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 PREFACE

The book of 4 Baruch has been my constant companion for almost fifteen 
years, ever since my teacher Christian Wolff asked me to write my Diploma 
thesis on a Jewish writing that I had never heard of before. When I started to 
work on my dissertation on 4 Baruch a few years later, I realized that only a few 
scholars were engaged in interpreting this short story. Today the situation has 
changed, and 4 Baruch has become the focus of an extremely stimulating inter-
national discussion in which I have been involved in several ways. 

Despite my own work on 4 Baruch over the years, this commentary could 
not have been written without the assistance of a number of people who helped 
me to prepare the manuscript. Thus, I would like to thank Stephen Mace for 
translating my difficult scholarly German into English; Christoph Reichl, who 
typeset the entire Greek text so that I could work with it on the computer; 
Susanne Schuster, who spent hours and hours revising the layout of the manu-
script according to the detailed standards of the SBL Handbook of Style; and 
Thorsten Klein, Joram Luttenberger, Jörg Briesowski, Kathrin König, and my 
secretary Roswitha Köhler for proofreading the manuscript. I also thank Bob 
Buller for his immense and thorough work copyediting the manuscript, volume 
editor Abraham Malherbe, who improved the English translation, and, finally, 
series editor John Fitzgerald  for asking me to write this commentary for Writ-
ings from the Greco-Roman World, for which I feel greatly honored. I am 
particularly grateful for John’s helpful suggestions, which broadened the horizon 
of the commentary toward the Greco-Roman World.

The Christian redactor of 4 Baruch closes the story by mentioning a mys-
terious stone called “the ally of Jeremiah.” In the end, I surely know who my 
“allies” have been while writing this book. 

Jens Herzer
Leipzig, Germany
August 2005
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The abbreviations used for the citation of ancient texts and modern scholarly 
literature follow, in general, the guidelines of the Society of Biblical Literature 
as published in The SBL Handbook of Style (1999). Those used in this volume 
include the following:

1 Clem. 1 Clement
1 En. 1 Enoch
1 Apol. Justin, First Apology
2 Apol. Justin, Second Apology
4QapocrJer Apocryphon of Jeremiah from Qumran Cave 4
AB Anchor Bible
ABD Anchor Bible Dictionary. Edited by D. N. Freedman. 

6 vols. New York, 1992.
’Abot R. Nat. ’Abot de Rabbi Nathan
Acts Thom. Acts of Thomas
Ag. Ap. Josephus, Against Apion
AGJU Arbeiten zur Geschichte des antiken Judentums und 

des Urchristentums
ALGHJ Arbeiten zur Literatur und Geschichte des hellenis-

tischen Judentums
Alleg. Interp. Philo, Allegorical Interpretation
AnBib Analecta biblica
ANRW Aufstieg und Niedergang der römischen Welt: Geschichte 

und Kultur Roms im Spiegel der neueren Forschung. 
Edited by H. Temporini and W. Haase. Berlin, 
1972–.

Ant. Josephus, Jewish Antiquities
AOAT Alter Orient und Altes Testament
Ap. John Apocryphon of John
Apoc. Ab. Apocalypse of Abraham
Apoc. Mos. Apocalypse of Moses
Apoc. Paul Apocalypse of Paul
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Apocr. Ezek. Apocrypon of Ezekiel
Apocr. Jer. Apocrypon of Jeremiah
Aris. Ex. Aristeas the Exegete
As. Mos. Assumption of Moses
ASTI Annual of the Swedish Theological Institute
b. Babylonian Talmud
B. Bat. Baba Batra
BEATAJ Beiträge zur Erforschung des Alten Testaments und 

des antiken Judentums
Ber. Berakot
BFCT Beiträge zur Förderung christlicher Theologie
BG Berolinensis Gnosticus
BTZ Berliner Theologische Zeitschrift
BWANT Beiträge zur Wissenschaft vom Alten und Neuen Tes-

tament
BZ Biblische Zeitschrift
BZAW Beihefte zur Zeitschrift für die alttestamentliche Wis-

senschaft
Caes. Plutarch, Caesar
CBQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly
CBQMS Catholic Biblical Quarterly Monograph Series
Comm. Isa. Jerome, Commentariorum in Isaiam libri XVIII
CSJH Chicago Studies in the History of Judaism
Der. Er. Rab. Derek Eretz Rabbah
Det. Philo, Quod deterius potiori insidari soleat
DHA Dialogues d’histoire ancienne
Dial. Justin, Dialogue with Trypho
Ecl. Clement of Alexandria, Eclogae propheticae
EgT Église et Théologie
EncJud Encyclopaedia Judaica. 16 vols. Jerusalem, 1972.
Exc. Clement of Alexandria, Excerpts from Theodotus
Exod. Rab. Exodus Rabbah
FJB Frankfurter judaistische Beiträge
FRLANT Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten 

und Neuen Testaments
Fug. Philo, De fuga et inventione
GCS Die griechische christliche Schriftsteller der ersten 

[drei] Jahrhunderte
Git. Gittin
Gos. Truth Gospel of Truth
Haer. Hippolytus, Refutation of All Heresies
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Haer. Irenaeus, Against Heresies
HÓag. HÓagigah
HAT Handbuch zum Alten Testament
Her. Philo, Quis rerum divinarum heres sit
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitude
Herm. Vis. Shepherd Hermas, Vision
Hier. Eusebius, Against Hierocles
Hist. Herodotus, Histories
Hist. Tacitus, Histories
HSS Harvard Semitic Studies
HUCA Hebrew Union College Annual
Is. Os. Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride
JAOS Journal of the American Oriental Society
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature
JCP Jewish and Christian Perspectives Series
JE The Jewish Encyclopedia. Edited by I. Singer. 12 vols. 

New York, 1925.
JJS Journal of Jewish Studies
Jos. Asen. Joseph and Aseneth
JQR Jewish Quarterly Review
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JSP Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapha
JTS Journal of Theological Studies
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Jud Judaica
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tament (Meyer-Kommentar)
KlPauly Der kleine Pauly
L.A.B. Liber antiquitatum biblicarum (Pseudo-Philo)
L.A.E. Life of Adam and Eve
Lam. Rab. Lamentations Rabbah
LCL Loeb Classical Library
Liv. Pro. Lives of the Prophets
LSJ Liddell, H. G., R. Scott, and H. S. Jones, A Greek-

English Lexicon. 9th ed. with revised supplement. 
Oxford, 1996.

LXX Septuagint
m. Mishnah
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INTRODUCTION

The Paraleipomena Jeremiou has been variously named. The variant mostly 
preferred is taken from the Greek tradition: ta. paraleipo,mena VIeremi,ou tou/ 
profh,tou.1 In the Ethiopic translation this early Jewish writing is known as 
“The Rest of the Words of Baruch.”2 In the context of the remaining Baruch 
literature, English-speaking research uses the name 4 Baruch rather than Para-
leipomena Jeremiou.3

These various titles are bound up with assessments of the significance of the 
two main characters: Jeremiah and Baruch. Both play a major role, though in 
different ways. Jeremiah is the prophet of the fall of Jerusalem and the confidant 
of God, the priest who intercedes for the people, the one who accompanies it 
into exile, becoming there its teacher, and, finally, the one who accompanies 
the people back to the city. Baruch is the one who waits behind, lamenting the 
destroyed city of Jerusalem, who finally sends the news of the end of the exile to 
Jeremiah in Babylon. Later on, another figure appears within the story, binding 
together the time of the exile and the time of the return, a figure closely related 
to the Jeremiah tradition: Abimelech the Ethiopian. He becomes a symbol for 
the people in exile. Before the destruction of the city, Jeremiah sends him to 
a vineyard, where he sleeps for sixty-six years and then returns to the city still 
lying in ruins. The preservation of Abimelech and the figs he gathered stand for 
the exiled people, signifying that their exile also has an end, that the (terrible) 
dream has passed: the return is announced and prepared for. This theme makes 
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1. The title of the writing in manuscripts A, B, and C.
2. See August Dillmann, “Liber Baruchi,” in Chrestomathia Aethiopica (ed. A. Dillmann; 

Leipzig: Weigel, 1866), 1–15, here 8. See also J. Rendel Harris, The Rest of the Words of Baruch: A 
Christian Apocalypse of the Year 136 A.D. (London: Clay, 1889).

3. Bar = the biblical book of Baruch; 2 Bar. = the Syriac Apocalyse of Baruch; 3 Bar. = the Greek 
Apocalypse of Baruch. Kaufmann Kohler, “The Pre-Talmudic Haggada: B—The Second Baruch or 
Rather the Jeremiah Apocalypse,” JQR 5 (1893): 407–19, uses 2 Bar. for 4 Bar. Robert Doran 
names it “The Rest of the Words of Jeremiah” (Robert Doran, “Narrative Literature,” in Early Juda-
ism and Its Modern Interpreters [ed. Robert A. Kraft and George W. E. Nickelsburg; SBLBMI 2; 
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986], 294).
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it possible to date 4 Baruch (see below on “Author, Location, and Date”), but it 
also legitimates reading the story of return not just on the collective level on the 
surface of the text but also on an individual level. On this level a theological per-
spective of hope is revealed that individuals need to recognize for themselves.4 
The fate and hope of the people are bound up in a special way with the fate and 
hope of the individual members of that people, including not only the individu-
als within the story itself but also every reader of the story at any time and place. 
At the same time, the possibility that individual hopes can exceed those of the 
people also becomes clear. This sheds specific light on the theological constella-
tions of the time and the context in which 4 Baruch was written.

SOURCES AND LITERARY CHARACTER

The nine comparatively short chapters of 4 Baruch contain a number of 
theological ideas and literary motifs that must be taken into account in any 
attempt to identify the sources and literary character of the work.5

The most important source for 4 Baruch is 2 Baruch. This work, which in 
its literary frame also addresses the events and results of the destruction of the 
temple in 70 C.E. against the background of the biblical traditions surrounding 
587 B.C.E., served as a template for the author of 4 Baruch. Only thus are the 
commonalities as well as the characteristic differences between the two works 
best explained.6 

4 BARUCH AND THE SYRIAC APOCALYPSE OF BARUCH (2 BARUCH)

In the course of the following commentary, I will discuss in detail similari-
ties in content between 4 Baruch and 2 Baruch. Because I propose that 4 Baruch 
depends on 2 Baruch, this assumption needs to be made clear first by way of an 
overview of the similar narrative structures of the two works.7

The following table provides an overview of the clear parallels between the 
two works.8

4. See Christian Wolff, “Irdisches und himmlisches Jerusalem—Die Heilshoffnung in den 
Paralipomena Jeremiae,” ZNW 82 (1991): 147–58.

5. See Jean Riaud, Les Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie: Présentation, texte original, traduction 
et commentaires (Cahiers du Centre Interdisciplinaire de Recherches en Histoire, Lettres et Langues 
14; Angers: Université Catholique de l’Ouest, 1994); Jens Herzer, Die Paralipomena Jeremiae: Stu-
dien zu Tradition und Redaktion einer Haggadah des frühen Judentums (TSAJ 43; Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck, 1994).

6. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, passim.
7. Ibid., 38–39.
8. Most commentators note only the most obvious parallels in their comparison; this list seeks 

to be complete. See Pierre-Maurice Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch: Introduction, Traduction du
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4 Baruch 2 Baruch
1:1, 3, 7; 4:6 1:1–2:1; 77:10
1:2 2:2
1:5; 4:7 5:1; 7:1–2; 80:3
2:3 85:1–2
2:4 35:2
3:1–8, 14 6:3–10; see 80:2
3:11–12; 4:5 10:1–5; see 33:2
4:1–2 6:1, 5; 8:1–5
4:3–4 10:18
4:9 11:4–5
4:11 21:1
5:21; 7:32 44:3–45:2
6:7 13:3; 25:1; 76:2
6:8–23 77:12–19
7:1–12 77:20–26
7:8, 30 87:1

This list provides a basis for agreeing with P.-M. Bogaert’s claim that most 
points of contact between 4 Baruch and 2 Baruch are found in the so-called 
“cadre narratif ”9 and in the conclusion of 2 Baruch (2 Bar. 1–12 and 77; cf. 
4 Bar. 1–4 and 6–7). However, there are also numerous parallels outside this 
frame of reference. With regard to 4 Baruch, it is particularly interesting to note 
that there are few if any points of contact with 2 Baruch in 4 Bar. 2, 5, 8, and 9, 
and even these few, as will be seen, can only to a limited extent be regarded as 
genuine parallels. 

Not only the content but also the structure of the narrative frame reveals 
significant similarities. After the announcement of the destruction of Jerusalem, 
explained in terms of the sin of the people and its leaders (2 Bar. 1:1–5), Baruch 

Syriaque et Commentaire (2 vols.; Paris: Cerf, 1969), 1:186–90, here 107–13. See also Jean Riaud, 
“Les Paralipomena Jeremiae dépendent-ils de 2 Baruch?” Sileno 9 (1983): 105–28; idem, Parali-
pomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 40–48; Robert H. Charles, The Apocalypse of Baruch Translated from 
the Syriac (London: Black, 1896), xviii–xix, here xix. See also George W. E. Nickelsburg, “Narrative 
Traditions in the Paralipomena of Jeremiah and 2 Baruch,” CBQ 35 (1973): 60–68, here 60.

9. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:186.
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is required in 2 Bar. 2, together with Jeremiah “and all those of your kind” (2:1), 
to leave the city. Baruch’s objection (2 Bar. 3) and God’s answer (2 Bar. 4) follow, 
the latter concluding with God once again requiring Baruch and the others to 
leave the city (4:8). Finally, Baruch, Jeremiah, and the others accept their fate  
(2 Bar. 5), and the fall of the city follows (2 Bar. 6–8). Jeremiah heads to Baby-
lon with the people, while Baruch remains (10:1–5) and sings a lament. Only 
then does 2 Baruch provide in a variety of forms a full reflection on what has 
happened. These prayers, laments, and visions have as their pinnacle the prom-
ise of salvation to the people in terms of a return to Jerusalem. These reflections 
form the main body of 2 Baruch (10:6–77:26). Although the return itself is not 
reported, Baruch’s message to the exiles concerning the end of the exile is a clear 
hint of this expectation (2 Bar. 77–79).

One notes a similar structure in 4 Baruch. After an introduction of the 
situation, one encounters the announcement and the explanation of the 
destruction of the city, and Jeremiah is required to leave the city together with 
Baruch (1:1–3). Jeremiah’s objection and God’s answer follow (1:4–6, 7–11), 
then Jeremiah and Baruch’s acceptance of God’s will (4 Bar. 2). Finally, 4 Bar. 
4 describes the destruction and conquest of the city. Jeremiah heads to Babylon 
with the people (3:11; 4:5), while Baruch remains in Jerusalem and sings a 
lament (4:6–11).

These structural similarities are clear from the following overview.

4 Baruch 2 Baruch
1:1  Introduction, dating 

Word of the Lord to Jeremiah
1:1  Introduction, dating 

Word of the Lord to Baruch
1:1  Announcement and explanation 

of the destruction of the city 
1:2–5  Announcement and explanation 

of the destruction of the city
1:1 Demand that the city be left 2:1–2 Demand that the city be left
1:4–6 Jeremiah’s objection 3:1–9; 5:1 Baruch’s objection
1:7–11 God’s answer 4:1–5; 5:2–4 God’s answer
2:1–10 Acceptance of God’s will 5:5–6 Acceptance of God’s will
3:1–4:5 Fall of the city 6:1–8:5 Fall of the city
4:6–11 Baruch’s lament 10:5–19 Baruch’s lament
6:8–7:32  Letters by Baruch and 

Jeremiah
77:11–87:1 Letters by Baruch
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Further comparison reveals that the commonalities between 4 Baruch and 
2 Baruch go beyond their narrative frames to their contents.10 Not all modern 
scholars, however, agree that the author of 4 Baruch used 2 Baruch as a liter-
ary source.  Other possibilities for understanding the relationship between these 
two works have been suggested, and these merit discussion. The four competing 
theories are as follows: (1) 4 Baruch is earlier than 2 Baruch and was used by 
its author; (2) 2 Baruch is earlier than 4 Baruch and was used by its author; (3)  
2 Baruch used an earlier, now-unknown version of 4 Baruch; and (4) 2 Baruch 
and 4 Baruch drew from a common source.11

4 Baruch is earlier than 2 Baruch and was used by its author
Kaufmann Kohler argued for the dependence of 2 Baruch on 4 Baruch, 

though without offering any support for this thesis.12 Jean Riaud sought 
to counter this view by pointing to an earlier date for 2 Baruch.13 However, 
his objection fails due to the controversial question regarding the dating of  
2 Baruch, for which dates from 63 B.C.E.14 through the 132–135 C.E. Bar 
Kokhba War15 have been suggested. Even Pierre-Maurice Bogaert, who initially 

10. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 40–77.
11. Riaud, “Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 106–25. See also his Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 

40–48.
12. Kohler, “Pre-Talmudic Haggada,” 408; Riaud, “Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 106.
13. Riaud, “Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 106–7.
14. So Jean Hadot, “La Datation de l’Apocalypse Syriaque de Baruch,” Sem 15 (1965): 

79–95. Hadot was of the opinion that 2 Baruch reflected the events of Pompey’s conquest of 
Jerusalem in 63 B.C.E.: “il est nécessaire de montrer que le contenu de notre ouvrage répond 
jusque dans ses moindres détails aux événements que se sont produits autour de 63 av. J.-C. au 
sein du peuple juif ” (95). However, he fails to provide the evidence. Without arguing here the 
case at length, the fact that in 2 Baruch the city walls are destroyed stands contrary to this thesis 
(2 Bar. 7:1–3; 8:1: Pompey entered Jerusalem together with his army without destroying the 
walls). Cf. Josephus, Ant. 14.54–63. See also Pierre-Maurice Bogaert, “Le Nom de Baruch dans 
la Littérature Pseudépigraphique: l’Apocalypse Syriaque et le Livre Deutéronomique,” in La Lit-
térature Juive entre Tenach et Mischna (ed. Willem Cornelis van Unnik; RechBib 9; Leiden: Brill, 
1974), 56–72.

15. Primarily Frederick J. Murphy, “The Temple in the Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch,” JBL 
106 (1987): 671–83. See also Herbert Schmid, “Baruch und die ihm zugeschriebene apokryphe 
und pseudepigraphe Literatur,” Jud 30 (1974): 54–70, here 63, who views the years between 
132–135 as the terminus ad quem; so also Otto Eissfeldt, The Old Testament: An Introduction, 
Including the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, and Also the Works of Similar Type from Qumran—
The History of the Formation of the Old Testament (trans. Peter R. Ackroyd; New York: Harper & 
Row, 1965), 630. See Albertus F. J. Klijn, “Die syrische Baruch-Apokalypse,” JSHRZ 5.2 (1976): 
107–84: after 100 C.E. and before 130 C.E. In his “2 (Syriac Apocalypse of ) Baruch (early Second 
Century A.D.): A New Translation and Introduction,” OTP 1:615–52, here 617, he dates it 
“around A.D. 100.”
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argued for 96 C.E.,16 later suggested the period between 70 C.E. and 135 C.E.17 
That means that 4 Baruch and 2 Baruch could be dated very near one another. 
Literary analysis has had the decisive role in these dating questions.18

2 Baruch is earlier than 4 Baruch and was used by its author
Bogaert has been the leading representative19 of the view that 4 Baruch is 

dependent on 2 Baruch.20 Riaud’s argument against this view makes reference 
only to three parallels (4 Bar. 1:6 // 2 Bar. 4:2; 4 Bar. 4:3–4 // 2 Bar. 10:18; 4 
Bar. 7:8–12 // 2 Bar. 77:20–2621), but a critique based on these three texts is 
insufficient. Although Bogaert’s discussion of the thesis can be shown in some 
regards insufficient and unconvincing, it basically remains correct: the common-
alities and differences between the two works are best explained by assuming that 
4 Baruch depends on 2 Baruch. Certainly the link from 4 Baruch to 2 Baruch is 
not clear at every point, and often one must evaluate arguments concerning spe-
cific shortenings or lengthenings differently. However, one must maintain that 
parallel passages and their assessment have to fit into the context of the whole, 
on the basis of which less-certain passages are to be judged.

16. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:295; idem,“Le Nom de Baruch,” 58. See further Robert 
Henry Charles, “II Baruch. The Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch. Introduction,” in The Apocrypha 
and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament in English, with Introductions and Critical Explanatory 
Notes to the Several Books (ed. Robert Henry Charles; 2 vols.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1913), 2:470–
80, here 470; Leonhard Rost, Einleitung in die alttestamentlichen Apokryphen und Pseudepigraphen 
einschließlich der großen Qumran-Handschriften (Heidelberg: Quelle & Meyer, 1971), 97; Riaud, 
“Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 107; Gwendolyn B. Saylor, Have the Promises Failed? A Literary Analysis of 
2 Baruch (SBLMS 72; Chico, Calif.: Scholars Press, 1984), 103–5.

17. Bogaert, “Nom de Baruch,” 58. See also Irene Taatz, Frühjüdische Briefe: Die pau-
linischen Briefe im Rahmen der offiziellen religiösen Briefe des Frühjudentums (NTOA 16; Fribourg: 
Universitäts-Verlag, 1991), 60.

18. On dating questions, see below the discussion of “Author, Location, and Date.”
19. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1: Introduction. See further Harris, Rest of the Words of 

Baruch, 20. Charles, Apocalypse of Baruch (1896), xviii–xix; Bruno Violet, Die Apokalypsen des Esra 
und des Baruch in deutscher Gestalt (GCS 32; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1924), lxiv–lxv; Gerhard Delling, 
Jüdische Lehre und Frömmigkeit in den Paralipomena Jeremiae (BZAW 100; Berlin: Töpelmann, 
1967), 4–6; Albert-Marie Denis, Introduction aux Pseudépigraphes Grecs d’Ancien Testament (SVTP 
1; Leiden: Brill, 1970), 75; Christian Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum (TU 118; 
Berlin: Akademie, 1976), 45–46; Klijn, “2 Baruch,” OTP 1:620. For others, see Riaud, “Paralipo-
mena Jeremiae,” 105 n. 2.

20. However, Nickelsburg (“Narrative Traditions,” 62 n. 15) notes critically that Bogaert only 
twice makes a point of referring to the use of 2 Baruch in 4 Baruch. Riaud (“Paralipomena Jer-
emiae,” 107) rightly notes that most are satisfied merely to state the dependence of 4 Baruch on  
2 Baruch.

21. Riaud, Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 41.
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2 Baruch used an earlier, now-unknown version of 4 Baruch
Léon Gry assumed that an earlier, more primitive form of 4 Baruch was 

used by the author of 2 Baruch.22 His starting point was the observation that 
Jeremiah plays a subordinate role in 2 Baruch.23 That the pupil is more signifi-
cant than the master, he argued, indicates a later date for 2 Baruch.24 Riaud 
rightly counters that Jeremiah also plays an important role in 2 Baruch,25 even 
if one must allow that it is not as crucial as Riaud proposes. However, the fact 
that Jeremiah plays a much more significant role in 4 Baruch than in 2 Baruch 
strongly supports the view that 4 Baruch built on 2 Baruch, consciously cor-
recting and revising the specific relationship between Jeremiah and Baruch 
presented in 2 Baruch.26 It is hard to explain the other view, that 2 Baruch would 
have consciously attempted to eliminate Jeremiah. Hence the existence of an 
earlier edition of 4 Baruch remains highly uncertain and improbable, not least 
because there are no indications of the existence of such a text.27

2 Baruch and 4 Baruch drew from a common source
Based on J.-M. Rosenstiehl’s work,28 Riaud has argued that 4 Baruch and 

2 Baruch used one or more sources on which both are dependent.29 Character-
izing this source collection as “un cycle légendaire de Jérémie,”30 Riaud describes 

22. Léon Gry, “La ruine du temple par Titus: Quelques traditions juives plus anciennes et 
primitives à la base de Pesikta Rabbathi XXVI,” RB 55 (1948): 215–26, here 220. See also Riaud, 
“Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 113; Jean Riaud, “La figure de Jérémie dans les Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 
in Mélanges bibliques et orientaux en l'honneur de M. Henri Cazelles (ed. André Caquot; AOAT 212; 
Kevelaer: Butzon & Bercker, 1981), 373–85, here 373; S. E. Robinson, “4 Baruch: A New Transla-
tion and Introduction,” OTP 2:413–25, here 416–17, suggested a similar possibility, assuming that 
there was an independent original version of 4 Baruch, which was edited after 2 Baruch and which 
has been overworked by a Jewish redactor, in order to harmonize it with 2 Baruch.

23. Gry, “La ruine du temple par Titus,” 220: “L’auteur de Bar.syr., on le sait, cherche à élimi-
ner la personnalité trop importante du Jérémie.” See also Nickelsburg, “Narrative Traditions,” 66.

24. Gry, “La ruine du temple par Titus,” 220.
25. Riaud, “Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 114.
26. Against Nickelsburg, “Narrative Traditions,” 66, who mentions this explanation, yet rejects 

it. On the significance of Jeremiah in 4 Baruch, see Riaud, “La figure de Jérémie,” 373.
27. Riaud, “Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 115. Also against Nickelsburg, “Narrative Tradi-

tions,” 66.
28. Jean-Marc Rosenstiehl, “Histoire de la Captivité de Babylone I–V” (Ph.D. diss., Stras-

bourg, n.d.), referred to in Riaud, “Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 115. See also Riaud, Paralipomènes du 
Prophète Jérémie, 53–63.

29. Riaud, “Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 115–17. Similarly Robinson, “4 Baruch,” 417, who how-
ever qualifies his considerations as “speculative suggestions” (417). Berndt Schaller, “Paralipomena 
Jeremiou,” JSHRZ 1.8 (1998): 659–777, here 673, expressly develops this thesis.

30. Riaud, “Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 115–17.
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which elements the author of 4 Baruch took from it.31 This presentation charac-
terizes, however, only part of this cycle and leaves it largely unclear. Therefore, it 
is hardly possible to verify this hypothesis. If the legend cycle’s hypothetical form 
renders it unlikely, two further considerations make it even less so. The motifs 
that Riaud claims were taken from the legend cycle are basically parallel pas-
sages, which simply shows that such views were also found in other early Jewish 
works: Jeremiah as the new Moses,32 Jeremiah as spokesman,33 Jeremiah and the 
temple vessels,34 Jeremiah and the temple keys,35 Jeremiah and the Yom Kippur 
sacrifice,36 Jeremiah’s death,37 Abimelech’s sleep.38 It is impossible to prove the 
plausibility of the existence of a legend cycle on the basis of such limited evi-
dence. A second consideration refers to 2 Baruch, which is also claimed to have 
taken material from this cycle.39 One must explain why Jeremiah slips into the 
background behind Baruch in 2 Baruch,40 if Jeremiah were the main figure in 
the supposed legend cycle.41

Nickelsburg added an argument not taken into account by Riaud: the par-
allels between 4 Bar. 3:8, 2 Macc 2:7, and Liv. Pro. 2:11 regarding the temple 
vessels.42 In all three cases, Nickelsburg rightly notes: “The eschatological ter-
minus at which the vessels will be restored is the ‘gathering together’ of God’s 
people.”43 From this parallel Nickelsburg concludes: “The author of Par Jer 
knows a form of this tradition which dates back at least to the 1st century B.C. 
In this respect, he has preserved elements of the tradition more primitive than 

31. For details see Riaud, Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 53–63.
32. Riaud, “Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 116–20. See also Riaud, Paralipomènes du Prophète Jéré-

mie, 53–54; Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 79–83.
33. Riaud, “Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 120–21; Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchris-

tentum, 83–89.
34. Riaud, “Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 122–23; idem, Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 54–55; 

Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 61–71.
35. Riaud, “Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 123–24; idem, Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 55–56; 

Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 76–79.
36. Riaud, Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 56.
37. Riaud, “Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 124–25; idem, Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 56–58; 

Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 89–95.
38. Riaud, Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 58–63.
39. Riaud, “Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 115, 125; Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 673.
40. See further Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:100–119.
41. See even Riaud, “Paralipomena Jeremiae,” 125, on Syriac Baruch: “Baruch est le person-

nage principal de son Œvre, et Jérémie, son comparse muet.”
42. Nickelsburg, “Narrative Traditions,” 64. According to Felix Böhl (“Die Legende vom Ver-

bergen der Lade,” FJB 4 [1976]: 63–80), Liv. Pro. 2 is dependent on 2 Macc 2.
43. Nickelsburg, “Narrative Traditions,” 64. See also Böhl, “Legende,” 66–68.
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those in 2 Baruch.”44 However, Nickelsburg fails to prove this claim; merely 
noting the parallel in 2 Macc 2:7 does not suffice.45 Against Nickelsburg’s 
argument stands the significantly different wording of the two passages.46 The 
important word in 4 Bar. 3:8 hvgaphme,noj is missing in 2 Macc 2:7, whereas the 
language in 3:8 is similar to 2 Bar. 21:21–23.47 That 2 Bar. 6:7 (as 2 Macc 2:4–
5) mentions both the temple vessels and furniture, whereas only the vessels are 
of concern in 4 Baruch, is further proof for Nickelsburg that 4 Baruch used an 
older tradition.48 However, it is hard to imagine what this tradition could have 
looked like. Even with regard to the relationship between 2 Bar. 6:3–10 and 
4 Bar. 3:1–8, the links are so clear49 that dependence of 4 Baruch on 2 Baruch 
represents a more likely solution that requires no additional hypotheses.50 The  
2 Macc 2 tradition should thus probably be seen as the basis on which the 
author of 4 Baruch combined the prophet Jeremiah and the motif of the hiding 
of the temple instruments.

4 BARUCH AND THE PESIQTA RABBATI

Pesiqta Rabbati 2651 contains a number of passages that are quite similar 

44. Nickelsburg, “Narrative Traditions,” 64. See also Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 23; 
Robinson, “4 Baruch,” 417; Craig R. Koester, The Dwelling of God: The Tabernacle in the Old Testa-
ment, Intertestamental Jewish Literature and the New Testament (CBQMS 22; Washington, D.C.: 
Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1989), 50.

45. Nickelsburg incorrectly refers to Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 65 n. 63, who while 
referring to 2 Macc 2:7 does not draw conclusions concerning 4 Baruch from it.

46. Nickelsburg, “Narrative Traditions,” 64 n. 25, concedes this point.
47. See the commentary on 3:8 below.
48. Nickelsburg, “Narrative Traditions,” 64–65. On the use of 2 Macc 2:4–6 in Liv. Pro. 2:9–

11, see Anna Maria Schwemer, “Die Verwendung der Septuaginta in den Vitae Prophetarum,” in 
Die Septuaginta zwischen Judentum und Christentum (ed. M. Hengel and A. M. Schwemer; WUNT 
72; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1994), 62–91, here 79.

49. See below the commentary on 3:1–8.
50. After his very impressive argument for the dependence of 4 Baruch and 2 Baruch on 

common earlier tradition, Nickelsburg’s final sentence is incomprehensible (Nickelsburg, “Narra-
tive Traditions,” 68): “That the author of Par Jer knew of an apocalyptic Baruch tradition is evident 
from 4:11…, and it is not impossible that he knew 2 Baruch. However, we have argued above that 
our author also knew some older Jeremiah traditions.” S. E. Robinson’s assumption (Robinson,  
“4 Baruch,” 417) that a later Jewish editor sought to harmonize 4 Baruch with 2 Baruch is also to be 
rejected: 4 Baruch has an independence that distinguishes it from 2 Baruch and leaves no recogniz-
able traces of harmonization.

51. Leo Prijs, Die Jeremia-Homilie Pesikta Rabbati Kapitel 26: Eine synagogale Homilie aus nach-
talmudischer Zeit über den Propheten Jeremia und die Zerstörung des Tempels: Kritische Edition nebst 
Übersetzung und Kommentar (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1966), 11 n. 1, suspects that Pesiqta Rabbati 
was written in the second half of the ninth century; on introductory questions, see Hermann L. Strack
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to 4 Baruch.52 It tells the story of Jeremiah’s life from his birth to the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem episodically and thus distinguishes itself from other parts of 
Pesiqta Rabbati, in which a biblical verse typically provides the starting point 
for an exposition.53 Jeremiah’s life is interpreted in the light of the destruction 
of Jerusalem, and this interpretation concludes with a prophetic vision. A far 
broader picture is painted here than in 4 Baruch. However, Jeremiah is the main 
figure in both works, in contrast to 2 Baruch. Baruch, who is involved in the 
passages relevant for comparison, does not appear in Pesiqta Rabbati.

A direct relation between 4 Baruch and Pesiqta Rabbati is not demonstrable, 
however; rather, the commonalities are best explained in terms of a common use 
of 2 Baruch,54 though whether Pesiqta Rabbati is directly or indirectly literarily 
dependent on 2 Baruch can hardly be established with certainty.55 The various 
positions offered thus far are highly hypothetical and almost always reckon with 
intermediary texts for which there is no evidence.56 It is important to note that 
Pesiqta Rabbati orients itself much more to the biblical tradition and so seeks to 
harmonize passages from 2 Baruch that depart from the biblical text.

4 BARUCH AND THE APOCRYPHON OF JEREMIAH

Several scholars cite the so-called Apocryphon of Jeremiah57 as providing a 

and Günther Stemberger, Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash (trans. Markus Bockmuehl; 7th 
ed.; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1991), 322–29. On the history of the text, see Prijs, Jeremia-Homilie, 
11–19. The German text of the Pesiqta Rabbati is taken from the edition by Prijs, Jeremia-Homilie, 
25–77. The Hebrew text is also found there: Prijs, Jeremia-Homilie, 81–96 (= Codex Parma Nr. 
1240[3122]; see Prijs, Jeremia-Homilie, 14–16; cf. K.-E. Grözinger and H. Hahn, “Die Textzeugen 
der Pesiqta Rabbati,” FJB 1 [1973]: 63–104, here 91–95). For the English translation, see Leo 
Nemoy, ed., Pesikta Rabbati: Discourse for Feasts, Fasts and Special Sabbaths (trans. W. G. Braude; 
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1968), 525–38. On problems concerning the assessing of textual 
witnesses for Pesiqta Rabbati, see Grözinger and Hahn, “Textzeugen,” 91–95.

52. For a detailed comparison, see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 79–86.
53. Strack and Stemberger, Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash, 326, therefore suspect 

that Pesiq. Rab. 26 has a different origin.
54. Gry, “La ruine du temple par Titus,” 200.
55. On the influence of apocalyptic ideas on rabbinic writings, see ibid., passim; Clemens 

Thoma, “Jüdische Apokalyptik am Ende des ersten nachchristlichen Jahrhunderts,” Kairos 11 (1969): 
134–44, here 139; Beate Ego, Im Himmel wie auf Erden: Studien zum Verhältnis von himmlischer und 
irdischer Welt im rabbinischen Judentum (WUNT 2/34; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1989), passim.

56. On this, see the summary in Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:240–41.
57. The Apocryphon of Jeremiah is a text that has come to us in Garshuni, an Arabic language 

that employs Syriac letters. In the most likely secondary Coptic tradition it bears the same name 
as 4 Baruch. The Garshuni version has been edited with an English translation by Alphonse Min-
gana and J. Rendel Harris, “A New Jeremiah Apocryphon,” Woodbrooke Studies I.2, John Rylands 
Library Bulletin 11 (1927): 125–91, 192–233 (with an introduction by J. R. Harris [125–38]).
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further basis for postulating a Jeremiah legend cycle.58 Although some of the 
material in this apocryphal work concerning Jeremiah, Baruch, and Abimelech 
is related to 4 Baruch,59 there are also important reasons for doubting such a 
claim.

Like Pesiqta Rabbati, the Apocryphon of Jeremiah covers much more of 
Jeremiah’s story than does 4 Baruch, especially as regards Jeremiah’s activity 
before Jerusalem’s fall.60 It relies primarily on Old Testament traditions, ele-
ments of which are taken to shape the narrative, such as the lengthy conflict 
with Zedekiah, to whom Jeremiah is sent, Abimelech’s activity (150:1–160:261), 
and the conflict with Hananiah (152:4–18).62 A further tradition used is that 
of the archangel Michael, first named expressly in 4 Bar. 9:5, whom God gives 
the task in the Apocryphon of Jeremiah of requiring Nebuchadnezzar to conquer 
Jerusalem (161:26–163:19), after the sins of King Zedekiah have been described 
at length (159:18–20).

Still, one can observe some similarities between the Apocryphon of Jeremiah 
and 4 Baruch.63 Particularly of note is that, in contrast to 2 Baruch and Pesiqta 
Rabbati, the Apocryphon of Jeremiah shares the story of Abimelech with 4 Baruch 
(4 Bar. 5:1–6:8; Apocr. Jer. 167:3–30; 185:8–187:26). In contrast to 4 Baruch, 
however, the story is divided in two so that the story of Abimelech’s falling asleep 
and his awakening is separated by the story of the fall of the city, the deporta-
tion, the captivity, and the return of the people (167:31–185:7).64 In 4 Baruch, 
an ellipse is purposely created by consciously leaving out these events,65 which 

The Arabic version was published in French by Emile Amélineau, Contes et Romans de l’Égypte 
Chrétienne (Collections des Contes et Chançons populaires 13–14; 2 vols.; Paris: Leroux, 1888), 
2:97–151. See also K. H. Kuhn, “A Coptic Jeremiah-Apocryphon,” Muséon 83 (1970): 95–135, 
291–350. The original language was probably Greek. See Mingana and Harris, “New Jeremiah 
Apocryphon,” 127, 149; Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 53; René-Georges 
Coquin, “Quelle était la langue originelle du pseudépigraphe conservé en Copte sous le titre de 
Paralipomènes de Jérémie et en Arabe sous le titre Captivité des fils d’Israel à Babylone?” Apocrypha 
6 (1995): 79–82; Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 673 n. 53.

58. Riaud, Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 49–51; Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 
673–74.

59. Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 674.
60. Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 54–55; Riaud, Paralipomènes du 

Prophète Jérémie, 49.
61. Numbering according to page and line number in Mingana’s edition used in Mingana and 

Harris, “New Jeremiah Apocryphon.”
62. See further Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 54–56.
63. Space does not permit a full treatment of these similarities. See the list in ibid., 53 n. 7; 

Riaud, Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 49–50.
64. On the story of Abimelech in 4 Baruch, see below the commentary on chapter 5.
65. See below the introduction to chapter 5.
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are supplied in the Apocryphon of Jeremiah in detail on the basis of the biblical 
tradition, especially Ezra-Nehemiah (Apocr. Jer. 176:21–23).

The numerous similarities (as well as differences) between 4 Baruch and the 
Apocryphon of Jeremiah have given rise to theories positing a common source.66 
However, the preceding overview makes it readily apparent that this is unneces-
sary. It is clear that the editor of the Apocryphon of Jeremiah used Old Testament 
traditions quite freely, and its relationship to 4 Baruch is to be understood simi-
larly: 4 Baruch was not a literary model for the Apocryphon of Jeremiah but a 
known tradition freely used, shaped, and combined with others. For example, 
the “vineyard of Agrippa” (4 Bar. 3:10, 15; 5:2567) becomes “the garden of his 
master” (e.g., Apocr. Jer. 167:8, 11), probably because the connotations of the 
former were no longer comprehensible to the author of the Apocryphon of Jere-
miah. The reference here is also to a vineyard, for Abimelech picks not only figs 
but grapes, too (e.g., 167:10, 23; 185:10, 18). Likewise, the sixty-six years of 
sleep (4 Bar. 5:1) become seventy (Apocr. Jer. 167) in order to fit the biblical tra-
dition.68 There are also reasons in the text for assuming that other stories of such 
sleeps were also known to the author of the Apocryphon of Jeremiah, from which 
certain motifs were borrowed. The motif of the mountain, for example, that 
“covered” Abimelech (167:25–26) can be compared with b. Ta‘an. 23a,69 as can 
the remark that Abimelech slept until “Jerusalem was destroyed and then rebuilt 
afresh” (167:28–2970), which refers back to y. Ta‘an. 3:9 IVB: “He remained 
asleep for seventy years, until the Temple was destroyed and it was rebuilt a 
second time.”71

Thus, the Apocryphon of Jeremiah cannot be used to defend the hypothesis 
of a Jeremiah legend cycle. Further, it is impossible to demonstrate literary 
dependence between the Apocryphon of Jeremiah and 4 Baruch.72 Rather, the 
similarities and differences between the two works are best explained by assum-
ing that the author of the Apocryphon of Jeremiah knew the 4 Baruch tradition 
(as well as others).73

66. Among others, Riaud, Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 49–51; Schaller, “Paralipomena 
Jeremiou,” 674.

67. See below the commentary on 5:25.
68. See below the commentary on 5:1.
69. Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 56 n. 3. See below the “Excursus on  

4 Baruch in the Context of Ancient Sleep Narratives.”
70. See the contradiction in 185:21–22 and the attempted solution in 185:26–30.
71. Quoted from Jacob Neusner, The Talmud of the Land of Israel: A Preliminary Translation and 

Explanation, vol. 18: Besah and Taanit (Chicago Studies in the History of Judaism; Atlanta: Scholars 
Press, 1987), 226. See below the “Excursus on 4 Baruch in the Context of Ancient Sleep Narratives.”

72. As rightly Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 674.
73. See Mingana and Harris, “New Jeremiah Apocryphon,” 133; Bogaert, Apocalypse de 

Baruch, 1:180; Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 53; Hans Harald Mallau,
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CONCLUSIONS: 4 BARUCH AND ITS TRADITIONAL SETTING

The hypothesis of a Jeremiah legend cycle, postulating the cycle as the single 
source for various texts (including 4 Baruch),74 creates more problems than it 
solves and is much too complicated to be convincing.75 In fact, 4 Baruch uses 
the story framework as well as individual motifs of 2 Baruch found outside its 
frame that serve the development of the story in 4 Baruch, being molded to 
fit the intended purpose of the book. Although 4 Baruch is a shorter text 
than 2 Baruch, 4 Baruch goes beyond it, narratively speaking. Whereas 2 Baruch 
reflects theological issues relating to the fall of Jerusalem and the destruction of 
temple, ending with Baruch’s letter (2 Bar. 78–86), 4 Baruch continues the story 
up to the return of the people.

In order to make this ending possible, the new story of Abimelech is woven 
into the story taken from 2 Baruch. Abimelech is introduced in 4 Bar. 3 by way 
of an allusion to the Abimelech tradition of Jer 39 (LXX 46):16–18. This promise 

“Baruch, Baruchschriften: Paralipomena Jeremiae,” TRE 5 (1980): 269–76, here 272. L. Vegas-
Montaner, “Paralipomenos de Jeremias,” in Apocrifos del Antiguo Testamento (ed. Alejandro Diez 
Macho et al.; 2 vols.; Madrid: Cristiandad, 1983), 2:353–83, here 360. That the Apocryphon of 
Jeremiah is probably to be dated in the third/fourth century C.E. further speaks for this argument: 
Mingana and Harris, “New Jeremiah Apocryphon,” 149; Arthur Marmorstein, “Die Quellen des 
neuen Jeremia-Apocryphons,” ZNW 27 (1928): 327–37, here 337; Heinrich Schützinger, “Die ara-
bische Jeremia-Erzählung und ihre Beziehungen zur jüdischen Überlieferung,” ZRGG 25 (1979): 
1–19, here 11; Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 54. There are, however, some 
Qumran fragments that also seem to refer to a Jeremiah legend and thus are called 4Q Apocryphon of 
Jeremiah. If this is related to the already known Apocryphon of Jeremiah as discussed above, it would 
witness to a much earlier date of the legend in the second century B.C.E.; see Devorah Dimant, 
Qumran Cave 4.XXI: Parabiblical Texts, Part 4: Pseudo-Prophetic Texts (DJD 30; Oxford: Clarendon: 
2001), 91–260. In support of this hypothesis, see also Lutz Doering, “Jeremia in Babylon und 
Ägypten: Mündliche und schriftliche Toraparänese für Exil und Diaspora nach 4QApocryphon of 
Jeremiah C*,” in Frühjudentum und Neues Testament im Horizont biblischer Theologie (ed. K.-W. 
Niebuhr und W. Kraus; WUNT 162; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003), 50–79. The main argument 
of Dimant and Doering is that 4Q385a frg.18:I, a–b (Dimant, Qumran Cave 4.XXI, 159—one of 
the biggest and best-preserved fragments) seemingly speaks of Jeremiah being led with the people 
to Babylon and teaching them the commandments of God. However, not a single word that this 
reading relies on is preserved in the fragment; rather, it has to be hypothetically added. Thus, the 
reconstruction of this fragment as well as of others related to it is far from convincing and gives 
no certain hint to the emergence of the Jeremiah-Babylon legend. According to 4Q385a 18:II 
(Dimant, Qumran Cave 4.XXI, 163), Jeremiah is not in Babylon, but—as in the Old Testament 
tradition—in Egypt, and 4Q389 (Dimant, Qumran Cave 4.XXI, 220) seems to assume a letter from 
Jeremiah to the exiles.

