43—47.

104 See n. 76.
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