74. Rosenstiehl, Histoire de la Captivité de Babylone. See Riaud, Paralipomènes du Prophète 
Jérémie, 39–80.

75. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 75–76, 87–88.
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to the “Ethiopian” provides the basis for the story of his preservation. Similarly, 
the motif of the figs is taken from Jer 24, which in the context of the sleeping 
story is of great moment: the figs stand both for individual hopes of salvation 
and for the hopes of the people. After thus setting up 4 Bar. 5, the writer takes 
the motif of sleep from a tradition concerning Honi the Circle Drawer, found 
in written form in y. Ta‘an. 3:9. This story, probably already in existence in the 
second half of the first century,76 was probably present in an oral form that was 
used by both 4 Baruch and y. Ta‘an. 3, also appearing later in b. Ta‘an. 23a. The 
basic thought running through all these traditions is that found in Ps 126, that 
the exile passes like a short dream. The interpretation of the psalm found in the 
Honi story is applied to Abimelech, who is known in the biblical tradition as 
one who did good to Jeremiah (see also 4 Bar. 3:9). In contrast to the rabbinic 
tradition, the psalm is not mentioned in 4 Baruch because its aim is not merely 
the exposition of the psalm but rather the development of an eschatological 
dimension to an already-established exposition. Thus the Abimelech story exem-
plifies the creation of a new tradition as it draws together originally unconnected 
and quite different traditions into a new concept.

The content of the correspondence between Jeremiah and Baruch does not 
seem to have any literary sources. Rather, 4 Bar. 6 and 7 take up the motif of 
a letter from Baruch to Gola in 2 Baruch, from which book the eagle motif is 
also taken, and 4 Baruch molds this motif against the background of the biblical 
Noah tradition found in Gen 8.

The section dealing with mixed marriages and the founding of Samaria by 
those disobedient to Jeremiah relies on biblical traditions (2 Kings, Ezra, Nehe-
miah), the positive attitude of the author toward the Samaritans having parallels 
in Jewish traditions of his time.77 The mention of Samaria makes it clear that 
the Samaritan question was important with regard to the future of the people 
of Israel and thus required reflection, since reference to Samaria would in other 
respects not have been necessary for his theological conception. In fact, 4 Bar. 
8 views the Samaritans as belonging to Israel, even if (as yet) separated from 
Israel by disobedience, but the promise of a heavenly Jerusalem counts for them 
as well (8:9). That the Ezra-Nehemiah tradition had already raised the issue of 
mixed marriage in the postexilic period gave the author of 4 Baruch a starting 
point for his own presentation.

76. Ibid., 92 n. 264.
77. 2 Macc 5:22–23; m. Kutim 2:28 (from Aqiba’s time; see Lazar Gulkowitsch, “Der kleine 

Talmudtraktat über die Samaritaner, übersetzt und erklärt, ” AGGELOS: Archiv für neutestamentliche 
Zeitgeschichte und Kulturkunde I.1.2 [ed. Johannes Leipoldt et al.; Leipzig: Pfeiffer, 1925], 48–56, 
here 48–52), y. Git. 1:4 (Aqiba); y. Ber. 7:1 (Simon ben Gamaliel); b. Sanh. 90b; for a differing view, 
see m. Qidd. 4:3.
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Finally, 4 Bar. 9 also picks up on Old Testament traditions. The festival of 
sacrifices and the prayer of Jeremiah derive from Isa 6 and the tradition of the 
Day of Atonement found in Lev 16. The prayer of the prophet summarizes the 
message of 4 Baruch and stands in place of an actual “sacrifice,” an understand-
ing of prayer that reveals links to rabbinic thought.78 The death of Jeremiah 
that follows stands in a line of traditions that know of a natural death for the 
prophet, without suggesting any dependence between them.79

The Christian redaction of 4 Baruch has its own traditional character-
istics as well. It consists of the addition of 9:10–32 at the end of the book. 
Other verses suspected of being (gnostic) Christian additions are actually to be 
explained with reference to the literary and traditional context of 4 Baruch.80 
The Christian ending shows awareness of the tradition found in the Martyrdom 
and Ascension of Isaiah concerning Isaiah’s death and the tradition of the stoning 
of Jeremiah that is found in Liv. Pro. 2 and that may form the background of 
Heb 11:37. On the basis of many linguistic clues, one would seek the Christian 
editor within circles influenced by a Johannine-apocalyptic Christianity.81

From a form-critical standpoint, 4 Baruch is not to be seen as an apocalyptic 
work,82 as its literary dependence on 2 Baruch might suggest. The form-critical 
question is associated with not merely literary-critical but also historical ques-
tions (see below on “Author, Location, and Date”). As will be shown, 4 Baruch 
adopts a critical position with regard to the messianic expectations of its day, 
immediately making the apocalyptic form unsuitable. Rather, 4 Baruch engages 
the expectations and discussions of the day in the style of a haggadah:83 a retell-

78. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 145–46 n. 540.
79. Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 89–95; Herzer, Paralipomena Jere-

miae, 156–58.
80. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 171–76. M. Philonenko’s thesis (Marc Philonenko, “Sim-

ples Observations sur les Paralipomènes de Jérémie,” RHPR 76 [1996]: 157–77) that 4 Baruch 
is a gnostic-Christian work in its entirety, related to Mandaian circles, is unsupported; see Jens 
Herzer, “Die Paralipomena Jeremiae—Eine christlich-gnostische Schrift? Eine Antwort an Marc 
Philonenko,” JSJ 30 (1999): 25–39.

81. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 160–70.
82. See Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, passim. Until the beginning of the Christian 

ending, the typical apocalyptical elements of an apocalypse are missing; see Lars Hartmann, “Survey 
of the Problem of Apocalyptic Genre,” in Apocalypticism in the Mediterranean World and the Near 
East: Proceedings of the International Colloquium on Apocalypticism, Uppsala 1979 (ed. David Hell-
holm; 2nd ed.; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1989), 329–44; Ed P. Sanders, “The Genre of Palestinian 
Jewish Apocalypses,” in Hellholm, Apocalypticism in the Mediterranean World, 447–59.

83. See Kohler, “Pre-Talmudic Haggada,” 407–19; Jacob Licht,  Nm whymry y#&(m rps 
Mynwcyth Myrpsh (Sefer ma’ase yirmiyahu–Paralipomena Jeremiae) (Annual of Bar-Ilan University 
Studies in Judaica and Humanities I; Jerusalem: Kiryath Sepher, 1963), xxi–xxii and 66–80, here 
68; Vegas-Montaner, “Paralipomenos de Jeremias,” 359; Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 158. 
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ing of a chapter of Israel’s history involving theological interpretations for the 
purposes of instruction.84

AUTHOR, LOCATION, AND DATE 

The interdependencies revealed by tradition criticism between 4 Baruch and 
its written precursors indicate that 4 Baruch could have been produced at any 
point during a rather lengthy time period. Because of its literary dependence on 
2 Baruch, the work can be no older than the end of the first century C.E. The 
relationship between the Christian redaction of 4 Baruch and the Martyrdom 
and Ascension of Isaiah suggests a date no later than the middle of the second 
century C.E. for the final form of the text.85 That the Jewish text must be several 
years older than the Christian one favors a date no later than 140 C.E. On that 
basis, a period of forty to fifty years emerges in which the Jewish text of 4 Baruch 
could have been written.

The most precise date proposed is that of Harris, who based his calculations 
on the number sixty-six, which occurs several times in the book (4. Bar. 5:1, 
30; 6:5; 7:24). Adding this number to the year of the destruction of Jerusalem 
(70 C.E.), Harris concluded that the text was written in 136 C.E. He regarded 
4 Baruch as a Christian text intended to be an eirenicon of the church to the 
synagogue produced by a Jewish Christian.86 The year 136 fits well with the eire-

84. Riaud (Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 85 with n. 36) suggests the term “historical hag-
gadah,” referring to R. le Déaut, Introduction à la Littérature Targumique 1 (Rome: Pontifical Biblical 
Institute, 1966), 14: “(A)ggadah historique … qui, faisant fi des données réelles de l’histoire, idé-
alise la tradition, en comblant les lacunes des récits historique, établit des connexions entre épisodes 
différents, entre divers personnages.” Riaud concludes: “Peut-être serait-il préférable de dire, que 
les Paralipomena Jeremiae sont une haggadah qui, parce qu’elle projette dans l’avenir des leçons du 
passé, a une ‘allure apocalyptique’” (Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 87). Schalom Ben-Chorin 
(Narrative Theologie des Judentums anhand der Pessach-Hagadda: Jerusalemer Vorlesungen [Tübingen: 
Mohr Siebeck, 1985], 13) names the haggadah as “narrative Theologie des Judentums”: “Die Hag-
gada ist wesensverwandt mit dem Midrasch, der homiletischen Auslegung der Heiligen Schrift” 
(14). This “narrative theology” has a “meditative character” (15). “Durch das immer wiederkeh-
rende Erzählen, das sich nicht auf das Ablesen von Texten beschränken soll, entsteht lebendige 
Heilsgeschichte” (16). See Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 681–82, who on the basis of the title 
Paraleipo,mena suggests the description “ergänzende Haggada” (supplementing haggadah).

85. The relation to Ascension of Isaiah allowed Dillmann to date 4 Baruch in the third or even 
the fourth century C.E. Admittedly, this conclusion only regards the text as we now have it, but even 
for that such a late date is implausible.

86. Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 12–15. See Robinson, “4 Baruch,” 414. Dillmann had 
already put forward the hypothesis of (Jewish-)Christian authorship in Dillmann, Chrestomathia 
Aethiopica, 9–10. Philonenko (“Simples Observations,” passim) has recently supported this view. 
For the problem of interpreting the number sixty-six, see below on 5:1.
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nicon view, being the year after the Jews lost Jerusalem to the Romans in 135 
C.E., such a document being possible only in such circumstances. However, 
neither Harris’s views on authorship nor those on dating have found much sup-
port. Studies in the last two decades make it clear that 4 Baruch was originally 
the work of a Jewish author that was given an additional ending by Christian 
circles.

Nevertheless, still others have also regarded the year 136 as a possible date 
of composition.87 Apart from the dubious means of arriving at such a date 
(adding 70 and 66), one must ask whether a Jewish text such as 4 Baruch was 
likely to emerge in a year such as 136. In his early review of Harris’s text edition, 
E. Schürer pointed out that, “were the little book really written in such moving 
times, one [would] expect stronger traces of that history in it.”88 If that is a valid 
criticism when one conceives of 4 Baruch as Christian, as Harris did, it must 
certainly count if the text is Jewish. It is most unlikely that the book would 
not deal with the just-finished and, for Israel, catastrophic events of the war 
against Rome. Consequently, many commentators have dated the work before 
the outbreak of the Bar Kokhba War, around 130 C.E.89 Apart from Harris’s 
view, only Riaud has suggested a relatively narrow period for the writing of 4 
Baruch, between 118 and 130 C.E. He even suggests that the Christian reception 
of the text occurred before 132.90

The poor state of the sources makes dating and reconstructing the produc-
tion of 4 Baruch difficult. It is unlikely, however, that the work was composed 
during the Bar Kokhba rebellion (132–135 C.E.), and thus we turn our atten-
tion to the period prior to it.

Our first consideration must be that the destruction of Jerusalem and the 
temple in 70 C.E. had major social, political, and religious consequences. The 
loss of the temple required a fundamental transformation of religious life in 
Palestine. The driving force behind the post-70 reorientation and reconsolida-
tion was provided by rabbis from the Pharisaic wing of Judaism. Of particular 

87. George W. E. Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature between the Bible and the Mishnah: A Histori-
cal and Literary Introduction (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1981), 315: “between 135 and 136.” See also 
Licht, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 70; Saylor, Have the Promises Failed, 139.

88. E. Schürer, review of J. R. Harris, The Rest of the Words of Baruch: A Christian Apocalypse of 
the Year 136 A.D., TLZ 15 (1890): 81–83, here 83.

89. George D. Kilpatrick, “Acts VII.52 ELEUSIS,” JTS 46 (1945): 136–45, here 141: “before 
132 C.E.”; Albert-Marie Denis, “Les Paralipomènes de Jérémie,” in Introduction aux Pseudépigraphes 
Grecs d’Ancien Testament (ed. Albert-Marie Denis; VTSup 1; Leiden: Brill 1970), 75: 70–130 C.E.; 
Emile Turdéanu, “La Légende du Prophète Jérémie en Roumain,” in Apocryphes Slaves et Roumains 
de l'Ancien Testament (SVTP 5; Leiden: Brill, 1981), 307–47, here 307: 70–132 C.E.; Robinson,  
“4 Baruch,” 414: first third of the second century.

90. Riaud, Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 131.
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note in this regard is Rabbi Johanan ben Zakkai, a student of the Hillel School91 
and a former member of the Sanhedrin.92 Within the context of such an enor-
mous political defeat and forcible subjection to Caesar, concentrating on the 
survival of the spiritual-religious dimension was the only way to save the Jewish 
people from disappearing. By accepting the Roman government yet preserv-
ing Jewish tradition and the law, ben Zakkai and his followers saw a future for 
the Jewish people.93 The developments in Judaism since 135 C.E. confirm this 
interpretation. This view explains ben Zakkai’s critical attitude toward messianic 
movements. For example, ’Abot R. Nat. B 31 records him saying:

If there were a plant in your hand and they should say to you: “Look, the mes-
siah is here!” Go and plant your plant and after that go forth to receive him. 
If the young men say to you: “Let us go and build the temple,” do no [sic] 
listen to them, but if the old men say to you: “Come and let us tear down the 
temple,” do as they say.94

The tradition established by ben Zakkai in Yavneh was continued by Gama-
liel II, a son of the last leader of the Sanhedrin. Under Gamaliel’s leadership the 
Yavneh school won more influence. Moreover, Shmuel Safrai points out that the 
wise men of Yavneh were the ones able to maintain Judaism after the destruc-
tion of the temple and to restore Jewish life in every respect.95

The attempt to concentrate on the spiritual and religious renewal of rabbinic 
Judaism that began to consolidate itself after 70 C.E. stands in stark contrast to 
a contemporaneous movement: continued opposition against Roman rule. The 
latter found its clearest expression in the rebellion of 115–117 C.E. against Trajan 
(98–117 C.E.) and then in that of Bar Kokhba in 132–135 C.E. against Hadrian 
(117–138 C.E.). The former was a series of rebellions in the Diaspora during 
a military action by Trajan in the Orient; the latter was concentrated in the 
Palestine homeland. The significance of these two movements within Judaism 

91. M. ’Abot 2:8; Adolf Schlatter, Jochanan Ben Zakkai, der Zeitgenosse der Apostel (BFCT 
3; Gütersloh: Bertelsmann, 1899), 9–10; Jacob Neusner, Life of Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai: Ca. 
1–80 C.E. (StPB 6; Leiden: Brill, 1962), 16–27.

92. Whether ben Zakkai was himself a Pharisee is not certain. See Günter Stemberger, 
Pharisäer, Sadduzäer, Essener (SBS 144; Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1991), 132.

93. Peter Schäfer, “Die Flucht Johanan b. Zakkais aus Jerusalem und die Gründung des ‘Lehr-
hauses’ in Jabne,” ANRW 19.2:43–101, 80–82.

94. Quoted from Antonio J. Saldarini, The Fathers according to Rabbi Nathan (Aboth de Rabbi 
Nathan Version B): A Translation and Commentary (SJLA 11; Leiden: Brill 1975), 182. 

95. Shmuel Safrai, Das jüdische Volk im Zeitalter des Zweiten Tempels (Neukirchen-Vluyn: 
Neukirchner Verlag, 1978), 126. See also Peter Schäfer, The History of the Jews in Antiquity: The 
Jews of Palestine from Alexander the Great to the Arab Conquest (Luxembourg: Harwood Academic 
Publishers, 1995), 139–40.
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for the dating of 4 Baruch lies in their differing attitudes toward Roman govern-
ment. In the period after ben Zakkai and Gamaliel II, the movement of Rabbi 
Aqiba, who provided theological support for Bar Kokhba’s rise,96 won increas-
ing influence.97 A major bone of contention in the run-up to this last Jewish 
war on Rome was the transformation of Jerusalem into Aelia Capitolina, which 
Hadrian had commanded during a Palestinian visit in 129–130 C.E. According 
to the Roman historian Dio Cassius (second half of the second century C.E.), 
this was the reason for Bar Kokhba’s rebellion (Historia Romanum 69 12.113.2). 
The suppression of the 117 C.E. rebellions in the Diaspora had already raised 
the question of how to cope with Roman authority. The beginning of the build-
ing of Aelia Capitolina and the Jupiter/Zeus temple not only intensified this 
conflict but also changed the cityscape. This otherwise unremarkable point is of 
particular interest because 4 Bar. 5:3 reports that Abimelech did not recognize 
Jerusalem when he returned after his sleep. This failure to recognize the city is 
not to be explained by the destruction of the city. Although one could see here a 
purely literary feature of a story about a long sleep, the repetition in 5:12 is par-
ticularly noteworthy because in literary terms it is not at all unnecessary: “And 
he went out of the city and when he looked carefully, he saw the landmarks of 
the city and said, ‘Indeed, this is the city, but I lost my way.’ ” The discrepancy 
between the views from inside and outside the city, which is only recognizable 
from without by its outline, could be an allusion to Hadrian’s architectural 

96. Peter Schäfer, Studien zur Geschichte und Theologie des rabbinischen Judentums (AGJU 
25; Leiden: Brill, 1978), 64–121, esp. 90–95; see also his Der Bar Kockba-Aufstand: Studien zum 
zweiten jüdischen Krieg gegen Rom (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1981), 55–57. Cf. y. Ta‘anit 4:5: “R. 
Simeon b. Yochai taught, Aqiba, my master, would interpret the following verse: ‘A star (kokhab) 
shall come forth out of Jacob’ (Numbers 24:17)—‘A disappointment (ko-zeba) shall come forth 
out of Jacob.’ R. Aqiba: When he saw Bar Kozeba, he said, ‘This is the King Messiah.’ Said to him 
R. Yohanan ben Toreta, ‘Aqiba! Grass will grow on your cheeks, and the Messiah will not yet have 
come!’ ” (quoted from Neusner, Talmud of the Land of Israel, 18:275). See also Pierre Lenhardt and 
Peter von der Osten-Sacken, Rabbi Akiva: Texte und Interpretationen zum rabbinischen Judentum 
und Neuen Testament (Berlin: Institut Kirche und Judentum, 1987), 307–17. For a critical perspec-
tive on the view that Aqiba supported Bar Kokhba, see Jacob Neusner, “Akiba ben Joseph,” TRE 
2:146–47, here 147: “Die Geschichte über die Beziehung zu Bar Kochba ist jedoch spät und findet 
in den älteren Überlieferungen keine Bestätigung, jedenfalls nicht vor Abschluß des palästinischen 
Talmuds, und genügt nicht als Beweis dafür, daß Akiba den Aufstand befürwortet oder gar Bar 
Kochba zum Messias proklamiert hat.” Against Neusner one would ask why such a wrong assess-
ment of Bar Kokhba would be attributed to Aqiba. On ambivalence in the assessing of Bar Kokhba 
among his contemporaries, see Adele Reinhartz, “Rabbinic Perceptions of Simeon Bar Kosiba,” JSJ 
20 (1989): 171–94, here 191–93: “These positive and negative statements are irrefutable evidence 
for the messianic identification of Bar Kosiba. Such identification, criticised as it was in the post-
revolt period, could only have had its origins during the time of the revolt” (192).

97. Schäfer, History of the Jews, 140.
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changes. Jerusalem is no longer the Jerusalem that Abimelech had left, although 
its “marks” (shmei/a) can still be perceived (see commentary on 5:12). In the 
view of the changed city and in Abimelech’s sadness and confusion, 4 Baruch 
picks up on certain feelings that were important among the Jewish people in the 
period 117–132 C.E. At the same time, the writer is aware of the seething mes-
sianic atmosphere in the land that will inevitably lead to new conflict.

Although it is not stated explicitly, this awareness can be seen clearly in 
the book’s eschatological orientation. By emphasizing God’s law as the way to 
the people’s salvation, the perspective of eschatological hope in the resurrection, 
and the expectation of a heavenly Jerusalem, the writer answers the pressing 
questions of his time, is even ahead of his time: a turning point in the fate of 
the Jewish people can only be expected from God (4 Bar. 6:13–22; 8:1–2), the 
final end of which will be the gathering of the people in the heavenly Jerusalem. 
The way the people must follow is to be found in a focus on God’s law, which 
points the way to the heavenly Jerusalem (see 5:34). This double orientation fits 
well in the period between the rebellions, more precisely in the years leading 
up to the Bar Kokhba War, around 130 C.E. The writer thinks it necessary to 
warn against the one-sided hope of political and temple-cultic restoration held 
by an influential part of the population. History has vindicated him. This view 
is consistent only if 4 Bar. 9 relativizes temple worship. Sacrifice is certainly 
mentioned (9:1–2), but the temple equipment, for which Jeremiah is initially so 
concerned (4 Bar. 3), and the keys to the temple (4 Bar. 4) are never returned, 
and Jeremiah’s sacrifice in 9:3–5 consists primarily in the prayer of a righteous 
man for himself and for the people. Thus the theology of 4 Baruch seems close 
to that of ben Zakkai in Yavneh and his successors, as outlined above. On the 
basis of the author’s broad awareness of the Scriptures, perhaps one ought to 
locate the author either in the ben Zakkai school itself or in the circles around it. 
This confirms the view, often rightly acknowledged on the basis of the author’s 
knowledge of the places he is discussing, that he is to be located in Palestine, 
more exactly in the Jerusalem region.98 Finally, the author’s geographical and 
temporal proximity to early Jewish apocalyptic, which is particularly clear in his 
dependence on 2 Baruch, is also shown by his tendency to overcome the feel-
ings of resignation characteristic of apocalyptic thought (e.g., 4 Bar. 4:9–10) by 
replacing them with the eschatological hope of salvation.

Dating the Christian redaction of 4 Baruch is harder than dating and locat-
ing the Jewish work. Normally the redaction is dated shortly after the Jewish 

98. Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 12; Robinson, “4 Baruch,” 414–15; Turdéanu, 
“Légende du Prophète Jérémie en Roumain,” 306; Denis, “Paralipomènes de Jérémie,” 74; Riaud, 
Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 128.
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original, either shortly before the beginning of the Bar Kokhba War99 or some-
time in the middle of the second century.100 The perspective on the Jewish 
people found in the Christian conclusion would seem to indicate a date after 
135 C.E. Although the people are more negatively portrayed in 9:10–32 than in 
1:1–9:9, the Christian redaction is a positive and constructive development of  
4 Baruch’s line of thought after the catastrophe of 135: just as the people had 
not listened earlier to their prophets, they had not listened to the voice of the 
author of 4 Baruch and so had headed to their own destruction. Thinking them-
selves to be doing right, the people had caused their own fall.

This view in the Christian redaction is not anti-Jewish but rather the redac-
tor’s attempt to develop a positive view of Jewish history in light of the failed 
rebellion. At the same time, a missionary element can also be found, as the very 
act of developing a Jewish writing suggests: the Jewish people should learn from 
their past and listen to the voices that the writer of 4 Baruch let speak loudly, 
which in the view of the Christian redactor ultimately point to the coming of 
Christ. The hopes for resurrection and eschatological salvation bind together the 
Jewish expectation and the Christian hope of salvation. Perhaps this dimension 
was decisive in the acceptance of this Jewish writing in Christian circles. How-
ever, the redaction of this common hope would not be Christian if it did not 
direct attention to God’s Christ, who prepares the way for this eschatological 
salvation that applies to all the nations of the earth. This Christian perspec-
tive is, however, filled with Old Testament traditions. In the light of the failed 
false messiah Bar Kokhba, this orientation must have been particularly effective. 
The use of Jeremiah as a Christian witness to the Messiah would have strength-
ened this orientation, since Jeremiah had already been portrayed as a prophet of 
eschatological salvation (see especially 4 Bar. 8:9). The Christian “reminder” of 
the hope of the eschatological city of God, so important in 4 Baruch, had new 
weight in the light of Hadrian’s edict against the Jews.101

The language used by the Jewish writer of 4 Baruch to formulate his pro-
phetic haggadah was certainly Greek, as is clear at several points, particularly 
in references to the Old Testament.102 The orientation toward Diaspora Jews 

99. Kilpatrick, “Acts VII.52 ELEUSIS,” 141; Riaud, Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 131.
100. Robinson, “4 Baruch,” 414.
101. In his “Remarks in the Margin of the Paper ‘The Figure of Jeremiah in the Paralipomena 

Jeremiae,’ by J. Riaud,” JSP 22 (2000): 45–49, Marinus de Jonge raises the question how 4 Baruch 
as a Jewish writing could be understood from a Christian point of view at all. This is one of the 
most difficult chapters in the history of reception, for in the Christian reception it is a difference 
between the overworking of a Jewish writing known as such and the reception of this Jewish writing 
already and exclusivly known as a Christian one.

102. See Berndt Schaller, “Is the Greek Version of the Paralipomena Jeremiou Original or a 
Translation?” JSP 22 (2000): 51–89.
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must therefore have been a fundamental aspect of the work. The view that the 
original was in Hebrew or Aramaic has not been sufficiently supported.103 So-
called Hebraisms or Aramaisms alone can no longer be regarded as a sufficient 
criterion for determining the original language. 

The Greek style of 4 Baruch points more probably toward an author whose 
mother tongue was probably Hebrew or Aramaic but who was working in a 
Hellenistic environment in the Diaspora and was shaped by the Greek tradition 
of the Old Testament.104

TEXT TRANSMISSION

The text transmission of the Paraleipomena Jeremiou is well documented 
in both older and more recent literature.105 There is as yet no comprehen-
sive modern and stemmatic-focused edition of the text of 4 Baruch showing 
the relationship of the different manuscripts. However, the text edition from 
Harris and that of Kraft and Purintun provide a good basis for reconstructing 
the Greek text.106 The basis of the text in this commentary is a critical analy-
sis of these two texts,107 although the following works were also referenced 
and compared: Ceriani’s edition;108 a copy of Ceriani’s edition by Oskar von 
Gebhardt with additions of the Codex R (Petropolitanus XCVI, fol. 78b–89, 
twelfth century);109 König’s translation of the Ethiopic text110 as well as that of 

103. Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 72; Licht, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 71; Robinson,  
“4 Baruch,” 414.

104. Schaller, “Greek Version,” 85–89.
105. Dillmann, “Liber Baruch,” passim; Antonio Maria Ceriani, Paraleipomena Jeremiae 

Prophetae quae in Aethiopica Versione dicuntur Reliqua Verborum Baruchi (Monumenta Sacra et 
Profana ex Codicibus praesertim Bibliotheca Ambrosiana 5.1; Milan: Typis et impensis Bibliothecae 
Ambrosinae, 1868), 9–18; Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 26–35; Robert A. Kraft and Ann-
Elizabeth Purintun, Paraleipomena Jeremiou (SBLTT 1, Pseudepigrapha Series 1; Missoula, Mont.: 
Society of Biblical Literature, 1972), 3–5; E. Turdéanu, “Légende du Prophète Jérémie en Rou-
main,” 307–47, 364–91. See also M. E. Stone, “Some Observations on the Armenian Version of 
the Paralipomena of Jeremiah,” CBQ 35 (1973): 47–59; Riaud, Paralipomènes du Prophète Jeremie, 
5–15; Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 688–92.

106. A new critical text of 4 Baruch will be edited by Bernhard Heininger (Würzburg, Ger-
many); the project is terminated until 2007. For more information, see http://www.theologie.
uni-wuerzburg.de/propaje/php_html/projektbeschreibung.php.

107. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 9–20.
108. Ceriani, Paraleipomena Jeremiae Prophetae, which is based on the Milan MS A and from 

the Menaeum of 1609.
109. Found in the “Nachlass von Oscar von Gebhardt,” Karton XXI.2, in the Staatsbibliothek 

Preußischer Kulturbesitz zu Berlin (No. ZfB, 1907, 15–25). This manuscript ends at 5:34.
110. Eduard König, “Der Rest der Worte Baruchs: Aus dem Aetiopischen übersetzt und mit 

Anmerkungen versehen,” ThStKr 50 (1877): 318–38.



 INTRODUCTION xxxvii

Prätorius;111 Wolff’s translation of the Slavic texts;112 Riaud’s translation of the 
Harris text;113 and Schaller’s critical translation.114

Kraft and Purintun’s edition makes the problem of the witnesses quite clear. 
The main problem is the relationship of MS A (Milan Braidensis, AF IX 31, fol. 
1–10, fifteenth century) and the closely related MS B (Jerusalem Taphos 34, fol. 
251–267b, tenth century), on the one hand, to MS C, on the other hand (Jeru-
salem Taphos 6, fol. 242r–247r, tenth century). These are the main witnesses to 
the Greek text of 4 Baruch, more precisely to the so-called “long form” of the 
book. This designation, however, is only completely valid for A and B, because 
C leaves the story at 8:5 and concludes with an account of the return from exile 
that follows the Old Testament accounts.115 The translations into Ethiopic,116 
Armenian (arm, fifteenth century),117 and Slavic118 and MS P (Paris gr. 1534, fol. 
159–169, eleventh century)119 also witness to the longer text. Manuscript C is 
closely related to the Ethiopic translation.120 Their text-critical value is normally 
regarded more highly than that of A and B.121 However, each case is to be con-
sidered on its own merits, not least because of the other existing manuscripts 
(see table below). It is safest to assume that none of the manuscripts is thor-
oughly reliable.122

111. Franz Prätorius, “Das Apokryphische Buch Baruch im Athiopischen,” ZWT 15 (1872): 
230–47.

112. Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 196–237.
113. Jean Riaud, “Paralipomènes de Jérémie,” in La Bible: Écrits intertestamentaires (ed. A. 

Dupont-Sommer and M. Philonenko; Bibliothèque de la Pléiade 337; Paris: Gallimard, 1987), 
1731–63.

114. Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 659–777.
115. The wording of the text is to be found in Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 60–61 

(apparatus).
116. See Dillmann, Liber Baruch, passim.
117. Edited by H. Sargis Josepheanz, Ankanon Girk’ Hin Ktakaranac: Uncanonical Books of the 

Old Testament (Venice: Lazar, 1896), 349–77; translation by Jaques Issaverdens, The Uncanonical 
Writings of the Old Testament Found in the Armenian MSS: Of the Library of St. Lazarus (Venice: 
Armenian Monastery of St. Lazarus, 1901), 252–304.

118. For the Slavic versions of the long form, see Turdéanu, “Légende du Prophète Jérémie en 
Roumain,” 307–91. See also Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 194–95, and his 
translations of the texts (196–237). See also Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 691–92, and the 
list below.

119. The readings of MS P as well as the Armenian translation are taken from the apparatus of 
the edition of Kraft and Purintun as far as it was possible, since the apparatus provides the variant 
readings only in an English translation and therefore seems not to be precise enough.

120. Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 30; Schürer, review of Harris, 81.
121. Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 29–30; Schürer, review of Harris, 81. Harris used MS 

C as the main witness for his critical text. Cf. Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 30.
122. Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 689 n. 180.



xxxviii 4 BARUCH

Alongside the older texts of the long form exists a short version of the text, 
also in two forms. Emil Turdéanu has plausibly demonstrated that the short ver-
sions are redactions of the long form,123 so the priority of the long text can be 
assumed.

LIST OF MANUSCRIPTS124

The long form of 4 Baruch is represented by the manuscripts that have capi-
tals as sigla and the translations eth, arm, slav. The short form is represented by 
the manuscripts that have small letters as sigla.

MSS representing the long form

A = Milan Bibliotheca Regia Braidensis AF IX 31, fol 1–10, 15th century (ed. 
Ceriani 1868; cf. Harris 1889).

B = Jerusalem Taphos (Patriarchal Library, S. Sepulchre) cod. 34, fol 251–
267b, 10th century (cf. Harris 1889; Harris has the 11th century).

C = Jerusalem Taphos (Patriarchal Library, S. Sepulchre) cod. 6, fol 242r–247r, 
10th century. In 4 Bar. 8:5 the text of C leaves 4 Baruch and continues 
with a different narrative; cf. Harris 1889.

F = Florence Laurentiana plut IV cod. 6, fol 232–249r, 11th century (character 
of this MS is uncertain).

G = Athens 1027, fol 402–411, 12th century.
H = Oxford Bodleian Holkham gr 27, fol 292–303, 15th century.
I = Jerusalem Saba Monasteries cod. 373, fol 129–142[?], 16th century.
J = Jerusalem Saba Monasteries cod. 281, fol 118–125r (old fol nos. 134–141), 

13th century.
K = Athos Lavra 327 (formerly T 87), fol 159–168r, 13th century.
L = Leiden University Library Bibl. Gr 99, fol 119, 14th century (containing  

4 Bar. 5:32b–7:36a; some relations to the C and the eth text).

123. Turdéanu, “Légende du Prophète Jérémie en Roumain,” 326–28.
124. The following list is based on the lists provided by Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 

26–29, and Kraft and Purintun, Paraleipomena Jeremiou, 3–5. See also Schaller, “Paralipomena 
Jeremiou,” 688–92; Jean-Claude Haelewyck, Clavis apocryphorum Veteris Testamenti (Turnhout: 
Brepols, 1998), 181–85. Schaller (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 690 n. 186) mentions the fact that 
there are still manuscripts that have not yet been used for the reconstruction of the text of 4 Baruch. 
The sigla used in this edition follow Kraft’s edition. See also Riaud, Paralipomènes du Prophète Jéré-
mie, 5–15. Schaller (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 689–90) uses his own system of sigla.
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M = Venice St. Mark VII.45 (formerly Nanianus 161), fol 254–262, 1616–
1618.

N = Paris suppl. gr 136, fol 107–134, 16th century.
O = Oxford Bodleian Baroc 240.2, fol 1v–9, 12th century.
P = Paris gr 1534.19, fol 159–169, 11th century.
R = Leningrad Public Library 96, fol 78b–89, 12th century.
S = Sinai gr 1670, fol 116–130r, 16th century.
T = Cambridge Trinity 191 (formerly B 8.7.58), fol 422–431, 11/12th century.
U = Vatican Palatine 27, fol 149–154, 10/11th century.
V = Vatican gr 620 (formerly 420), fol 201–206, 16th century.
W = Vienna National Library Hist gr 126 (formerly 36,6), fol 39–48r, 14th 

century (uncertain).
X = Paris gr 760, fol 176v–181, 14th century.
Y = Paris gr 776, fol 9–16, 15th century.
Z = Paris gr 1190, fol 186v–196, 1568.

MSS representing the short form

a = Jerusalem Saba Monasteries cod. 226, fol 227.2–230, 15/16th century.
b = Jerusalem Saba Monasteries cod. 429.2, item 7, 1619.
c = Jerusalem Stauros (Patriarchal Library, S. Crucis) cod. 118, fol 52v–66v, 

18th century.
d = Jerusalem Taphos (Patriarchal Library, S. Sepulchre) cod. 66, fol 

208v–211 (old nos. 212–215), 15/16th century (cf. Harris 1889; prob-
ably related to MS A).

e = Jerusalem Stauros (Patriarchal Library, S. Crucis) cod. 35, fol 391v–395, 
15th century (cf. Harris 1889).

f = Alexandria Patriarchal Library 173, fol 88–113, 16th century.
g = Sinai gr 529, fol 214–227 (old nos. 201–214), 1555.
h = Sinai gr 531, fol 61–72, 15/16th century.
i = Andros 46, fol 203–210, 15th century.
j = Athens 346, fol 42–50, 15th century.
jj = Athens 838, item 9, 16th century.
k = Athens 356, fol unknown, 1634.
kk = Athens Amantos A, fol 86–93, date unknown.
l = Athens 422, item 39, 1546.
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m = Athos 2801 (= Dochiariou 127), item 21, 17th century.
mm = Athos Lavra G 87, fol and date unknown.
n = Athos 3695 (= Dionysios 161), item 6, 17th century.

nn = Athos Lavra H 206, fol 115–118, 16th century.
o = Athos 3766 (= Dionysios 232), fol 530v–537 (item 16), 17th century.
oo = Athos Lavra K 18, fol 157–169, 17th century.
p = Athos 3797 [= Dionysios 263], item 23, 17th century.
q = Ochrid (Yugoslavia) 29, fol 300–315, 1547.
qq = Milan Ambrosian Library A.79 suppl., fol unknown, 15th century (cf. 

Ceriani 1868).
r = Munich 255.1, fol 94–102, 15/16th century.
rr = Munich 366, fol and date unknown.
s = Vatican gr 1190.114, fol 1044–1049, 16th century.
ss = Vatican Palatinae 138, fol 346–353, 14th century.
t = Vatican gr 1192.7, fol 79–86, 15th century.
tt = Vatican Reginae 49, fol 95v–102/103, 1574.
u = Vatican gr 1700 (= Lollino 16), fol 114ff., date unknown.
v = Vatican Barberini 3.3, fol 153–172, 1497 (without 4 Bar. 8:3b–9:14).
vv = Vatican Barberine 284, fol and date unknown.
w = Paris gr 947, fol 297v–298, 1574.
x = Paris gr 1313, fol 325–329, 15th century.
y = Paris gr 1579, fol 91–96, 15th century.

ww = Paris gr 1582, fol 109v–114, 13/14th century.
xx = Paris suppl. gr 54, fol 89–94, 16th century.
yy = Paris suppl. gr 1036, fol 12ff., 16th century.
z = London British Museum add 10073, fol 271v–281, 16th century.
zz = London British Museum Harley 5782, fol unknown, 14th century.



 INTRODUCTION xli

Translations (long form)

eth = Ethiopic translation, ed. A. Dillmann, 1866, based on the following 
MSS:125

etha  Paris, National Library, cod. Abbadianus 35, fol 176a–180a, 17th 
century.

ethb  Paris, National Library, cod. Abbadianus 55, fol 101b–105a, 16th 
century.

ethc  Frankfurt/M., University Library, Rüppel II.5, fol 61b–67a, 17th 
century.

arm = Armenian translation, based on the following MSS:126

arma  Venice, S. Lazzaro, cod. 345, 1220.
armb  Venice, S. Lazzaro, cod. 1447, 16th century.
armc  Erevan Maténadaran cod. 993 (former Etschmiadzin, cod. 920), 

1465.

slav = Church Slavic translation, based on the following MSS:127

slavA  private collection, 14th century.
slavB  Moscow Synodal Library, cod. 180, fol 11–17v, 16th century.
slavC/S  Fragment, 12th or 14th century.
slavD  Moscow, Museum of History, 14th century.
slava Moscow, Cloister of the Holy Trinity, collection, 15th century.

MANUSCRIPTS WITH SIMILAR CHARACTERISTICS128

Some manuscripts representing the long form and the short form of 4 
Baruch have been divided into certain groups in which the manuscripts show 
characteristic similarities and therefore a specific relationship.

1. MSS A B H, the Armenian and Slavic versions, and MS F. However, MS F 
should be given closer examination.

125. See Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 690–91.
126. See ibid. 691. Cf. Stone, “Observations,” passim.
127. See Turdéanu, “Légende,” 348–61; Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 691–92. For MSS 

slav A.B.C/S.a, see the German translation in Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 
196–237.

128. Following mostly Kraft and Purintun, Paraleipomena Jeremiou, 3–5. Cf. Harris, Rest of 
the Words of Baruch, 29–35; Riaud, Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 5–15.
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2. MSS P O W S J “exhibit a text form sufficiently different from the other 
groupings.”129 Kraft and Purintun divide this group further into P O and W S.

3. The third group of manuscripts is represented by C and the Ethiopic ver-
sions as well as probably by L I M.

4. A fourth group of manuscripts of the short form of the text is represented 
by e g a v and probably j l m p.

5. A fifth group of manuscripts is represented by d h and probably o.

THE CRITICAL APPARATUS

:  indicates the following as variants of a word or phrase that is oth-
erwise found in most of the other manuscripts (e.g., epi ton: A 
proj ton)

;   separates variants of the same word or phrase. (Within the Greek 
text, a semicolon indicates a question mark.)

–  between Greek words indicates that the whole phrase between 
them is the variant in question; for example, “Ieremia – o Barouc 
A B eth (R om o); C anasthqh kai su kai Barouc” in 1:1 means 
that the whole phrase VIeremi,a( o` evklekto,j mou( avna,sta( e;xelqe 
evk th/j po,lewj tau,thj( su. kai. o` Barou,c read by A B eth and in 
which R omits the o before Baruch, is replaced in C by anasthqh 
kai su kai Barouc

|   separates variants of different words or phrases within the same 
verse

||  separates verses
mg marginal note
om omit(s)
add add(s)
exponent   indicates the reference to the second or more appearance of a given 

word within a sentence (e.g., kai2 refers to the second appearance 
of  kai in the verse)

[]  Data in brackets indicate differences in manuscripts within the 
otherwise same variant. Also placed within brackets are indications 
of readings by modern translators, if useful.
The specification of one or more manuscripts following a variant 
with only a space indicates that the manuscripts read this variant.
The English translations of the Ethiopic version of 4 Baruch are 
based on the German rendering by Franz Prätorius.

129. Kraft and Purintun, Paraleipomena Jeremiou, 3.
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TA PARALEIPOMENA IEREMIOU TOU PROFHTOU

I 1 VEge,neto( h`ni,ka h|vcmalwteu,qhsan oi` ui`oi. VIsrah.l avpo. tou/ basile,wj 
tw/n Caldai,wn( evla,lhsen o` Qeo.j pro.j VIeremi,an\ VIeremi,a( o` evklekto,j 
mou( avna,sta( e;xelqe evk th/j po,lewj tau,thj( su. kai. o` Barou,c\ evpeidh. 
avpolw/ auvth.n dia. to. plh/qoj tw/n a`martiw/n tw/n katoikou,ntwn evn auvth/|)  
2 Ai` ga.r proseucai. u`mw/n w`j stu/loj e`drai/o,j evstin evn me,sw| auvth/j( kai. w`j 
tei/coj avdama,ntinon perikuklou/n auvth,n) 3 Nu/n avnasta,ntej evxe,lqate pro. 
tou/ h` du,namij tw/n Caldai,wn kuklw,sei auvth,n) 4 Kai. avpekri,qh VIeremi,aj 
le,gwn\ Parakalw/ se( Ku,rie( evpi,treyo,n moi tw/| dou,lw| sou lalh/sai evnw,pio,n 
sou) Ei=pen de. o` Ku,rioj\ La,lei( o` evklekto,j mou VIeremi,aj) 5 Kai. evla,lhsen 
VIeremi,aj le,gwn\ Ku,rie pantokra,twr( paradi,dwj th.n po,lin th.n evklekth.n 
eivj cei/raj tw/n Caldai,wn( i[na kauch,shtai o` basileu.j meta. tou/ plh,qouj 
tou/ laou/ auvtou/( kai. ei;ph| o[ti( :Iscusa evpi. th.n i`era.n po,lin tou/ Qeou/*  
6 Mh. Ku,rie, mou\ avllV eiv qe,lhma, sou, evstin( evk tw/n ceirw/n sou avfanisqh,tw) 
7 Kai. ei=pe Ku,rioj tw/| VIeremi,a|\ VEpeidh. su. evklekto,j mou ei=( avna,sta kai. 
e;xelqe evk th/j po,lewj tau,thj( su. kai. Barou,c\ evpeidh. avpolw/ auvth.n dia. to. 
plh/qoj tw/n a`martiw/n tw/n katoikou,ntwn evn auvth/|) 8 Ou;te ga.r o` basileu.j( 
ou;te h` du,namij auvtou/( dunh,setai eivselqei/n eivj auvth.n( eiv mh. evgw. prw/toj 
avnoi,xw ta.j pu,laj auvth/j) 9 VAna,sthqi ou=n( kai. a;pelqe pro.j Barou.c( kai. 

Title A B C; eth Rest of the words of Baruch, not the apocryphal, concerning the time when they were in 
the Babylonian captivity (cf. W J); R ta perilipomena tou agiou Ieremiou tou profhtou kai peri 
thj alwsewj thj Ierousalhm || I 1 hnika A B; C ote | oi: C om | apo A B; C upo | Ieremian C eth; 
A B add ton profhthn legwn (Kraft legwn) | Ieremia – o Barouc A B eth (R om o); C anasthqh 
kai su kai Barouc | anasta: R (Kraft) add kai | apolw C; A B apollw | authn A B eth; C thn 
polin tauthn | katoikountwn A B; C enoikountwn | egeneto – legwn: R egeneto en taij hmeraij 
ekeinaij hnika parwrgizwn uioi Ismahl kurion ton qeon kai emellon aicmalotizesqai kai h 
polij autwn porqhsqai upo tou basilewj twn Caldaiwn Naboucodonoswr elalhsen o qeoj 
proj Ieremian legwn || 2 stuloj: R stulloj | estin: C om | perikukloun authn A; B perikuklwn 
authn; C peri ta teich authj; R peri kuklw authj || 3 nun – exelqate B; A nun – exelqete (R 
exelqetai); C R (Kraft) nun oun | h (R a) – authn A B C R (A kuklwsh [Ceriani; v.Gebhardt]); 
d e Menaea (Harris) thn dunamin twn Caldaiwn kuklwsai authn; C add anastantej exelqate 
|| 4 apekriqh A B; C elalhsen | apekriqh – legwn: R apokriqeij o Ieremiaj elalhsen proj 
kurion legwn | parakalw: R parakalo | epitreyon moi A B; C keleuson me | tw doulw sou A B 
P eth arm; C om | enwpion sou A B; C logon enantion sou | de: C R eth (Harris Kraft) add autw 
| lalei: R lalhson || 5 elalhsen A B; C eipen | Ieremiaj: A B o Ieremiaj | legwn A B; C om | 
paradidwj A; B paradidhj; C paradidoij; R mh paradwseij | polin: R (eth) add sou tauthn | 
ina: R add mh | meta – autou A B eth; R om tou laou; P his multitude; arm multitude of his troops; 
C om; || 6 mou: R add kurie | sou1: B R son | sou2: C om | estin: R add toutou || 7 kurioj C; A 
B o kurioj | tw Ieremia A B; C R proj Ieremian | su1: R om | anasta A B; C anasthqi | ek thj 
polewj tauthj: eth om | apolw B C R; A om | katoikountwn A B; C enoikountwn | auth: A add 
apollw || 8 eij authn A B; C proj authn; R en auth | anoixw taj pulaj authj A B; C anoixw 
autoij taj pulaj; R anuxw authj taj pulaj || 



 TEXT AND TRANSLATION 3

THE MATTERS OMITTED FROM JEREMIAH THE PROPHET

1:1 It came to pass, when the children of Israel were taken captive by the 
king of the Chaldeans, (that) God spoke to Jeremiah, “Jeremiah, my chosen 
one, get up (and) depart from this city, you and Baruch, since I am going 
to destroy it because of the multitude of the sins of those who dwell in it.  
2 For your prayers are like a solid pillar in its midst and like an iron wall sur-
rounding it. 3 Now, then, get up and depart before the host of the Chaldeans 
surrounds it!” 4 And Jeremiah answered, saying, “I beseech you, O Lord, 
permit me, your servant, to speak in your presence.” And the Lord said to 
him, “Speak, my chosen one, Jeremiah.” 5 And Jeremiah spoke, saying, “O 
Lord Almighty, would you hand over the chosen city into the hands of the 
Chaldeans so that the king with the multitude of his people will boast and 
say, ‘I gained power over God’s holy city!’? 6 No, my Lord, but if it is your 
will, let it be done away with by your (own) hands!” 7 And the Lord said to 
Jeremiah, “Because you are my chosen one: get up and depart from this city, 
you and Baruch, for I am going to destroy it because of the multitude of the 
sins of those who dwell in it. 8 For neither the king nor his host will be able 
to enter it unless I first open its gates. 9 Get up, then, and go to Baruch and 
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avpa,ggeilon auvtw/| ta. r`h,mata tau/ta) 10 Kai. avnasta,ntej e[kthn w[ran th/j 
nukto.j( e;lqete evpi. ta. tei,ch th/j po,lewj( kai. dei,xw u`mi/n( o[ti eva.n mh. evgw. 
prw/toj avfani,sw th.n po,lin( ouv du,nantai eivselqei/n eivj auvth,n) 11 Tau/ta 
eivpw.n o` Ku,rioj( avph/lqen avpo. tou/ VIeremi,ou) 

II 1 VIeremi,aj de. die,rrhxen ta. i`ma,tia auvtou/ kai. evpe,qhken cou/n evpi. th.n 
kefalh.n auvtou/\ kai. eivsh/lqen eivj to. a`giasth,rion tou/ Qeou/Å 2 Kai. ivdw.n 
auvto.n o` Barou.c cou/n pepasme,non evpi. th.n kefalh.n auvtou/( kai. ta. i`ma,tia 
auvtou/ dierrwgo,ta( e;kraxe fwnh/| mega,lh| le,gwn\ Pa,ter VIeremi,a( ti, e;sti 
soi( h'’ poi/on a`ma,rthma evpoi,hsen o` lao,j* 3 VEpeidh. o[tan h`marta,nen o` 
lao.j( cou/n e;passen evpi. th.n kefalh.n auvtou/ o` VIeremi,aj( kai. hu;ceto 
u`pe.r tou/ laou/( e[wj a’'n avfeqh/| auvtw/| h` a`marti,a) 4 VHrw,thsen de. auvto.n 
ò Barou.c le,gwn\ Pa,ter( ti, e;sti tou/to* 5 Ei=pe de. auvtw/| VIeremi,aj\ Fu,laxai 
tou/ sci,sai ta. i`ma,tia, sou( avlla. sci,swmen ta.j kardi,aj h`mw/n\ kai. mh. 
avntlh,swmen u[dwr evpi. ta.j poti,straj( avlla. klau,swmen kai. gemi,swmen 
auvta.j dakru,wn\ o[ti ouv mh. evleh,sh| to.n lao.n tou/ton o` Ku,rioj) 6 Kai. 
ei=pe Barou,c\ Pa,ter VIeremi,a( ti, ge,gone* 7 Kai. ei=pen VIeremi,aj o[ti( ~O 
Qeo.j paradi,dwsei th.n po,lin eivj cei/raj basile,wj tw/n Caldai,wn( tou/ 
aivcmalwteu/sai to.n lao.n eivj Babulw/na) 8 VAkou,saj de. tau/ta Barou.c( 
die,rrhxe kai. auvto.j ta. i`ma,tia auvtou/( kai. ei=pen\ Pa,ter VIeremi,a( ti,j soi 

10 kai anastantej: R anastaj de | elqete: R elqate | teich: R teicei | deixw A B; C diknuw | 
ean mh C; A B ean mhti (Kraft add ti) | afanisw thn polin A B P R arm eth; C apolesw authn; 
A B add kai anoixw | dunantai A B; C dunhsontai; R dunhshtai | eij authn A B; C R en auth 
(R add tij) || 11 aphlqen A B P eth; C anecwrhsen | apo tou Ieremiou: C add eij ton ouranon; 
arm from him ||
II 1 Ieremiaj – qeou C eth; A B R (Ceriani v.Gebhardt Kraft) dramwn de Ieremiaj (R o Ieremiaj) 
anhggeile tauta tw Barouc (A tw Barouc tauta) kai elqontej eij ton naon tou qeou; B R 
(Kraft) add dierrhxen ta imatia autou Ieremiaj (R Ieremiaj ta imatia autou) kai epeqhken 
coun epi thn kefalhn autou kai hrxanto amfoteroi kleein (R klaiein) en tw agiasqhriw (R 
epi to agiasqhrion) tou qeou (Kraft om kai2 – qeou) || 2 kai idwn A B; C eidwn de (R Kraft idwn 
de)  | coun: C om | autou1: C add coun | fwnh megalh legwn A; B fwnhn megalhn legwn; C om | 
pater A B eth; C om | ti esti A B eth; C apesthn | epoihsen A B eth; C hmarten || 3 hmartanen 
A B eth; C hmarten | ewj an A B; C opwj | autw A B eth; R autwn; C autoij | amartia: C add 
auth || 4 hrwthsen: A B erwthsen; C eperwthsen (Ceriani v.Gebhardt Harris Kraft hrwthse) | 
auton A B R; C autw | o: C om | pater – touto R P (Kraft); C eth (Harris) pater( ti esti soi; 
A B arm (Ceriani) ti esti touto || 5 Ieremiaj: R add teknon | fulaxai: R fulaxon | ta imatia 
sou: C om | alla1: A B (Kraft) add mallon; R add mallon oi amfoteroi | kai1: C om | potistraj 
A C; B potistriaj; R pothstraj | alla2: C add mallon | kai gemiswmen: R ewj ote gemhswmen 
| elehsh: R elehsei | ton – Kurioj A B; C R kurioj ton laon touton || 6 pater Ieremia A 
B eth; C proj Ieremian || 7 Ieremiaj A B R eth; C om | paradidwsei A (Ceriani Harris Kraft  
paradidwsi); B paradidei; C paradw; R paradidh | polin A B eth; C add thn eklekthn; R add 
tauthn | basilewj A B eth arm; C R P om | tou aicmalwteusai R; A B kai aicmalwteusai; C 
kai arousi || 8 tauta A B eth; C om | kai autoj A B eth; C om | kai eipen A B eth (Ceriani 
v.Gebhardt Harris Kraft eipe); C R legwn | 
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tell him these words. 10 And when you have arisen at the sixth hour of the 
night, go onto the city walls and I will show you: unless I first destroy the city, 
they cannot enter it.” 11 When the Lord had said these things, he departed from 
Jeremiah.

2:1 And Jeremiah tore his garments and put dust on his head and entered the 
sanctuary of God.1  2 Upon seeing him with dust on his head and his garments 
torn, Baruch cried out in a loud voice, saying, “Father Jeremiah, what (hap-
pened) to you or what sort of sin did the people commit?” 3 Because whenever 
the people sinned, Jeremiah would put dust on his head and pray for the people 
until their sin was forgiven. 4 And Baruch asked him, saying, “Father, what 
does this mean?” 5 And Jeremiah told him, “Beware of rending your garments; 
rather, let us rend our hearts! And let us not draw water for the troughs; rather, 
let us weep and fill them with tears! For the Lord will not have mercy on this 
people!” 6 And Baruch said, “Father Jeremiah, what has happened?” 7 And 
Jeremiah said, “God will hand over the city into the hands of the king of the 
Chaldeans to take the people captive into Babylon.” 8 And when Baruch heard 
these things, he himself tore his garments and said, “Father Jeremiah, who has 

1. With the MSS A and B, Kraft/Purintun (cf. Ceriani, v.Gebhardt) read a different text and 
add a singular reading of B at the beginning of verse 1, which in fact takes up the intention of the 
reading of C and eth. As the apparatus shows, this construction makes some minor changes neces-
sary, for which there is no textual evidence. In all, the reading of C and eth represents lectio brevior 
et difficilior and is therefore to be preferred here.
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evdh,lwse tou/to* 9 Kai. ei=pen auvtw/| VIeremi,aj\ :Ekdexai mikro.n metV evmou/ 
e[wj w[raj e[kthj th/j nukto.j( i[na gnw/|j( o[ti avlhqe,j evsti to. r`h/ma) 10  
:Emeinan ou=n evn tw/| qusiasthri,w| klai,ontej)

III 1  ̀Wj de. evge,neto h̀ w[ra th/j nukto.j( kaqw.j ei=pen ò Ku,rioj tw/| VIeremi,a|( 
h=lqon òmou/ evpi. ta. tei,ch th/j po,lewj VIeremi,aj kai. Barou,c) 2 Kai. evge,neto 
fwnh. sa,lpiggoj( kai. evxh/lqon a;ggeloi evk tou/ ouvranou/( kate,contej 
lampa,daj evn tai/j cersi.n auvtw/n( kai. e;sthsan evpi. ta. tei,ch th/j po,lewj) 
3 VIdo,ntej de. auvtou.j VIeremi,aj kai. Barou.c( e;klausan le,gontej\ Nu/n 
evgnw,kamen o[ti avlhqe,j evsti to. r`h/ma) 4 Pareka,lese de. VIeremi,aj tou.j 
avgge,louj le,gwn\ Parakalw/ u`ma/j mh. avpole,sqai th.n po,lin a;rti( e[wj 
a’'n lalh,sw pro.j Ku,rion r`h/ma) Kai. ei=pen Ku,rioj toi/j avgge,loij\ Mh. 
avpole,shte th.n po,lin e[wj a'’n lalh,sw pro.j to.n evklekto,n mou VIeremi,an) 
Kai. ei=pe\ De,omai( Ku,rie( ke,leuso,n me lalh/sai evnw,pio,n sou) 5 Kai. ei=pe 
Ku,rioj\ La,lei( o` evklekto,j mou VIeremi,aj) 6 Kai. ei=pen VIeremi,aj\ VIdou. nu/n( 
Ku,rie( evgnw,kamen o[ti paradi,dwj th.n po,lin sou eivj cei/raj tw/n evcqrw/n 
auvth/j( kai. avparou/si to.n lao.n eivj Babulw/na) 7 Ti, poih,swmen ta. a[gia, sou 
h'’ ta. skeu,h th/j leitourgi,aj sou( ti, qe,leij auvta. poih,swmen* 8 Kai. ei=pen 
auvtw/| o` Ku,rioj\ +Aron auvta.( kai. para,doj auvta. th/| gh/| kai. tw/| qusiasthri,w| 
le,gwn( :Akoue( gh/( th/j fwnh/j tou/ kti,santo,j se evn th/| periousi,a| tw/n 

(8) edhlwse A B; C aphggeilen; R add to rhma || 9 ina gnwj: R kai gnwsei | to rhma B C eth; 
A B R add touto || 10 oun C eth; A B (Ceriani v.Gebhardt Kraft) add amfoteroi | klaiontej: A B 
R P arm (Ceriani v.Gebhardt Kraft) add kai hsan dierrwgota (R dierrogota) ta imatia autwn 
kai h gh epi taj kefalaj (h gh epi taj kefalaj: R coun epeqhkan epi thj kefalhj) autwn 
(Kraft om kai h gh – autwn) ||
III 1 wj A B; C R ote | h wra thj nuktoj: R P hmera; eth the sixth hour of the night; arm the sixth 
watch | thj nuktoj A B eth; C om | teich: R teicei | Ieremiaj kai Barouc A B P arm; C eth om; 
eth add and sat down waiting || 2 kai1 (eth); A (Ceriani Kraft) kai idou; C om | egeneto: C om | 
salpiggoj C eth; A B salpiggwn | kai2: C om | aggeloi: C oi agggeloi | katecontej: C econtej 
| en taij cersin autwn A B eth; C om | epi A B; C eij | thj polewj A B eth; C om || 3 legontej 
C eth; A B kai eipan | egnwkamen A B; C  egnwmen || 4 mh apolesqai – kai eipe: R aggeloi tou 
qeou ekdexasqai mikron ewj an erwthsw ton kurion mou rhma tote Ieremiaj elalhse legwn 
| polin: C add tauthn | proj kurion rhma C arm; eth to the Lord God; A B meta tou qeou tou 
uyistou | kai eipen – Ieremian C eth; A B om | kai eipe: A B add klaiwn; C om; P R arm eth 
(Kraft) tote Ieremiaj elalhsen legwn | deomai – 5 Ieremiaj A B eth; C om; R add o ean boulei 
kai eipen Ieremiaj | lalei: R lalhson || 6 nun: R om | kurie: C om | egnwkamen A B; C egnwmen 
| paradidwj A; B R paradidhj; C paradidoij | sou: C om | twn ecqrwn authj A B eth; C twn 
Caldaiwn | aparousi: C arousin; R epairousin || 7 C eth; A B R (v.Gebhardt Kraft) ti qeleij 
poihsw (R poihswmen; Ceriani v.Gebhardt poihsai) ta agia (Ceriani v.Gebhardt add sou) skeuh 
(R skeuei) thj leitourgiaj || 8 autw o: C om | aron A B eth; C arate | auta: R tauta | paradoj 
A B eth; C paradote | kai tw qusiasthriw C eth; A B (Ceriani v.Gebhardt Kraft) om | legwn A B 
eth; C om | akoue gh: C oti gh akoue | thj fwnhj A B eth; C om | en th periousia twn udatwn 
A B R P (eth arm); C o plasaj se (eth) en ousia twn ktismatwn; Kraft o plasaj se | 
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revealed that to you?” 9 And Jeremiah said to him, “Stay with me a while until 
the sixth hour of the night, so that you may know that this word is true.” 10 So 
they remained weeping at the altar.

3:1 And when the hour of the night came, as the Lord had told Jeremiah, 
they came together on the walls of the city, Jeremiah and Baruch. 2 And a 
trumpet sounded, and angels came out from heaven holding torches in their 
hands, and they set them on the walls of the city. 3 And when Jeremiah and 
Baruch saw them, they wept, saying, “Now we know that the word is true.” 
4 And Jeremiah besought the angels, saying, “I beseech you not to destroy 
the city just yet, until I speak a word to the Lord.” And the Lord said to the 
angels, “Do not destroy the city, until I speak to my chosen one, Jeremiah.” 
And he said, “I beg you, Lord, command me to speak in your presence.” 5 
And the Lord said, “Speak, my chosen one, Jeremiah.” 6 And Jeremiah said, 
“Behold, Lord, now we know that you are handing over your city into the 
hands of its enemies, and they will carry the people off to Babylon. 7 What 
shall we do (with) your holy (things), (with) the holy vessels of your temple 
service? What do you want us to do (with) them?” 8 And the Lord said to 
him, “Take them and consign them to the earth, that is, to the altar, saying, 
‘Hear, O earth, the voice of him who created you in the abundance of the 
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u`da,twn( o` sfragi,saj se evn e`pta. sfragi/sin( evn e`pta. kairoi/j( kai. meta. 
tau/ta lh,yh| th.n w`raio,thta, sou\ fu,laxon ta. skeu,h th/j leitourgi,aj e[wj 
th/j suneleu,sewj tou/ hvgaphme,nou) 9 Kai. evla,lhse VIeremi,aj\ Parakalw/ se( 
Ku,rie\ dei/xo,n moi( ti, poih,sw VAbime,lec tw/| Aivqi,opi\ o[ti polla.j euvergesi,aj 
evpoi,hse tw/| law/| kai. tw/| dou,lw| sou VIeremi,a|\ o[ti auvto.j avne,spase,n me evk 
tou/ la,kkou tou/ borbo,rou\ kai. ouv qe,lw auvto.n( i[na i;dh| to.n avfanismo.n th/j 
po,lewj kai. th.n evrh,mwsin\ avll’ ’ i[na mh. luphqh/|) 10 Kai. ei=pe Ku,rioj tw/| 
VIeremi,a|\ VApo,steilon auvto.n eivj to.n avmpelw/na tou/ VAgri,ppa dia. tou/ 
o;rouj\ kai. evgw. skepa,sw auvto.n( e[wj ou- evpistre,yw to.n lao.n eivj th.n po,lin) 
11 Ei=pe de. Ku,rioj tw/| VIeremi,a|\ :Apelqe meta. tou/ laou/ sou eivj Babulw/na( 
kai. mei/non metV auvtw/n euvaggelizo,menoj auvtoi/j( e[wj ou- evpistre,yw auvtou.j 
eivj th.n po,lin) 12 Kata,leiyon de. to.n Barou.c w-de( e[wj ou- lalh,sw auvtw/|) 13 
Tau/ta eivpw.n o` Ku,rioj( avne,bh avpo. VIeremi,ou eivj to.n ouvrano,n) 14 VIeremi,aj 
de. kai. Barou.c eivsh/lqon eivj to. àgiasth,rion( kai. ta. skeu,h th/j leitourgi,aj 
pare,dwkan th/| gh/|( kaqw.j evla,lhsen auvtoi/j ò Ku,rioj\ kai. au;qwron kate,pien 
auvta. h` gh/\ evka,qisan de. oi` du,o( kai. e;klausan) 15 Prwi<aj de. genome,nhj( 

(8) o sfragisaj se: e Menea tou sfragisantoj se | en epta sfragisin A B R P eth; C arm om | 
(R kai) en epta kairoij A B R (C kaidroij); eth om | kai4: C om | lhyh (R lhyei) thn wraiothta 
(R wraiwthta) sou A B R P (eth arm); C lhmyh thn odon th wraiothti sou | fulaxon: C kai 
fulaxhj | fulaxon – hgaphmenou d e Menea eth; A B fulaxon ta skeuh thj leitourgiaj tou 
hgaphmenou; R dexai ta skeuei tauta kai fulaxon auta ewj thj sunteleiaj tou hgaphmenou 
| ewj – hgaphmenou: C ewj erwthsin poihsh kurioj peri autwn oti hmeij ouk eureqhmen axioi 
fulaxai autaj oti epitropoi tou yeudouj eureqhmen (cf. 4 Bar. 4:4) || 9 kai elalhse: A B add 
klaiwn; C elalhse de; R kai palin elalhse | Ieremiaj: C P add proj kurion legwn; R tw kuriw 
o Ieremiaj legwn | parakalw: A B add kai duswpw | deixon: R epideixon | Abimelec tw Aiqiopi: 
R Abimelek tw Aiqiwpi | tw law kai tw doulw sou C eth; A B om; R om tw law kai | Ieremia: 
eth add far more than all the people of the city | oti autoj anespasen A B (Harris Kraft anespase); 
C autoj gar anesthsen | tou borborou C eth arm; A B P om | auton ina idh A B eth; R add thn 
alwsin kai; C ina afhj auton idein | ton afanismon A B eth; C thn erhmwsin | polewj: A B add 
tauthj | kai thn erhmwsin: C h ton afanismon h thn erhmwsin | all ina mh luphqh eth (Harris); 
A B R (Ceriani v.Gebhardt) all ina elehshj auton kai (R tou) mh luphqh (R luphqhnai); C hdh 
kai luphqh (Kraft elehshj auton kai mh luphqh) || 10 tw Ieremia: C om | ampelwna: C agron | 
dia tou orouj kai egw skepasw auton C eth; A B (Ceriani v.Gebhardt Kraft) kai en th skia tou 
orouj skepasw auton; R kagw auton skepasw en th skia tou orouj | ewj ou (R om) epistreyw 
(R add palin) A B R; C ewj aposreyw | eij thn polin A B eth; R en th polei; C eij Babulwna 
|| 11 C om | eipe de kurioj tw Ieremia A B (Ceriani v.Gebhardt Harris); P arm eth (Kraft) su de 
Ieremiaj; R su de | sou: R om | autwn: R add ekei | autoij: R add kai paramuqoumenoj | polin: R 
add autwn || 12 C om | ewj ou (R om) lalhsw autw: eth om || 13 C lalhsaj de autw o kurioj 
anecwrhsen eij ton ouranon apo tou Ieremiou | anebh – ouranon: R ekrubh apo tou Ieremiou 
eij touj ouranouj || 14 agiasthrion: C R add tou qeou | kai2: A B (Kraft) add eparantej | ta 
skeuh: A B add ta agia; R ta skeuei thj agihj | paredwkan: A B (Kraft) add auta | gh1 A B 
P eth arm; C add kai tw qusiasthriw | kaqwj (R kaqa) elalhsen autoij o kurioj B R eth d e 
Menea; C kaqwj eipen kurioj; A om | auqwron C; A B R (Kraft) euqewj | kai3 – gh2: A B (Ceriani 
v.Gebhardt) om | oi duo C R eth; A B om | eklausan: A B P arm add ama; R add omou pikrwj || 
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waters, who sealed you with seven seals, with seven epochs; and thereafter you 
will receive your beauty. Guard the vessels of the temple service until the gather-
ing of the beloved one!’” 9 And Jeremiah said, “I beseech you, O Lord, show me 
what I should do to Abimelech, the Ethiopian, for he has done many good deeds 
to the people and to your servant Jeremiah. For he pulled me out of the pit of 
mud. And I do not want him to see the destruction and devastation of the city. 
He rather should not be grieved.” 10 And the Lord said to Jeremiah, “Send him 
to the vineyard of Agrippa by the mountain (trail). And I will protect him until I 
return the people to the city.” 11 And the Lord said to Jeremiah, “Go with your 
people to Babylon and stay with them, announcing to them the good news, until 
I return them to the city! 12 But leave Baruch here until I speak with him!” 13 
Having said that, the Lord ascended from Jeremiah into heaven. 14 But Jeremiah 
and Baruch went into the sanctuary and consigned the vessels of temple service 
to the earth as the Lord had told them. And immediately the earth swallowed 
them. And the two of them sat down and wept. 15 And when morning came, 
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avpe,steilen VIeremi,aj to.n VAbime,lec le,gwn\ +Aron to.n ko,finon( kai. a;pelqe 
eivj to. cwri,on tou/ VAgri,ppa dia. th/j o`dou/ tou/ o;rouj( kai. evnegkw.n ovli,ga 
su/ka( di,dou toi/j nosou/si tou/ laou/\ o[ti evpi. se. h̀ euvfrasi,a tou/ Kuri,ou( kai. 
evpi. th.n kefalh,n sou h` do,xa) 16 Auvto.j de. avpelh,luqen kaqw.j ei=pen auvtw/|)

IV 1 Prwi<aj de. genome,nhj( ivdou. h` du,namij tw/n Caldai,wn evku,klwse th.n 
po,lin\ evsa,lpisen de. o` me,gaj a;ggeloj le,gwn\ Eivse,lqate eivj th.n po,lin h` 
du,namij tw/n Caldai,wn\ ivdou. ga.r hvnew,|cqh u`mi/n h` pu,lh) 2 Eivsh/lqen ou=n o` 
basileu.j meta. tou/ plh,qouj auvtou/( kai. h|vcmalw,teusan pa,nta to.n lao,n) 
3 VIeremi,aj de. a;raj ta.j klei/daj tou/ naou/( evxh/lqen e;xw th/j po,lewj( kai. 
e;rriyen auvta.j evnw,pion tou/ h̀li,ou le,gwn\ Soi. le,gw( h[lie( la,be ta.j klei/daj 
tou/ naou/ tou/ Qeou/( kai. fu,laxon auvta.j e[wj h`me,raj( evn h-| evxeta,sei se 
Ku,rioj peri. auvtw/n) 4 Dio,ti h̀mei/j ouvc eùre,qhmen a;xioi tou/ fula,xai auvta.j( 
o[ti evpi,tropoi yeu,douj evgenh,qhmen) 5 :Eti klai,ontoj VIeremi,ou to.n lao.n( 
ei[lkonto eivj Babulw/na) 6 ~O de. Barou.c evpe,qhke cou/n evpi. th.n kefalh.n 
auvtou/( kai. evka,qise( kai. e;klause to.n qrh/non tou/ton( le,gwn\ Dia. ti, hvrhmw,qh 
VIerousalh,m* Dia. ta.j àmarti,aj tou/ hvgaphme,nou laou/ paredo,qh eivj cei/raj 
evcqrw/n( dia. ta.j a`marti,aj h`mw/n kai. tou/ laou/) 7 VAlla. mh. kauca,sqwsan 
oi` para,nomoi( kai. ei;pwsin o[ti( VIscu,samen labei/n th.n po,lin tou/ Qeou/ 

15 Abimelec: R Abimelek | Aron ton kofinon kai apelqe: C apelqe; Menea labwn ton kofinon 
teknon apelqe | kai enegkwn (R enegkai) oliga suka didou (R om) toij nosousi tou laou: C 
om | oti – h doxa A B (eth); R add autou; C oti eufrasia kuriou eij thn kefalhn sou hxei 
| eufrasia: R frasij || 16 C eth; A B (Ceriani v.Gebhardt Kraft) kai tauta eipwn Ieremiaj 
apelusen auton Abimelec de eporeuqh kaqa eipen autw (Ceriani v.Gebhardt add Ieremiaj) ||
IV 1 idou: R add kai | thn polin C eth; A thn polin Ierousalhm; B R pasan thn polin 
Ierousalhm | esalpise de o megaj aggeloj: R eita meta mikron esalpisen o tou kuriou 
aggeloj | h dunamij: A B pasa h dunamij | hnewcqh: R hnucqh | pulh A B; C qura || 2 eishlqen 
C; A B (Ceriani v.Gebhardt Kraft) eiselqetw | tou plhqouj autou A B; C tou idou plhqouj | 
hcmalwteusan C; A B (Ceriani v.Gebhardt Kraft) aicmalwteusatw | panta: C om | laon: C 
add eij Babulwna; R add autou || 3 Ieremiaj de araj taj kleidaj: R tote araj o Ieremiaj 
taj skleij | kleidaj1: C kleij | exw – legwn A B eth; C kai eipen | soi A eth; B C su | hlie: 
A B hlia | labe A B; C dexai | kleidaj2: C kleij; R skleij tautaj | tou qeou: C om | ewj – 4 
egenhqhmen A B eth; C ewj erwthsin poihsei kurioj peri autwn ewj thj suneleusewj tou 
hgaphmenou | en h: R eni || 4 hmeij – egenhqhmen: R epitropoi tou yeudouj egennhqhmen kai 
ouc eureqhmen hmeij axioi tou fulaxai autaj | egenhqhmen: C add exenegkan oun auton || 
5 eti: R add de | klaiontoj: R klaiontwn kai oduromenoj o | Ieremiou: C autou | ton laon: R 
o laoj; C om | eilkonto: C eilkontej; R eilkento aicmalosia | Babulwna: A B R add upo tou 
basilewj twn caldaiwn (R also add suneipeto de autoij kai o makarioj Ieremiaj) || 6 o de 
Barouc: C Ieremiaj de dierrhxen ta imatia autou kai | ekaqise: R ekaqhsen | legwn: R oimmoi 
kurie | Ierousalem: R add h pantwj | hgaphmenon: R add toutou | laou1: R add oimmoi oimmoi | 
paredoqh: R add h hgaphmenh polij | ecqrwn: R Caldaiwn | kai tou laou: A B eth; C om; R add 
oimmoi oimmoi pwj enikhsan ai amartiai hmwn thn pollhn filanqrwpian tou qeou ei gar mh 
upereplewnasan ai amartiai hmwn kai tou laou ouk an paredoqhmen toij Caldaioij || 7 alla 
mh: R mh oun | iscusamen C; hdunhqhmen A B eth; (Ceriani v.Gebhardt oti hdunhqhmen) | 
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Jeremiah sent Abimelech away, saying, “Take the basket and go to the estate of 
Agrippa by the mountain trail; bring a few figs in it and give (them) to the sick 
among the people. For the favor of the Lord is on you, and his glory is on your 
head.” 16 And he went away as he told him.

4:1 And when morning came, behold, the host of the Chaldeans surrounded 
the city. And the great angel trumpeted, saying, “Enter the city, host of the 
Chaldeans, for behold, the gate has been opened for you.”2 2 So, the king 
entered with his multitude and took all the people captive.  3 And Jeremiah 
took the keys of the temple, went outside the city, and threw them into the 
presence of the sun, saying, “To you I say, O Sun, take the keys of the temple 
of God and guard them until the day when the Lord will ask you for them. 
4 For we have not been found worthy to guard them, because we became 
unfaithful trustees.” 5 While Jeremiah was still weeping for the people, they 
were dragged off into Babylon.3  6 And Baruch put dust on his head, sat down, 
and wailed this lament, saying, “Why has Jerusalem been laid waste? Because 
of the sins of the beloved people it has been surrendered into the hands of 
enemies, because of our sins and those of the people. 7 But let not the law-
less (people) boast and say, ‘We were strong (enough) to take the city of God 

 2. In the reading of the MSS A and B this sentence still belongs to the speech of the angel and 
fits the context better. Therefore it probably has to be seen as secondary.

3. The reading of Kraft/Purintun, which is close to eth, seems to be a construction in order to 
avoid the problems concerning the relationship of Jeremiah and the people while taken captive (cf. 
Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 12). Eth is more precise at this point because it explicitly mentions 
the fact that Jeremiah is also taken to Babylon.
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evn th/| duna,mei h`mw/n) VHdunh,qhte evp v auvth/|\ avlla. dia. ta.j a`marti,aj h`mw/n 
paredo,qhmen) 8 ~O de. Qeo.j h`mw/n oivkteirh,sei h`ma/j( kai. evpistre,yei h`ma/j 
eivj th.n po,lin h̀mw/n\ ùmei/j de. zwh.n ouvc e[xete) 9 Maka,rioi, eivsin oì pate,rej 
h`mw/n( VAbraa.m( VIsaa.k kai. VIakw.b( o[ti evxh/lqon evk tou/ ko,smou tou,tou( kai. 
ouvk ei=don to.n avfanismo.n th/j po,lewj tau,thj) 10 Tau/ta eivpw.n( evxh/lqen( 
klai,wn kai. le,gwn o[ti( @Lupou,menoj# dia. se.( VIerousalh.m( evxh/lqon avpo. sou/) 
11 Kai. e;meinen evn mnhmei,w| kaqezo,menoj( tw/n avgge,lwn evrcome,nwn( kai. 
evkdihgoume,nwn auvtw/| peri. pa,ntwn) 

V 1 ~O de. VAbime,lec h;negke ta. su/ka tw/| kau,mati( kai. katalabw.n de,ndron( 
evka,qisen u`po. th.n skia.n auvtou/ tou/ avnapah/nai ovli,gon( kai. kli,naj th.n 
kefalh.n auvtou/ evpi. to.n ko,finon tw/n su,kwn u[pnwsen( koimw,menoj e;th 
e`xhkontae,x\ kai. ouvk evxupni,sqh evk tou/ u[pnou auvtou/) 2 Kai. meta. tau/ta 
evgerqei.j avpo. tou/ u[pnou auvtou/( ei=pen o[ti( ~Hde,wj evkoimh,qhn a'n a;llo 
ovli,gon( kai. bebarhme,nh evsti.n h` kefalh, mou( o[ti ouvk evkore,sqhn tou/ u[pnou 
mou) 3 Kai. avnakalu,yaj to.n ko,finon tw/n su,kwn( eu-ren auvta. sta,zonta ga,la) 
4 Kai. ei=pen\ :Hqelon koimhqh/nai ovli,gon( o[ti bebarhme,nh evsti.n h` kefalh, 
mou\ 5 avlla. fobou/mai( mh,pwj koimhqw/ kai. bradunw/ tou/ evxupnisqh/nai( 
kai. ovligwrh,sh| VIeremi,aj o` path,r mou\ eiv mh. ga.r evspou,dazen( ouvk a'n 

(7) th: C om | hdunhqhte ep auth C eth; A B (Ceriani v.Gebhardt Kraft) om | paredoqhmen 
A B; C om; eth it has been delivered to you (Kraft paredoqh umin)  || 8 hmwn1 A B eth; C om | 
oikteirhsei: C oiktirhsen; R oikteirisaj | kai epistreyei (R epistreyaj) hmaj A B R eth; C 
om | umeij de: R add oi aicmalwteusantej hmaj kai thn polin hmwn porqhsantej | ouc exete: 
R ouk exetai || 9 makarioi: R add de | Abraam: R add kai | afanismon: R add kai thn eremwsin 
| thj polewj tauthj A B eth; C Ierousalhm || 10 eipwn: A B (Ceriani v.Gebhardt Kraft) add 
Barouc | exhlqen: A B (Ceriani v.Gebhardt Kraft) add exw thj polewj | lupoumenoj: C loipou; 
A B P arm eth om | Ierousalhm: C add kai | exhlqon: C exhlqen; R exhlqwn | apo sou: C ek thj 
polewj; R add klaiwn kai oduromenoj pasaj taj hmeraj thj zwhj mou | kai legwn – sou: eth 
om || 11 kaqezomenoj: C om | ercomenwn: A B (Ceriani v.Gebhardt Kraft) add proj auton; R om 
| kai2: R om || pantwn: A B R (Ceriani v.Gebhardt Kraft) add wn o kurioj emhnuen (R emeinuen) 
autw di autwn (R eautwn) ||
V 1 kaumati: eth add from where Jeremiah had sent him | katalabwn: C katelaben; R add upo 
ti | dendron: C add kai | upo thn skian autou: C om | tou anapahnai C; A tou anapausai; 
B anapahnai; R anapausasqai | oligon: R add ti | klinaj A B; C eklinen | autou: R om; A 
B add upnwsen | epi C R eth; A B upo | twn sukwn: C om; R add paracrhma afupnwsen kai 
epoihsen | upnwsen: A B om | koimwmenoj eth exhkontaex: C kai epoihsen exhkonta kai ex eth 
ekkoimwmenoj; eth om | ek: C apo | autou3: A B R (Ceriani v.Gebhardt) add kata prostaxin (R 
add tou) qeou dia ton logon on eipen tw Ieremia oti egw auton skepasw (R add en th skia 
tou orouj) || 2 kai1: C om | autou: R om | egerqeij: C arm exupnhsqeij; eth arose and awoke | 
hdewj: B idewj; R eidewj | an allo oligon: A B all oligon; C R oligon; eth if only I slept a little 
| bebarhmenh estin h kefalh mou: R estin bebarhmenh mou h kefalh | kai bebarhmenh: C 
alla baria | mou2: C R eth om || 3 kai: R eita | auta: R ta suka | stazonta: R add tw || 4 eipen: 
R add akmhn | koimhqhnai: R add eti | oligon: d e Menaea allo oligon | bebarhmenh: C baria | 
estin h kefalh mou: R mou estin h kefalh || 5 oligwrhsh: R olhgwrisei o | 
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by our power.’ You did receive power over it, yet we were given up because of 
our sins. 8 But our God will have mercy on us and will return us to our city. But 
you will not survive. 9 Blessed are our fathers Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, because 
they departed from this world and did not see the destruction of this city.” 10 
Having said this, he (Baruch) left weeping and saying, “[Grieving] because of 
you, Jerusalem, I went out from you.” 11 And he remained sitting in a tomb, 
while angels came and explained everything to him.

5:1 But Abimelech carried the figs in the heat (of day) and coming upon a tree, 
he sat down in its shade to rest a while. And leaning his head on the basket of figs, 
he fell asleep and slept for sixty-six years, and he was not awakened from his sleep. 
2 After these things he awoke from his sleep (and) said, “I would gladly have slept 
a little longer; my head is heavy because I did not get enough sleep.” 3 And when 
he uncovered the basket of figs he found them dripping (with their) milky sap. 4 
And he said, “I want to sleep a little because my head is heavy. 5 But I am afraid 
that I might fall asleep (again) and wake up too late and Jeremiah, my father, 
would have a low opinion of me. For if he were not in a hurry, he would not 
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avpe,steile, me o;rqrou sh,meron) 6 VAnasta.j ou=n poreu,somai tw/| kau,mati( kai. 
avpe,lqw @o[pou ouv kau/ma( ouv ko,poj e;stin kaqV h`me,ran#) 7 VEgerqei.j ou=n h=re 
to.n ko,finon tw/n su,kwn( kai. evpe,qhken evpi. tw/n w;mwn e`autou/\ kai. eivsh/lqen 
eivj VIerousalh.m( kai. ouvk evpe,gnw auvth.n( ou;te th.n oivki,an( ou;te to.n to,pon( 
ou;te to. ge,noj èautou/( kai. ei=pen\ 8 Euvloghto.j Ku,rioj( o[ti mega,lh e;kstasij 
evpe,pesen evpV evme,\ ouvk e;stin au[th h` po,lij\ 9 Pepla,nhmai( o[ti dia. th/j 
o`dou/ tou/ o;rouj h=lqon( evgerqei.j avpo. tou/ u[pnou mou\ 10 kai. barei,aj ou;shj 
th/j kefalh/j mou dia. to. mh. koresqh/nai, me tou/ u[pnou mou( pepla,nhmai 
th.n o`do,n) 11 Qaumasto.n eivpei/n tou/to evnanti,on VIeremi,ou( o[ti pepla,nhmai) 
12 VExh/lqe de. avpo. th/j po,lewj\ kai. katanoh,saj ei=de ta. shmei/a th/j 
po,lewj( kai, ei=pen\ Au[th me.n e;stin h` po,lij( pepla,nhmai de,) 13 Kai. pa,lin 
u`pe,streyen eivj th.n po,lin( kai. evzh,thse( kai. ouvde,na eu-re tw/n ivdi,wn) 14 
Kai. ei=pen\ Euvloghto.j Ku,rioj( o[ti mega,lh e;kstasij evpe,pesen evpV evme,) 
15 Kai. pa,lin evxh/lqen e;xw th/j po,lewj) Kai. e;meine lupou,menoj( mh. eivdw.j 
pou/ avpe,lqh|Å 16 kai. avpe,qhken to.n ko,finon le,gwn\ Kaqe,zomai w-de( e[wj o` 
Ku,rioj a;rh| th.n e;kstasin tau,thn avpV evmou/) 17 Kaqhme,nou de. auvtou/( ei=de, 
tina ghraio.n evrco,menon evx avgrou/( kai. le,gei auvtw/| VAbime,lec\ Soi. le,gw( 

(5) orqrou shmeron C eth; A B P R shmeron; eth when it became light || 6 poreusomai: R om | tw: 
R to | kai: R om | apelqw: R add proj auton en tacei | opou gar – hmeran: Harris; A B (Kraft) ou 
gar kauma ou kopoj estin kaq hmeran; Ceriani v.Gebhardt kai apelqw ou gar kauma ou kopoj 
estin kaq hmeran; Menea apelqw mallon suntomoj kai qerapeuso auton kakei koimwmai; C 
R om; eth because the heat is fierce and never goes away completely || 7 egerqeij: C anastaj | twn 
sukwn: R om | epeqhken: R add auton | twn wmwn eautou A B; R ton wmon autou; C thn kefalhn 
eautou; eth om kai epeqhken – eautou | eishlqen: R elqwn | kai3: R om | authn oute thn oikian 
oute ton topon (A B add eautou) oute to genoj eautou (R autou) A B R; C om oute ton topon; 
eth neither the city nor his house | kai eipen: A B oute tina euren kai eipen (Kraft oute tina twn 
gnwrimwn euren); R oute tina eteron twn gnwrimwn autou euren en auth kai eipen || 8 ep eme: 
C R (Ceriani v.Gebhardt Kraft) add shmeron | ouk: C kai ouk; R ontwj ouk; eth and he said, this 
is not | h polij: P R eth (Kraft) add Ierousalhm || 9 peplanhmai: C (Kraft) add gar thn odon; R 
add toinun thn odon | hlqon: C om | mou: R om || 10 kai – mou1: R om | tou upnou: R ton upnon 
| mou2: R (v.Gebhardt) om | peplanhmai: A B add de | peplanhmai – odon: R om || 11 qaumaston: 
R add de | eipen: C estin | Ieremiou: C tou Ieremiou | oti peplanhmai: C R (Kraft) add thn odon; 
eth as the city has changed to me || 12 exhlqe de: C kai exhlqe | katanohsaj (R add akribwj) eide 
A B R; C euren | thj polewj A B; C authj | de2: R gar; C (Kraft) add thn odon || 13 polin: C 
odon | kai ezhthse: R kai eiselqwn endon ezhthsen; C om | idiwn: R add autou h twn gnwstwn 
h twn filwn h twn gnwrimwn h twn diaferontwn en tw oikw autou || 14 kai eipen: C om | 
kurioj: A B o kurioj; C ei kurie | eme: C add kai ouk estin auth h polij || 15 palin: C om | 
exw: R ek | polewj: A B R add kai elegen ta men shmeia thj polewj (R mou) eisin (R add ti 
de ecw eipein h ennohsasqai aporw) | lupoumenoj: R add epi wraj ikanoj kai loipon | eidwj: 
C idwn; R add to | apelqh C ; A B apelqein || 16 kai (R om) apeqhken A B eth (Harris Kraft 
kai apeqhke); C afhken de; R add en th gh | kofinon: C R add twn sukwn | ewj: C add an || 17 
kaqhmenou: C kaqezomenou | autou: R add exw thj polewj | eide: R iden | ghraion: R ghreion; C 
ghraon anqrwpon | ercomenon: C om | legei: C eipen | Abimelec A B eth; C om | soi: B su |
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have sent me today at dawn. 6 So I will get up and proceed in the heat and go to 
where there is neither heat nor toil every day.”4  7 So he got up, took the basket 
of figs and placed it on his shoulders. And he entered Jerusalem, but he did not 
recognize it: neither the house nor the place nor his own family, and he said, 8 
“Blessed be the Lord, for a great trance has come upon me: This is not the city. 
9 I lost my way because I came by the mountain trail when I awakened from my 
sleep. 10 And since my head was heavy because I did not get enough sleep, I lost 
my way. 11 This is an astonishing thing to say to Jeremiah, ‘I lost my way.’” 12 
And he went out of the city and when he looked carefully, he saw the landmarks 
of the city and said, “Indeed, this is the city, but I lost my way.” 13 And again 
he went back into the city and searched, but he found no one of his own people. 
14 And he said, “Blessed be the Lord, for a great trance has come upon me.” 15 
And again he went out of the city. And he remained there grieving, for he did 
not know where to go. 16 And he laid down the basket, saying, “I shall sit here 
until the Lord lifts this trance from me.” 17 And while he was sitting, he saw 
an old man coming from the field. And Abimelech said to him, “I say to you, 

4. The text transmission in v. 6 is unclear. The reading of A and B (cf. eth), preferred by Kraft/
Purintun (cf. already Ceriani), makes the understanding easier. However, the reading preferred here 
fits the eschatological context of 4 Baruch, cf. the commentary on this verse.
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presbu/ta( poi,a evsti.n h` po,lij au[th* Kai. ei=pen auvtw/|\ VIerousalh,m 
evsti) 18 Kai. le,gei auvtw/| VAbime,lec\ Pou/ e;stin o` VIeremi,aj o` i`ereu.j( 
kai. Barou.c o` avnagnw,sthj( kai. pa/j o` lao.j th/j po,lewj tau,thj( o[ti ouvc 
eu-ron auvtou,j* 19 Kai. ei=pen auvtw/| o` presbu,thj\ Ouvk ei= su. evk th/j po,lewj 
tau,thj( 20 sh,meron mnhsqei.j tou/ VIeremi,ou( o[ti evperwta|/j peri. auvtou/ 
meta. tosou/ton cro,non* 21 VIeremi,aj ga.r evn Babulw/ni, evsti meta. tou/ laou/\ 
h|vcmalwteu,qhsan ga.r u`po. Naboucodono,sor tou/ basile,wj( kai. metV auvtw/n 
evstin VIeremi,aj euvaggeli,sasqai auvtoi/j kai. kathch/sai auvtou.j to.n lo,gon) 
22 Euvqu.j de. avkou,saj VAbime,lec para. tou/ ghraiou/ avnqrw,pou( ei=pen\ 23 Eiv 
mh. h=j presbu,thj( kai. o[ti ouvk evxo.n avnqrw,pw| u`bri,sai to.n mei,zona auvtou/( 
evpikatege,lwn a;n soi kai. e;legon( o[ti mai,nh|\ o[ti ei=paj( VH|cmalwteu,qh o` 
lao.j eivj Babulw/na) 24 Eiv h=san oì katarra,ktai tou/ ouvranou/ katelqo,ntej evpV 
auvtou,j* ou;pw evsti. kairo.j avpelqei/n eivj Babulw/na) 25 Po,sh ga.r w[ra evsti.n( 
avfV ou- avpe,steile, me o` path,r mou VIeremi,aj eivj to. cwri,on tou/ VAgri,ppa 
evpi. ovli,ga su/ka( i[na di,dwmi toi/j nosou/si tou/ laou/( 26 kai. avpelqw.n h;negkon 
auvta.( kai. evlqw.n evpi, ti de,ndron tw/| kau,mati( evka,qisa tou/ avnapah/nai 
ovli,gon( kai. e;klina th.n kefalh,n mou evpi. to.n ko,finon( kai. evkoimh,qhn( kai. 
evxupnisqei.j avpeka,luya to.n ko,finon tw/n su,kwn( nomi,zwn o[ti evbra,duna( kai. 
eu-ron ta. su/ka sta,zonta ga,la( kaqw.j sune,lexa auvta,) Su. de. le,geij( o[ti 

(17) presbu/ta: A B C Menaea presbu,ta | autw: C om | Ierousalhm: eth the old Jerusalem | esti: 
R om || 18 legei: C R eipen | pou R: A B kai pou | o1: R om | iereuj eth arm; A B iereuj tou 
qeou; C arciereuj; P R arciereuj tou qeou | o anagnwsthj: C om; eth the Levite | autouj: R add 
entade || 19 autw o presbuthj C eth; A B P R arm o presbuthj tw Abimelec || 20 mnhsqeij: C 
emnhsqhj | eperwtaj: R erwtaj | meta tosouton cronon (R tosoutouj cronouj): eth although you 
sat there all the time || 21 gar2: R add pro exikonta kai ex cronwn | upo: C upo tou | tou (R om) 
basilewj: C add Babulwnoj; P R add twn Caldaiwn; eth from Persia | estin Ieremiaj: C aphlqen 
| euaggelisasqai: R euaggelizomenoj | kai kathchsai autouj A; B kai kathchsai autoij; R 
kai katecwn; C eth om | ton logon A B C; R add tou qeou; eth om || 22 euquj de akousaj: R 
akousaj de tauta || 23 ei mh hj: R ei mi oti eij | presbuthj: R presbuteroj | oti1: C R om 
| exon: R ex wn | anqrwpw (eth); A B P arm anqrwpw qeou; C anqrwpwn; R anqrwpon | autou: R 
eautou | epikategelwn an: d e Menaea kategelwn an; A B R epei katagelwn; C epikategeloun 
| soi C; A om; d e B Menaea sou | kai elegon: A om | oti mainh A eth; B oti menei; C oti men; R 
sou kai elegwn oti menei | oti eipaj: C om | hcmalwteuqh: C hcmalwteuson; R aicmalwthsqh 
|| 24 hsan: R add gar | oupw: C oupw ouk | kairoj: C om | apelqein: C poreuqhnai; R add autouj 
|| 25 af ou: C exotou | eij – Agrippa: C om | epi: C enegkai | suka: A B add enegka; C R eth 
om | ina didwmi (R diadwmen) – laou: C toij nosousin || 26 apelqwn: C om | hnegkon auta kai 
elqwn: A B om; eth I went and reached that place and took what he had ordered me to take, and I 
turned around and by going | epi ti – oligon: R hnegka auta kai wj hlqon epi ti dendron dia to 
kauma tou hliou ekaqhsa mikron tou anapausasqai oligon | ti: C om | ekaqisa – kofinon1: 
C om; R add twn sukwn | ekoimhqhn: A B R add oligon | kai5: R add meta mikron | exupnisqeij: 
C anastaj; R add ex upnoj genomenoj | apekaluya: C anekaluya | ebraduna: C ecronhsa | ta 
suka: C auta | sunelexa auta: C anelexamhn auta; R kai exelexamhn auta ek thj sukhj |
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old man, what city is this?” And he said to him, “It is Jerusalem.” 18 And 
Abimelech said to him, “Where is Jeremiah the priest, and Baruch the reader, 
and all the people of this city?  For I could not find them.” 19 And the old 
man said to him, “You are from this city, aren’t you? 20 For today you remem-
bered Jeremiah, seeing that you are asking about him after such a long time. 
21 For Jeremiah is in Babylon with the people, for they were taken captive by 
King Nebuchadnezzar, and Jeremiah is with them to announce to them the 
good news and to teach them the word.” 22 As soon as Abimelech heard (this) 
from the old man, he said, 23 “If you were not an old man, and if it were not 
improper for a person to upbraid one older than oneself, I would laugh at you 
and say that you are crazy because you say, ‘The people have been taken captive 
to Babylon.’ 24 Had the heavenly torrents descended on them, there would 
not yet have been time to go to Babylon. 25 For how long has it been since my 
father Jeremiah sent me to the estate of Agrippa for a few figs, so that I might 
give them to the sick among the people? 26 And I went and brought them, 
and when I came upon a tree in the scorching heat of day, I sat down to rest 
a little and leaned my head on the basket and fell asleep. And when I awoke 
I uncovered the basket of figs supposing that I was late, and I found the figs 
dripping (with their) milky sap, just as I had picked them. And you say that 
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h|vcmalwteu,qh o` lao.j eivj Babulw/na* 27 {Ina de. gnw|/j( la,be( i;de ta. su/ka) 
28 Kai. avneka,luye to.n ko,finon tw/n su,kwn tw/| ge,ronti) 29 Kai. ei=den auvta. 
sta,zonta ga,la) 30 VIdw.n de. auvta. o` ghraio.j a;nqrwpoj( ei=pen\  =W ui`e, mou( 
di,kaioj a;nqrwpoj ei= su.( kai. ouvk hvqe,lhsen ò Qeo.j dei/xai, soi th.n evrh,mwsin 
th/j po,lewj) :Hnegke ga.r tau,thn th.n e;kstasin evpi. se. o` Qeo,j) VIdou. ga.r 
e`xh,konta kai. e]x e;th sh,mero,n eivsin avf v ou- h|vcmalwteu,qh o` lao.j eivj 
Babulw/na) 31 Kai. i[na ma,qh|j( te,knon( o[ti avlhqe,j evstin( avna,bleyon eivj to.n 
avgro.n kai. i;de( o[ti evfa,nh h` au;xhsij tw/n genhma,twn\ i;de kai. ta. su/ka( o[ti 
kairo.j auvtw/n ouvk e;sti( kai. gnw/qi) 32 To,te e;kraxe mega,lh| fwnh/| VAbime,lec 
le,gwn\ Euvlogh,sw se( Ku,rie ò Qeo.j tou/ ouvranou/ kai. th/j gh/j( h̀ avna,pausij 
tw/n yucw/n tw/n dikai,wn evn panti. to,pw|) 33 Kai. le,gei tw|/ ghraiw/| avnqrw,pw|\ 
Poi/o,j evstin o` mh.n ou-toj* ~O de. ei=pe\ Nissa,n\ kai. e;stin h` dwdeka,th) 34 
Kai. evpa,raj evk tw/n su,kwn( e;dwke tw/| ghraiw/| avnqrw,pw|( kai. le,gei auvtw/|\ ~O 
Qeo.j fwtagwgh,sei se eivj th.n a;nw po,lin VIerousalh,m)

VI 1 Meta. tau/ta evxh/lqen VAbime,lec e;xw th/j po,lewj( kai. proshu,xato pro.j 
Ku,rion) Kai. ivdou. a;ggeloj Kuri,ou h=lqe( kai. avpekate,sthsen auvto.n( o[pou 
h=n Barou,c\ eu-re de. auvto.n evn mnhmei,w| kaqezo,menon) 2 Kai. evn tw/| qewrh/sai

(26) hcmalwteuqh o laoj: C hcmalwteuqhsan || 27 ina – 28 kai: R dh kai su autoj gnwj to 
alhqej labe dh kai su ek twn sukwn kai qewrison kai euqewj || 28 ton kofinon – geronti: 
R ta suka tw ghrew || 29 eiden: R euren | stazonta: R add tw | gala: R add wsper hdh 
skopenta(?) ek tou dendron || 30 ghraioj: R ghrewj | dikaioj anqrwpoj ei su C eth; A B P arm 
dikaiou anqrwpou uioj ei su; R dikaiou androj uioj ei | ouk hqelhsen: R mh qelwn | deixai soi 
C eth; A B idein se (Kraft h idein se) | polewj: A B add tauthj | gar1: C R om | o qeoj2: C P 
R arm om | shmeron eisin C P eth; A B arm om | eth: R cronoi eisin | hcmalwteuqh o laoj: C 
aicmalwteuqhsan; R aicmalwtisqh o laoj || 31 teknon: C om | alhqej estin: A B P arm alhqh 
eisin aper legw soi; R alhqej estin aper soi legw (Kraft alhqej estin aper legw soi) | oti2: 
A B add ouk; R add akmhn oudamou | efanh A B (Kraft ouk esti efanh) | oti kairoj autwn ouk 
esti (R add nun) A B R: C  oti ouk esti kairoj twn sukwn | gnwqi: R add kai autoj teknon thn 
megalhn tou qeou dunamin kai oikonomian thn genamenhn eij se; eth add and he realized that it 
was not the time of all these || 32 tote: C kai | megalh fwnh Abimelec: R Abimelec fwnh megalh 
| Abimelec: C om | euloghsw: C eulogw | kurie o qeoj: A B P R arm (Kraft) o qeoj; C kurie; 
eth O Lord my God, God | anapausij: R eij touj aiwnaj h anapausij kai h paramoiqia | twn 
yucwn: C om | dikaiwn: R add sou | topw A B P arm eth; C kairw || 33 kai: R eita | kai legei tw 
ghraiw anqrwpw: C to fwj to alhqinon h alhqinh antapodosij o wn megaj qaumastoj eij 
touj aiwnaj amhn tote legei tw ghraiw anqrwpw; R add o Abimelec | Nissan kai estin h 
dwdekath (eth Harris): A B Nissan o esti dwdekatoj; C Isaak estin o mhn outoj; R nisa oj 
estin aprillioj; eth the twelfth of the month Nisan, which is Mijazia || 34 kai eparaj: C outoj 
araj oun | kai legei: C eipwn | eij: A B R epi ||
VI 1 proshuxato: C huxato | hlqh kai: A B P arm (Kraft) add krathsaj autou thj dexiaj 
ceiroj; Ceriani thj dexiaj autou | auton1: A B (Ceriani Kraft) add eij ton topon | Barouc: A B 
(Ceriani Kraft) add kaqezomenoj | eurh de: C kai eure | kaqezomenon: A B (Ceriani Kraft) om || 
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the people have been taken captive to Babylon? 27 But that you might know, 
take the figs and see!” 28 And he uncovered the basket of figs for the old man. 
29 And he saw them dripping (with their) milky sap. 30 And when he saw 
them, the old man said, “O my son, you are a righteous man and God did not 
want to show you the desolation of the city, so God brought this trance upon 
you. Behold, it has been sixty-six years today since the people were taken captive 
to Babylon. 31 But that you may learn, child, that it is true, look at the field 
and see that the growth of the crops has (just) begun. Notice also the figs, that 
their time has not yet come, and understand.” 32 Then Abimelech cried out in 
a loud voice, saying, “I will bless you, O Lord,5 God of heaven and earth, the 
Rest of the souls of the righteous in every place.” 33 And to the old man he said, 
“What month is this?” And he said, “Nisan. And it is the twelfth (day).”6  34 
And taking (a few) of the figs, he gave them to the old man and said to him, 
“God will lead you (by his) light to the city above, Jerusalem.”

6:1 After these things Abimelech went outside the city and prayed to the 
Lord. And behold, an angel of the Lord came and returned him to where 
Baruch was. And he found him sitting in a tomb. 2 And when they saw

5. Although the address “Lord, God” is a combination of the readings of A, B and C, it fits 
better in the context of 4 Baruch, where no address to God stands without the title “Lord.”

6. The various readings are confusing, but the eth version has to be preferred here because 
Nisan is not the twelfth month (so in A and B). Cf. the commentary on this verse.
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avllh,louj( e;klausan avmfo,teroi kai. katefi,lhsan avllh,louj) VAnable,yaj 
de. Barou.c( ei=de ta. su/ka evskepasme,na evn tw/| kofi,nw|\ kai. a;raj tou.j 
ovfqalmou.j auvtou/ eivj to.n ouvrano.n( proshu,xato le,gwn\ :Estin Qeo.j o` 
pare,cwn misqapodosi,an toi/j a`gi,oij auvtou/) 3 ~Etoi,mason seauth.n( h` 
kardi,a mou( kai. euvfrai,nou( kai. avga,llou evn tw/| skhnw,mati, sou( le,gw tw/| 
sarkikw/| oi;kw| sou\ to. pe,nqoj sou ga.r metestra,fh eivj cara,n) :Ercetai 
ga.r o` i`kano.j( kai. avrei/ se evk tou/ skhnw,mato,j sou) Ouv ga.r ge,gone, soi 
a`marti,a) 4 VAna,yuxon h` parqenikh, mou pi,stij( kai. pi,steuson o[ti zh,seij) 
5 VEpi,bleyon evpi. to.n ko,finon tou/ton tw/n su,kwn\ ivdou. ga.r e`xhkontae.x 
e;th evpoi,hsan( kai. ouvk evmara,nqhsan( ouvde. w;zesan( avlla. sta,zousi tou/ 
ga,laktoj) 6 Ou[twj gi,netai, soi h̀ sa,rx mou( eva.n poih,sh|j ta. prostacqe,nta 
sou u`po. tou/ avgge,lou th/j dikaiosu,nhj) 7 ~O fula,xaj to.n ko,finon tw/n 
su,kwn( auvto.j pa,lin fula,xei se evn th/| duna,mei auvtou/) 8 Tau/ta eivpw.n o` 
Barou.c( le,gei tw/| VAbime,lec\ VAna,sthqi( kai. euvxw,meqa( i[na gnwri,sh| 
h`mi/n o` Ku,rioj to. pw/j dunhsw,meqa avpostei/lai th.n fa,sin tw/| VIeremi,a| eivj 
Babulw/na dia. th.n genome,nhn soi ske,phn) 9 Kai. hu;xato Barou.c le,gwn\ 
~H du,namij h`mw/n( o` Qeo.j h`mw/n Ku,rie( to. evklekto.n fw/j( to. evxelqo.n evk 
sto,matoj auvtou/( parakalw/ kai. de,omai, sou th/j avgaqo,thtoj\ to. me,ga 
o;noma( o] ouvdei.j du,natai gnw/nai\ 10 a;kouson th/j fwnh/j tou/ dou,lou sou( 
kai. genou/ gnw/sij evn th/| kardi,a| mou) Ti, qe,leij poih,swmen* pw/j avpostei,lw 

2 eklausan amfoteroi B eth; A om; C eklausan | allhlouj2: B add en twn qewrhsai allhlouj 
| anableyaj: eth om | de: A B om | Barouc: A (Ceriani Kraft) add toij ofqalmoij autou; B add 
touj ofqalmouj autou | kofinw: A B P arm (Ceriani Kraft) add tou Abimelec | araj A B; C eth 
ephren | proshuxato legwn A B eth; C eipen | estin qeoj: A B (Harris esti qeoj); C eij estin 
o qeoj; eth great is God; (Kraft su o qeoj) | agioij autou C; A B arm (Ceriani Kraft) agapwsi se; 
arm those who fear you in truth; eth to his righteous || 3 h: C om | agallou A B; C agalliason | en: C 
eth legwn | legw: C eth om | oikw sou: C eth tw oikw sou agiw | metestrafh: C metastrafhtw; 
eth they will repent | gar2: C om | arei: C erei | ek tou skhnwmatoj: C (Ceriani Kraft Schaller) en 
tw skhnwmati; eth and will let you return into your body | gegone: C egeneto en | ou gar gegone 
soi amartia: eth om || 4 anayuxon h parqenikh mou pistij: A B P (Ceriani) anayuxon en tw 
skhnwmati sou en th parqenikh sou poimhn; C anasthqi anastreyon eij to idion sou h 
parqenikh mou pistij; eth (arm) observe your virginity of faith; (Kraft anayuxon en tw skhnwmati 
sou en th parqenikh sou pistei; Bogaert Schaller anayuxon en tw skhnwmati sou h parqenikh 
mou pistij) | oti: C kai || 5 touton A B eth; C om || 6 prostacqenta sou A B; C prostetacqenta 
soi; eth his order || 8 legei tw Abimelec: C eipen o Abimelec; eth answered Abimelech and said to 
him | to: C om | dunhswmeqa A B; C dunameqa | fasin: C add tauthn | dia – skephn (Harris Riaud 
Schaller): A B (Ceriani Kraft) dia thn skephn thn genomenhn soi en th odw; C dia thn skephn 
sou; eth the protection with which you covered me || 9 Barouc: A B P arm add kai Abimelec | legwn: 
A B legontej | h dunamij hmwn o qeoj hmwn kurie A B; C o qeoj kurioj h dunamij mou; eth my 
strength is God, the Lord | eklekton: eth om | ek: C ek tou | parakalw kai deomai C eth (Schaller); 
A B (Ceriani Kraft) parakaloumen kai deomeqa | thj agaqothtoj: C thn agaqothta | onoma: A B 
add sou | gnwnai: C add autw || 10 tou doulou C eth; A B (Ceriani Kraft) twn doulwn | mou C eth; 
A B hmwn | ti qeleij poihswmen: A B ti poihswmen; C ewj an to qelw poihsw | pwj aposteilw: 
A B (Ceriani Kraft) pwj aposteilwmen; C ewj an aposteilw; eth and I send | 
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each other, they both wept and kissed each other. But when Baruch looked up, 
he saw the figs protected in the basket. And he lifted up his eyes to heaven 
and prayed, saying, “There is a God who provides a reward for his holy ones. 
3 Prepare yourself, my heart, and be glad and rejoice in your tent, I mean, in 
your fleshly house, because your sorrow has been transformed into joy. For the 
Mighty One is coming and he will take you out of your tent, for you have not 
sinned. 4 Revive, my virginal faith,7 and believe that you will live. 5 Look at this 
basket of figs! For behold, they are sixty-six years old, yet they did not shrivel 
up or begin to stink, but they are still dripping milky sap. 6 The same thing is 
going to happen to you, my flesh, if you do what has been commanded you by 
the angel of righteousness. 7 He who preserved the basket of figs, he it is who 
will again preserve you by his power.” 8 When Baruch had said this, he said 
to Abimelech; “Get up and let us pray that the Lord might make known to us 
how we might be able to send the message of your protection to Jeremiah in 
Babylon.” 9 And Baruch prayed, saying, “Our power, O God our Lord, (is) the 
elect light that proceeded from his mouth;8 I entreat and beg of your goodness, 
O Great Name that no one can know, 10 hear the voice of your servant and let 
there be knowledge in my heart. What do you want us to do? How shall I send 

7. The text transmission is very uncertain, cf. the commentary on this verse.
8. For the difficulty of the phrase to. evxelqo.n evk sto,matoj auvtou/, see the commentary.
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pro.j VIeremi,an eivj Babulw/na* 11 :Eti de. proseucome,nou tou/ Barou.c( ivdou. 
a;ggeloj Kuri,ou h=lqe( kai. le,gei tw/| Barou,c\ 12 Barou.c( o` su,mbouloj tou/ 
fwto.j( mh. merimnh,sh|j to. pw/j avpostei,lh|j pro.j VIeremi,an\ e;rcetai ga.r 
pro,j se w[ra| tou/ fwto.j au;rion aveto.j( kai. su. evpiske,yh| pro.j VIeremi,an) 13 
Gra,yon ou=n evn th/| evpistolh/| o[ti( La,lhson toi/j uìoi/j VIsrah,l\ ~O geno,menoj 
evn u`mi/n xe,noj( avforisqh,tw( kai. poih,swsi ieV h`me,raj\ kai. meta. tau/ta 
eivsa,xw u`ma/j eivj th.n po,lin u`mw/n( le,gei Ku,rioj) 14 ~O mh. avforizo,menoj 
evk th/j Babulw/noj( w= VIeremi,a( ouv mh. eivse,lqh| eivj th.n po,lin\ kai. evpitimw/ 
auvtoi/j( tou/ mh. avpodecqh/nai auvtou.j au=qij u`po. tw/n Babulwnitw/n( le,gei 
Ku,rioj) 15 Kai. tau/ta eivpw.n o` a;ggeloj( avph/lqen avpo. tou/ Barou,c) 16 ~O 
de. Barou.c avpostei,laj eivj th.n avgora.n tw/n evqnw/n( h;negke ca,rthn kai. 
me,lana( kai. e;grayen evpistolh.n perie,cousan ou[twj\ 17 Barou.c o` dou/loj 
tou/ Qeou/ gra,fei tw/| VIeremi,a|\ ~O evn th/| aivcmalwsi,a| th/j Babulw/noj( cai/re 
kai. avgalliw/( o[ti o` Qeo.j ouvk avfh/ken h`ma/j evxelqei/n evk tou/ sw,matoj 
tou,tou lupoume,nouj dia. th.n po,lin th.n evrhmwqei/san kai. u`brisqei/san) 18 
Dia. tou/to evsplagcni,sqh o` Ku,rioj evpi. tw/n dakru,wn h`mw/n( kai. evmnh,sqh  
th/j diaqh,khj( h-j e;sthse meta. tw/n pate,rwn h`mw/n VAbraa.m( kai. VIsaa.k( 
kai. VIakw,b) 19 VApe,steile ga.r pro,j me to.n a;ggelon auvtou/( kai. ei=pe, moi 
tou.j lo,gouj tou,touj( ou]j avpe,steila pro,j se) 20 Ou-toi ou=n eivsi.n oì lo,goi( 
ou]j ei=pe Ku,rioj o` Qeo.j VIsrah.l( o` evxagagw.n h`ma/j evk gh/j Aivgu,ptou( 
evk th/j mega,lhj kami,nou\ 21 {Oti ouvk evfula,xate ta. dikaiw,mata, mou( 
avlla. u`yw,qh h` kardi,a u`mw/n( kai. evtrachlia,sate evnw,pio,n mou( evqumw,qhn kai. 
evn ovrgh|/ pare,dwka u`ma/j th/| kami,nw| eivj Babulw/na) 22 VEa.n ou=n avkou,shte 
th/j fwnh/j mou( le,gei Ku,rioj( evk sto,matoj VIeremi,ou tou/ paido,j mou( 
o` avkou,wn( avnafe,rw auvto.n evk th/j Babulw/noj( o` de. mh. avkou,wn( xe,noj 
genh,setai th/j VIerousalh.m kai. th/j Babulw/noj) 23 Dokima,seij de. auvtou.j 

(10) Babulwna: A B P arm (Ceriani Riaud Kraft) add thn fasin tauthn || 11 Barouc1: A B add 
kai tou Abimelec | hlqe: C om | legei: C eipen | Barouc2: A B (Ceriani Kraft) add apantaj touj 
logouj toutouj || 12 Barouc C eth; A B (Ceriani Kraft) om | fwtoj1: A B add legei | merimnhshj 
C eth; A B merimnhshte | aposteilhj C eth; A B aposteilhte | gar: C om | proj3: C ton || 13 
lalhson: C eipate | o: C oti | xenoj: C ex enoj || 14 w Ieremia: A B (Ceriani Kraft) om | epitimw 
A; B C epetimwn | autouj C; A B om | upo: A B om || 15 kai: C om | aphlqen: C anecwrhsen 
|| 16 o de Barouc – outwj (Harris Kraft Schaller); A B P arm (Ceriani) aposteilaj de eij thn 
diasporan twn eqnwn hnegken carthn kai melana kai egrayen epistolhn periecousan outwj; 
C o de Barouc apesteilen eij thn agwran twn eqnwn kai hnegken carthn kai melan kai 
egrayen epistolhn legwn oti; eth and Baruch accompanied him to the street and got some paper 
and ink and wrote as follows || 17 o2: C om; (eth) tw | agalliw A; B agalliou; C agalliason || 
19 apesteila A B eth; C apostellw || 20 ek2: C om || 21 equmwqhn C; A B eth (Ceriani Kraft) 
om | en orgh: A B (Ceriani Kraft) add kai qumw; C eth om || 22 oun: C om | anaferw C eth; A 
B aforisw | thj Babulwnoj1: C tou lakkou thj Babulwnoj | genhsetai: A genhtai; C ginetai 
| kai thj Babulwnoj: A B P arm om; eth and they will not be in Babylon as people banned from 
Jerusalem || 23 dokimaseij: A dokimasw; B dokhmasei; C eth dokimashj | 



 TEXT AND TRANSLATION 23

to Jeremiah in Babylon?” 11 And while Baruch was still praying, behold, an 
angel of the Lord came and said to Baruch, 12 “Baruch, counselor of the light! 
Do not be anxious about how you will send to Jeremiah. For tomorrow at 
dawn an eagle is coming to you and you will send him to Jeremiah. 13 So 
write in the letter, ‘Tell the children of Israel: Let the stranger who comes 
among you be separated, and let fifteen days pass; and after this I shall lead 
you into your city, says the Lord. 14 He who is not separated from Babylon, 
O Jeremiah, shall not come into the city; and I will censure them so that they 
are not welcomed again by the Babylonians, says the Lord.’ ” 15 And when 
the angel had said this, he departed from Baruch. 16 But Baruch sent to the 
market of the Gentiles, got papyrus and ink, and wrote a letter reading as 
follows: 17 “Baruch the servant of God writes to Jeremiah, who is in the cap-
tivity of Babylon: rejoice and exult since God did not allow us to depart from 
this body grieving for the city that has been laid waste and suffered outrage.  
18 Therefore the Lord had compassion on our tears and remembered the cove-
nant that he established with our fathers Abraham and Isaac and Jacob. 19 For 
he sent to me his angel, and he told me these words that I am sending to you. 
20 These, then, are the words that the Lord, the God of Israel, who led us out 
of the land of Egypt, out of the big furnace, has spoken. 21 ‘Because you did 
not keep my ordinances but your heart became haughty and you were stub-
born in my presence instead, I became angry and in wrath I surrendered you 
into the furnace in Babylon. 22 If you, therefore, says the Lord, listen to my 
voice that comes out of the mouth of Jeremiah, my servant, the one who does 
heed I will bring back out of Babylon, but the one who does not listen will 
become a stranger to Jerusalem and to Babylon. 23 But you shall test them 
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evk tou/ u[datoj tou/ VIorda,nou\ o` mh. avkou,wn fanero.j genh,setai\ tou/to to. 
shmei/o,n evsti th/j mega,lhj sfragi/doj)

VII 1 Kai. avne,sth Barou.c( kai. evxh/lqen evk tou/ mnhmei,ou) 2 Kai. avpokriqei.j 
avnqrwpi,nh| fwnh/| o` aveto.j( ei=pe\ Cai/re( Barou.c( o` oivkono,moj th/j pi,stewj) 
3 Kai. ei=pen auvtw/| Barou.c o[ti( VEklekto.j ei= su. o` lalw/n evk pa,ntwn tw/n 
peteinw/n tou/ ouvranou/\ evk th/j ga.r auvgh/j tw/n ovfqalmw/n dh/lo,n evsti) 4 
Dei/xo,n moi ou=n( ti, poiei/j evntau/qa* 5 Kai. ei=pen auvtw/| o` aveto,j\ VApesta,lhn 
w-de( o[pwj pa/san fa,sin h]n qe,leij( avpostei,lh|j diV evmou/) 6 Kai. ei=pen 
auvtw/| Barou,c\ Eiv du,nasai su. evpa/rai th.n fa,sin tau,thn tw/| VIeremi,a| eivj 
Babulw/na* 7 Kai. ei=pen auvtw|/ o` aveto,j\ Eivj tou/to ga.r kai. avpesta,lhn) 8 
Kai. a;raj Barou.c th.n evpistolh.n( kai. dekape,nte su/ka evk tou/ kofi,nou 
tou/ VAbime,lec( e;dhsen eivj to.n tra,chlon tou/ avetou/( kai. ei=pen auvtw/|\ 9 
Soi. le,gw( basileu/ tw/n peteinw/n( a;pelqe evn eivrh,nh| meqV u`gei,aj( kai. th.n 
fa,sin e;negko,n moi) 10 Mh. o`moiwqh/|j tw/| ko,raki( o]n evxape,steile Nw/e( 
kai. ouvk avpestra,fh e;ti pro.j auvto.n eivj th.n kibwto,n\ avlla. o`moiw,qhti 
th/| peristera/|( h[tij evk tri,tou fa,sin h;negke tw/| dikai,w|\ 11 ou[tw kai. su.( 
a=ron th.n kalh.n fa,sin tau,thn tw/| VIeremi,a| kai. toi/j su.n auvtw/|( i[na eu= soi 
ge,nhtai( a=ron to.n ca,rthn tou/ton tw/| law/| tw/| evklektw/| tou/ Qeou/) 12 VEa.n 
kuklw,swsi, se pa,nta ta. peteina. tou/ ouvranou/( kai. boulw/ntai polemh/sai 
meta. sou/( avgw,nisai\ o` Ku,rioj dw,h| soi du,namin) Kai. mh. evkkli,nh|j eivj ta. 
dexia.( mh,te eivj ta. avristera.( avllV w`j be,loj u[pagon ovrqw/j( ou[twj a;pelqe 
evn th/| duna,mei tou/ Qeou/) 13 To,te o` aveto.j evpeta,sqh( e;cwn th.n evpistolh.n( 
kai. avph/lqen eivj Babulw/na( kai. avnepau,sato evpi, ti xu,lon e;xw th/j po,lewj 

(23) genhsetai: C ginetai | to: A B om || 
VII 2 A B eth (Ceriani); C P (arm) kai euren ton aeton kaqezomenon ektoj tou mnhmeiou kai 
eipen autw o aetoj (Kraft kai euren ton aeton kaqezomenon ektoj tou mnhmeiou) | pistewj 
A B eth; C polewj || 3 autw: C om | su o: C om || 4 oun: C om || 5 eipen autw: A B om autw 
| apestalhn A B eth; P add by the Lord; C o qeoj (arm the Lord)  apesteilen me | wde: A B add 
proj se | pasan fasin: C proj pasan fasin | di emou: C me || 6 eipen: C legei | dunasai su 
A; B dunh su; C dunhsh | eparai: C arai || 7 eipen (Harris v. 6): C legei | eij: A B egw eij | gar 
kai: A B om || 8 autw: C om || 9 basileu: C o basileuj | peteinwn: C ornewn | enegkon C; A B 
enegkai || 10 eti proj auton: A B om || 11 fasin: Ceriani thn fasin after Ieremia; toij sun 
autw A B (Ceriani): C toij desmioij autou; eth those who are with him from Israel; (Kraft toij sun 
autw desmioij) | ton carthn touton A B; C tauthn thn caran; eth this good news | eklektw: C 
kai tw eklektw || 12 kuklwswsi: A B kuklwsousi | kai1: C eth (Harris) add pantej oi ecqroi thj 
alhqeiaj | boulwntai: C (Harris) boulomenoi | dwh A B eth; C dwsh | eij ta dexia A C; B dexia 
| mhte eij ta: A B h | upagon orqwj: A upagwn orqwj; C upagwn | outwj: C eth om | apelqe: C 
upage | qeou: A B P arm (Ceriani Kraft) add kai estai h doxa kuriou en pash th odw h poreush 
|| 13 epistolhn: C P arm (Ceriani Kraft) add en tw trachlw autou | anepausato C eth; A B 
(Ceriani Kraft) elqwn anepausato | ti xulon A B; C stulou; eth on a column | 
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with the waters of the Jordan; the one who does not listen will be exposed. This 
is the sign of the great seal.’ ”

7:1 And Baruch got up and went out of the tomb. 2 And the eagle answered in 
a human voice (and) said, “Hail, Baruch, steward of the faith!” 3 And Baruch 
said to him, “You, who speak, are chosen from among all the birds of the sky, 
for this is clear from the gleam of your eyes. 4 So, show me: What are you 
doing here?” 5 And the eagle said to him, “I was sent here so that you might 
send by me whatever message you want.” 6 And Baruch said to him, “Can 
you carry this message to Jeremiah in Babylon?” 7 And the eagle said to him, 
“Indeed, that is what I was sent for.” 8 And Baruch took the letter and fifteen 
figs out of Abimelech’s basket, tied (them) to the eagle’s neck, and said to him, 
9 “To you, king of the birds, I say: Go in peace and good health and deliver the 
message for me! 10 Do not be like the raven that Noah sent out and that never 
came back to him in the ark, but be like the dove that the third time brought a 
message to the righteous one. 11 So, too, do you: Take this good message to Jere-
miah and to those who are with him, so that good things may happen to you. 
Take this papyrus to the chosen people of God! 12 Even if all the birds of the 
sky surround you and want to fight with you: struggle! May the Lord give you 
strength. And turn aside neither to the right nor to the left but fly straight as 
an arrow, and so go in the power of God! 13 Then the eagle flew away carrying 
the letter and went away to Babylon, and he rested on a post outside the city 



26 4 BARUCH

eivj to,pon e;rhmon\ evsiw,phse de. e[wj ou- dih/lqen VIeremi,aj( auvto.j kai. a;lloi  
tine.j tou/ laou/\ 14 evxh,rconto ga.r qa,yai nekro,n\ kai. ga.r h|vth,sato VIeremi,aj 
para. tou/ Naboucodono,sor le,gwn\ Do,j moi to,pon( pou/ qa,yw tou.j nekrou.j 
tou/ laou/ mou) Kai. e;dwken auvtw/|) 15 VApercome,nwn de. auvtw/n kai. klaio,ntwn 
meta. tou/ nekrou/( h=lqon kate,nanti tou/ avetou/\ kai. e;kraxen o` aveto.j le,gwn\ 
Soi. le,gw( VIeremi,a o` evklekto.j tou/ Qeou/( a;pelqe( su,naxon to.n lao.n( kai. 
e;lqwsin w-de( i[na avkou,swsi tou/ kalou/ khru,gmatoj( o] h;negka, soi avpo. tou/ 
Barou.c kai. tou/ VAbime,lec) 16 VAkou,saj de. ò VIeremi,aj( evdo,xase to.n Qeo,n\ 
kai. avpelqw.n sunh/xe to.n lao.n su.n gunaixi. kai. te,knoij( kai. h=lqen o[pou o` 
aveto,j) 17 Kai. kath/lqen o` aveto.j evpi. to.n teqnhko,ta( kai. avne,zhse\ ge,gone 
de. tou/to( i[na pisteu,swsin) 18 VEqau,mase de. pa/j o` lao.j evpi. tw/| gegono,ti( 
le,gontej o[ti( Mh. ou-toj e;sti o` Qeo.j o` ovfqei.j toi/j patra,sin h`mw/n evn 
th/| evrh,mw| dia. Mwu?se,wj( kai. nu/n evfa,nh h`mi/n dia. tou/ avetou/ tou,tou* 19 
Kai. ei=pen o` aveto.j tw/| VIeremi,a|( Deu/ro lu/son th.n evpistolh.n tau,thn( kai. 
avna,gnwqi auvth.n tw/| law/|) Lu,saj ou=n th.n evpistolh.n( avne,gnw tw/| law/|) 20 
VAkou,saj ou=n o` lao.j( e;klausan( kai. evpe,qhkan cou/n evpi. th.n kefalh.n 
auvtw/n\ kai. e;legon tw/| VIeremi,a|\ 21 Sw/son h`ma/j kai. avpa,ggeilon h`mi/n( ti, 
poih,swmen( i[na eivse,lqwmen pa,lin eivj th.n po,lin h`mw/n* 22 VApokriqei.j de. 
VIeremi,aj ei=pen auvtoi/j\ Pa,nta o[sa evk th/j evpistolh/j hvkou,sate( fula,xate\ 
kai. eivsa,xei h`ma/j eivj th.n po,lin h`mw/n) 23 :Egraye de. kai. evpistolh.n o` 

(13) topon erhmon: eth a piece of untouched land | ou dihlqen: C an parelqh | autoj – exerconto 
(v. 14): A B autoj gar kai o laoj exhrconto; C autoj gar kai alloi tinej tou laou aphrconto 
gar || 14 nekron: A B (Ceriani Kraft) add exw thj polewj | kai gar hthsato: C hthsato gar | 
tou Naboucodonosor: A B (Ceriani Kraft) tou basilewj Naboucodonosor | pou C eth; A B opwj 
| autw: A B P arm (Ceriani Kraft) add o basileuj || 15 katenanti: C enantion | aetoj: arm eth 
(Kraft) add megalh fwnh; P in a human voice | soi legw A B eth; C om | laon: C eth (Harris) add 
apanta | elqwsin wde: A B (Ceriani Kraft) elqe entauqa | tou kalou khrugmatoj (C add tou 
qeou) o hnegka C eth; A B P arm (Ceriani Kraft) epistolhj hj hnegka; C tou kalou khrugmatoj 
tou qeou o hnegka | tou Barouc kai tou Abimelec: C Barouc kai Abimelec || 17 kai kathlqen 
o aetoj: C om | anezhse: A B add kai anesth | gegone de touto A B; C touto de egeneto; eth 
and this he did || 18 mh outoj esti o qeoj C; A B estin qeoj; eth perhaps this is the God | kai nun 
– toutou: A B P arm (Kraft); C eth (Harris) kai epoihsen eauton en schmati aetou kai efanh 
hmin dia tou megalou aetou toutou; Ceriani kai efanh hmin dia tou aetou || 19 tw Ieremia: 
A B soi legw Ieremia | authn tw law C eth; A B eij ta wta tou laou | anegnw: C add authn || 
20 akousaj oun C; A B akousantej de paj | eklausan A B eth; C eklausen | epeqhkan A B eth; 
C epeqhken | thn kefalhn autwn eth; A B (Ceriani Kraft) taj kefalaj autwn; C thn kefalhn 
autou || 21 swson hmaj kai C P eth; A B arm om | ina: C pwj | palin: C om || 22 apokriqeij 
de Ieremiaj eipen autoij C; A B P arm kai eipen proj autouj; eth and Jeremiah rose and said 
to them | ek thj epistolhj: A B P arm om | hkousate: C om | hmaj: A B (Ceriani Kraft) add 
kurioj || 23–26 The text of A B arm (Ceriani) varies from C (P) eth (Harris Kraft), which is 
preferred here. MSS A B run as follows: egraye de Ieremiaj epistolhn eij Ierousalhm proj 
Barouc kai Abimelec enwpion pantoj tou laou taj qliyeij taj (B om) ginomenaj eij autouj 
to pwj parelhfqhsan upo tou basilewj twn Caldaiwn kai to pwj ekastoj ton patera 
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in a deserted place. And he kept silent until Jeremiah passed through, he him-
self and some others of the people. 14 For they were coming out to bury a dead 
person, because Jeremiah had petitioned Nebuchadnezzar, saying, “Grant me 
a place where I may bury my people’s dead!” And he granted (it) to him. 15 
And as they were going out with the body and weeping, they came opposite 
the eagle. And the eagle cried out, saying, “I say to you, Jeremiah, the chosen 
one of God: go, gather together the people and let them come here to listen 
to the good message that I have brought to you from Baruch and Abimelech.” 
16 Upon hearing this, Jeremiah praised God. And he went and gathered the 
people together with their wives and children, and he came to where the eagle 
was. 17 And the eagle lit on the deceased and he revived.  This happened so that 
they might believe. 18 All the people were astonished over what had happened, 
saying: “This is not the God who appeared to our fathers in the desert through 
Moses, is it, and now has appeared to us by means of this eagle?” 19 And the 
eagle said to Jeremiah, “Come, untie this letter and read it to the people.” So he 
untied the letter and read it to the people. 20 And when the people heard (it), 
they wept and put dust on their heads and said to Jeremiah, 21 “Save us and 
tell us what we have to do in order to enter our city again!” 22 And Jeremiah 
answered and said to them, “Obey whatever you have heard from this letter, 
and (the Lord) will lead us into our city.” 23 And Jeremiah too wrote a letter 
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VIeremi,aj pro.j Barou.c( ou[twj le,gwn\ Ui`e, mou avgaphte..( mh. avmelh,sh|j evn 
tai/j proseucai/j sou deo,menoj u`pe.r h`mw/n o[pwj kateuodeu,sh| th.n o`do.n 
h`mw/n( a;crij a'n evxe,lqwmen evk tw/n prostagma,twn tou/ avno,mou basile,wj 
tou,tou\ di,kaioj ga.r eu`re,qhj evna,ntion auvtou/ kai. ouvk e;ase,n se eivselqei/n 
evntau/qa meqV h`mw/n( o[pwj mh. i;dh|j th.n ka,kwsin th.n genome,nhn tw/| law/| 
u`po. tw/n Babulwni,wn\ 24 w[sper ga.r path.r( ui`o.n monogenh/ e;cwn( tou,tou 
de. paradoqe,ntoj eivj timwri,an\ oi` ou=n ivdo,ntej to.n pate,ra auvtou/( kai. 
paramuqou,menoi auvto.n( ske,pousin to. pro,swpon auvtou/( i[na mh. i;dh| pw/j 
timwrei/tai auvto.j o` ui`o.j kai. plei,ona fqarh/| avpo. th/j lu,phj\ ou[twj ga,r se 
evle,hsen o` Qeo.j kai. ouvk e;ase,n se evlqei/n eivj Babulw/na\ i[na mh. i;dh|j th.n 
ka,kwsin tou/ laou/\ avf v h-j ga.r eivsh,lqomen evntau/qa( ouvk evpau,sato h` lu,ph 
avfV h`mw/n( e`xh,konta kai. e]x e;th sh,meron) 25 Polla,kij ga.r evxerco,menoj 
hu[riskon evk tou/ laou/ kremame,nouj u`po. Naboucodono,sor basile,wj( 
klai,ontaj kai. le,gontaj( VEle,hson h`ma/j( o` qeo.j Za,r) 26 VAkou,wn tau/ta( 
evlupou,mhn kai. e;klaion disso.n klauqmo.n\ ouv mo,non o[ti evkre,manto( avllV 
o[ti evpekalou/nto qeo.n avllo,trion\ le,gontej( VEle,hson h`ma/j) VEmnhmo,neuon 
de. h`me,raj e`orth/j a]j evpoiou/men evn VIerousalh,m pro. tou/ h`ma/j 
aivcmalwteuqh/nai) 27 Kai. mnhsko,menoj evste,nazon( kai. evpe,strefon eivj to.n 
oi=ko,n mou ovdunw,menoj kai. klai,wn) 28 Nu/n ou=n deh,qhti( eivj to.n to,pon 
o[pou ei=( su. kai. VAbime,lec( u`pe.r tou/ laou/ tou,tou( o[pwj eivsakou,swsin th/j 
fwnh/j mou kai. tw/n krima,twn tou/ sto,mato,j mou kai. evxe,lqwmen evnteu/qen) 
29 Le,gw ga,r soi o[ti( o[lon to.n cro,non o]n evpoih,samen evntau/qa( kate,cousin 
h̀ma/j le,gontej o[ti( Ei;pate h̀mi/n w|vdh.n evk tw/n w|vdw/n Siw.n( kai. th.n wv|dh.n tou/ 
Qeou/ ùmw/n) Kai. avntele,gomen auvtoi/j( Pw/j a|;swmen ùmi/n evpi. gh/j avllotri,aj 
o;ntej* 30 Kai. meta. tau/ta e;dhse th.n evpistolh.n eivj to.n tra,chlon tou/ 
avetou/ le,gwn( :Apelqe evn eivrh,nh|( evpiske,yhtai Ku,rioj avmfote,rouj) 

autou eqewrei desmeuomenon kai pathr teknon paradoqen (B paradoqenta) eij timwrian oi 
de qelontej paramuqhsasqai ton patera autou eskepon to proswpon autou ina mh idh 
ton uion autou timwroumenon kai o qeoj eskepasen se kai Abimelec ina mh idhtai hmaj 
timwroumenouj || 23 kateuodeush: C (Kraft) kateuodosh | dikaioj gar eureqhj: C dikaioi gar 
eureqhsan; eth but you found justice before God | meq hmwn (eth); C (Kraft) om || 24 fqarh: C 
fqarei | outwj: C outoj | entauqa C (Kraft); eth (Harris Schaller) eij thn polin tauthn || 25 
kremamenouj: C kremmamenouj | Zar eth: C L Sabawq; ethb Zör, ethb(mg) Sorot, ethc Sarot || 27 
odunwmenoj eth; A B oduromenoj || 28 nun oun dehqhti C eth; A B (Ceriani) dehqhti oun | eij ton 
topon opou ei C eth arm (where you are ); A B P (Ceriani) om | eisakouswsin – mou2 C eth; A B P 
arm (Ceriani) eisakousqh h dehsij umwn (P arm hmwn); arm add before the Lord | krimatwn: eth 
the word | kai exelqwmen enteuqen A B; C exelqwsin entauqa || 29 olon: A B om | katecousin 
hmaj C eth; A B elegon | kai thn: eth  new (kainhn) | umwn: B hmwn | antelegomen A B (Ceriani); 
C legwmen (Kraft legomen) | umin C eth; A B thn wdhn kuriou || 30 aetou: A B (Ceriani Kraft) add 
Ieremiaj | kurioj amfoterouj A B (Ceriani Harris); C umaj amfoterouj o kurioj (Kraft hmaj 
amfoterouj o kurioj) || 



 TEXT AND TRANSLATION 29

to Baruch saying the following, “My beloved son, do not be negligent in your 
prayers beseeching (God) on our behalf, that he might direct our way until 
we get out of the jurisdiction of this lawless king. For you have been found 
righteous before him, and he did not let you come in here with us lest you see 
the affliction that has fallen upon the people at the hands of the Babylonians. 
24 For it is like a father who has (only) one son who is handed over for pun-
ishment. Those, then, who see his father and try to console him, cover his face 
lest he sees how (his) very (own) son is punished and is devastated even more 
by (his) sorrow. For thus God has had mercy on you and did not let you enter 
Babylon lest you see the affliction of the people. For grief has not left us since 
we entered this place sixty-six years ago today. 25 For frequently as I went out 
(of the city) I found (some) of the people hung up by King Nebuchadnezzar, 
weeping and crying, ‘Have mercy on us, God Zar!’ 26 When I heard that 
I would grieve and cry a twofold lamentation, not only because they were 
hung up but because they were calling on a foreign god, saying, ‘Have mercy 
on us!’ But I remembered the day of the festival that we celebrated in Jerusa-
lem before we were taken captive.9 27 And as I remembered, I groaned and 
returned to my house suffering pains and weeping. 28 Now, then, pray in the 
place where you are, you and Abimelech, that this people might listen to my 
voice and to the decrees of my mouth, so that we may get out of here. 29 For 
I tell you: All the time that we have spent here, they prevented us from leav-
ing, saying: ‘Sing for us a song of the songs of Zion, the song of your God!’ 
And we would reply to them, ‘How shall we sing for you while we are in a 
foreign country?’ ” 30 And after these things he tied the letter to the eagle’s 
neck, saying, “Go in peace and may the Lord watch over both (of you).” 

9. Manuscripts A and B have a different text in vv. 23–26: “And Jeremiah wrote a letter to 
Jerusalem to Baruch and Abimelech in the presence of the entire people, concerning the afflictions 
that had come over them, how they were taken captive by the king of the Chaldeans and how each 
one saw his father bound, and each father saw his child subjected to punishment. But those who 
wished to comfort his father covered his face, that he might not see his son punished. And God 
has covered you and Abimelech, that you might not see us punished.” Cf. Herzer, Paralipomena 
Jeremiae, 17 n. 80.
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31 Kai. evpeta,sqh o` aveto.j( kai. h;negken th.n evpistolh.n kai. e;dwke tw/| 
Barou,c) Kai. lu,saj avne,gnw( kai. katefi,lhsen auvth.n( kai. e;klause avkou,saj 
dia. ta.j lu,paj kai. ta.j kakw,seij tou/ laou/) 32 VIeremi,aj de. a;raj ta. 
su/ka( die,dwke toi/j nosou/si tou/ laou/) Kai. e;meine dida,skwn auvtou.j tou/ 
avpe,cesqai evk tw/n a`lisghma,twn tw/n evqnw/n th/j Babulw/noj)

VIII 1 VEge,neto de. h` h`me,ra( evn h-| evxe,fere o` Qeo.j to.n lao.n evk Babulw/noj\ 
2 Kai. ei=pen o` Ku,rioj pro.j VIeremi,an\ VAna,sthqi( su. kai. o` lao.j( kai. deu/te 
evpi. to.n VIorda,nhn( kai. evrei/j tw/| law/|\ ~O qe,lwn to.n Ku,rion kataleiya,tw ta. 
e;rga th/j Babulw/noj( kai. tou.j a;rrenaj tou.j labo,ntaj evx auvtw/n gunai/kaj( 
kai. ta.j gunai/kaj ta.j labou,saj evx auvtw/n a;ndraj) 3 Kai. diapera,swsin oi` 
avkou,onte,j sou( kai. a=ron auvtou.j eivj VIerousalh,m\ tou.j de. mh. avkou,onta,j 
sou( mh. eivsaga,gh|j auvtou.j eivj auvth,n) 4 VIeremi,aj de. evla,lhsen auvtoi/j ta. 
r`h,mata tau/ta\ kai. avnasta,ntej h=lqon evpi. to.n VIorda,nhn tou/ pera/sai( 
le,gwn auvtoi/j ta. r`h,mata( a] ei=pe Ku,rioj pro.j auvto,n) Kai. to. h[misu tw/n 
gamhsa,ntwn evx auvtw/n ouvk hvqe,lhsan avkou/sai tou/ VIeremi,ou( avllV ei=pon 

31 epetasqh A B eth; C om | aetoj: A (Ceriani Kraft) add kai hlqen eij Ierousalem; B add kai 
hlqen Ierousalem | kai hnegken thn epistolhn kai edwke tw Barouc: A B (Ceriani) kai edwke 
thn epistolhn Barouc (Kraft kai edwke thn epistolhn tw Barouc); C kai hnegken o aetoj 
thn epistolhn kai edwke tw Barouc; eth om kai edwke | eklause A B eth; C emeine klaiwn | 
tou laou A B eth; C autwn || 32 diedwke A B; C edwke | didaskwn: C endidaskwn | alisghmatwn 
B P (arm); A alghmatwn; C pragmatwn; eth the doing and bustling ||
VIII 1 o qeoj C eth; A B P arm (Ceriani Kraft) kurioj | laon: A B add autou || 2 o kurioj A B 
C eth; P arm o qeoj | proj Ieremian (Harris v. 1) A B; C tw Ieremia | Ieremian: A B add legwn 
| epi ton: A proj ton | ta erga: C eth add twn eqnwn (cf. 7:32) | labontaj A B; C gamhsantaj 
| labousaj A B; C gamhsantaj || 3 diaperaswsin A B; C peraswsin | sou1: B soi | touj de 
mh akouontaj A B; C oi de mh akouontej | eisagaghj A B; C enegkhj | eij authn C eth; A B 
(Ceriani Kraft) ekei || 4 autoij1 C eth; A B (Ceriani Kraft) proj ton laon | anastantej hlqon 
A B; C hnegken autouj | kurioj proj auton: C autw o kurioj | ex autwn: after this point MS 
C ends as follows: arw kai sthsw autoij diaqhkhn aiwnion tou einai me autoij eij qeon 
kai autoi esontai moi eij laon kai ou kinhsw ton laon mou Israhl apo thj ghj hj edwka 
autoij kurie pantokratwr o qeoj Israhl yuch en stenoij kai pneuma akhdion ekekragen 
proj se akouson kurie kai elehson oti qeoj elewn kai elehson oti amartanwmen enantion 
sou oti soi kaqhmenoj ton aiwna hmeij apollumenoi ton aiwna kurie pantokratwr o qeoj 
Israhl akouson dh thj proseuchj twn teqnhkotwn Israhl kai uiwn twn amartanontwn 
enantion sou oi ouk hkousan thj fwnhj qeou autwn kai ekollhqhsan hmin ta kaka mh 
mnhsqhj (mnhsqeij) adikiwn paterwn hmwn alla mnhsqhti ceiroj sou kai onomatoj sou 
en tw kairw toutw egeneto de meta thn sumplhrwsin twn ebdomhkonta etwn mecri tou 
basileusai Persaj en tw prwtw etei (eth) Kurou basilewj Perswn tou telesqhnai logon 
kuriou apo stomatoj Ieremiou exhgeiren kurioj to pneuma Kurou basilewj Perswn kai 
parhggeilen fwnhn en pash th basileia autou kai ama diagraptwn legei tade legei Kuroj 
(K)) o basileuj Perswn pasaj taj basileiaj thj ghj (om) edwken moi kurioj o qeoj tou 
ouranou kai autoj epeskeyato ep eme tou oikodomhsai autw (auton) oikon en Ierousalhm 
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31 And the eagle flew away and carried the letter and gave it to Baruch. And 
having untied it, he read it and kissed it and wept when he heard about the 
sorrows and afflictions of the people. 32 But Jeremiah took the figs (and) dis-
tributed them to the sick among the people. And he continued to teach them to 
abstain from the defilement of the Gentiles of Babylon.

8:1 And the day came when God brought the people out of Babylon. 2 And 
the Lord said to Jeremiah, “Get up, you and the people, and come to the 
Jordan. And you shall say to the people, ‘Let everyone who desires the Lord 
forsake the works of Babylon, as well as the men who took wives from them 
and the women who took husbands from them as well!’ 3 And let those who 
heed you cross over; bring them to Jerusalem. But as for those who do not 
heed you, do not lead them into it.” 4 And Jeremiah told them these words. 
And they arose and came to the Jordan to cross over, and he (again) told 
them the words that the Lord had spoken to him. And half of those who 
had married10 from among them did not wish to listen to Jeremiah but said 

10. For the quite different reading of MS C, see the commentary on chapter 8, note 7.
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pro.j auvto,n\ Ouv mh. katalei,ywmen ta.j gunai/kaj h`mw/n eivj to.n aivw/na\ avllV 
u`postre,fwmen auvta.j meqV h`mw/n eivj th.n po,lin h`mw/n) 5 VEpe,rasan ou=n to.n 
VIorda,nhn( kai. h=lqon eivj VIerousalh,m) Kai. e;sth VIeremi,aj kai. Barou.c 
kai. VAbime,lec( le,gontej o[ti( Pa/j a;nqrwpoj koinw/n Babulwni,taij ouv mh. 
eivse,lqh| eivj th.n po,lin tau,thn) 6 Kai. ei=pon pro.j au`tou,j\ VAnasta,ntej 
u`postre,ywmen eivj Babulw/na eivj to.n to,pon h`mw/n) Kai. evporeu,qhsan) 7 
VElqo,ntwn de. auvtw/n eivj Babulw/na( evxh/lqon oì Babulwni/tai eivj suna,nthsin 
auvtw/n le,gwntej\ Ouv mh. eivse,lqhte eivj th.n po,lin h`mw/n( o[ti evmish,sate 
h`ma/j( kai. krufh/ evxh,lqete avfV h`mw/n\ dia. tou/to ouvk eivseleu,sesqe pro.j 
h`ma/j) {Orkw| ga.r w`rki,samen avllh,louj kata. tou/ ovno,matoj tou/ qeou/ h`mw/n( 
mh,te u`ma/j mh,te te,kna u`mw/n de,xasqai( evpeidh. krufh/ evxh,lqete avfV h`mw/n) 
8 Kai. evpigno,ntej u`pe,streyan\ kai. h=lqon eivj to,pon e;rhmon makro,qen 
th/j VIerousalh.m( kai. wv|kodo,mhsan e`autoi/j po,lin( kai. evpwno,masan to. 
o;noma auvth/j Sama,reian) 9 VApe,steile de. pro.j auvtou.j VIeremi,aj le,gwn\ 
Metanoh,sate\ e;rcetai ga.r a;ggeloj th/j dikaiosu,nhj( kai. eivsa,xei u`ma/j 
eivj to.n to,pon u`mw/n to.n u`yhlo,n)

IX 1 :Emeinan de. oi` tou/ VIeremi,ou( cai,rontej kai. avnafe,rontej qusi,an 
u`pe.r tou/ laou/ evnne,a h`me,raj) 2 Th/| de. deka,th| avnh,negken VIeremi,aj mo,noj 

th en th Ioudaia htij oun estin ek tou eqnouj autou estw o kurioj autou meta autou kai 
anabaj eij thn Ierousalhm thn (thni) en th Ioudaia oikodomeitw (okodomitw) ton oikon tou 
qeou Israhl outoj (outwj) o kurioj o kataskhnwsaj en Ierousalhm kai o basileuj Kuroj 
exhnegken ta agia skeuh (skeuei) tou kuriou a methgagen Naboucodonoswr ex Ierousalhm 
kai … (aperhsatw) auta en tw eidwliw autou exhnegken ta panta Kuroj o basileuj 
Perswn kai paredwken auta Miqridath (Mhqrhdath) tw eautou gazofulaki (gazofulakh) 
dia toutou de paredoqhsan Sarabarw prostath thj Ioudaiaj ama Zorwbabel oj (wj) kai 
hthsato epi Dariou basilewj Perswn thn oikodomhn tou naou hn gar kwlusaj epi ton 
Artaxerxou cronon wj istorhse Esdraj tw deuterw etei (eth) paragenomenoj eij to ieron 
tou qeou eij Ierousalhm mhnoj deuterou hrxato Zorobabel o tou Raqalahl kai Ihsouj o tou 
Iwsedeka kai oi adelfoi autwn kai oi iereij kai oi Leuitai kai pantej oi paragenomenoi 
ek thj aicmalwsiaj eij Ierousalhm kai eqemeliwsan ton oikon tou qeou th noumhnia tou 
deuterou mhnoj en tw elqein eij thn Ioudaian kai Ierousalhm profhteuontwn Aggeou kai 
Zacariou uiou Addwn teleutaiwn (teleutewn) profhtwn anebh de o Esdraj ek Babulwnoj 
wj grammateuj eufuhj wn en tw Mwusewj nomw oj (wj) kai episthmhn pollhn eicen tw 
didaskein auton (autw) apanta ton laon ta dikaiwmata kai ta krimata epi ton Artaxerxou 
cronon kai epoihsan egkainia tou oikou tou qeou umnountej kai eulogountej tw kuriw epi 
th egersei tou oikou tou qeou | eij thn polin hmwn (eth); A B P arm eij Babulwna || 5 koinwn: 
B koinwnwn | tauthn: eth hmwn || 6 kai eipon: eth add who would have married a woman | au`tou,j: 
Harris auvtou,j | eij ton topon hmwn: eth om | eporeuqhsan: eth add and they turned around || 7 
Elqontwn de autwn eij Babulwna: eth when the people of Babylon saw them | ou mh – hmwn1: eth 
om | emishsate: eth add before | proj hmaj: eth into our city | uyhlon: P arm add but they were not 
willing (arm did not listen) ||
IX 1 oi tou Ieremiou: eth om | ennea: eth seven (epta) || 
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to him: “We will never ever forsake our wives; rather, let them join us in our 
return into our city.” 5 So they crossed the Jordan and came to Jerusalem. And 
Jeremiah arose, Baruch and Abimelech as well, saying, “No one married to 
Babylonian women will enter this city!” 6 And they said to themselves, “Let us 
arise and return to Babylon, to our place.” And they departed. 7 But when they 
arrived at Babylon, the Babylonians came out to meet them, saying, “You shall 
not enter our city! For you hated us and went away from us secretly. Therefore 
you shall not come in to us. For we have sworn an oath to each other by the 
name of our god to receive neither you nor your children because you went away 
from us secretly.” 8 And upon learning this, they turned back and came to a 
deserted place far from Jerusalem, and they built a city for themselves and called 
its name Samaria. 9 But Jeremiah sent to them, saying, “Repent, because the 
angel of righteousness is coming, and he will lead you to your exalted place.”

9:1 Those who were with Jeremiah remained, rejoicing and offering sacrifice 
for the people for nine days. 2 But on the tenth day Jeremiah alone offered
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qusi,an( kai. hu;xato euvch.n le,gwn\ 3 {Agioj( a[gioj( a[gioj\ to. qumi,ama tw/n 
de,ndrwn tw/n zw,ntwn( to. fw/j to. avlhqino.n to. fwti,zon me( e[wj ou- avnalhfqw/ 
pro.j se,) Peri. th/j fwnh/j th/j glukei,aj tw/n du,o Serafi.m 4 parakalw/( ùpe.r 
a;llhj euvwdi,aj qumia,matoj\ 5 kai. h` mele,th mou Micah.l o` avrca,ggeloj 
th/j dikaiosu,nhj( e[wj a'n eivsene,gkh| tou.j dikai,ouj) 6 Parakalw/ se( Ku,rie 
pantokra,twr pa,shj kti,sewj( o` avge,nnhtoj kai. avperino,htoj( w-| pa/sa 
kti,sij ke,kruptai evn auvtw/| pro. tou/ tau/ta gene,sqai) 7 Tau/ta le,gontoj tou/ 
VIeremi,ou( kai. i`stame,nou evn tw/| qusiasthri,w| meta. Barou.c kai. VAbime,lec( 
evge,neto ẁj ei-j tw/n paradido,ntwn th.n yuch.n auvtou/) 8 Kai. e;meinan Barou.c 
kai. VAbime,lec klai,ontej( kai. kra,zontej mega,lh| th/| fwnh/| o[ti( ~O path.r 
h̀mw/n VIeremi,aj kate,lipen h̀ma/j( ò ìereu.j tou/ Qeou/( kai. avph/lqen) 9 :Hkouse 
de. pa/j o` lao.j tou/ klauqmou/ auvtw/n( kai. e;dramon evpV auvtou.j pa,ntej( kai. 
ei=don VIeremi,an avnakei,menon camai. teqnhko,ta\ kai. die,rrhxan ta. i`ma,tia 
auvtw/n( kai. evpe,qhkan cou/n evpi. ta.j kefala.j auvtw/n( kai. e;klausan klauqmo.n 
pikro,n) 10 Kai. meta. tau/ta h`toi,masan e`autou.j( i[na khdeu,swsin auvto,n) 11 
Kai. ivdou. fwnh. h=lqe le,gousa\ Mh. khdeu,ete to.n e;ti zw/nta\ o[ti h` yuch. 
auvtou/ eivse,rcetai eivj to. sw/ma auvtou/ pa,lin) 12 Kai. avkou,santej th/j fwnh/j( 
ouvk evkh,deusan auvto.n( avll v e;meinan periku,klw| tou/ skhnw,matoj auvtou/ 
h`me,raj trei/j( le,gontej kai. avporou/ntej( poi,a| w[ra| me,llei avnasth/nai) 
13 Meta. de. trei/j h`me,raj eivsh/lqen h` yuch. auvtou/ eivj to. sw/ma auvtou/\ 
kai. evph/re th.n fwnh.n auvtou/ evn me,sw| pa,ntwn( kai. ei=pe\ Doxa,sate to.n 
Qeo.n( pa,ntej doxa,sate to.n Qeo.n( kai. to.n Ui`o.n tou/ Qeou/ evxupni,zonta 
h`ma/j VIhsou/n Cristo.n( to. fw/j tw/n aivw,nwn pa,ntwn( o` a;sbestoj lu,cnoj( 
h` zwh. th/j pi,stewj) 14 Gi,netai de. meta. tou.j kairou.j tou,touj a;lla e;th 
tetrako,sia e`bdomhkontaepta.( kai. e;rcetai eivj th.n gh/n\ kai. to. de,ndron  
th/j zwh/j to. evn me,sw| tou/ paradei,sou futeuqe.n poih,sei pa,nta ta. de,ndra 

3 to qumiama – zwntwn: eth a pleasing fragrance for all humans | proj se: arm P (Kraft) peri tou 
elewj sou parakalw; eth I implore you for your people and ask you || 4 parakalw: P arm (eth) 
for your mercy (eth people) I beg you | parakalw uper – qumiamatoj: eth and for the incense of the 
Cherubim | duo: arm holy; eth om | uper: B peri || 5 eth I beg you that in any case Michael, who sings 
well, who is the angel of justice, may keep the doors of justice open until they enter in | dikaiosunhj: P 
(Kraft) add o anoigwn taj pulaj toij dikaioij || 6 kurie: B om | ktisij (eth Schaller); A B P arm 
(Kraft Harris) krisij | kurie – genesqai: eth Lord of all and Lord who holds everything, who created 
everything, who reveals himself, who was not born, who has completed everything, and in whom the 
whole creation has been hidden before the things had been made in the hidden || 7 tauta – Ieremiou: 
eth and this he prayed and as he finished his prayer || 8 kai emeinan: eth and Baruch and Abimelech 
soon fell down | fwnh: P eth (Kraft) add ouai hmwn || 11 khdeuete: B khdeusate; eth wrapped him 
not in linen || 12 emeinan – anasthnai: eth sat waiting for him three days until his soul returned in his 
body || 13 meta – autou3: eth and his voice sounded | qeon1: P eth (Kraft) add en mia fwnh | qeon2: 
eth Christ (criston) | exupnizonta: eth awaken and judge || 14 eth tetrakosia ebdomhkontaepta 
A B; P 377 years; eth 303/330/333 weeks of days; arm 275/375; slav 307/677/387 | kai to dendron 
(eth); A B P arm twn dendrwn | futeuqen: eth and was not planted | 
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sacrifice and prayed, saying, 3 “Holy, holy, holy, incense of the living trees, 
true light that enlightens me until I be lifted up to you. For the sweet voice of 
the two seraphim 4 I beg you, for another fragrance of incense; 5 I meditate 
on Michael, the archangel of righteousness, until he leads in the righteous. 6 
I beg you, Lord Almighty of all creation, unbegotten and incomprehensible, 
in whom all creation11 was hidden before these things came into existence.” 7 
While Jeremiah was saying this and was standing with Baruch and Abimelech 
at the altar, he became like one of those who had died.12 8 And Baruch and 
Abimelech kept weeping and crying out in a loud voice, “Our father Jeremiah, 
the priest of God, has left us behind and gone away.” 9 And all the people heard 
their lamentation, and they all ran to them and saw Jeremiah lying dead on the 
ground. And they tore their garments and put dust on their heads and wept 
bitterly. 10 And after this they prepared themselves in order to bury him. 11 
And, behold, there came a voice, saying, “Do not bury the one who is still alive, 
for his soul is entering his body again.” 12 And when they heard the voice, they 
did not bury him but stayed around his tent for three days, talking and being 
at a loss as to when he would arise. 13 And after three days his soul entered 
his body. And he raised his voice in the midst of them all and said, “Glorify 
God, all glorify God and the Son of God who awakens us, Jesus Christ, the 
light of all ages, the inextinguishable lamp, the life of faith. 14 But after these 
times, 477 years more will elapse, and then (he) will come to the earth. And 
the tree of life, planted in the midst of paradise, will cause all the fruitless trees

11. This reading is highly disputed, cf. the commentary on this verse.
12. Literally and metaphorically: “delivered his soul”; see the commentary on this verse.
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ta. a;karpa poih/sai karpo.n( kai. auvxhqh,sontai( kai. blasth,sousi) 15 Kai. ta. 
beblasthko,ta( kai. megalaucou/nta( kai. le,gonta( VEdw,kamen to. te,loj h̀mw/n 
tw/| ave,ri\ poih,sei auvta. xhranqh/nai meta. tou/ u[youj tw/n kla,dwn auvtw/n\ kai. 
poih,sei auvta. kriqh/nai to. de,ndron to. sthricqe,n\ kai. poih,sei to. ko,kkinon 
w`j e;rion leuko.n gene,sqai) 16 ~H ciw.n melanqh,setai( ta. gluke,a u[data 
a`lmura. genh,sontai evn tw/| mega,lw| fwti. th/j euvfrosu,nhj tou/ Qeou/) 17 Kai. 
euvlogh,sei ta.j nh,souj tou/ poih/sai karpo.n evn tw/| lo,gw| tou/ sto,matoj tou/ 
Cristou/ auvtou/) 18 Auvto.j ga.r evleu,setai( kai. evxeleu,setai( kai. evpile,xetai 
e`autw/| dw,deka avposto,louj( i[na euvaggeli,zwntai evn toi/j e;qnesin\ o]n evgw. 
e`w,raka kekosmhme,non u`po. tou/ Patro.j auvtou/( kai. evrco,menon eivj to.n 
ko,smon evpi. to. o;roj tw/n evlaiw/n\ kai. evmplh,sei ta.j peinw,saj yuca,j) 19 
Tau/ta le,gontoj tou/ VIeremi,ou peri. tou/ Ui`ou/ tou/ Qeou/( o[ti e;rcetai eivj 
to.n ko,smon( wvrgi,sqh o` lao.j( kai. ei=pe\ 20 Tau/ta pa,lin evsti. ta. r`h,mata ta. 
u`po. VHsai<ou tou/ ui`ou/ VAmw.j eivrhme,na le,gontoj o[ti( Ei=don to.n Qeo.n( kai. 
to.n Ui`o.n tou/ Qeou/) 21 Deu/te ou=n( kai. mh. avpoktei,nwmen auvto.n tw/| evkei,nou 
qana,tw|( avlla. li,qoij liqobolh,swmen auvto,n) 22 VEluph,qhsan sfo,dra evpi. 
th/| avponoi,a| tau,th| Barou.c kai. VAbime,lec( kai. o[ti h;qelon avkou/sai plh,rhj 
ta. musth,ria( a] ei=de) 23 Le,gei de. auvtoi/j VIeremi,aj\ Siwph,sate( kai. mh. 
klai,ete\ ouv mh. ga,r me avpoktei,nwsin( e[wj ou- pa,nta o[sa ei=don dihgh,swmai 
u`mi/n) 24 Ei=pe de. auvtoi/j\ VEne,gkate, moi li,qon) 25 ~O de. e;sthsen auvto.n( 
kai. ei=pe\ To. fw/j tw/n aivw,nwn( poi,hson to.n li,qon tou/ton kaq v o`moio,thta, 
mou gene,sqai) 26 ~O de. li,qoj avne,laben o`moio,thta tou/ VIeremi,ou) 27 Kai. 
evliqobo,loun to.n li,qon( nomi,zontej o[ti VIeremi,aj evsti,n) 28 ~O de. VIeremi,aj 
pa,nta pare,dwke ta. musth,ria( a] ei=de( tw/| Barou.c kai. tw/| VAbime,lec) 
29 Kai. ei=qV ou[twj e;sth evn me,sw| tou/ laou/( evktele,sai boulo,menoj th.n 
oivkonomi,an auvtou/) 30 VEbo,hse de. o` li,qoj le,gwn\ +W mwroi. ui`oi. VIsrah.l( dia. 

(14) blasthsousi: eth add and their fruit will live with the angels; Harris kai o karpoj autwn 
meta twn aggelwn menei || 15 kai1: (Kraft) add ta dendra | beblasthkota: A beblhkota | meta 
– kriqhnai: A (Ceriani) om | kriqhnai: B (Kraft Schaller); Harris kliqhnai | the whole verse in eth: 
and for the sake of the nursery of the trees we want to give praise to the air, so that they may become 
green and grow high, and that their roots will not wither like a plant whose roots find no ground | kai 
poihsei2 (eth); A B (Ceriani Kraft) kai | wj (eth); A B kai | genesqai: (Kraft) genhsetai || 16 h 
ciwn melanqhsetai: eth om | genhsontai: eth (Kraft) add kai ta almura glukea | en – qeou: 
eth with jubilation and God’s delight || 17 cristou: P eth son || 18 ina euaggelizwntai – ewraka: 
eth so that they will be shown what I have seen | kekosmhmenon A B; eth sent | peinwsaj A eth; B 
tapeinwsaj || 20 kai: eth om || 21 mh apokteinwmen – auton2: eth we want to do to him as we 
did to Isaiah, and some of them said, “No, in truth, we will throw stones at him.” And Baruch and 
Abimelech shouted at them, “Do not kill him that way” || 22 epi th aponoia tauth A B; P arm 
eth om | plhrhj B; A plhrh || 24 liqon: eth add and they brought him a stone || 25 esthsen: B 
anesthsen | mou: eth a man (anqrwpou) | genesqai: A B (Ceriani Kraft) add ewj ou panta orsa 
idon dihghswmai tw Barouc kai tw Abimelec || 26 liqoj: A B P arm (Ceriani Kraft) add dia 
prostagmatoj qeou || 28 panta: P arm om || 29 eiq outwj: B eiq autwj || 
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to bear fruit, and they will grow and sprout. 15 And those that had sprouted 
and were haughty and said, ‘We have stretched out our top into the air’13—he 
will cause them to wither with the grandeur of their branches. And he will 
cause the firmly rooted tree to fall.14  And he will cause the crimson to become 
like white wool. 16 The snow will turn black, the sweet waters will turn salty 
by God’s great light of joy. 17 And he will bless the islands to bear fruit by the 
word of the mouth of his Christ. 18 For he himself will come and go out, and 
he will choose for himself twelve apostles to announce the good news among 
the nations. He whom I have seen adorned by his Father and coming into the 
world on the Mount of Olives will satisfy the hungry souls.” 19 While Jeremiah 
was saying this about the Son of God, that he is coming into the world, the 
people became angry and said, 20 “These again are the words that were spoken 
by Isaiah, son of Amoz, saying, ‘I saw God and the Son of God.’ 21 There-
fore come and let us kill him, not by the same sort of death as his, but let us 
stone him with stones.” 22 At this frenzy Baruch and Abimelech became very 
grieved because they wanted to hear in full all the secrets he had seen. 23 But 
Jeremiah said to them, “Be silent and stop your weeping, for they surely will 
not kill me until I have told you all I saw.” 24 And he said to them, “Bring me 
a stone!” 25 And he set it up and said, “Light of the ages, cause this stone to 
take on my appearance!” 26 And the stone took on the appearance of Jeremiah. 
27 And they stoned the stone, thinking it to be Jeremiah. 28 But Jeremiah 
shared with Baruch and Abimelech all the secrets he had seen. 29 And after 
this he stood in this manner in the midst of the people wanting to fulfill his 
ministry. 30 But the stone cried out, saying, “O, foolish children of Israel, why 

13. Literally: “We delivered our end to the air”; see the commentary on this verse.
14. Kriqh/nai here is to be understood metaphorically.
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ti, liqobolei/te, me( nomi,zontej o[ti evgw. VIeremi,aj* VIdou. VIeremi,aj evn me,sw| 
u`mw/n i[statai) 31  Ẁj de. ei=don auvto.n( euvqe,wj e;dramon pro.j auvto.n meta. 
pollw/n li,qwn) Kai. evplhrw,qh auvtou/ oivkonomi,a) 32 Kai. evlqo,ntej Barou.c kai. 
VAbime,lec( e;qayan auvto.n( kai. labo,ntej to.n li,qon e;qhkan evpi. to. mnh/ma 
auvtou/( evpigra,yantej ou[twj\ Ou-to,j evstin o` li,qoj o` bohto.j tou/ VIeremi,ou)

30 en mesw: B eij meson || 31 eplhrwqh: P add delivering his worthy and holy soul into the hands of 
the living God on the first of the month of May || 32 mnhma: eth add and set it up as a door | outoj: eth 
behold this | o liqoj: eth om | Ieremiou: A B (Ceriani) add kai ta loipa twn logwn Ieremiou kai 
pasa h dunamij ouk idou (A om) entauqa eggegaptai en th epistolh Barouc || subscription in 
A B arm: and the rest of the words of Jeremiah and all his mighty work (arm the history of this writing of 
Paraleipomena), are they not written in the letter of Baruch (arm add glory be to Christ forever, amen); 
P and all power to Christ Jesus our Lord, to whom be glory and might forever and ever, amen.
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are you stoning me supposing I am Jeremiah? Behold, Jeremiah is standing in 
your midst.” 31 And when they saw him, they immediately ran to him with 
many stones and (so) his ministry was completed. 32 And Baruch and Abi-
melech came and buried him, and taking the stone they put it on his tomb and 
wrote on it the following, “This is the stone, the ally of Jeremiah.”





COMMENTARY





CHAPTER 1

The author of 4 Baruch assumes considerable knowledge on the part of his 
readers. Without any introductory explanation of the situation, he directs their 
attention to a well-known event in Israel’s history that had made a deep impact 
on the nation. The recipients know who the king of the Chaldeans is, even if 
his name (Nebuchadnezzar) is only mentioned later (5:21; 7:14, 25). The ruler 
politically responsible for the Babylonian captivity is well-known. Thus one 
immediately wonders: Why would one retell this story once more?

Interestingly, though, the captivity into which the Chaldean king had taken 
Israel fades into the background even as it is mentioned, both to give room 
to the real actor and even now to hint at a dimension of hope. This perspec-
tive, although made explicit only at the end of the work, influences it from 
the beginning: God is the engaged and real actor from the first verse on.1 Even 
the “concrete” main characters—Jeremiah, Baruch, and Abimelech—act only in 
response to God’s command. Thus the author already gives a clear indication of 
the viewpoint to be presented in 4 Baruch. Just as history is not to be histori-
cally but theologically interpreted and described, so the present situation is not 
to be shaped politically but to be understood and overcome theologically. This 
giving of a theological dimension to past and present history is an important 
factor in understanding the entire work appropriately in its context. The work 
is consciously a historical-theological fiction that seeks to interpret the present 
situation of the author and his audience theologically by retelling a key event 
from Israel’s history. What makes this fairly common procedure remarkable in 
this case is that the event chosen from Israel’s history had already been inter-
preted and handed down in its interpreted form. In this process, the present is 
interpreted through the remembered past and a picture of the future emerges, a 
picture that both renders the present comprehensible and makes the future the 
real focus of hope.

-43 -

1. Jens Herzer, “Direction in Difficult Times: How God Is Understood in the Paraleipomena 
Jeremiou,” JSP 22 (2000): 9–30.
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Alongside this giving of a theological dimension stands a process of autho-
rization. God himself is made author of the story; he himself authorizes and 
legitimizes the retelling of the remembered history. He takes the initiative, 
and he is the one through whom the catastrophe brought on Jerusalem by the 
advancing Chaldeans receives its specific meaning.

The title “king of the Chaldeans” for Nebuchadnezzar is worth noting, 
being without a textual reference point in our author’s sources. The use of the 
title in the Old Testament is rare and limited to the later traditions: the Sep-
tuagint version of Isaiah, 2 Chr 36:17, and Dan 9:1. In 2 Baruch, assumed as 
background to 4 Baruch, the threatening power remains anonymous. An equally 
obvious background to 4 Baruch is the book of Jeremiah itself, since it is decisive 
in the historical understanding of our author. However, this title of Nebuchad-
nezzar does not appear there, despite Jeremiah’s use of “Babylon” and “Chaldea” 
or “Babylonians” and “Chaldeans” as synonyms. These synonymous expressions 
match the fact that 4 Baruch speaks of the Chaldeans and yet names Babylon 
as their place of origin, whose inhabitants are equally Babylonians (6:14; 7:23; 
8:5, 7). The term Chaldeans appears in only three phrases: “king of the Chal-
deans” (1:1; 2:6), “(military) might of the Chaldeans” (1:3; 4:1), and “hands of 
the Chaldeans” (1:5). All these references have a political background, whereas 
the terms Babylon and Babylonians are used in the context of personal relations. 
Chaldean is thus given a negative overtone. Although Babylon is primarily the 
location of the exile and hence equally negative in tone, it is also the place of 
reorientation toward the promises of salvation. Part of this reorientation is a 
clear separation from the Babylonians. In this context, the political power of 
“the Chaldeans” no longer plays a role.

Our author appears to use the synonymous references to Babylon and Chal-
dea or Babylonians and Chaldeans in order to maintain a differentiation within 
his historical-theological fiction. The term Chaldeans remains on the level of 
remembering, while the terms Babylon and Babylonian have direct reference to 
the time of writing and thus unambiguously refer to the Roman Empire and the 
threat that this hostile power represented to the Jewish people.2 This impression 
can be clarified with the observation that the terms Chaldea and Chaldean are 
found on the political-historical level of the narrative, while Babylon and Baby-
lonian are used on the theological-eschatological level. From this observation a 
stunning theological interpretation of history emerges, albeit implicitly: just as 
the Jewish people had survived the Babylonian exile by conservatively holding 

2. On the significance of using the name “Babylon” for Rome, see C. H. Hunzinger, “Babylon 
als Deckname für Rom und die Datierung des 1. Petrusbriefes,” in Gottes Wort und Gottes Land: 
Festschrift für Joachim Jeremias (ed. Henning Graf Reventlow; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Rup-
recht, 1965), 67–77.
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on to tradition and constructively developing that tradition, and thus saw judg-
ment turn to salvation, so equally now the Jewish people of the author’s day 
should wait for God’s activity in history to turn the Roman threat into blessing.

By using this terminology our author does not merely hold to linguistic 
conventions3 but consciously makes a differentiation with which his and his 
readers’ situation is to be outlined. As in Jeremiah’s days, the challenge of the 
author’s time was to make a correct assessment of political and religious rela-
tionships and to draw the proper conclusions. Included in that was a specific 
evaluation of both the Roman Empire, which was on the verge of triumphing 
over Israel and Jerusalem, and of the question of the people’s future political 
and religious survival in such a complex situation. Just as the Chaldean power 
could not annul God’s rule, Roman power could not succeed as long as Israel 
remained focused on something other than political and military power.

Despite all the political threat, 4 Bar. 1 makes the undisputed rule of God 
as clear as possible. The chapter consists of a dialogue between Jeremiah and 
God that the latter initiates in order to demand that Jeremiah leave the city 
together with Baruch so that the destruction of the city may proceed. This 
demand in 1:1 is repeated almost verbatim in 1:7. Thus it is made clear that, 
although the Chaldeans are in political terms active, ultimately it is God who 
hands the city over to destruction. At this point one must notice that the city 
is not actually destroyed in chapter 1. According to 1:10, Jeremiah and Baruch 
are to scale the city walls so that God might convince them that he is at work. 
Before reaching that point, however, chapters 2 and 3 introduce scenes that 
retard the story and make it clear that God is not really interested in destroying 
the city. Here, even before the judgment, provision is made for overcoming the 
judgment and for a return into the city. Finally, in chapter 4 the angels open 
the city gates, and the enemy enters and leads the people into captivity. It is 
noteworthy that 4 Baruch does not actually report the destruction of the city; 
in fact, the only indication of the destruction is offered in the question about 
the meaning of the event in Baruch’s lament (4:6). Moreover, in chapter 5 Abi-
melech recognizes the city by means of its skyline, but on the inside he finds 
it dramatically changed. This difference between the outer and inner faces of 
the city deserves comment. Although the city has remained identifiable, even 
achieved a new sheen in places, its inner state is and remains so desolate that 
only lament remains. It is quite possible that Hadrian’s planned rebuilding of 
Jerusalem as Aelia Capitolina is the background here.4 Such a project is not 

3. Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 711.
4. See Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 177–92, esp. 182–86. See also the discussion of author, 

location, and date in the introduction above.
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destruction in the true sense, though from a particular perspective it can cer-
tainly be regarded this way. In order to understand this, one must appreciate 
the differing evaluations of the inner and outer perspectives.

The reason given for the threatened destruction is clear and simple: the sins 
of the people (1:1). This sweeping statement is not made more concrete in what 
follows, which suggests that the author assumes a known understanding of the 
city’s destruction (see, e.g., 2 Kgs 22:16; 23:26–36; 2 Chr 34:28; Jer 13:22; 
30:15; Ezek 28:18; 1 Esd 9:2 [LXX]; Bar 4:12; 4 Ezra 14:31; 2 Bar. 1:2–4; Jose-
phus, J.W. 7.332).5 According to 4 Bar. 2:2, Baruch immediately knows what 
the reader should also know when he recognizes what has caused Jeremiah’s 
lamentations: the people must have committed a terrible sin. The traditional 
deeds-destiny relation (“Tun-Ergehen-Zusammenhang”) is expressly used to 
explain the incomprehensible. The almost formulaic expression dia. to. plh/qoj 
tw/n a`martiw/n tw/n katoikou,ntwn (1:1) also appears in 1:7 and twice in the 
remarkable repetition of 4:6–7 (dia. ta.j a`marti,aj tou/ hvgaphme,nou laou/ … 
dia. ta.j a`marti,aj h`mw/n kai. tou/ laou/ … dia. ta.j a`marti,aj h`mw/n), just after 
the people have been taken into captivity. 

The author will allow no doubt that God is at work in this execution of his 
sentence and that the people brought it about through their own sin. Yet the 
reader is not told what specific sins the people are guilty of. Baruch’s explicit 
question as to the people’s guilt receives no answer. Only in 6:21 during the 
preparation for the people’s return does the author become more concrete: 
“Because you did not keep my ordinances but your heart became haughty 
and you were stubborn in my presence instead, I became angry and in wrath 
surrendered you into the furnace in Babylon.” The use of such a well-known 
understanding of guilt and judgment, together with the fact that the people are 
not mentioned by name but awkwardly alluded to in 1:1 (“those who dwell in 
it [the city]”) and called, in the context of their sins, “the beloved people” (tou/ 
hvgaphme,nou laou/) in 4:6, points out that, despite the primarily negative assess-
ment of the people, they are not rejected but can be assured of God’s care.

The prominent role of the prophet Jeremiah finds expression in a special 
way in his being addressed as God’s “chosen one” (o` evklekto,j mou, see 1:4; 
3:4–5; 7:15). Thus he is placed among the ranks of the great personalities of the 

5. The book of Jeremiah is particularly more concrete, naming the following as explanation: 
primarily idolatry (2:5, 8; 3:9, 13; 5:19; 10:2–4 and many others); then despising of the law (2:8; 
5:4–5; 6:19 and many others); worship of Baal (2:23); perjury (5:1, 7); adultery (5:8); violence 
(2:34; 6:7); and foolishness (2:35). These are summarized in the temple speech (7:9). Similarly, 2 
Bar. 1:2–4 also gives a larger list of the sins of the people. On this motif, see Motiv Murphy, “The 
Temple in the Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch,” 671–72.



 CHAPTER 1 47

Old Testament.6 Yet God’s demand to leave the city is addressed to Jeremiah and 
Baruch, the latter already known from the Old Testament Jeremiah tradition as 
the prophet’s assistant and secretary (Jer 32:12–13; 36:4, 10, 32; 43:3, 6; 45:1). 
According to Jer 36:6, Jeremiah charged Baruch to read aloud Jeremiah’s work, 
and Baruch is similarly identified in 4 Bar. 5:18 (Barou.c o` avnagnw,sthj). The 
two must leave the city because7 their prayers represent a protective wall around 
the city and prevent God’s judgment. Both are intercessors for the people, 
although it becomes clear in what follows that the intercessory function is par-
ticularly Jeremiah’s.8 The prophet played this role in the book of Jeremiah (7:16; 
11:14; 14; 15:1, 11; 18:20), and this character trait is found elsewhere in Hel-
lenistic-Jewish literature.9 This is one of several features that characterize the 
whole of 4 Baruch (1:2, 5–6; 2:3; 3:9; 9:4), with further aspects being added 
to this feature later.10 A certain tension exists between the demand to leave the 
city and the note in 1:10 that they should go up on the city walls, because the 
walls can only be climbed from inside the city.11 However, this tension is not 
to be resolved. What matters is that Jeremiah and Baruch become witnesses to 
God’s handing over of the city and later on as witnesses come before God in the 
temple.12

The understanding of prayers as a pillar and a wall is unusual. Although 
the background is Jer 1:18 according to the Masoretic Text (“And I for my 
part have made you today a fortified city, an iron pillar [missing in the Septua-
gint!], and a bronze wall, against the whole land—against the kings of Judah, its 
princes, its priests, and the people of the land”), it immediately becomes clear 
that the metaphor in 4 Bar. 1:1 has another intention. It is not the prayers but 
the prophet himself who becomes the bulwark against the rebellious people and 

6. See Jean Riaud, “The Figure of Jeremiah in the Paralipomena Jeremiae Prophetae: His 
Originality; His ‘Christianization’ by the Christian Author of the Conclusion (9:10–32),” JSP 22 
(2000): 31–44, here 35, who points out the widespread use of this title: Jacob (Isa 45:4), Moses 
(Ps 106[105]:23), Joshua (Num 11:28), David (Sir 47:22), the Servant (Isa 42:1), and, finally, the 
whole people (Isa 43:26).

7. Schaller (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 712) leaves the justifying ga,r untranslated.
8. The Ethiopic translation is therefore true to the content in focusing the prayer function on 

Jeremiah with the use of the singular.
9. 2 Macc 5:14; 2 Bar. 2:2; Liv. Pro. 2:3; Apocr. Jer. 14:2–4; 17:8.
10. See Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 83–89; S. E. Balentine, “The 

Prophet as Intercessor: A Reassessment,” JBL 103 (1984): 161–73; and esp. Riaud, “La figure de 
Jérémie,” passim. See also his “Figure of Jeremiah,” passim; Marinus de Jonge, “Remarks in the 
Margin of the Paper ‘The Figure of Jeremiah in the Paralipomena Jeremiae,’ ” JSP 22 (2000): 45–
49.

11. See Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:200.
12. See Nickelsburg, “Narrative Traditions,” 63.
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its leadership.13 Moreover, the reference to Jer 1:18 (cf. 15:20) is only indirect. 
The direct reference is to the clear parallel in 2 Bar. 2:1: “For your works are for 
this city like a firm pillar, and your prayers like a strong wall.” Passing over the 
synonymous parallelismus membrorum14 between prayers and works, 4 Baruch 
concentrates again on prayers, the prayers of the righteous in the holy city of 
Jerusalem playing a special role for the author.15 It is not only that they hold 
back God’s judgment16 but also that Jerusalem remains a special place after judg-
ment, and in Jeremiah’s letter from Babylon (see 7:23, 28) Baruch is required to 
intercede because he is in Jerusalem. Effective prayer for the people of God is 
only possible in Jerusalem.17

13. See the Ethiopic text, which uses the second-person singular possesive adjective (“your 
prayer”), referring to Jeremiah.

14. See Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 148.
15. The metaphorical use of defensive architectural structures was a common motif in Cynic 

and Stoic popular philosophy and influenced Hellenistic Jewish authors such as Philo of Alexan-
dria (see Abraham J. Malherbe, Paul and the Popular Philosophers [Minneapolis: Fortress, 1989], 
93–95 [for Philo of Alexandria], 101–3 [for Epictetus and Seneca]). However, in 4 Baruch it is not 
a metaphor for self-protection, but the point is that Jeremiah’s prayers protect others. This differ-
ence between the philosophical motif and 4 Baruch underlines the priestly function of the prophet. 
Thus, the idea that the works of the righteous are pillars is unique in early Jewish literature; see M. 
Görg, “Die ‘ehernen Säulen’ (1 Kgs 7:15) und die ‘eiserne Säule’ (Jer 1:18): Ein Beitrag zur Säulen-
metaphorik im Alten Testament,” in Prophetie und geschichtliche Wirklichkeit im alten Israel (ed. by 
R. Liwak et al.; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1991), 137–54, here 146–48. According to 2 Bar. 63:3–9, 
the works of the righteous one (Hezekiah) are the reason for God hearing the prayer and thus also 
for the rescue of Jerusalem.

16. The idea of the righteous as pillars also appears in rabbinic literature, such as b. Ber. 28b 
concerning Johanan ben Zakkai as well as Exod. Rab. 2:6 on Exod 3:3 and Abraham being the 
pillar of the world. The idea in Paraleipomena Jeremiou that the righteous person is a protective 
force is particularly to be compared with a story told in the context of Johanan ben Zakkai’s flight 
from Jerusalem in Lam. Rab. 1:5: “He sent R. Eliezer and R. Joshua to bring out R. Z Íadok ß. They 
went and found him in the city gate. When he arrived, R. Joḣanan stood up before him. Vespa-
sian asked, ‘You stand up before this emaciated old man?’ He answered, ‘By your life, if there had 
been [in Jerusalem] one more like him, though you had double your army, you would have been 
unable to conquer it’” (translation of J. Rabbinowitz, “Lamentations,” in Midrash Rabbah: Trans-
lated into English with Notes, Glossary and Indices [ed. by H. Freedman and M. Simon; 10 vols.; 
London: Soncino, 1983], 7:104). See also Görg, “Säulenmetaphorik im Alten Testament,” passim. 
Such metaphorical language also finds reflection in the New Testament (Gal 2:9; also 1 Clem. 5:2; 
Eusebius, Hier. 5.1.6.17).

17. 4 Bar. 2:3; see Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 85–86; Herzer, Parali-
pomena Jeremiae, 41–42. Wolff (Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 86) notes as a parallel 
Midr. Pss. on Ps 91:11–12: “From the latter words [Gen 18:17] the Rabbis inferred that when a 
man prays in Jerusalem, it is as though he prays before the throne of glory, for the gate of heaven 
is in Jerusalem, and a door is always open for the hearing of prayer” (quoted from William G. 
Braude, The Midrash on Psalms: Translated from the Hebrew and Aramaic [Yale Judaica Series 13; 2 
vols.; New Haven: Yale University Press, 1959], 2:105). See also Norman Burrows Johnson, Prayer 
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The title ku,rie pantokra,twr in 1:5 gives particular prominence to God’s 
role in the remembered events. Jeremiah accepts God’s decision by pointing to 
his universal authority. Ku,rie is an address to God found in the Septuagint; 
together with pantokra,twr it translates the Hebrew YHWH Sebaoth.18 God 
alone, not the enemy, is the almighty ruler deciding the fate of his people.

The expression paradi,dwj th.n po,lin th.n evklekth,n in 1:5 (repeated in 2:7 
and 3:6) underlines the all-encompassing nature of God’s rule. In this formula-
tion both judgment and salvation come together: the wrath of God against sin 
leads to the city being handed over yet does not negate the fact that this city is 
expressly the chosen city.19 Even in the hour of judgment it is confirmed that 
the city remains the place of salvation, a tension between judgment and salvific 
significance later resolved in the reorientation toward the eschatological heav-
enly Jerusalem of the age of salvation. In the same breath in which the enemy’s 
possible victory is mentioned, the city is called the “holy city,” although here the 
difference can be appreciated: the “holy city” is the earthly Jerusalem—to which 
the enemy has access. Although its holiness is thereby lost, its election is not; 
rather, the “chosen city” is no longer the earthly but the heavenly city. Election 
is thus the decisive category by which God’s faithfulness to his people is to be 
understood. This can be seen in the author’s use of “chosen” for entities other 
than Jerusalem: supremely Jeremiah, who guarantees the preservation of the tra-
dition (1:4, 7; 3:4, 5; 7:15);20 then the people (7:11); and, finally, the eagle 
through whom the message of salvation comes (return from exile in 7:3).

The reference to God’s will in 1:6–7 confirms that the judgment cannot be 
turned away and simultaneously makes it clear to Jeremiah that the city can be 

in the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha: A Study of the Jewish Concept of God (SBLMS 2; Philadelphia: 
Society of Biblical Literature, 1948), 44–45, 52.

18. Gerhard Delling, “Zum gottesdienstlichen Stil der Johannes-Apokalypse,” in Studien zum 
Neuen Testament und zum hellenistischen Judentum: Gesammelte Aufsätze 1950–1968 (ed. Ferdinand 
Hahn, Traugott Holtz, and Nikolaus Walter; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970), 425–50, 
here 442–46; repr. from NovT 3 (1959). Schaller (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 713) points out the 
rarity of the expression in postbiblical times, although it is used more often than he presents (Bar 
3:1–4; Jdt 4:13; 8:13; 15:10; 16:5; 16:17; Sir 42:17; 50:17; T. Ab. A 8:3; 15:12; Pr. Man. 1:1; Odes 
Sol. 12:1; 14:12–13; 2 Macc 3:30; 3 Macc 2:2). See further Michael Ehrmann, Klagephänomene in 
zwischentestamentlicher Literatur (BEATAJ 41; Frankfurt am Main: Lang, 1997); Sönke von Stemm, 
Der betende Sünder vor Gott: Studien zu Vergebungsvorstellungen in urchristlichen und frühjüdischen 
Texten (AGJU 45; Leiden: Brill, 1999). The proximity to the New Testament is remarkable; see 2 
Cor 6:18; Rev 1:8; 4:8; 11:17; 15:3; 16:7; 19:6; 19:16; 21:22. The expanded form ku,rie o` qeo.j o` 
pantokra,twr is typical for the Christian Apocalypse of John; see Delling (cited above).

19. On Jerusalem as the chosen city under God’s judgment, see Sir 49:6; as the chosen city of 
salvation, Tob (Symmachus) 13:13.

20. Riaud, “La figure de Jérémie,” 373–85. See also idem, “Figure of Jeremiah,” 31–44.
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handed over only by God himself.21 The repetition of 1:1b in 1:7 has already 
been mentioned. The structure of 1:1–3 and 7–9 is also the same: a command 
to leave the city; an announcement of the city’s destruction, with a reason pro-
vided; further reason; and a repeated command to leave the city. These similar 
structures cause the differences to become more apparent: in terms of content, 
only the first two elements are the same. The reason given in 1:8–9 differs from 
the earlier reason and picks up on Jeremiah’s earlier reference to God’s will: the 
enemy can enter the city only if God wills and enables it to do so.22 Thus the 
strange and quite illogical phrase in verse 10—“unless I destroy the city first, 
they cannot enter it”—should be read in correspondence with 1:8; the open-
ing of the gates by God already implies the destruction, which is merely carried 
out by the enemies. In this perspective, the Chaldeans once more appear as the 
instrument used by God in order to execute his judgment. Yet as mentioned 
above, 4 Baruch does not in fact report an actual destruction of the city.

In 1:9, Baruch comes to the fore for the first time when God commands 
Jeremiah to convey this news to him. This transition prepares for chapter 2, 
where Baruch becomes the second main character alongside Jeremiah.23

The reference to “the sixth hour of the night” in 1:10 indicates that the con-
quest of the city began at midnight. This hour underlines the judgment motif; 
according to Josephus, the Romans conquered Jerusalem in 70 C.E. at midnight 
(Ant. 10.136).24

21. 4 Bar. 1:6 thus demonstrates a certain similarity to 2 Bar. 4:2, where the topic is the 
heavenly Jerusalem. A quotation from Isa 49:16 is in play here, which is not taken up as such. See 
Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 2:14, and the critique in Riaud, “Les Paralipomena Jeremiae dépen-
dent-ils de 2 Baruch?” 110. See also Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 73.

22. 2 Bar. 1:2–5; 5:3; 77:10; see also 4 Ezra 13:40–41. Josephus also makes use of this under-
standing of the conquest of the city (Josephus, J.W. 6.110; 7.328, 332; Ant. 20.166); on this point, 
see Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 4–5.

23. On the person and traditional understanding of Baruch, see below. According to Robin-
son (“4 Baruch,” 417), 4 Bar. 1:9 interrupts God’s speech to Jeremiah. For Robinson, the problem 
apparently is Baruch, assuming that he does not belong originally in this context. The occasions of 
his being mentioned in 4 Bar. 1 are therefore “editorial additions.” However, Robinson fails to offer 
a reason here, just as he does for his holding that the “subservient character” in 4 Bar. 2 was origi-
nally not Baruch but Abimelech. Robinson also fails to say on which redactional level this change 
occurred.

24. In contrast to 4 Baruch, Josephus expressly states it: a`lou,shj de. th/j po,lewj peri. me,shn 
nu,kta. On midnight as a certain motif, see also Mark 13:35; Matt 25:6; Acts 16:25; 27:27; in the 
sixth hour, while Jesus is dying on the cross, it becomes night in the day (Mark 15:33 and paral-
lels); according to John 19:14, the sixth hour of the day is the hour when Jesus is handed over to be 
crucified (John 19:16). On this see W. Speyer, “Mittag und Mitternacht als heilige Zeiten in Antike 
und Christentum,” in Frühes Christentum im antiken Strahlungsfeld (ed. W. Speyer; WUNT 50; 
Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1989), 340–52.
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The dialogue ends with God’s departure, again on God’s initiative, whereas 
Jeremiah began the dialogue in 1:4 by responding to God’s announcement in 
1:1–3.25 That befits the special role of the prophet, who alone is God’s conversa-
tion partner; neither Baruch nor Abimelech has this role. The remark concerning 
God’s departure reveals the careful structuring work of the author. The motif is 
reused and made more precise in 3:13, where God does not simply leave Jer-
emiah but ascends into heaven. From that moment on, heaven is not simply to 
be understood locally but receives eschatological significance. The destination 
of the faithful is, according to 5:34, the heavenly Jerusalem. By ascending to 
heaven, God goes ahead of his people to the place of their final salvation.

25. Schaller (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 714) rightly points out the parallel in the end of the 
conversation between God and Abraham in Gen 18:33: avph/lqen de. ku,rioj w`j evpau,sato lalw/n 
tw/| Abraam.





CHAPTER 2

Whereas the first chapter began by referring to the time of the events, the 
second chapter introduces the meeting between Jeremiah and Baruch in terms of 
its location. God having left him, Jeremiah enters the temple (to. a`giasth,rion, 
2:1), where he meets Baruch (2:2). The dialogue between them is immediately 
interrupted by an insertion in 2:3 that explains the connection made in 2:2 
between the people’s sin and Jeremiah’s mourning rituals. This makes the repeti-
tion of Baruch’s question in 2:4 necessary. The main part of the chapter consists 
of a conversation between Jeremiah and Baruch. It is worth noting that Jer-
emiah and Baruch do not actually leave the city, as God had required in 1:1, 7, 
but remain in the sanctuary by the altar (2:10). Like chapter 1, chapter 2 ends 
with a specific note concluding the scene.

Verse 1 lays the groundwork for Jeremiah’s execution of God’s command 
to tell Baruch what God had said, so the narrative here anticipates what will be 
developed later on in the conversation between Jeremiah and Baruch. However, 
after 2:2 it is Baruch, not Jeremiah, who begins the conversation with his ques-
tions about Jeremiah’s mourning.1 Some translations iron out this tension by 
setting Baruch next to Jeremiah as a mourner in 2:1b.2 In this scenario, instead 
of Jeremiah leaving the city with Baruch, both head into God’s holy place, the 
temple.3

The phrase a`giasth,rion tou/ Qeou/ appears infrequently in the Old Testa-
ment, being found only four times (LXX Pss 72:17; 73:7 [to. a`giasth,rio,n sou]; 
82:13; Lev 12:4 [without tou/ Qeou/]). Otherwise this expression does not 
appear in early Jewish tradition. These few references must therefore be of some 
importance. In tradition criticism, the psalms mentioned seem precisely to be 
those that provide the motif for 4 Bar. 2. The reference to the fall of Jerusalem is  

-53 -

1. This motif of silent mourning followed by conversation concerning its cause can be found 
in Job 2:11–13.

2. So the reading in arma, armb and slavA (“and they both began to weep at the altar”); MS A 
does not have this part of the verse.

3. Schaller reads eivj to.n nao.n tou/ qeou/ according to A and B (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 714).
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particularly clear in Ps 73:7: evnepu,risan evn puri. to. àgiasth,rio,n souÃ eivj th.n 
gh/n evbebh,lwsan to. skh,nwma tou/ ovno,mato,j sou (“they burned your sanctuary 
with fire; down to the ground they desecrated the tent of your name”). Psalm 
82:13 in the LXX also seems to assume this, for the Hebrew version (83:13) 
speaks of the taking of the land, not of the temple.

The assumed situation—lamentation rites celebrated in the temple itself—
seems unusual. The tearing of one’s clothes and the sprinkling of ashes on one’s 
head are typical lamentation rites,4 but the performance of these actions in the 
temple is particularly worthy of note. Specific parallels in the Old Testament 
and early Jewish literature are connected with the destruction of the temple. 
Particularly significant here is, above all, Lam 2:7–10, which, like the entire 
book of Lamentations, is closely associated with the Jeremiah tradition.

(7) The Lord has scorned his altar, disowned his sanctuary; he has delivered 
into the hand of the enemy the walls of her palaces; a clamor was raised in the 
house of the LORD as on a day of festival. (8) The LORD determined to lay in 
ruins the wall of daughter Zion; he stretched the line; he did not withhold his 
hand from destroying; he caused rampart and wall to lament; they languish 
together. (9) Her gates have sunk into the ground; he has ruined and broken 
her bars; her king and princes are among the nations; guidance is no more, 
and her prophets obtain no vision from the LORD. (10) The elders of daughter 
Zion sit on the ground in silence; they have thrown dust on their heads and 
put on sackcloth; the young girls of Jerusalem have bowed their heads to the 
ground. (NRSV)

Another pertinent parallel is found in Jdt 4:11–15:

(11) And all the Israelite men, women, and children living at Jerusalem pros-
trated themselves before the temple and put ashes on their heads and spread 
out their sackcloth before the Lord. (12) They even draped the altar with sack-
cloth and cried out in unison, praying fervently to the God of Israel not to 
allow their infants to be carried off and their wives to be taken as booty, and 
the towns they had inherited to be destroyed, and the sanctuary to be pro-
faned and desecrated to the malicious joy of the Gentiles. (13) The Lord heard 
their prayers and had regard for their distress; for the people fasted many days 
throughout Judea and in Jerusalem before the sanctuary of the Lord Almighty. 
(14) The high priest Joakim and all the priests who stood before the Lord and 
ministered to the Lord, with sackcloth around their loins, offered the daily 
burnt offerings, the votive offerings, and freewill offerings of the people. (15) 

4. Josh 7:6; 2 Sam 13:19; Esth 4:1, 3, 16; Job 2:12; 1 Macc 3:47; T. Job 28:3 and many 
others; see Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 714.
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With ashes on their turbans, they cried out to the Lord with all their might to 
look with favor on the whole house of Israel. (NRSV)

As the people mourned in front of the temple before the impending destruc-
tion, the priests did the same in the temple in an attempt to turn aside the 
judgment.

In 4 Baruch, however, the point of no return has already been reached, as 
is made clear by the conversation reflecting on the coming catastrophe (2:2–9). 
Baruch begins this conversation with two questions that concern Jeremiah and 
the people and that reflect something characteristic about each. The question 
concerning the prophet’s appearance is immediately combined with the question 
regarding the people’s sin. Consequently, in 2:3 the author inserts a correspond-
ing explanation for the reader, then repeats the questions in abbreviated form in 
2:4. Readers need to know as much as Baruch does about Jeremiah’s practices in 
order to understand the conversation correctly.

Alongside this narrative structure, Baruch’s reference to Jeremiah as “Father” 
is also noteworthy. This designation is typical of Baruch’s questions to Jeremiah 
and almost stereotypical (2:4, 6, 8; 5:25; 9:8). The Old Testament Jeremiah 
tradition does not use this title; of all the prophets, only Elijah is addressed 
as father (2 Kgs 2:12; 6:21; 13:14). Based on this evidence, Schaller proposed 
that the conception of the prophet as leader of a school lies in the background, 
noting also the usual rabbinic addresses used for scribes.5 This seems reason-
able, particularly because 4 Baruch presents Jeremiah as a teacher, admittedly as 
teacher of the people in the exile. In the present context, however, the author’s 
explanation in 2:3 should be taken seriously: Jeremiah’s characteristic function 
was as priestly intercessor6 for the people, one whose stubborn7 prayers led to 
forgiveness of sins.8 Thus “Father” in 2:2 refers not so much to Jeremiah’s teach-
ing as to his care for the people, including his intercessory mediation.9

Two senses of the title “Father” are suggested at this point: the first in rela-
tion to the people, the second in relation to Baruch. The second is expressed 
most clearly in Jeremiah’s reference to Baruch as “my beloved son” in 7:23. But 
just as Baruch is the beloved son, the people are also “beloved” (3:8; 4:6) and 

5. Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 715.
6. For more, see Riaud, “La figure de Jérémie,” passim.
7. He continues to pray (cf. the imperfect hu;ceto) until (e[wj a;n) God forgives the sins; see 

this motif again in Lam 3:49–50.
8. Although sin is referred to in the singular here instead of the plural, as in 1:2, 7, it does not 

indicate a difference in meaning.
9. A similar structure is found in the parable of 7:24, in which the father suffers at the death 

of his son and—so it is assumed—would rather die in his place.
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compared to an “only son” (monogenh.j ui`o,j, 7:24). Jeremiah, Baruch, and the 
people are thus not simply historical characters in a story being retold but bear 
significance in the story of God and his people. Their literary interaction has 
theological relevance for the author and first readers of 4 Baruch as they seek 
to understand their own historical situation. One element of this depiction was 
presumably of great relevance to the original audience. In contrast to the Old 
Testament book of Jeremiah, 4 Baruch speaks of the people’s sin in traditional, 
general terms but never concretely names it. Hence from the beginning of the 
book it is clear that the people are not portrayed negatively but remain, even 
in the face of the coming judgment, God’s own people who will someday turn 
back to him.10

In 2:5 Jeremiah finally answers Baruch’s second question about the meaning 
of his mourning. Instead of tearing his clothes as Jeremiah has done, Baruch is 
told to tear his heart,11 “for the Lord will not have mercy on this people.” The 
appropriate response to God’s final decision to execute judgment on his beloved 
people is not an external ritual but an internal rending of the heart. The coming 
together of love, election, and judgment is heart-breaking. 

Joel 2:13 forms the background to this verse. There God himself calls 
for a tearing of the heart: “Rend your hearts and not your clothing. Return 
to the Lord, your God, for he is gracious and merciful, slow to anger, and 
abounding in steadfast love, and relents from punishing” (NRSV). The depen-
dence of 4 Bar. 2:5 on Joel’s text is clear, but one important difference is 
striking. Joel speaks of the overflowing abundance of God’s grace, which can 
even change his purposes, while in 4 Baruch the decision for judgment has 
been made and will not be reversed. This conscious alteration of Joel 2:13, 
which would have been evident to careful readers, underscores the tragedy of 
the present situation.

The background to the motif of filling troughs with one’s tears is the 
lament of the prophet in Jer 9:1 (LXX 8:23): “O that my head were a spring of 
water, and my eyes a fountain of tears, so that I might weep day and night for 
the slain of my poor people!”12 (NRSV). The motif appears in 2 Bar. 35:2 but is 
taken up and developed differently. Direct dependence on Jer 9:1 cannot be 

10. See Jens Herzer, “Alttestamentliche Traditionen in den Paralipomena Jeremiae als Beispiel 
für den Umgang frühjüdischer Schriftsteller mit ‘Heiliger Schrift,’” in Schriftauslegung im antiken 
Judentum und im Urchristentum (ed. M. Hengel and H. Löhr; WUNT 73; Tübingen: Mohr Sie-
beck, 1994), 119–20.

11. This motif goes beyond 2 Bar. 35:2, which speaks only of tears.
12. See also 9:17 (18).
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established; the reference here was probably mediated through 2 Baruch and 
combined with the reference to Joel 2:13.13

The renewed exchange of question and answer in 2:6–7 appears stereotypical 
but clearly points to the shattering and incomprehensible depth of the impend-
ing events. Only after his third question is Baruch confronted with the reality 
and inevitability of divine judgment. Initially he asked what sin the people had 
committed because he understood the prophet’s ritual lament in those terms. 
The prophet’s answer to the repeated question of 2:4 pointed Baruch to the con-
sequences of the event without naming them. Thus, the consequences were not 
yet plausible, so Baruch asked again. However, this time he does not ask about 
the condition of the prophet’s mind but more concretely about what has hap-
pened. Only now does Jeremiah speak of God’s decision to execute judgment.

This structuring of the dialogue should make it clear how consistent God’s 
judgment is, how incomprehensible it remains, and how serious the people’s 
situation has become. Readers can see their own condition, their own situation 
and tension, reflected in the text. Baruch’s behavior in 2:8 becomes transpar-
ent to the author’s generation when they take this reader-oriented approach. 
Baruch responds not as Jeremiah had required but disregards his word and 
tears his clothes. Reasoned obedience no longer seems possible in the face of 
the judgment; only lamentation rites remain in the inescapable situation. How-
ever, Baruch’s acceptance of the situation is hinted at in the fourth question, 
as he asks about the source of the revelation of the judgment. Jeremiah does 
not answer but tells him to wait patiently for the sixth hour of the night, mid-
night,14 when the truth of the word will be seen. Here too we find a clear hint 
to the reader.

The scene ends by referring to the altar of the sanctuary, before which Jere-
miah and Baruch continue their lament until the hour of judgment. The altar in 
the forecourt of the sanctuary15 is introduced into the scene because in the next 
chapter it will be the place at which the temple vessels will be hidden (3:816).

13. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 46. Note that 2 Bar. 35:2 takes the term “fountain” 
(mkw‘’ ) from Jer 8:23 (rwOqmf/phgh,; NRSV 9:1) and is thus closer to the biblical tradition in its 
terminology.

14. See above on 1:10.
15. The altar is not identical to the sanctuary; qusiasth,rion is not necessarily identical to 

a`giasth,rion (2:1a.c), as Delling believes (Paralipomena Jeremiae, 73 n. 14). See Schaller, “Paralipo-
mena Jeremiou,” 716, who however in 2:1a does not read a`giasth,rion (see also next note).

16. However, the text is not clear at this point. Among others, Schaller, “Paralipomena Jer-
emiou,” 717 (cf. 720), does not read qusiasth,rion, in accordance with MSS A and B. A distinction 
must also be made between 3:8 and 3:14: while qusiasth,rion probably should be read in 3:8, it is 
replaced by a`giasth,rion in 3:14.





CHAPTER 3

In chapter 3 Jeremiah again speaks with God, seeking to learn two things 
with regard to the imminent destruction of the city: the fate of the temple ves-
sels (3:7) and that of Abimelech (3:9). The sin and fate of the people no longer 
play a major role. By shifting the focus to the fates of the temple vessels and 
of Abimelech, the writer already looks forward to the promised return of the 
people from exile, even though judgment has not yet been executed.

The fate of the temple vessels is central in the first part of the dialogue 
between God and Jeremiah. The discussion regarding them has its immediate 
climax in God’s instruction in 3:8, though the execution of this command is not 
reported until 3:14. The section concerning Abimelech interrupts this thematic 
unity, even though 3:14 could immediately follow 3:8 and finish the scene con-
cerning the temple vessels. One might draw literary-critical conclusions from 
this. It is, to be sure, remarkable that Abimelech, who plays a decisive role in the 
development and presentation of the overall message of the book (in particular 
4 Bar. 5), first appears here. Because of this, Bogaert sought to demonstrate 
that 3:9–10 are interpolated, as Jeremiah’s question concerning Abimelech in 
3:9 is formulated just as that concerning the temple vessels in 3:6. Moreover, in 
3:10–11 God offers two separate answers, one after the other, although 3:11 was 
not motivated by a further question.1 Bogaert’s suggestion is linked to his view 
that the Abimelech story in chapter 5 is secondary, and to the isolated references 
to Abimelech outside of chapter 5 as interpolations.2

Further to Bogaert’s arguments, one should note that Abimelech plays no 
role in 3:14. As in chapter 2, Jeremiah and Baruch alone bewail the fall of Jeru-
salem. This could be seen as a literary marker for the end of chapter 3. That 3:15 
begins with the same time marker as 4:1 supports such a view.3 Moreover, the 

-59 -

1. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:193–94.
2. See below the introduction to chapter 5.
3. See Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:194; Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 7 n. 15; and 

Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 46. Bogaert concludes that the whole passage 
between these two verses is an addition.
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sending of Abimelech to “the vineyard of Agrippa” and the surrounding of the 
city by the Chaldeans happen at the same time. The scene’s logic is thus difficult 
to grasp, as Abimelech would surely have fallen into the hands of the enemy. 
Finally, since figs are not mentioned in God’s instruction to send Abimelech to 
the vineyard of Agrippa, 3:10 and 3:15 stand in some tension.4

These observations do not, however, point to the secondary, interpolated 
nature of the figure of Abimelech in 4 Baruch but are rather to be explained 
from 4 Baruch’s dependence on 2 Baruch. The close parallels between 4 Bar. 
3:1–8:14 and 2 Bar. 6:3–9 lead one to suspect that the author of 4 Baruch con-
sciously expanded the material in his model and thereby gave his account its 
own specific profile.5

The new scene in chapter 3 begins by referring to the “hour of the night,”6 
making it clear that the event, which Baruch and Jeremiah await, is about to 
begin. This explains their change of location from the altar (2:10) to the city 
wall.7 From there they will witness the promised judgment, which starts with 
the sound of trumpets and the appearance of angels (2 Bar. 6:4). The trumpet 
is the traditional instrument for announcing God’s coming (Exod 19:16, 19; 
20:18), particularly for the beginning of his judgment (Jer 6:1, 17; Pss. Sol. 8:1; 
see also Josh 6; the seven trumpets of Rev 8–10). The Septuagint uses the term 
for the sound of the ram’s horn (rpfwO#$ or NrEqE—see, e.g., Exod 19:13; Josh 6:8, 
13; Jer 4:5, 19, 21; 6:1, 17; 42:14; 51:27).8 Torches of fire also symbolize God’s 
appearing (cf. Exod 19:18) and represent the fire of judgment (2 Bar. 6:4).

Verse 3 picks up on Jeremiah’s words to Baruch in 2:9, as the appearance 
of angels compels recognition of the terrifying truth. Thus the effect of Jeremi-
ah’s renewed objection is all the greater, as he pleads that he might once more 
speak directly to God. Jeremiah’s authority over the angels is accepted,9 a stay of 
execution is granted, and God hears the request of his chosen one (3:5). Here, 
too, an association with 2 Bar. 6 is clear, the narrative structure being taken 
from there.10 As in 2 Bar. 6:5–7, the reason for delay is a question concerning 

4. One might also ask why Abimelech was sent to a vineyard (avmpelw,n) to collect figs. Vine-
yards and olive tree groves were, however, never monocultural but normally planted with fig trees. 
The New Testament offers a further example (Luke 13:6; see Claus-Hunno Hunzinger, “sukh, ktl.,” 
TDNT 7:753, with further examples).

5. For a comparison of the texts, see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 47–53.
6. On the witness to the text, see the apparatus to the Greek text above.
7. In 2 Bar. 6:3, Baruch is at this point lifted above the wall by a spirit or, perhaps, a wind (see 

the translation of Klijn, “2 Baruch,” OTP 1:622).
8. I. H. Jones, “Musical Instruments,” ABD 4:934–39.
9. The phrase parakalei/n tou.j avgge,louj does not mean worship; see Schaller, “Paralipom-

ena Jeremiou,” 716.
10. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 48.
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the temple vessels. Jeremiah’s formulation of what he has come to recognize 
sounds almost like an accusation against God (3:6) and introduces a further 
element that propels the narrative: the deportation. Until this point the sole 
theme has been the handing over of the city. However, as the readers well 
knew, the consequence of that was deportation to Babylon. The specific mean-
ing of “Babylon” compared with the term “Chaldea/Chaldeans” has already 
been discussed.11

As though God has seemingly forgotten, Jeremiah reminds him with a ques-
tion regarding the vessels used in temple service, which should not fall into the 
hands of the enemy. Although 2 Bar. 6:7 provides a list of vessels,12 the author 
of 4 Baruch is not interested in recounting the details. As in LXX 1 Chr 9:28, in 
4 Baruch the vessels are called ta. skeu,h th/j leitourgi,aj and are entrusted 
to a priestly class. Jeremiah’s concern thus underlines his priestly function in  
4 Baruch.

God’s answer in 3:8 differs from the biblical tradition, in which the ves-
sels were taken as booty to Babylon and so shared in the fate of the people.13 
According to 4 Baruch, Jeremiah has to hand them over to the earth.14 The place 

11. See the commentary above on 1:1.
12. The following are mentioned: the veil, the holy ephod, the mercy seat, the two tables, the 

holy raiment of the priests, the altar of incense, the forty-eight precious stones, and the holy ves-
sels of the tabernacle. For the hiding of the vessels, see 2 Bar. 80:2. An inventory list is also found 
in 3Q15; see Jósef Tadeusz Milik, “Le Rouleau de Cuivre de Qumrân (3Q15),” RB 66 (1959): 
321–57.

13. See 2 Kgs 24:13; 25:13–15; Jer 28(35):3, 6; 52:17–19; Bar 1:8; 2 Chr 36:18–19; Dan 1:2; 
5:2–4; Ezra 1:7–11; 4Q385b; As. Mos. 3:2; Josephus, Ant. 10.145–146. The return of the vessels 
is recounted in Ezra 1:7–11; 5:14; 6:5; 7:19; 8:26–30. See further Peter R. Ackroyd, “The Temple 
Vessels—A Continuity Theme,” in Studies in the Religion of Ancien Israel (ed. Peter R. Ackroyd; 
VTSup 23; Leiden: Brill, 1972), 166–81; Riaud, Les Paralipomènes de Jérémie, 54–55; and Odil 
Hannes Steck, Das apokryphe Baruchbuch: Studien zu Rezeption und Konzentration “kanonischer” 
Überlieferung (FRLANT 160; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1993), 34–40. For the under-
standing of the temple vessels in early Jewish tradition, see Kohler, “The Pre-Talmudic Haggada,” 
409; Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 61–71. The rescue of the temple ves-
sels is already known from traditions found in the books of Maccabees, such as 2 Macc 2:4–8, in 
which Jeremiah is also responsible for the fate of tent, ark, and vessels, hiding them all in a cave. 
Other versions are found in Eupolemos 4 (Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.39.5), Liv. Pro. 2:9–11; see Anna 
Maria Schwemer, Studien zu den frühjüdischen Prophetenlegenden: Vitae Prophetarum I: Die Viten 
der großen Propheten Jesaja, Jeremia, Ezechiel und Daniel (TSAJ 49; Tübingen: 1995), 202–4. On 
the general subject, see Böhl, “Legende,” 65–67; R. Bergmeier, “Zur Frühdatierung samaritanischer 
Theologumena,” JSJ 5 (1974): 121–53, here 134–35.

14. According to 2 Bar. 6:6, an angel receives the task. One cannot however conclude that  
2 Baruch eliminates the role of Jeremiah (so Gry, “La Ruine,” 220; Böhl, “Legende,” 69). If 2 Baruch 
is the reference for 4 Baruch, then Jeremiah is not replaced by an angel in 2 Baruch, but the angel of 
2 Baruch by Jeremiah in 4 Baruch, who does not play a major role in 2 Baruch.
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is more precisely defined with a dative tw/| qusiasthri,w| preceded by an explana-
tory kai,.15 The altar, part of the inventory in 2 Bar. 6:7 and 2 Macc 2:4–8,16 

becomes the place of protection in 4 Baruch. The words with which the ves-
sels are to be handed over are structured again with reference to 2 Baruch: the 
earth is addressed directly (once in 4 Bar. 3:8; three times in 2 Bar. 6:817), com-
manded to listen (to the voice of the Creator in 4 Bar. 3:8; to the word of God 
in 2 Bar. 6:8), and given the task of guarding the vessels for a particular length 
of time (“until the gathering of the beloved one” in 4 Bar. 3:8; until they are 
once again required from the earth in 2 Bar. 6:8).

With an imperative echoing the Shema (Deut 6:4), the earth is called upon 
to obey its Creator. God’s creative activity is defined more precisely in terms that 
span beginning and end: “who created you in the abundance of the waters, who 
sealed you with seven seals, with seven epochs; and thereafter you will receive 
your beauty” (4 Bar. 3:8). Not only creating but also sealing and perfecting are 
among those things that make God God. Here is a hint of what shall later become 
clear: the perfecting of God’s people has creation-theological significance.

In the background, once again, is 2 Baruch. The phrase at the end of  
4 Bar. 3:8 (“until the gathering of the beloved one”; e[wj th/j suneleu,sewj tou/ 
hvgaphme,nou18) can be regarded as giving concrete meaning to 2 Bar. 6:8: “until 
the last times.”19 The promise in 2 Bar. 6:9 of the rebuilding of Jerusalem is, 
however, missing in 4 Baruch and is not even mentioned in the conclusion in 
chapter 9 in connection with the sacrifice-festival in Jerusalem. This is probably 

15. On textual witnesses, see the apparatus to the Greek text above. Schaller does not read the 
addition as in 3:14 (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 717).

16. According to 2 Macc 2:7, the place of storage will remain unknown until the renewed 
gathering of the people of God.

17. The remarkable formulation in 2 Baruch reminds one of Jer 22:29: “O land, land, land, 
hear the word of the Lord.” The word used in 2 Baruch, ’‘r’ (“land, earth”; see Brockelmann, LexSyr 
51), corresponds to the Hebrew Cr). Although the word in Jer 22 has different content, the ref-
erence is not to be explained other than that 2 Baruch took this text as a model; see Bogaert, 
Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:361–62; Nickelsburg, “Narrative Traditions,” 65 n. 26. According to Wolff, 
2 Baruch knew the Hebrew text of Jer 22:29 (Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 148). 
The motif of speaking to the earth is also found in 4 Ezra 7:54 but in a different context; see 
Michael E. Stone, Fourth Ezra: A Commentary on the Book of Fourth Ezra (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: 
Fortress, 1990), 227.

18. See also Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 65–67; Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:204; 
Jean Riaud, “Abimélech, Personnage-Clé des Paralipomena Jeremiae?” DHA 7 (1981): 163–78; and 
Kilpatrick, “Acts VII.52 ELEUSIS,” 140–42.

19. Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 65. The reason for hiding the vessels 
is explicitly mentioned in 2 Bar. 6:8: they must not fall into the hands of the enemy. This is, how-
ever, implicit in 4 Bar. 3; see Murphy, “The Temple in the Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch,” 679.
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because of 4 Baruch’s eschatological orientation toward the heavenly Jerusalem; 
the earthly has no eschatological salvific significance.

Kilpatrick has suggested an unusual interpretation of the phrase e[wj th/j 
suneleu,sewj tou/ hvgaphme,nou. He writes, “e;leusij … is a messianic term 
and nearly always appears in a certain kind of phrase which first occurs in 
two prophetic pseudepigrapha and probably in others now lost, where it was 
used to describe the coming of the Messiah.”20 However, in 4 Baruch the term 
sune,leusij refers to the people, not to the Messiah. The suggestion that one 
read e;leusij instead of sune,leusij21 is the result of seeking to interpret 4 Bar. 
3:8 messianically. This interpretation does not give due consideration to the 
context of 4 Baruch, in which the Messiah plays no role and the return of the 
people from exile stands at the center of 4 Bar. 6–9. Thus, the term sune,leusij 
is fitting and appropriate in the meaning of “coming together”22 for the concerns 
of 4 Baruch. The term “beloved one” for the people is taken up again in 4 Bar. 
4:6. The understanding that God loves his people is rooted in the Old Testa-
ment tradition (particularly in LXX Isa 44:2; Deut 32:15; 33:5, 26; Ps 59[60]:7; 
107[108]:7; 126[127]:2; and the already-mentioned 2 Macc 2:7, the context of 
which is the fate of the temple inventory and the return from exile).23

A further difference between 4 Bar. 3 and 2 Bar. 6 lies in the former’s 
description of God as the one “who created you in the abundance of the waters, 
who sealed you with seven seals, with seven epochs.” The phrase evn e`pta. 
sfragi/sin( evn e`pta. kairoi/j is to be understood as a parallel construction: the 
seven seals are the seven epochs. The Ethiopic translation’s omission of evn e`pta. 
kairoi/j might be due to a difficulty in understanding the phrase.24 One should, 
however, interpret 4 Bar. 3:8 within the theological conception of creation and 
new creation (“until the gathering of the beloved one”): the earth that God cre-
ated was sealed by him with seven epochs until the eschatological new creation.25 

20. Kilpatrick, “Acts VII.52 ELEUSIS,” 144.
21. As Kilpatrick does (ibid., 141). Similarly Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 67–68.
22. LSJ, 1707 s.v. 1; Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 65–66.
23. See Ginzberg, Legends, 6:410; Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 65; Wolff, Jeremia im Früh-

judentum und Urchristentum, 66–67 n. 1; Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 157; Riaud, Paralipomènes de 
Jérémie, 1744 n. 8; and Koester, Dwelling, 54. Marylin F. Collins sees a Christian author behind 
the phrase “until the coming of the Beloved One” in 4 Bar. 3:8 introducing an interpolation or 
at least a change on the basis of 2 Macc 2:7 (“The Hidden Vessels in Samaritan Traditions,” JSJ 3 
[1972]: 97–116, here 103; see also Robinson, “4 Baruch,” 419). There too, however, the meaning 
of sune,leusij is not taken into account. Moreover, this phrase shows no evidence of being particu-
larly Christian in origin.

24. See Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 162–64.
25. See T. Levi 8:15; Liv. Pro. 4:13; note also 4 Ezra 6:20, which speak of the sealing of the 

passing age; see Stone, Ezra, 169–70. Riaud is of the opinion that “the seven seals and the seven
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The final phrase—“and thereafter you will receive your beauty”—clearly depicts 
a horizon that stretches from the old to the new creation. “Beauty” cannot refer 
to the temple,26 since that would eliminate the eschatological new-creation 
perspective and would fit poorly with the preceding description of the old cre-
ation.27 Rather, “beauty” in this context serves as a “poetic” description of the 
perfection that will characterize the new creation. Delling, for his part, suspects 
that evn e`pta. kairoi/j is a marginal gloss that does not fit the original meaning 
of the text to which it refers.28 He argues further that the seven seals refer to 
the sure foundation of the earth, the completeness and reliability of which is 
expressed by the number seven. This linking of the seven seals with the founding 
of the earth at creation is, however, unlikely. Moreover, Delling’s appeal to Jos. 
Asen. 12 for textual support is unconvincing, since neither seals (rather, stones) 
nor the number seven appears there.

Whereas the reference text in 2 Bar. 6 ends with the swallowing of the 
vessels by the earth (6:10), this action is delayed in 4 Baruch by the question 
concerning Abimelech’s fate (3:9–13). By introducing Abimelech for the first 
time at this point, 4 Baruch clearly goes beyond 2 Baruch. The given narrative 
was consciously interrupted in order to introduce a new character whose impor-
tant function will be further developed later on. The author then returns to the 
main thread of the chapter in 3:14, with the temple vessels being consigned to 
and swallowed by the earth (kate,pien auvta. h̀ gh/), just as in 2 Baruch. The spe-
cific localization of this event at the altar has already been mentioned.

When one considers this chapter’s interest in preserving the temple vessels, 
it is unusual that 4 Baruch mentions neither the temple vessels nor the temple 
itself after the people return from exile, only the altar as the place of Jeremiah’s 
death (9:7). This stands in contrast to 2 Bar. 6:9, in which the temple has a 
specific significance for the promise of the rebuilding of Jerusalem. Here, too, it 

moments designate the creation week” (Paralipomènes de Jérémie, 1744 n. 8). That is not convinc-
ing, since the creation is bound together with the metaphor of the seven seals only when looking 
forward to the eschatological new creation, not with reference to the first creation. See further the 
meaning of the number seven in the Apocalypse of John; see also the motif of the seven epochs in 
John of Damascus, De fide orthodoxa 2.1.

26. So Riaud, Paralipomènes de Jérémie, 1744 n. 8.
27. Echoes of Jer 31:23 are not to be found, in contrast to Philonenko (“Simples Observa-

tions,” 162), who must assume an unattested corrupt form of the text; see further Schaller, “Greek 
Version,” passim.

28. Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 41 (see 40–41); so also Philonenko, “Simples Observa-
tions,” 162 n. 43, although without reason. Philonenko also intends to exclude a creation-theological 
interpretation by eliminating these words. He argues that the seven seals are of gnostic origin and 
point to Christian baptism. Such a point of reference is, however, not in the text; see Herzer, “Ant-
wort,” 31–32.
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is important to notice how our author adds a detail not found in 2 Baruch (i.e., 
the mention of the altar in 3:8) that will later become important in his work.29

Before we consider the character of Abimelech, one interesting parallel to 
3:8 needs to be mentioned.

(21) And now show it to them, those who do not know, but who have seen 
that which has befallen us and our city, up to now, that it is in agreement with 
the long-suffering of your power, because you called us a beloved people on 
account of your name. (22) From now, therefore, everything is in a state of 
dying. (23) Therefore, reprove the angel of death, and let your glory appear, 
and let the greatness of your beauty be known, and let the realm of death be 
sealed so that it may not receive the dead from this time, and let the treasuries 
of the souls restore those who are enclosed in them. (2 Bar. 21:21–23)

Despite their significantly different contexts, the two texts share three key words 
in common: “to be sealed,” “beloved (people)” and “beauty.” The question natu-
rally arises as to why such an eschatological-apocalyptic vision would be picked 
up in a narrative text such as 4 Baruch without any specific need for doing so. 
If one assumes that 2 Baruch provided a model for 4 Baruch, which seems likely 
on the basis of the links already noted, one may answer this question satisfac-
torily. The sealing of the realm of death in 2 Bar. 21:23 becomes the sealing of 
the created earth in 4 Bar. 3:8, underlined by the apocalyptic number seven. 
One might suggest that this is our author’s answer to the question posed in  
2 Bar. 21:19: “How long will corruption remain, and until when will the time 
of mortals be happy?” According to 4 Bar. 3:8, the corruption, the perishable 
creation, has been given seven epochs. Likewise, the “beauty” of God from  
2 Bar. 21:23 becomes the “beauty” the earth will receive at the end of the seven 
epochs by way of new creation. Finally, the giving back of the dead from the 
graves is transformed into the gathering of the beloved, namely, the people,30 
who are called “beloved” by God himself (2 Bar. 21:21).31 By noting the way in 

29. A difficult question to answer is why 4 Baruch does not follow 2 Baruch in its reference 
to Jer 22:29 (the triple address to the earth), although major motifs from Jeremiah otherwise play a 
role in 4 Baruch (see 3:9 [cf. Jer 38:10–13]; 5:18 [cf. Jer 36:6]). Two possible reasons can be given. 
First, the context is somewhat different. In 2 Bar. 6:8 Baruch reports that an angel spoke the words 
while giving up the vessels; in 4 Bar. 3:8 God himself gives Jeremiah the words. Second, the empha-
sis in the expression in 2 Baruch lies on addressing the earth with the “word of the Mighty God,” 
which gains force with an allusion to Jer 22:29. Because our author places his extended attribution 
of God in the center, he can leave out the allusion without difficulty.

30. That the motifs of the dead (or their bones) and the re-creation of Israel are connected is 
known by Ezekiel (Ezek 37).

31. Once again the reader’s attention is drawn to 2 Macc 2:7; see above on 3:8.
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which our author uses these three terms, one can satisfactorily explain the use 
of the eschatological-apocalyptic vision of 2 Bar. 21:21–23 in a nonapocalyptic 
text such as 4 Baruch.

As already noted, Abimelech is introduced as a new actor and “key figure”32 
in 3:9–10, which both interrupts the flow from of 3:8 to 3:11 and once again 
postpones God’s judgment after the question about the temple vessels. Here 
Jeremiah asks about the fate of Abimelech in the light of the imminent destruc-
tion of the city. Again the author assumes much of his readers, at minimum that 
they know of Abimelech from the Jeremiah tradition (Jer 38[45]:7–13) and so 
understand his background and relationship to the prophet. In 4 Baruch the 
people are also named as recipients of Abimelech’s good deeds, though this is 
not immediately apparent in the biblical tradition. In this way the figure and 
destiny of Abimelech become associated with the destiny of the people.33

Jeremiah 38(45):7–13 tells in detail the story of Jeremiah being rescued 
from the “muddy pit” or cistern34 by Ebed-melech. By reminding the reader of 
this text, 4 Bar. 3:9 identifies the Abimelech of 4 Baruch with the Ebed-melech 
of biblical Jeremiah.35 The author’s decision to make Jeremiah instead of Baruch 
his main character, in contrast to 2 Baruch before him, and the mention of the 
link between Jeremiah and Ebed-melech in the biblical tradition create the start-

32. On the figure of Abimelech in 4 Baruch, see Riaud, “Abimélech,” passim.
33. Schaller regards the phrase tou/ laou/ kai,, found only in C and eth, as secondary (“Parali-

pomena Jeremiou,” 718).
34. The phrase la,kkoj tou/ borbo,rou in 4 Bar. 3:9 combines terms from LXX Jer 45:7 (la,kkoj) 

and 45:6 (tou/ borbo,rou); see Riaud, “Abimélech,” 174 n. 6. Schaller regards tou/ borbo,rou (C, eth, 
arm, slavA) as secondary (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 718).

35. On the name VAbime,lec in 4 Baruch, see Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 7 n. 16; Bogaert, 
Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:182 n. 4; and Riaud, “Abimélech,” 163. Delling, assuming one of the Pal-
estinian languages (72) as the original language of 4 Baruch, supposes that the name emerged in 
the translation into Greek, which he would not count as such a Palestinian language (see Schaller, 
“Greek Version,” passim). The Septuagint uses the name Abdemelec to translate the Hebrew 
Klm db( (LXX Jer 45:7, 10–11; 46:16; see Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 7 n. 16). Interestingly, 
as in 4 Baruch, the LXX translates o` Aivqi,oy where the Hebrew is y#$wkh. Bogaert notes that in MS 
534 of LXX Jer 45:7 and 46:6 the form VAbime,lec was used (Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:182 n. 4). 
One can merely see an analogy here, as the name possibly is made to fit the more widely used 
form. Furthermore “Ebed-melech” is not a proper name, certainly not for an “Ethiopian” (see E. R. 
Dalgish, “Ebed-Melech,” ABD 2:259), and so lends itself to being replaced by the known biblical 
proper name “Abimelech.” It is unnecessary to see a hint of the use of the LXX by the writer of the 
Abimelech story in the LXX variant of fragment 534. The name “Abimelech” is found throughout 
the Old Testament (Gen 20–21; 26:1, 8–11, 16, 26; Judg 8:31; 9:1–6, 16–56; 10:1; 2 Sam 11:21;  
1 Chr 18:16; Ps 34:1; see Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 7 n. 16; V. H. Matthews, “Abimelech 
1.2,” ABD 1:20–21; and B. Halpern, “Abimelech 3,” ABD 1:21–22), whereas “Ebed-Melech” is 
found only in the book of Jeremiah. The rabbinical tradition also knew the name Abimelech: Midr. 
Pss. 34; Gen. Rab. 54:4; and others. See G. B. Levi, “Abimelech,” JE 1:62.



 CHAPTER 3 67

ing point for developing the narrative. To that we must add, however, a further 
and more decisive perspective, that of the following promise of salvation in Jer 
39(46):16b–18, given by the prophet to Ebed-melech:

(16b) Thus says the LORD of hosts, the God of Israel: I am going to fulfill 
my words against this city for evil and not for good, and they shall be accom-
plished in your presence on that day.36 (17) But I will save you on that day, 
says the LORD, and you shall not be handed over to those whom you dread. 
(18) For I will surely save you, and you shall not fall by the sword; but you 
shall have your life as a prize of war, because you have trusted in me, says the 
LORD. (Jer 39[46]:16b–18 NRSV)

This promise of Ebed-melech’s preservation, the fulfillment of which is not 
narrated in Jeremiah, provides the background to the story of Abimelech’s pre-
servation in 4 Baruch.37 A gap in the tradition is thus picked up on and filled 
with a new motif that the author uses fruitfully for his particular situation. The 
account begins with a promise similar to that of Jer 39, likewise passed on by 
Jeremiah’s mediation: “Send him to the vineyard of Agrippa by the mountain 
(trail). And I will protect him until I will return the people to the city.” The 
similar motifs in the two texts (rescue/preservation of Abimelech in the face of 
the city’s destruction) make it highly likely that the tradition in 4 Baruch is a 
development of the biblical motif of Jer 39:15–18. However, the shape of the 
Abimelech story in 4 Baruch is unique and not of biblical origin.38 One nonbib-
lical element of this story is of particular significance: the temporal reference to 
the return of the people (3:10) hints at the preservation of Abimelech being a 
symbol or typus of the preservation of the people.39

Finally, two realia in the text astound the modern reader because of their 
concreteness: “the vineyard of Agrippa” and “the mountain (trail).”40 Neither 

36. The last sentence in the MT ()whh Mwyb Kynpl wyhw) is not translated in the Septuagint. 
In addition, 4 Baruch lays weight on Abimelech not seeing the city’s destruction (3:9). This suggests 
that the author used the Septuagint.

37. See Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 7; Heinrich Schützinger, “Die arabische Jeremia-
Erzählung und ihre Beziehungen zur jüdischen Überlieferung,” ZRGG 25 (1973): 10; and Riaud, 
“Abimélech,” 163. On the promise to Ebed-melech in Jer 39(46):16–18, see H. Schulte, “Baruch und 
Ebedmelech: Persönliche Heilsorakel im Jeremiabuche,” BZ NS 32 (1988): 257–65, here 259–60.

38. See below the commentary on chapter 5. In this context it is worth noting that Abi-
melech is mentioned in the title of 3 Baruch. Even if this is a later addition (Wolfgang Hage, 
“Die griechische Baruchapokalypse,” JSHRZ V.1 [1974]: 15–44, here 18–19), it remains clear that  
4 Baruch can primarily be identified with the Abimelech narrative.

39. The readings of MSS A and B and the translations armc and slavA.B underline this by 
adding that God should have mercy on Abimelech and thereby demonstratively on the people.

40. On textual variants, see the apparatus to the Greek text above. Schaller follows MSS A and 
B (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 718).
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can be identified with certainty, but the way in which they are named suggests 
that both the way and the place were known to both writer and readers.

The repeated mention of eivj to.n avmpelw/na (or cwri,on)41 tou/ VAgri,ppa 
(4 Bar. 3:10, 15; 5:25) has suggested to many that the author of 4 Baruch had 
a good geographical knowledge of the region in which the story is set and has 
led to the proposal that 4 Baruch was written in Jerusalem.42 While Riaud 
believes that this place is a literary fiction,43 many have sought in different ways 
to establish what is meant by the property of Agrippa or which king of this 
name—many are mentioned in the Jewish tradition—is meant.44 Harris argued 
for the cisterns of Solomon, southeast of Bethlehem.45 Since this place is rela-
tively far from Jerusalem (some 11 km), this is rather unlikely. Furthermore, 
there is no evidence that this place was known by the name of Agrippa, such 
that the readers of 4 Baruch could have made the identification. 

Kohler’s suggestion that “vineyard of Agrippa” refers to the parks of Agrippa 
mentioned by Josephus (J.W. 5.172–183) is likewise unlikely,46 since this park 
was within the city. Josephus also provides a detailed description of a northern 
wall begun by Agrippa I47 and enclosing a considerable area north of Jerusalem 
(J.W. 5.142–183; see also Josephus, Ant. 19.326–327).48 Based on Josephus, this 
appears to be the only area linked to the name “Agrippa” (Herod Agrippa I), and 
it was known before Agrippa I as Klmh qm(, “the plain of the king” (2 Sam 

41. On this change of name, see below on 3:15.
42. Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 12; Kohler, “The Pre-Talmudic Haggada,” 409; and 

Turdéanu, “Légende,” 306.
43. Riaud, “Abimélech,” 174 n. 9.
44. For a good overview of the many interpretations, see Riaud, “Abimélech,” 174 n. 9. See 

also Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:328–30. On what follows, see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 
100–103.

45. Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 12; Mingana and Harris, “Jeremiah Apocryphon,” 136.
46. Kohler, “The Pre-Talmudic Haggada,” 409. For a description of these parks, see Gustaf 

Dalman, Jerusalem und sein Gelände: Mit 50 Abbildungen und einer Karte (BFCT 2.19; Gütersloh: 
Bertelsmann, 1930), 94–99.

47. That it is Herod Agrippa I (37–44 C.E.) is clear from Josephus, J.W. 5.152, where Josephus 
mentions the “father of the currently living king, also known as Agrippa.” The “currently living 
king” can only be Herod Agrippa II, who died 93 C.E. See Schäfer, History of the Jews, 114. Herbert 
Donner, Geschichte des Volkes Israel und seiner Nachbarn in Grundzügen (2 vols.; Göttingen: Van-
denhoeck & Ruprecht, 1987), 2:459, assumes 100 C.E. See further Martin Hengel, Judentum und 
Hellenismus: Studien zu ihrer Begegnung unter besonderer Berücksichtigung Palästinas bis zur Mitte 
des 2. Jahrhunderts v. Chr. (3rd ed.; WUNT 10; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1988), 183 n. 323. On 
the history of the Herodians, see A. Schalit, “Die frühchristliche Überlieferung über die Herkunft 
der Familie des Herodes: Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der politischen Invektive in Judaea,” ASTI 1 
(1962): 109–60.

48. Daniel R. Schwartz, Agrippa I: The Last King of Judaea (TSAJ 23; Tübingen: Mohr Sie-
beck, 1990), 140–44.
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18:18; Josephus, Ant. 7.243). This could suggest that this area north of Jerusa-
lem was the “vineyard/property of Agrippa.” However, Josephus describes it as a 
residential area of Jerusalem, hardly a plausible place for preserving Abimelech 
at the time of the destruction of the city. Moreover, Titus’s main rampart was 
built against this area during the siege of Jerusalem (Josephus, J.W. 5.47–97).49

Abel50 cites Theodosius, De situ terrae sanctae 5:6, in which Abimelech’s 
sleep is mentioned: “From the Mount of Olives to the village Hermippo, where 
Abimelech slept under the fig tree for forty-six years, it is one mile. Abimelech 
was the disciple of Jeremiah the saint; there also was Baruch the prophet.”51 With 
reference to this passage, however, one must interpret “Hermippo” as “a defor-
mation of the name Agrippa.”52 According to Bogaert, Theodosius’s itinerary 
took him to the southeast of the “mountain of offense.”53 However, Theodosius’s 
“narrative direction” is west to east: Jerusalem—Mount of Olives—Hermippo.54 
Dalman, again relating to Theodosius, therefore suggested Hirbet ibk’dan, a loca-
tion in the northeast of Jerusalem on an old route to Jericho.55 Not only is this 
likely, but it also fits the name of the route taken by Abimelech to the vineyard: 
dia. th/j o`dou/ tou/ o;rouj—through the mountain way (4 Bar. 3:15; 5:9), in 
short form dia. tou/ o;rouj (3:10). The threefold repetition and the determin-
ing use of the article are noteworthy. One could suspect, applying further the 

49. See Dalman, Jerusalem und sein Gelände, 44. See also y. Ta‘anit 4:5 on the fall of Bethar 
(ca. 10 km southwest of Jerusalem) during the Bar Kokhba War: “The evil Hadrian had a large 
vineyard, eighteen mil by eighteen mil. It was of the dimension of the distance from Tiberias to 
Sepphoris. They surrounded it by a wall made of [the bones of ] those who were slain in Bethar” 
(quoted from Neusner, Talmud of the Land of Israel, 18:278).

50. Félix-Marie Abel, “Deir Senneh ou le domaine d’Agrippa,” RB 44 (1935): 61–68. See also 
Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:329; Riaud, “Abimélech,” 174 n. 9.

51. De monte Oliueti usque in uico Hermippo…, ubi dormuit Abimelech sub arbore ficus 
annis XLVI…, miliario uno, qui Abimelech discipulus fuit sancti Hieremiae; ibi fuit Baruc propheta 
(Latin cited according to Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:328).

52. Ibid., 1:329. See also Abel, “Deir Senneh,” 64 n. 1. Herbert Donner also suggests that 
“Hermippo” is distorted from the Greek phrase cwri,on tou/ VAgri,ppa (Pilgerfahrt ins Heilige 
Land: Die ältesten Berichte christlicher Palästinapilger [4.–7. Jahrhundert] [Stuttgart: Katholisches 
Bibelwerk, 1979], 206–7 n. 44). Here it becomes clear that “Theodosius” also did not know 
how to understand “vineyard/property of Agrippa.” In “Theodosius” we are dealing with the so-
called “Archidiakonus,” who wrote in the sixth century C.E.; see W. Enßlin, “Theodosius 70,” PW 
2/10:1951.

53. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:329. See also Abel, “Deir Senneh,” 64.
54. Abel’s thesis also contains the problematic view that Deir Senneh, his location for the 

vineyard, was a place of many caves and would thus have provided a place for Baruch (Abel, “Deir 
Senneh,” 65). However, according to 4 Bar. 4:11, Baruch was sitting in a tomb; 2 Bar. 21:1 points 
us to the Kidron Valley! Moreover, contrary to Abel’s assumption, 4 Baruch does not explicitly send 
Baruch and Abimelech to the same place.

55. Dalman, Jerusalem und sein Gelände, 39.
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Theodosius citation, that the Mount of Olives is the mountain indicated by the 
definite article. The place of Abimelech’s rest would thus be sufficiently far from 
the city to remain safe from the destruction. Finally, this west-east direction is of 
theological significance, being the direction in which God left the temple before 
its destruction in Ezek 8–11, once again over the Mount of Olives (11:23).56

Having dealt with the question of Abimelech’s protection, the writer once 
again takes up the main thread of the narrative in 3:11. Abimelech disappears 
from view, returning only after further instructions from God and the consign-
ing of the temple vessels to the earth. The conscious weaving of Abimelech into 
the narrative is thereby highlighted.57

In contrast to the biblical tradition, according to which Jeremiah was 
dragged to Egypt (Jer 43[50]:1–7), 4 Baruch and 2 Baruch (10:1–5) portray 
him as obeying a divine command to accompany the people to Babylon.58 A 
similar variation within the tradition is evident in regard to Baruch: 4 Bar. 3:12 
and 2 Bar. 10:3 state that he remained in Jerusalem, again according to God’s 
word,59 while Jer 43(50):6–7 has him being taken to Egypt with Jeremiah, 
and Bar 1:1–2 portrays him as active in Babylon. This latter role is fulfilled in 
4 Baruch by the prophet himself. The reason for Jeremiah’s departure with the 
exiles is given in 3:11: he is to declare to them the good news (euvaggeli,zesqai), 
which in the context of 4 Baruch refers to the teaching of the preserving law 

56. See further 2 Kgs 25:4; Neh 3:15; Jer 39:4; 52:7–8. Zedekiah’s flight before Nebuchad-
nezzar is reported in 2 Kgs 25:4 (see Jer 39:4 and 52:7–8): “Then a breach was made in the city 
wall; the king with all the soldiers fled by night by the way of the gate between the two walls, by 
the king’s garden, though the Chaldeans were all around the city. They went in the direction of the 
Arabah” (the Arabah road, hbr(h Krd/o[don th.n Araba; NRSV). It is reckoned that this “garden 
of the king” (kh/poj tou/ basile,wj, 2 Kgs 24:5) was beyond the city limits at the confluence of the 
Kidron and Hinnom Valleys, as suggested by Martin Rehm, Das zweite Buch der Könige: Ein Kom-
mentar (NEchtB; Würzburg: Echter-Verlag, 1982), 241. See Dalman, Jerusalem und sein Gelände, 
168; Erich W. Cohn, New Ideas about Jerusalem’s Topography (Jerusalem: Franciscan Print, 1987), 
12, 21; and William Lee Holladay, Jeremiah 1.2: A Commentary on the Book of the Prophet Jeremiah 
(Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986), 292. Although it is unlikely that 4 Baruch is referring 
to this place, it is still noteworthy that Zedekiah also fled east from Nebuchadnezzar, probably as 
this was the only way during a siege (the Arabah road “is the road from Jerusalem down to Jericho,” 
according to T. Raymond Hobbs, 2 Kings [WBC 13; Waco, Tex.: Word, 1985], 363). See also John 
Wilkinson, “The Way from Jerusalem to Jericho,” BA 38 (1975): 10–24. This supports the view 
that 4 Baruch also thinks in terms of going east for Abimelech. Perhaps one can go so far as to say 
that the biblical Arabah road is the “mountain trail” of 4 Baruch.

57. Against Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:193–94.
58. See also 4QapocrJer; Pesiq. Rab. 26:18; S. Olam Rab. 26:1; Apocr. Jer. 30–31, 35–37, 39. 

The relationship of these traditions is unclear.
59. 2 Baruch’s unique tradition is adopted in 4 Baruch.
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and to the comforting proclamation of the salvation of return (5:21; 7:32).60 

God’s statement that he has yet more to say to Baruch in 3:12 offers a further 
signal of the message of return, although judgment has not yet fallen. As ear-
lier in 1:12, the dialogue between God and Jeremiah ends in 3:13 with God’s 
departure. The author is not disturbed by the tension between 3:13 and 3:2, in 
which angels appeared, not God. This verse is the end of God’s direct speech in 
4 Baruch—what remains is left to human actors who should deduce the right 
actions and beliefs on the basis of these principles. This observation itself could 
shed light on the author’s situation: God has withdrawn himself from the people 
in judgment on Jerusalem but has left behind a tradition that has power to carry 
and preserve his people.

Once God departs, the divine instructions are carried out (3:14): in the 
sanctuary, the temple vessels are handed over to the earth,61 which swallows 
them. Jeremiah’s and Baruch’s lament appears logical and concludes the narrative 
complex, so the story returns again to Abimelech (3:15). This conscious shaping 
has already been described and leads here to tensions in the content, which do 
not, however, require literary-critical resolution. Verse 15 presupposes that Abi-
melech is with Jeremiah and Baruch: hence Jeremiah can send him away. The 
details are not significant, but it is noteworthy that the author not only remem-
bers the Abimelech story he has begun (and as with the temple vessels notes the 
execution of divine command) but that he further develops and extends the 
story so that it stands in tension with the divine task. 

What Jeremiah requires of Abimelech goes beyond the divine command, 
but this prepares readers for what follows. The places are the same: Abimelech 
is to go to the property of Agrippa by way of the mountain trail. Instead of 

60. kathch/sai ... to.n lo,gon in 5:21 has the primary meaning “to teach the law”; see Del-
ling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 21–22, 25; Riaud, “La figure de Jérémie,” 381–82. This expression 
does not appear in the Septuagint (see Hermann Wolfgang Beyer, “kathce,w,” TDNT 3:638); it 
does, however, appear in many Targumim; see Peter Stuhlmacher, Das paulinische Evangelium I 
(FRLANT 95; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1968), 178 n. 2. In 4 Bar. 5:21 one needs 
to note not just kathch/sai but also the term euvaggeli,sasqai. The kai, is not purely explicative 
in this context (contra Stuhlmacher). On the link between law and having a share in salvation in 
apocalyptic literature, see, e.g., Dietrich Rössler, Gesetz und Geschichte: Untersuchungen zur Theologie 
der jüdischen Apokalyptik und der Pharisäischen Orthodoxie (WMANT 3; Neukirchen: Neukirchner 
Verlag, 1960), 101. Kraft and Purintun characterize Jeremiah’s activity in general as “preaching” 
(Paraleipomena Jeremiou, 19; so also Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 21; Schaller, “Paralipomena 
Jeremiou,” 719). According to 2 Bar. 10:2, Jeremiah should “stand by” the people and “uphold” 
them (see 33:2); there is no concrete reference here. Therefore, 4 Baruch gives more precision to 
Jeremiah’s standing by the people in 2 Baruch, which is exercised in teaching the law and promising 
the salvation of return.

61. The explication “and the altar” is here—in contrast to 3:8—probably secondary. However, 
the locating of the action in the sanctuary associates the verse with 3:8.
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“vineyard” (avmpelw,n), the more neutral word “piece of land” or “property” 
(cwri,on) is used and maintained (see 5:25). This probably is intended to address 
the question as to how Abimelech is to gather figs in a vineyard. The more neu-
tral word fits better at this point. It is, however, to be noted that vineyards and 
olive groves were punctuated with a number of fig trees (see Luke 13:6).62 More 
important than this detail is an intertextual association of particular importance 
for understanding what follows. The key words “basket” and “figs” point readers 
to the vision of the baskets of figs in Jer 24:1–10.63 Our author does not restrict 
himself to the Jeremiah text, however, but takes up a known fact reflected in 
several texts and applies it spiritually: figs were used to strengthen and to heal 
the sick.64 In 4 Baruch they thus become symbols of the salvation of the people 
as a whole, both of their strengthening in exile and of their coming healing. 
Provision for that comes, as is repeatedly emphasized, before the execution of 
God’s judgment. This salvation promise is further highlighted by the prophet’s 
words to Abimelech: “the favor of the Lord is on you, and his glory is on your 
head.” The expression h` euvfrasi,a tou/ Kuri,ou is singular and therein remark-
able.65 The same root is used in 6:3 to denote a prevailing joyful mood in the 
light of the coming salvation that Baruch sees in Abimelech’s figs. Thus, the joy 
of God66 that is on Abimelech becomes the joy of the faithful through the figs. 
It is in this context that the term do,xa must be interpreted. The absolute usage 
(literally, “the glory”) is surprising but is an abbreviation that, in parallelism 
with euvfrasi,a, should be understood as referring to God. The absolute usage 
here underlines the fact that God stands by the people, as do,xa may also refer to 
God himself (Jer 2:11).67 If the latter is in view, a special divine blessing for Abi-
melech is being expressed, a blessing that is passed on to the people through the 
gathering of the figs, a blessing that has a salvific effect for them as well. Verse 
16 briefly notes the execution of the task. The brevity of the concluding scene 
reflects the fact that the author will provide more extensive details concerning 
Abimelech later in the book.

62. Hunzinger, “sukh, ktl.,” 7:753.
63. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 104. See below. That the term ko,finoj is not found in Jer 

24:1 (LXX; there ka,laqoj) but in the Symmachus translation was seen by Marc Philonenko (“Les 
Paralipomènes de Jérémie et la Traduction de Symmaque,” RHPR 64 [1984]: 143–45) as an indica-
tion that 4 Baruch used the Symmachus text; see further, Schaller, “Greek Version,” passim.

64. For the strengthening and healing properties of figs, see Isa 38:21 and 2 Kgs 20:7; see also 
Victor Reichmann, “Feigen I,” RAC 7: 647–648.

65. Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 720.
66. Genitivus subjectivus.
67. Philonenko, “Simples Observations,” 165.
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On the morning of the following day, the strategically best moment, the 
Chaldeans surround Jerusalem (4:1). The time marker is the same as in 3:15, 
so the two events—the sending away of Abimelech and the occupation of the 
city—are portrayed as occurring simultaneously. No literary-critical conclusions 
are to be drawn from that. The time in 4:1 is determined by 2 Bar. 6:1, and the 
earlier mention of the same time in 4 Bar. 3:15 is the result of the way in which 
the author has worked the Abimelech story into his text.

The reference to “the great angel” in 4:1 reminds the reader that the angels 
who in chapter 3 were held back are still present in the background. Now it is 
“the great angel” who blows the trumpet. Thus far we have not met such an 
angel, but the definite article suggests that a specific angel is meant, although 
no name is given. The attribute me,gaj suggests Michael on the basis of Dan 
12:1; statements in 4 Bar. 8:9 and 9:5 will confirm this identification later 
on, but chapter 4 merely hints at such an association.1 Michael’s name is only 
mentioned at the end, once the people’s salvation has been completed; in this 
judgment context he remains unnamed.

The trumpet is the traditional signal for divine intervention in creation and 
history; particularly in view here is its appearance at judgment (see Jer 6:1, 17; 
Pss. Sol. 8:1). With the trumpet blast the angel signals to the enemy that the city 
has been handed over to them.2 The passive hvnew|,cqh allows no doubt that it is 
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1. The phrase “the great angel” in 4 Bar. 4:1 picks up and defines the term “another angel” 
from 2 Bar. 6:5. This definition makes identification with the archangel possible.

2. In 2 Bar. 8:1 a “voice from the midst of the temple” calls on the enemy to enter. Nickelsburg 
(Jewish Literature, 282) points out a similar phenomenon reported in Josephus, J.W. 6.299–301. 
See also Albertus F. J. Klijn, “The Sources and the Redaction of the Syria Apocalypse of Baruch,” 
JSJ 1 (1970): 64–76. Murphy (“The Temple in the Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch,” 679) mentions a 
comparable passage in Tacitus, Hist. 5.13. One must, however, be aware that, although the motif of 
voices from the temple or the “inner court” (as in Josephus) are similar, Josephus speaks of the call 
of many voices (fwnh. avqro,aj), and the content of the call is different; see Otto Michel and Otto 
Bauernfeind, eds., Josephus Flavius, De Bello Judaico—Der jüdische Krieg: Zweisprachige Ausgabe der 
sieben Bücher (3 vols.; Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1959–69), 2.2:185 n. 142;
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God himself who hands the city over (passivum divinum).3 Verse 2 confirms the 
capture of the city and of the people. The author probably consciously omits 
the narration of the destruction named in Baruch’s lament in 4:6, although the 
lament presupposes it.4

The temple once again comes into view in a particular way in 4:3. The 
temple-keys episode has been taken from 2 Bar. 10:18 but has been given its 
own profile. The text in 2 Baruch reads: “You priests, take the keys of the sanctu-
ary, and cast them to the highest heaven, and give them back to the Lord and 
say, ‘Guard your house yourself, because, behold, we have been found to be false 
stewards.’ ”5 Jeremiah’s giving over of the temple keys6 to the sun (4 Bar. 4:3–4) 
is formulated in 2 Bar. 10:18 as a request to the priests by Baruch in his lament 
over the fall of the city.7 By doing in 4 Bar. 4:38 what the priests of 2 Baruch 
are to do, Jeremiah takes on the priestly function. This is a further hint at his 
priestly office (already noted at 2:3; see further 5:18; 7:14, 32; and particularly 
9:2, 8, in which Jeremiah as high priest brings the sacrifice of the Day of Atone-
ment).9 This priestly function emerges from Jer 1:1, which reports that Jeremiah 
was of priestly lineage, as does Josephus (Ant. 10.80), alongside Ezekiel.10

see also Ezek 10:5: “The sound of the wings of the cherubim was heard as far as the outer court, like 
the voice of God Almighty when he speaks” (NRSV).

3. The parallel in 2 Bar. 6:1, 5; 8:1–5—a parallel that goes to the level of the wording—
describes this in more detail and names both Baruch and King Zedekiah as prisoners deported to 
Babylon with the people. While the surrounding of the city and the command to take it follow 
immediately one after the other in 4 Bar. 4:1, they are interrupted between 2 Bar. 6:1 and 8:1–5 by 
the story of the temple vessels and the angel’s destruction of the city walls (7:1–3). In 4 Baruch, how-
ever, 4:1a could not come before 3:1, since the time references at these points would contradict.

4. By contrast, the angel’s destruction of the city is described in 2 Bar. 7:1–8:1a; see Herzer, 
Paralipomena Jeremiae, 56.

5. Quoted from Klijn, “2 Baruch,” OTP 1:624. 
6. On this view, see y. Šeqal. 7:2; b. Ta‘anit. 29a; Lev. Rab. 19:6; Pesiq. Rab. 26:16. See also 

Martin Hengel, Die Zeloten: Untersuchungen zur jüdischen Freiheitsbewegung in der Zeit von Herodes 
I. bis 70 n.Chr. (2nd ed.; AGSU 1; Leiden: Brill, 1976), 228; Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und 
Urchristentum, 76–79; Riaud, “Abimélech,” 174 n. 1; Riaud, Les Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 
54–55; and Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 56–58, 83–84.

7. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:236; Murphy, “The Temple in the Syriac Apocalypse of 
Baruch,” 681.

8. Harris (Rest of the Words of Baruch, 23) suspects the influence of Maccabean tradition (see 
2 Macc 2:5).

9. On Jeremiah the priest, see Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 48; Riaud, 
“La figure de Jérémie,” 378–79.

10. That Ezekiel was a priest is clear from Ezek 1:3, his interest in the temple, and his know-
ledge of the temple facilities, such as in 1:4–28; 8:1–18; 10:1–22, to mention but a few; see further 
Walther Zimmerli, Ezekiel: A Commentary on the Book of the Prophet Ezekiel (2 vols.; Herme-
neia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979–83), 1:16–21. On Jeremiah in the Old Testament, see Jack R.
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The “highest heaven” in 2 Bar. 10:18 is described more concretely in 4 Bar. 
4:3 as the sun (o` h[lioj), and the time during which the keys should be guarded 
(“until the day when the Lord will ask you for them”) is missing in 2 Baruch. 
More important, the wording of the statement has a different intention: in  
2 Bar. 10:18 the priests are to throw the keys “to the highest heaven,” but it is the 
Lord himself who is to guard the keys; in 4 Bar. 4:3 Jeremiah takes on the priests’ 
function, and it is not God but the sun that is required to guard the keys. The 
reason for mentioning the sun is not clear, though it leaves the impression that 
4 Baruch clarifies the reference to God implicit in the phrase “highest heaven” 
(note the rest of 2 Bar. 10:18: “give them back to the Lord … guard your house 
yourself ”). The Old Testament provides the only clear example of this sun sym-
bolism for God in Ps 84:12.11 Rabbinical literature, however, saw the sun as 
serving creation, as a gift to it.12 The service of the sun is central here in 4 Baruch, 
as it is called upon to guard the keys “until the day when the Lord will ask you 
for them” (4:3). A direct identification of God and the sun is thus avoided. It is 
noteworthy that the expectation, raised by specifying the time when the keys will 
be returned, is not met within 4 Baruch. Neither are the temple keys returned, 
nor are the temple articles given up by the earth. This unfulfilled expectation 
plays an important role in the overall concept of 4 Baruch.

As in 2 Bar. 10:18, the reason for handing over the keys is that those previ-
ously responsible have proven to be “unfaithful trustees” (evpi,tropoi yeu,douj,13 
4 Bar. 4:4). This statement reveals a tension in the narrative: thus far Jeremiah 
and Baruch have not been included among the guilty; rather, the assignment 

Lundbom, “Jeremiah,” ABD 3:686–87; Rüdiger Liwak, Der Prophet und die Geschichte: Eine 
literarhistorische Untersuchung zum Jeremiabuch (BWANT 7; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1987), 
58–78, esp. 74–75. Although Jer 1:1 notes Jeremiah’s priestly decent, Wilhelm Rudolph states that 
the Old Testament tradition neither mentions nor denies the priestly service of the prophet (Jeremia 
[2nd ed.; HAT 12; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1958], 3). For precisely this reason, it was later pos-
sible to characterize Jeremiah as a priest.

11. On this text, see Hans-Peter Stähli, Solare Elemente im Jahweglauben des Alten Testaments 
(OBO 66; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1985), 41–43; Birgit Langer, Gott als “Licht” in 
Israel und Mesopotamien: Eine Studie zu Jes 60,1–3.19–20 (ÖSB 7; Klosterneuburg: Österreichisches 
Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1989), 34–36, 144–46. Further application of sun motifs to God are found 
in Isa 60:1–3; Mal 3:20; Sir 42:16; 50:7; see Johann Maier, “Die Sonne im religiösen Denken des 
antiken Judentums,” ANRW 19.1:346–412, here 354; M. S. Smith, “The Near Eastern Background 
of Solar Language for Yahweh,” JBL 109 (1990): 29–39, here 30–34.

12. Lev. Rab. 35:8; Maier, “Die Sonne im religiösen Denken,” 352, 406 (further references 
there); see also P. Maser, “Sonne und Mond: Exegetische Erwägungen zum Fortleben der spätantik-
jüdischen in der frühchristlichen Kultur,” Kairós 25 (1983): 41–67.

13. The genitive marks the adjective; Schaller rightly suspects a Hebraicism (“Paralipomena 
Jeremiou,” 721). The reference to a similar construction in 4 Bar. 7:2 is, however, not helpful, as 
there the accentuation given by the genitive is of meaning (see below).
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of guilt has been limited to the people (1:1, 7; 2:2, 3). One can resolve this 
tension by assuming that Jeremiah and Baruch take responsibility for what has 
happened. In his priestly function, Jeremiah, together with Baruch, becomes 
accountable for the deterioration of the situation among the people. The author’s 
indirect criticism against those responsible for the religion of his times is clearly 
to be seen in this tension as well. The end of the matter is reported in the brief-
est of terms: the people are deported while Jeremiah weeps for them (4:5).

The new scene beginning in 4:6 redirects the reader’s attention from Jere-
miah and the people to Baruch, who remains mourning in the occupied city, 
singing a lament that is marked as such with the term qrh/noj, which in the Sep-
tuagint is typical in prophetic literature for a lament over Israel or Jerusalem.14 
The lament is thematically structured in four verses.

1 Lament over the destruction; reason for the destruction (4:6)
2 Statement against the lawless (4:7)
3 Certainty of salvation for the people; judgment for the enemy (4:8)
4 Blessing of the fathers (4:9)

“Why has Jerusalem been devastated?”—Baruch’s lament begins with a 
brief recapitulation of what has just happened (the destruction of the city) and a 
rhetorical shift to his primary concern: the reason for the devastation. Like Jere-
miah before him, Baruch attributes the destruction to the people’s sin. However, 
here for the first time the sinful people are explicitly and simultaneously referred 
to as the beloved people. The reference in 3:8 to the “beloved” looked forward 
to the return from exile. Based on this clarification in 4:6, one can assume that 
the people were also in view in 3:8.15 Interestingly, Baruch concludes 4:6 by 
naming his own personal sin: “because of our sins and those of the people.” In 
light of the reference to the “unfaithful trustees” in 4:4, “our” refers to Jeremiah 
and Baruch. As elsewhere, the sin is not described concretely. Given the sheer 
magnitude of the events, concrete description would not be fitting.

Despite this sin, 4:7 makes it clear that the law remains, which distinguishes 
Israel from the nations. The enemies are described with the term para,nomoi, as 
those who live without or beyond the law and worship other gods.16 They will 

14. See, for example, Amos 5:1; Lam 1:1; Ezek 19:1; and, of course, Jer 7:29; 9:9, 17, 19. On 
the ritual of the dust-covered head, see above on 2:1.

15. See the commentary on 3:8 above.
16. Those falling away in Israel could also be described as para,nomoi, for which see Deut 

13:14; 1 Macc 1:11; 10:61; 11:21; Ps 119(118):85; 86(85):14, among others; the nations are prob-
ably meant in 3 Macc 2:17.
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not be able to boast that they have overcome the beloved people by their own 
strength. Lamenting the boasting of the enemy is a motif firmly anchored in 
Israel’s psalms of lament,17 and boasting in self is rejected in many places, includ-
ing Jer 9:23 [22 LXX].18 God’s handing over of the people,19 not the strength of 
the enemies, is the cause of the people’s fate. Consequently, the enemies’ capture 
of the city is but a superficial reality that offers no basis for boasting.20

Turning from the enemies back to the people, 4:8 expresses certainty con-
cerning salvation and return, resulting from trust in God’s mercy toward his 
beloved people. The word oivkteirei/n often refers to sympathy for one already 
punished,21 so the result of this mercy is the reversal of the judgment: God will 
bring the deported people back to the city. For the enemy, this means judgment: 
they will have no life, a formulation with Johannine overtones.22 The Christian 
conclusion to 4 Baruch also has reminders of Johannine formulations, but the 
phrase here is not specific enough that one should consider it to be a Christian 
interpolation.23

The lament concludes in 4:9 with Baruch’s blessing of the patriarchs Abra-
ham, Isaac, and Jacob. The parallel in 2 Bar. 11:4–6 refers generally to the 
patriarchs and the righteous; 4 Bar. 4:9 names them.24 The blessing form is 

17. Ps 14(13):5; 38(37):17 (NRSV 38:16); 94(93):3–4; see also 1 Sam 2:3.
18. See also Judg 7:2; 1 Sam 2:10 (LXX); Odes Sol. 3:10; Ps 12(11):4–5 (NRSV 12:3–4);  

2 Bar. 5:1; 7:2; 67:2; 80:3; T. Jud. 13:2; L.A.B. 31:1; Pesiq. Rab. 26:16. For a discussion of praise 
and self-praise in the Greco-Roman world, see John T. Fitzgerald, Cracks in an Earthen Vessel: An 
Examination of the Catalogues of Hardships in the Corinthian Correspondence (SBLDS 99; Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1988), 107–14, which appears to be more differentiated than in Old Testament and 
early Jewish traditions: “Precisely because of its frequency and the odium attached to it, rhetori-
cians and ethicists gave particular attention to the situations in which it was permissible to praise 
oneself and the methods for doing so inoffensively” (109). Referring particularly to Plutarch, De 
laude ipsius, Fitzgerald points out: “Whatever the situation, it is as appropriate as it is modest to 
credit one’s success either to luck or to God (542E–543A; 543C), giving the glory to the divine 
(541C…)” (110).

19. As in 4 Bar. 4:6, paredo,qhmen is a passivum divinum.
20. The Greek form hvdunh,qhte in 4:7c has been variously identified and translated. Kraft 

and Purintun (Paraleipomena Jeremiou, 21: “you were not able to prevail against it”) and Riaud (Les 
Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 143: “vous étiez impuissants contre elle”—you had no power 
against it) both derive it from the rare verb avdu,namai. Schaller rightly sees an Attic aorist of du,namai 
and refers to Josephus, Ant. 12.278 (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 722).

21. Ps 60(59):3 (NRSV 60:1); Mic 7:19; Lam 3:32; 2 Macc 8:2; 3 Macc 5:51, and others; the 
term is used negatively in Jer 13:14; 21:7. In Exod 33:19, it is synonymous with evleei/n.

22. John 3:15–16; 5:24, 26, 39–40; 6:40, 47, 53–54; 10:10; 20:31; 1 John 3:15; 5:12–13.
23. On the question of Christian interpolations in 4 Baruch, see Herzer, Paralipomena Jer-

emiae, 171–76.
24. Ibid., 60.
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supremely shaped by the language of the Psalms.25 The reference to the dead 
patriarchs26 is easily understood: long gone is the “golden age” of Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob, when judgment against Jerusalem was unthinkable and the 
history of salvation and election was beginning.27 This is the sense with which 
the author will mention the patriarchs again later in the book, speaking con-
cretely of the covenant God established with them that marked the beginning 
of salvation. In those days, Baruch would not have had to witness the city’s 
destruction—but witness it he did. He describes the destruction itself with the 
term avfanismo,j, which carries the sense of disappearing.28 From this point on 
the city is no longer recognizable.

After finishing his lament, Baruch follows Abimelech and Jeremiah in leav-
ing the city (4:10). That each one heads in a different direction and that they 
thus end up spatially separated is now for the first time clear to the reader. The 
scattering of the people is therefore portrayed through the scattering of the main 
characters. This spatial problem will be taken up again later and used positively 
(5:38; 7:28). The motif of space is, however, now metaphorically underscored. 
It is not just that Baruch leaves the city, but that he sits down in a grave. The 
imagery is here far more significant than any attempt to identify the grave.29 It 
symbolizes the state of the people, whose life with God is at an end with the fall 

25. Pss 1:1; 2:12; 32(31):1–2; 34(33):9 (NRSV 34:8); see also Gen 30:13; 1 Kgs 10:8; Job 
5:17; Sir 34:15; in the New Testament, see Matt 5:3–11; Luke 1:45; John 20:29; Jas 1:12; 1 Pet 
4:14; Rev 1:3; 14:13.

26. Expressed here with evxh/lqon evk tou/ ko,smou tou,tou.
27. A similar reference to the patriarchs is to be found in 2 Bar. 21:24, in which the first cre-

ation was on behalf of the patriarchs. Hence 4 Baruch seems to interpret 2 Bar. 11:4 in the light of 
2 Bar. 21:24, formulating the new text on the basis of an exegesis of the old.

28. LSJ, 286, s.v. avfa,nei II.
29. Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 155; Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 723. According to Her-

bert Schmid, the grave in 4 Bar. 4:11 should be located in the Kidron Valley (“Baruch und die 
ihm zugeschriebene apokryphe und pseudepigraphe Literatur,” Jud 30 [1974]: 54–70, here 64; so 
also Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 723). Kohler wishes to find it “in the neighbourhood of 
Hebron” (“The Pre-Talmudic Haggada,” 410; so also Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:328–30). 
None of this can be verified; local Christian traditions (Theodosius [De situ terrae sanctae 5:6] 
establishes a connection between the place of Abimelech and that of Baruch; so also Schaller, “Para-
lipomena Jeremiou,” 723) are fictional. It must be taken into account that one is primarily faced 
with the use of a motif from 2 Bar. 21:1. The reference there is to a cave (m‘rt’ d’‘r’ ). Gry (quote 
from Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 2:48) suggested changing the expression, which he regarded as 
a pleonasm, to “cave of silence,” assuming that the Greek text read h` ovph. sigh/j instead of h` ovph. 
th/j gh/j. The use of mnhmei/on in 4 Bar. 4:11 is easier to explain on the basis of this conjecture, 
for the “cave of silence” is made tangible with the word “grave.” There are, however, insufficient 
grounds for this conjecture, and the pleonasm can be alternatively explained; see Bogaert, Apoca-
lypse de Baruch, 2:49.
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of Jerusalem, lying in a grave in Babylon.30 Looking ahead to the Abimelech 
story, one could almost speak of a death-sleep, from which the people will be 
awakened. One might even go one step further. With Baruch’s entrance into 
the grave, the narrative now enters a phase that will not be completed until 
Abimelech awakens and is reunited with Baruch (6:2). Abimelech’s sleep will be 
narrated between the end of chapter 4 and the beginning of chapter 6, a sleep 
that is similarly symbolic of the Babylon exile.

If one sees this structure as consciously shaped, then the note concerning 
the angels in 4:11 makes sense: the angels give Baruch—and the readers—nec-
essary information. The content of this information is the story of Abimelech’s 
sleep, and 4:11 forms its introduction. This observation finds support in a com-
positional comparison with 2 Baruch, as there too Baruch sets himself down in a 
cave (21:1). However, instead of the Abimelech story, 2 Baruch records a prayer 
at this point. The interruption of the narrative flow of the model at exactly this 
point makes clearer the authorial intention described above: to introduce Abi-
melech as a typus of the beloved people and to tell his story as an anticipation of 
the people’s story, which becomes transparent to the readers’ situation.

30. Cf. the symbolism of graves in Ezek 37:12–13.





CHAPTER 5

Chapter 5 is not just the compositional center of 4 Baruch but is also its 
center in terms of content. The author uses the story of the Ethiopian Abi-
melech to give a specific accent to his work over against the text he has taken for 
his model. Simultaneously, however, he uses traditional material as well.1

The story of Abimelech’s sixty-six-year sleep and the build-up to it in 
chapter 3 lead to literary-critical problems that gave Bogaert cause to remove 
this material from 4 Baruch.2 The following texts come into question: 5:1–6:7 
as the main narrative; 3:9–10, 15–16; 7:8, 15, 28, 32; 8:5; and references to 
Abimelech in 9:7–32. Although even Bogaert recognized that the narration of 
Abimelech’s sleep represents the central part of the work,3 he concluded that the 
main story as well as its connections to earlier and later chapters were added 
by a later hand.4 It is correct to conclude that, if 4 Baruch is dependent on  
2 Baruch and Abimelech does not appear in 2 Baruch, then redactional work has 
brought the two together. The question is, however, on which redactional level 
this fusion took place. As has already been established, the Abimelech story is 
the literary center of 4 Baruch. It stands in place of the report concerning the 
people’s time in exile,5 which would have been expected after chapter 4, since 
the deportation is reported in 4:5. If one recognizes that 4 Baruch uses 2 Baruch 
and that 2 Baruch ends with Baruch’s letter to the exiled people but says noth-
ing about the exile and its end, one must also acknowledge that the story of 
Abimelech in 4 Baruch picks up the narrative exactly where it ends in 2 Baruch. 
One must further conclude that the continuation of the narrative frame taken 
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1. For tradition criticism of the Abimelech story, see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 89–116.
2. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:192–195; see also Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 23, 

25–26.
3. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:192. On the meaning of this episode in 4 Baruch, see 

particularly Riaud, “Abimélech,” passim. Riaud calls Abimelech a “personnage-clé” (key character) 
in 4 Baruch.

4. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:194–96.
5. Riaud, “Abimélech,” 168–69.
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from 2 Baruch with the Abimelech story is a conscious compositional decision 
on the part of the writer of 4 Baruch, not a later redactor.

Verse 1 refers back to the task given to Abimelech by Jeremiah (3:15). Until 
this point the Ethiopian has only played a small role; now he becomes the focus 
of events. The term kau/ma might initially imply that Abimelech picked the figs 
after the cool of the morning (3:15). However, the term has a metaphorical 
dimension, the midday heat being associated with the “heat” of judgment, which 
on a narrative level has taken place since Abimelech was last on the scene. This 
motif appears again in 5:6. The transparency of the Abimelech account with 
regard to the story and fate of the people determines the following presentation 
to a great extent. Although the figs gathered by Abimelech are not expressly 
made symbolic of anything, one hardly goes too far in seeing deeper significance 
in Abimelech’s resting under a tree with his head on the basket of figs.6 He sleeps 
thus for sixty-six years, and the author notes explicitly that he does so without 
any interruption. Here already the figs are associated with lengthy preservation. 
Later they will explicitly be interpreted in the same way (6:7).

The specification of exactly sixty-six years has led to a number of assump-
tions and explanations. Obviously, the repetition of this number (5:30; 6:5; 
7:24) emphasizes its importance. According to the biblical tradition, the exile 
lasted seventy years,7 and many attempts have been made to explain 4 Baruch’s 
variation from this tradition. Harris’s suggestion, already presented in the intro-
duction above, was that we find here an indication of the dating of the work.8 
Delling understands sixty-six as a “round number,” like the seventy-seven years 
found in As. Mos. 3:14.9 He also refers to the number 666 in 1 Kgs 10:14, 
also supposedly a round number used to indicate a large sum. However, seventy 
seems far more obviously a “round number,”10 precisely because it is part of the 

6. Kohler’s conjecture (“The Pre-Talmudic Haggada,” 409) that de,ndron should be read as 
a;ntron (cave) cannot be supported, supremely because of the parallels with 2 Bar. 6:1; 77:18.

7. Jer 25:11; 29(36):10; Zech 1:12; 7:5; Dan 9:2; 2 Chr 36:21; Josephus, Ant. 10.184; 11.2; 
20.233; J.W. 5.389; b. Ta‘anit 23a; y. Ta‘anit 3:9; Midr. Pss. on Ps 126:1, and others. See Wolff, 
Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 113–16; Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 724. 
Accordingly, some manuscripts have changed “sixty-six” to “seventy” (v, slavA); in armb one finds 
“sixty-eight” years; see Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 724.

8. Harris’s suggestion (Rest of the Words of Baruch, 13–15) that sixty-six is the author’s refer-
ence to the date (66 [Abimelech’s sleep] + 70 [year of Jerusalem’s fall] = 136 [year of the writing of 
4 Baruch]) is problematic. See Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 115; Herzer, 
Paralipomena Jeremiae, 177–78; and the introduction above. To understand the number sixty-six 
(xj) as a gematric play on numbers and words is equally unconvincing, since there is neither a word 
or name of significance in the context of 4 Baruch that has the numerical value sixty-six.

9. Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 9; Riaud, “Abimélech,” 177 n. 32.
10. See Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 115.
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exile tradition.11 Moreover, the seventy-seven in As. Mos. 3:14 is best understood 
as emphasizing the exile tradition rather than rounding the number. Wolff, 
who assumes a model that had the number seventy,12 regards the sixty-six as a 
conscious change in the tradition by the author, since according to 4 Baruch a 
certain length of time still must expire before the people finally return home.13

Even given the justified assumption of a conscious change from seventy 
to sixty-six, the interpretation of this sixty-six remains problematic. A defin-
itive explanation of the problem must remain an open question, but at least 
some texts allow a satisfactory understanding. Most interesting concerning the 
interpretation of this number is a text in Pseudo-Hecataeus (fragment found 
in Josephus, Ag. Ap. 1.187), in which the age of a high priest named Ezekias 
is given as approximately sixty-six years (w`j e`xh,konta e]x evtw/n).14 This is sur-
prising, because sixty-six is not at all an approximate number. Yet the fact that 
sixty-six can stand for an approximate age supports Wolff ’s suggestion concern-
ing the understanding of this number in 4 Baruch.15 

Not only the number of years but also the motif of a long sleep has a storied 
history. Indeed, Abimelech’s sleep, which takes the place of a description of the 
exile and so presents it as a time that passes as if one were asleep, reminds one 
of Ps 126(125):1, which reads: “When the Lord restored the fortunes of Zion, 
we were like those who dream”16 (NRSV). This association is clear, particularly 
since both 4 Bar. 3:10 and Ps 125:1 (LXX) describe the people’s return with the 
word evpistre,fw. The ones who, on returning from the exile, are “like those 
who dream” correspond to Abimelech, who after sleeping beneath the tree has a 

11. Similarly, Riaud, “La figure de Jérémie,” 383 n. 1.
12. Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 116. 
13. Ibid., 115–16.
14. See Robert Doran, “Pseudo-Hecataeus,” OTP 1:905–18, esp. 917. On Ezekias, see Niko-

laus Walter, “Fragmente jüdisch-hellenistischer Historiker,” JSHRZ 1.2 (1976): 89–163, here 
146–47 n. 15. See further Nikolaus Walter, Der Thoraausleger Aristobulos: Untersuchungen zu seinen 
Fragmenten und zu pseudepigraphischen Resten der jüdisch-hellenistischen Literatur (TU 86; Berlin: 
Akademie-Verlag, 1964), 187–94; Carl R. Holladay, Historians (vol. 1 of Fragments from Hellenistic 
Jewish Authors; SBLTT 20, Pseudepigrapha Series 10; Chico, Calif.: Scholars Press, 1983), 325–26 
nn. 11 and 12.

15. Alongside 4 Bar. 5 and As. Mos. 3:14; Ep Jer 2 is a further interesting reference in terms of 
changing the seventy years of the exile: “Therefore when you have come to Babylon you will remain 
there for many years, for a long time, up to seven generations; after that I will bring you away from 
there in peace”; on this, see Weigand Naumann, Untersuchungen über den apokryphen Jeremiasbrief 
(BZAW 25; Gießen: Töpelmann, 1913), 53; Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 
113; Antonius H. J. Gunneweg, “Der Brief des Jeremias,” JSHRZ 3.2 (1975): 186; and Taatz, Früh-
jüdische Briefe, 58.

16. Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 52. See also Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 
148; Riaud, “Abimélech,” 177–78 n. 35; and Herzer, “Alttestamentliche Traditionen,” 125–26.
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“heavy” head, as is repeatedly mentioned (5:2, 4, 10).17 This state is described as 
e;kstasij in the sense of deep sleep (5:8, 14, 16, 30).18 Aside from the associa-
tion with Ps 126(125), other sleep narratives also come into view.

EXCURSUS ON 4 BARUCH IN THE CONTEXT OF ANCIENT SLEEP NARRATIVES19

b. Ta‘anit 23a and y. Ta‘anit 3:9

The first narratives to mention are the legends concerning Honi the Circle 
Drawer20 in b. Ta‘anit 23a and y. Ta‘anit 3:9. These rabbinic traditions clearly 
demonstrate that Ps 126(125):1 was interpreted as referring to the exile.21 For 
example, b. Ta‘anit 23a (see also Midr. Pss. on Ps 126:122) states:

17. Remarkably, the tree in 4 Bar. 5:1 is not described as a fig tree. This conclusion is, how-
ever, likely, as Abimelech has picked figs. Furthermore, the fig tree provides excellent shade and is 
a motif of protection, as in 1 Kgs 4:25: “During Solomon’s lifetime Judah and Israel lived in safety, 
from Dan even to Beersheba, all of them under their vines and fig trees” (NRSV). See further Mic 
4:4; Zech 3:10; 1 Macc 14:12. J. A. Steiger draws out the prophetic-eschatological expressiveness 
of the phrase “under the fig tree” as follows: “The OT never speaks of sitting under the fig tree 
without adding ‘and under the vine’” (see “Nathanael—Ein Israelit, an dem kein Falsch ist: Das 
hermeneutische Phänomen der Intertestamentarizität aufgezeigt an Joh 1:45–51,” BThZ 9 [1992]: 
50–61, here 56, my trans.). The previously mentioned problematic of fig tree and vine together 
thereby gains a new accent that fits well in the eschatological orientation of 4 Baruch.

18. Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 725, referring to Gen 2:21; 15:12; Philo, Her. 249; 
257; T. Reu. 3:1.

19. See Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 91–103.
20. Died ca. 65 B.C.E.; see Adolph Büchler, Types of Jewish-Palestinian Piety from 70 B.C.E. 

to 70 C.E.: The Ancient Pious Men (JCP 8; London: Gregg, 1922), 196; Otto Betz, “Der Tod des 
Choni-Onias im Licht der Tempelrolle von Qumran: Bemerkungen zu Josephus, Antiquitates 
14,22–24,” in Jesus: Der Messias Israels. Aufsätze zur Biblischen Theologie I (ed. Otto Betz; WUNT 
42; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1987), 62. The importance of this date is that a connection between 
4 Bar. 5 and the Honi legend is only possible when there is a certain period of time for the develop-
ment of a legend. When the legend emerged is, however, unknown. Should the Onias mentioned by 
Josephus, Ant. 14.22ff., be the Honi of the talmudic tradition (see Betz, “Tod des Choni,” 61), then 
it is probable that Josephus assumed the tradition in the Talmudim, as he describes the death of 
Honi/Onias as martyrdom (Betz, “Tod des Choni,” 65). Nothing is reported on Honi’s death in y. 
Ta‘anit 3, and in b. Ta‘anit 23a Honi’s death by grieving is an earlier tradition. One can thus assume 
that the Honi legends emerged by the middle of the first century, probably, however, sooner after 
his death. That Honi did not count as a rabbi also supports this view (see Betz, “Tod des Choni,” 
61: “Charismatic”), and therefore a later development of the legend after 4 Baruch is unlikely.

21. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:197; Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 
52 n. 9; Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 148 n. 5; and Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 92–96. Riaud calls 
the Abimelech story in 4 Baruch a “midrash” on Ps 126 (“Abimélech,” 177–78 n. 35, with reference 
to Jacob Licht).

22. Midr. Pss. is, however, later (Strack and Stemberger, Introduction, 350–51) and as such of 
most interest as a parallel of Ps 126 in terms of tradition criticism.
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R. Joh ˙anan said: This righteous man [HÓoni] was throughout the whole of his 
life troubled about the meaning of the verse, Song of Ascents, When the Lord 
brought back those that returned to Zion, we were like unto them that dream. Is 
it possible for a man to dream continuously for seventy years? One day he was 
journeying on the road and he saw a man planting a carob tree; he asked him, 
How long does it take [for this tree] to bear fruit? The man replied: Seventy 
years. He then further asked him: Are you certain that you will live another 
seventy years? The man replied: I found [ready grown] carob trees in the world; 
as my forefathers planted these for me so I too plant these for my children. 
H Óoni sat down to have a meal and sleep overcame him. As he slept a rocky 
formation enclosed upon him which hid him from sight and he continued to 
sleep for seventy years. When he awoke he saw a man gathering the fruit of the 
carob tree and he asked him, Are you the man who planted the tree? The man 
replied: I am his grandson. Thereupon he exclaimed: It is clear that I slept for 
seventy years. He then caught sight of his ass who had given birth to several 
generations of mules; and he returned home. He there enquired, Is the son of 
H Óoni the Circle-Drawer still alive? The people answered him, His son is no 
more, but his grandson is still living. Thereupon he said to them: I am HÓoni 
the Circle-Drawer, but no one would believe him. He then repaired to the 
Beth Hamidrasch and there he overheard the scholars say, The law is as clear 
to us as in the days of H Óoni the Circle-Drawer, for whenever he came to the 
Beth Hamidrasch he would settle for the scholars any difficulty that they had. 
Whereupon he called out, I am he; but the scholars would not believe him nor 
did they give him the honour due to him. This hurt him greatly and he prayed 
[for death] and he died. Raba said: Hence the saying, Either companionship 
or death.23

The proximity of this talmudic tradition to 4 Bar. 5 has often been established,24 
but the parallel text y. Ta‘anit 3:9 IV regarding the grandson of the Circle Drawer 
should also be taken into account:

(IV.A) Said R. Yudan Giria, This is Honi the circle drawer, the grandson of 
Honi the circle drawer. Near the time of the destruction of the Temple, he 

23. Quoted from J. Rabbinowitz, Ta‘anith: Translated into English with Notes, Glossary and 
Indices, in The Babylonian Talmud: Seder Mo‘ed (ed. Isidore Epstein; 35 vols.; London: Soncino, 
1938), 9:117–18.

24. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:197–98; Moses Gaster, “Beiträge zur vergleichenden 
Sagen- und Märchenkunde XI: Choni hamagel,” MGWJ 30 NS 13 (1881): 137. Gaster uses the 
text of 4 Bar. 5 from the Su,noyij tw/n  Ìstoriw/n, the chronicle of Bishop Dorotheus of Monem-
basia (Venedig, 1684), which at some points is more extensive than the text edited by Harris, yet 
in the main a summary. See further Bernard Heller, “Éléments, Parallèles et Origine de la Légende 
des Sept Dormants,” REJ 49 (1904): 204 n. 2. See also Michael Huber, Die Wanderlegende von den 
Siebenschläfern: Eine literargeschichtliche Untersuchung (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1910), 409–10.
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went out to a mountain to his workers. Before he got there, it rained. He went 
into a cave. Once he sat down there, he became tired and fell asleep. (B) He 
remained sound asleep for seventy years, until the Temple was destroyed and it 
was rebuilt a second time. (C) At the end of the seventy years he awoke from 
his sleep. He went out of the cave, and he saw a world completely changed. An 
area that had been planted with vineyards now produced olives, and an area 
planted in olives now produced grain. (D) He asked the people of the district, 
“What do you hear in the world?” (E) They said to him, “And don’t you know 
what the news is?” (F) He said to them, “No.” (G) They said to him, “Who 
are you?” (H) He said to them, “Honi, the circle drawer.” (I) They said to him, 
“We heard that when he would go into the Temple courtyard, it would be 
illuminated.” (J) He went in and illuminated the place and recited concerning 
himself the following verse of Scripture: “When the Lord restored the fortune 
of Zion, we were like those who dream.” (Ps 126:1)25

Comparing the two passages, one notes two commonalities: the seventy-
year sleep and the reference to Ps 126:1. The differences, however, are striking. 
In y. Ta‘anit 3:9 reference is expressly made to the time of the destruction of 
the temple, which in b. Ta‘anit 23a plays no role. Likewise, the reconstruction 
of the temple is mentioned in y. Ta‘anit 3:9 but not in b. Ta‘anit 23a. Further, 
the mountain to which Honi heads in y. Ta‘anit 3:9 is missing in b. Ta‘anit 23a, 
thought the motif is hinted at by the rock that miraculously surrounds Honi. 
The role of Ps 126:1 also differs: in b. Ta‘anit 23a it is the point of departure 
for a question of exposition, in y. Ta‘anit 3:9 the punch line at the end. In b. 
Ta‘anit 23a Honi sleeps under the open skies, if surrounded by the previously 
mentioned rock, whereas in y. Ta‘anit 3:9 he sleeps in a cave into which he has 
withdrawn for protection from the rain. Like 4 Baruch, y. Ta‘anit 3:9 highlights 
the way in which the world has totally changed, a question not discussed in b. 
Ta‘anit 23a. Finally, though not less significantly, in b. Ta‘anit 23a Honi dies of 
grief at the failure of his disciples to recognize him, whereas in y. Ta‘anit 3:9 he 
is able to prove his identity and hence his miraculous seventy-year preservation. 
These differences clearly indicate the existence of two significantly different 
traditions concerning Honi the Circle Drawer (or the grandson of the same 
name).26 That both accounts are found in Midr. Pss. on Ps 126:1, one after the 
other, supports this view. Although scholars have previously noted the com-

25. Quotation and numbering according to the edition in Neusner, Besah and Taanit, 226.
26. They are probably two legends concerning the same person; see b. Ta‘anit 23a, in which 

the grandson of Honi the Circle Drawer is one “Abba-Hilqija”; see Dietrich Correns, Seder 2 Moed, 
Traktat 9 Taanijot Fastentage: Text, Übersetzung und Erklärung nebst einem textkritischen Anhang (vol. 
2 of Die Mischna: Text, Überstetzung und ausführliche Erklärung; ed. Karl Heinrich Rengstorf and 
Siegfried Herrmann; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1989), 84–85 app.
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parable seventy-year sleeps,27 they have not adequately taken into account the 
differences between the two talmudic traditions.

Significantly, 4 Bar. 5 shares only two elements with b. Ta‘anit 23a: the 
long-sleep motif and the connection of the overall intention of the story back to 
Ps 126:1. The differences between the two passages are, however, noteworthy: 
b. Ta‘anit 23a seeks neither to comfort nor to promise salvation, as is the case in 
4 Bar. 5:1–6:7, especially at the end of chapter 5 and in 6:1–7. Rather, it deals 
with the question raised by Ps 126:1 as to how one can sleep seventy years: the 
story of Honi seeks to demonstrate that it is possible. The sleep, moreover, is not 
meant to serve a salvific function (i.e., to preserve life), as in 4 Baruch, but ends 
negatively with Honi’s death.

In contrast, the similarities between 4 Bar. 5 and y. Ta‘anit 3:9 are far greater:28 
(1) the reference to the time of the temple’s fall (4 Bar. 4:4; 5:30); (2) the mention 
of a mountain (4 Bar. 3:1; 5:9); (3) the emphasis on the changing of the world 
(4 Bar. 5:7, 12); (4) the seventy-year sleep (4 Bar. 5:1, 30); reference to vineyards 
(4 Bar. 3:10, 15); (6) a conversation concerning the changes in the world (4 Bar. 
5:17–34); and (7) the motif of illumination (y. Ta‘anit 3:9 IV.I, J), which is simi-
lar to Abimelech’s wish for the old man: “May God lead you (by his) light to 
the city above, Jerusalem” (4 Bar. 5:34).29 The illumination scene in y. Ta‘anit 
explicitly localizes the events of the story in Jerusalem, as in 4 Baruch and in 
contrast to b. Ta‘anit 23a. In all probability, 4 Baruch takes up this rabbinic tra-
dition,30 and the author’s milieu, as described in the introduction, supports this 
assumption. However, no literary dependence should be supposed here.

The Legend of Epimenides’ Sleep

These rabbinic traditions are not the only ones that take up the motif of a 
long sleep. A “close connection” between the Abimelech story and a sleep legend 
concerning Epimenides31 has already been discussed by Gaster.32 This legend is 
passed on by Diogenes Laertius 1.10.109–110:

27. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:197; Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 54 n. 2.
28. Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 723, who however only cites 3:9 (alternative number-

ing in Schaller: 3:10).
29. See the commentary below on 5:34.
30. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 96.
31. The dating of the philosopher’s life is uncertain. According to O. Kern (“Epimenides,” 

RAC 6:174), Epimenides lived in the period shortly after the Persian wars around 500 B.C.E., 
whereas Huber (Wanderlegende, 378–90) dates him between 660 and 510 B.C.E. On the sleep motif 
in classical literature, see Huber, Wanderlegende, 378–90; on the Epimenides legend in particular, 
387–90.

32. Gaster, “Beiträge,” 368.
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Epimenides, according to Theopompus and many other writers, was the son of 
Phaestius; some, however, make him the son of Dosiadas, others of Agesarchus. 
He was a native of Cnossos in Crete, though from wearing his hair long he did 
not look like a Cretan. One day he was sent into the country [eivj avgro,n] by 
his father to look for a stray sheep, and at noon he turned aside out of the 
way, and went to sleep in a cave [u`pV’ a;ntrw|], where he slept for fifty-seven 
years. After this he got up and went in search of the sheep, thinking he had 
been asleep only a short time [nomi,zwn evpV’ ovli,gon kekoimh/sqai]. And when 
he could not find it, he came to the farm, and found everything changed and 
another owner in possession. Then he went back to the town in utter perplex-
ity; and there, on entering his own house, he fell in with people who wanted 
to know who he was. At length he found his younger brother, now an old man 
[h;dh ge,ronta o;nta], and learnt the truth from him. So he became famous 
throughout Greece, and he was believed to be a special favourite of heaven.33

This narrative’s parallels to 4 Bar. 5 are not as clear as its links to the tradi-
tion about Honi the Circle Drawer in y. Ta‘anit 3:9. Both Honi and Epimenides 
seek shelter in a cave, though in Epimenides’ case not in order to be sheltered 
from the rain (y. Ta‘anit 3:9 IV.A). The motif of the changed area and the ques-
tion of his identity are in both accounts. The closer relationship between y. 
Ta‘anit 3:9 and 4 Baruch makes a direct connection between 4 Baruch and the 
Epimenides tradition unlikely. If this is correct, then y. Ta‘anit 3:9 should be 
regarded as an intermediary step linking the two traditions. By comparing the 
three versions of the motif, it is possible to identify the process by which the 
narrative was revised to conform to the individual interests of the authors of y. 
Ta‘anit 3:9 and 4 Baruch. In the Yerushalmi version of the tradition, for exam-
ple, Epimenides’ fifty-seven years is lengthened to the seventy years of the exile, 
a length again changed by the writer of 4 Baruch to sixty-six years. Further, y. 
Ta‘anit adds a description of events during the sleep (3:9 IV.B), and re-forms the 
identity question with reference to Ps 126:1. Thus one can follow an interesting 
process of reworking a tradition that also provides evidence for knowledge of 
Greek classical traditions and their reuse in Jewish circles.34

33. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers 1.10.109–110 (Hicks, LCL). Diogenes 
Laertius wrote the Vitae Philosophorum toward the end of the third century C.E. (see H. Dörrie, 
“Diogenes 12,” KlPauly 2:45–46), at which time he most probably reworked ancient traditions, 
since Pliny the Elder (Nat. 7:53 [175]) knew this Epimenides legend in the middle of the first 
century C.E. See K. Sallmann, “Plinius 1,” KlPauly 4:928–36, who dates Pliny the Elder’s Natural 
History to 77 C.E. (932). Gaster (“Beiträge,” 368) has a varying text on Epimenides, the origin of 
which is unclear; see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 97 n. 280. 

34. This is to differentiate from the thesis of a Jeremiah legend being the link between the 
Epimenides legend and the Jeremiah Apocryphon (see Riaud, Les Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 
58–63, esp. 61 for reference of J.-M. Rosenstiehl). See also Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 98. The
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The Legend of the Seven Sleepers 

A further tradition that belongs in this context is the legend of the Seven 
Sleepers.35 Of Christian origin, the story is situated in the time of Caesar Decius 
(249–251 C.E.).36 Seven young men, seeking to escape persecution and fleeing 
into a cave, fall into a deep sleep there. The length of the sleep is not stated, but 
it is noted that they slept until the reign of Theodosius the Younger (probably 
Theodosius II, 408–450 C.E.).37 There are, in fact, points of contact between 
this Seven Sleepers Legend and 4 Bar. 5: (1) just as Abimelech is preserved from 
experiencing the destruction of Jerusalem, so also the seven sleepers are pre-
served from Decius’s persecution by their sleep; (2) like Abimelech, the seven 
leave the city for a mountain (4 Bar. 3:15–16); (3) when the seven awake, they 
are convinced they have slept only a short time (see 5:2, 4, 10, 26); (4) the seven 
are amazed by the different appearance of the city (5:7–16); (5) just as Abim-
elech asks the old man, the seven ask a passing man the name of the city (5:17); 
and (6) finally, as in 4 Bar. 5:28–34, the miraculous preservation is revealed.

On the basis of these remarkable similarities on several levels, it is easy to 
suppose a literary connection between the Abimelech narrative in 4 Baruch and 
the Seven Sleepers legend. Because other suggestions cannot sufficiently explain 

quotations in Titus 1:12 and perhaps also in Acts 17:28a indicate that early Christians were also 
interested in the Cretan philosopher Epimenides, though with different intentions.

35. According to Huber (Wanderlegende, 553), Jacob of Sarug was the first to write about the 
seven men, around 520 C.E., in Syriac.

36. On this legend, see John Koch, Die Siebenschläferlegende, ihr Ursprung und ihre Verbreitung 
(Leipzig: Reissner 1883); Heller, “Légende,” passim; and Huber, Wanderlegende, 552–67. For text 
editions, see Heller, “Légende,” 190–91 n. 1.

37. Donner, Pilgerfahrt, 220 n. 96. See also Heller, “Légende,” 215. This legend has also been 
passed on in the Islamic tradition: Qur’an, Sure 18:8–25. According to Sure 18:24 they sleep three 
hundred years. The Qur’an has a further noteworthy tradition in Sure 2:259: “Or like the man 
who passed by a town whose roofs had caved in. He said: ‘How will God revive this following its 
death?’ God let him die for a hundred years; then raised him up again. He said: ‘How long have you 
been waiting here?’ He said: ‘I’ve been waiting a day or a part of a day.’ He said: ‘Rather you have 
stayed here a hundred years. Yet look at your food and drink: they have not yet even become stale! 
And look at your donkey. We will grant you it as a sign for mankind. Look how we set its bones 
together, then clothe them with flesh!’ When it was explained to him, he said: ‘I know that God is 
capable of everything!’” (quoted from Thomas Ballantine Irving, The Qur’an: The First American 
Version, Translation and Commentary [Brattleboro: Amana Books, 1985], 22). Cf. Denise Masson, 
Le Coran et la Révélation Judéo-Chrétienne (Paris: Adrien-Maisonneuve, 1958), 442–43; Schütz-
inger, “Jeremia-Erzählung,” passim; and Huber, Wanderlegende, 335–54. The identity of the person 
in question is not clear. Abel identifies him as Ezra (“Deir Senneh,” 67). Knowledge of and rework-
ing of the Abimelech narrative in the Islamic tradition is likely here (see Harris, Rest of the Words of 
Baruch, 39–42). The donkey motif is found, for example, in b. Ta‘anit 23a. It is furthermore clear 
that elements of Ezek 37 are relevant.
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the similarities noted,38 one can conclude that the story of Abimelech’s sleep 
probably served as a significant model for the legend. As 4 Bar. 9 makes clear, 
the book of 4 Baruch was received within Christian circles,39 and the Seven 
Sleepers legend is but one example of this reception. The Abimelech narrative 
of the 4 Baruch can thus be seen as a link between the rabbinical Honi tradition 
and the Christian Seven Sleepers legend.

As early as the second verse in chapter 5, the reader is told of Abimelech’s 
waking. In narrative terms, time passes so quickly that none of the events of 
the intervening time is narrated. The waking is described with the relatively 
unusual phrase evgerqei.j avpo. tou/ u[pnou auvtou/ (see LXX Gen 28:16; Prov 6:9; 
Jer 28[51]:39; Zech 4:1; Sir 22:7). Despite his long sleep, Abimelech does not 
feel rested. This sensation of having slept but a short time paves the way for the 
next motif. It is thereby hinted that the people’s exile, although of significant 
duration, also passed as quickly as Abimelech’s impression of his sleep. That 
Abimelech finds still-fresh figs in his basket underlines this perception.40 The 
use of Jer 24:1–10, the vision of good and bad figs, has already been noted 
in 4 Bar. 3:15. Here the reference to figs that have remained fresh over a long 
period brings the reader to reflect again on our author’s exposition of this text. 
It is striking that the focus now falls on the good figs.41 That the bad are left out 
is not only obvious but also clearly intentional, a way of beginning to make it 
plain that only salvation remains. With Abimelech’s awakening, God once again 
turns to his people to bring them out of their exile. There is thus no place for 
rotten figs as a symbol of rejection and expulsion.

After discovering the figs, Abimelech begins a monologue in which he 
attempts to understand his situation (5:4–6). This gives readers the impression 
that Abimelech has no knowledge of anything that has happened. They thus 
know more than he does and can think further ahead than the figure in the text. 
It is in this sense that the key word kau/ma is used, which already appeared in 
5:1. The textual tradition is not clear at this point,42 so the interpreter should be 

38. Gaster, “Beiträge,” 368–69; Heller, “Légende,” 214; and Huber, Wanderlegende, 422.
39. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 159–76; see also below the commentary on 9:11–32. The 

book of 4 Baruch was known also in the Christian tradition in the Middle Ages, as an eleventh-
century Psalter that uses motifs from 4 Baruch to illustrate Ps 33 demonstrates; on this, see first 
Riaud, “Abimélech,” 171–72. Theodosius also knew the story in the sixth century (De situ terrae 
sanctae 5:6; text in Donner, Pilgerfahrt, 205–6).

40. The phrase sta,zonta ga,la hints at the characteristic giving off of a sticky, milky liquid of 
a ripe fig. Hence the figs’ freshness is made realistically visible.

41. Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 148.
42. See above and Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 13.
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cautious. If one does not merely see daily struggle here43 but follows the reading 
in MS C, the eschatological dimension is already hinted at. This dimension will 
be expanded later on in the reference to the place where there is neither heat nor 
struggle, the “(heavenly) Jerusalem above” (5:34), and will be of decisive signifi-
cance for what follows.

This orientation is also found in 5:7, which reports Abimelech’s return to 
Jerusalem and his failure to recognize the city or to find his family and friends. 
Already the “Jerusalem above” is being presented more clearly as the true home 
of God’s people. Likewise, the terms “house” (oivki,a) and “place” (to,poj) are 
both markers of the place to come in the future, as is evident by the repetition 
of the term “place” in 5:32: God will become the “rest” for the righteous no 
longer only in this one earthly place but in every place.44

The words of praise following in 5:8 therefore foreshadow the more ful-
some praise of 5:32. Even the term e;kstasij thereby gains a specific meaning,45 
and one must choose between the possible senses of the word—ecstasy, fright, or 
deep sleep46—within this larger context. Abimelech has already awakened from 
his sleep (5:5, 10)47 and found himself in a situation that he cannot explain. 
“Confused fright” would seem the most appropriate translation,48 as this “con-
fused fright” is described stereotypically—so as to underline the point—in 
5:9–16. Since it is a confusion, Abimelech can praise God for it because what he 
sees does not reflect reality.49 This confusion concerning the state of the earthly 
Jerusalem will lead Abimelech finally to understand his situation in a conver-
sation with an old man, a situation that becomes transparent on his way to 
recognizing the centrality of the Jerusalem above.50

The phrase ta. shmei/a th/j po,lewj (5:12) in the description of Abime-
lech’s confusion is both remarkable and difficult to interpret. The “signs of the 

43. As Kraft and Purintun (Paraleipomena Jeremiou, 23), Riaud (Paralipomènes, 1748), and 
Schaller (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 725) do in their translations.

44. A reference to the temple is not necessarily meant; see Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 
725, as opposed to Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:183 n. 5. However, the primary reference to the 
“property [Grundstück]” (Schaller) is transcended by the intratextual referents.

45. Riaud, “Abimélech,” 176 n. 28.
46. Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 725.
47. Schaller’s reference (ibid.) to Gen 2:21 and 15:12 in order to explain the meaning of 

e;kstasij would seem in the light of even these references to be unlikely.
48. See Dan 10:7 (Q): h' e;kstasij mega,lh evpe,pesen evpV auvtou,j kai. e;fugon evn fo,bw|, also 

Gen 27:33; Zech 14:13; Pss 30:23 (LXX); 115:2 (LXX); Dan 7:28; and Isa 29:9.
49. See m. Ber. 3:5, according to which one should praise God for the bad as well as the 

good.
50. On the motif of conversation as an aid to understanding, see Diogenes Laertius 1.10.109–

110; y. Ta‘anit 3:9.



92 4 BARUCH

city” enable Abimelech to identify Jerusalem in spite of his confusion, so one 
might assume that the city’s outline, landmarks,51 or milestones52 are the signs in 
question. The latter is unlikely, since Abimelech only recognizes the signs of the 
city on observing it more closely rather than by searching for such stones. Still, 
Abimelech remains uncertain about the identification and later must confirm 
it with the old man (5:17). This seems, therefore, to be a reference to a notable 
change to the city that still leaves intact the outline of its landmarks. Such a 
reconstruction of the city was demonstrably undertaken by Hadrian and fits 
with the suspected date of the writing of 4 Baruch.53

In 5:17 a long conversation begins between Abimelech and an old man 
(ghraio,j) who has just come “from the field” (evx avgrou/). The purpose of refer-
ence to the field is unclear. The parallel to the passion narrative, in which Simon 
of Cyrene comes in from the field and must carry Jesus’ cross (Mark 15:21), is 
interesting. This short note has frequently been seen as an indication that Jesus’ 
crucifixion could not have taken place on a holy day, since work in the fields 
was not allowed on such days. In 4 Bar. 5:17, however, this expression need not 
necessarily refer to work in the fields.54

Once the old man confirms the identity of the city (5:17–18), the ques-
tion concerning Jeremiah, Baruch, and the people brings the reader back to 
the theme of exile (5:18), and for the first time exile and Abimelech’s sleep are 
brought together. The problem of the exile comes once again to the fore. Simul-
taneously, both Jeremiah and Baruch receive new titles corresponding to the 
people’s situation. Although Jeremiah’s priestly function was earlier alluded to 
through the motifs of intercession and concern for the temple vessels (4 Bar. 
2–4), the prophet is now explicitly called a priest. Thus, one does not over-
interpret the term o` i`ereu,j in 9:2 to see there a high-priestly function for the 
prophet.55 Baruch, for his part, is identified as “the reader,” a specification of his 
role within the book of Jeremiah as one whose ability to read and write enabled 
him to record Jeremiah’s words and to read them to various audiences (see LXX 
Jer 43[36]:4–18). Placing these titles for Jeremiah and Baruch here at this turn-
ing point witnesses to the author’s conscious shaping of the story.

According to 5:19–22, the old man is initially astounded by Abimelech’s 
questions but explains the situation fully. He proves to be well informed, know-
ing not only the name of the Chaldean king Nebuchadnezzar (Naboucodono,sor), 

51. Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 46 n. 22.
52. Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 725: “boundary- and milestones of the city.”
53. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 186; see also the introduction above.
54. Differently in Judg 19:16, which expressly adds: evx e;rgwn auvtou/. See Christian Wolff, 

“Die Paralipomena Jeremiae und das Neue Testament,” NTS 51 (2005): 126–28.
55. MS C thus reads avrciereu,j in 5:18.
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a form that conforms to the Greek tradition,56 but also that Jeremiah is with the 
people in Babylon in order to preach the good news to them. This previously 
used phrase (3:11) is expanded and explained by the addition kai. kathch/sai 
auvtou.j to.n lo,gon. This prepares the way for the greater significance that the 
teaching of the law or the commands of God will assume in the expansion of 
the good news.57 The absolute use of the term lo,goj referring to the content of 
teaching is, however, unusual in a Jewish document.58

Abimelech’s objection in 5:23 grants the conversation greater impact and by 
way of a negative statement turns it to the essential issue, which remains unbe-
lievable. Respect for the age of the man keeps Abimelech from stating directly 
what he thinks (that the old man is crazy), but he makes the same point indi-
rectly. The captivity of the people remains incomprehensible to Abimelech, in 
large part because the passage of time he has experienced does not coincide with 
actual time (see 5:24). Even the slowest reader by now understands that his or 
her own situation is being reflected here, the situation of a captive people that 
must keep hope alive in order to survive. It is this process of surviving in the 
light of the certain hope of liberation that will later be described.

In the meantime, the conversation continues with Abimelech once again 
repeating what has happened from his perspective. As the figs once again become 
the topic of conversation  (5:25–26), it becomes clear how different perspectives 
on one and the same thing are possible. Abimelech sees in the figs evidence that 
the old man cannot possibly be right (5:27); the old man, however, sees much 
more than fresh figs; he sees symbols of salvation (5:28–31). In contrast to Abi-
melech, the old man recognizes what has really happened: Abimelech has been 
miraculously protected since the deportation of the people. In order to open 
Abimelech’s eyes, he refers to the young growth on the vegetation, evidence that 
there cannot yet be ripe figs. With the words “the growth of the crops has (just) 
begun” (5:31), the old man proves that it is indeed the season before the early 
spring harvest, specifically the month of Nisan (see 5:33).59 Abimelech can draw 

56. Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 726.
57. See Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 61–62. The term no,moj is missing in 4 Baruch, which 

speaks rather of “holding to the commands” and “hearing the voice” of God (6:21–22; 8:3). The 
term kathch/sai in 5:21 means the same as  dida,skein in 7:32.

58. Otherwise only found in Christian literature, where it is not common and is normally 
found related to Jewish ideas; see Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 22; Schaller, “Paralipomena Jere-
miou,” 726; Gal 6:6; Luke 1:4. Delling further notes the wide use of kathcei/n und kath,chsij 
in extrabiblical literature. See also Wolff, “Die Paralipomena Jeremiae und das Neue Testament,” 
124–26, who emphasizes that the Christian “teaching of the word” is not focused on the law.

59. The period of the spring harvest usually lasts from mid-March to mid-April (see Oded 
Borowski, “Harvests, Harvesting,” ABD 3:63). The firstfruits of this harvest served as the offering 
for the Feast of Unleavened Bread.
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only one conclusion: the people have indeed been in Babylon for sixty-six years 
(5:30).60

The specification of the twelfth of Nisan presents several problems. First, 
the varying readings of 5:33 in the manuscripts61 demand a judgment con-
cerning which to follow. Harris’s reading is preferred here: Nissa,n kai. e;stin 
h` dwdeka,th. This follows the Ethiopic tradition—“the twelfth of the month 
Nisan, which is the Mijazia” (similarly Apocr. Jer. 39:13)—although the naming 
of the day is probably secondary. Manuscripts A and B and slavB misunder-
stand Nisan as the twelfth month; armc sets this right: “Nisan, the first month.” 
The text of slavA changes the name of the month in order to count it as the 
twelfth: “Sarew, that is the twelfth.”62 All these variants make it likely that both 
the name of the month as Nisan and the number 12 are original, since there is 
no plausible combination of the two and this is thus the most difficult reading. 
Therefore, the name of the month and the specific date must be bound to one 
another in the way they are in the Ethiopic tradition.

It is only by retaining this reading that one comes closer to the tradition-
historical references and the meaning of this unusual combination. On the 
level of the narrative, the month Nisan confirms that the season for figs has not 
arrived. Linking verses 32 and 34, however, this short observation takes on par-
ticular meaning, as it associates important intertexts. Nisan immediately brings 
to mind Passover, being the month of Passover; this association would have been 
unavoidable for the original readers. Passover is the festival of the exodus, when 
the Israelites left their slavery in Egypt. Therefore, the naming of Nisan arouses 
certain expectations given by the exodus association that the author will fulfill 
in the course of the narrative: the theme is the people’s departure from Babylon, 
the “second exodus” that becomes the basis of hope for liberation and new ori-
entation in the author’s time. Old Testament texts reveal a similar association 
with Nisan. For example, Nehemiah received the Persian king’s permission to 
return to Jerusalem to ensure the rebuilding of the temple and city in the month 
of Nisan (Neh 2:1). Likewise, in 4 Baruch Nisan becomes the month in which 
the signs of the return and departure of the people occur. In this context, the 
number twelve may be explained as well. According to Ezra 8:31, the deported 
people left for Jerusalem “on the twelfth day of the first month.” The short note 
in 4 Bar. 5:33 thus reminds readers of both the first exodus and the second 
exodus, both of which should form the frame of reference, or even paradigm, for 
the present situation. The readers’ recollection of these past events is the necessary 

60. For the interpretation of the number sixty-six, see above on 5:1.
61. See Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 111 n. 357; Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 728.
62. According to Schaller, all additions to Nisan are secondary (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 728).
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condition for correctly understanding what follows: God will once again redeem 
his people, as he had done before.

At the same time, the different goal of this new hope is made yet clearer, 
especially in 5:34, where Abimelech expresses a wish for the old man: “May God 
lead you (by his) light to the city above, Jerusalem.” The goal of the faithful is 
no longer the earthly city—as with the Babylonian exile—but the heavenly city. 
Hence the author subtly involves himself in the debates of his day concerning 
the relevance of Jerusalem and the temple for the future of Israel.63

Within this broader context, the meaning ascribed above to the number 
sixty-six, which has been in the reader’s mind since the beginning of the chapter 
(5:1) and must have seemed unusual, is confirmed.64 That it had significance 
for the author is underlined by its renewed mention at the end of the chapter 
(5:30). As the many corrections of this unusual number in the manuscript tradi-
tion indicate, readers often saw a contradiction, since the people spent seventy 
years in captivity, not sixty-six. If sixty-six is correct, however, the exile is not yet 
over, and the people must still prepare for their return.

Granted, one should guard against reading too much into this. Still, on a 
deeper level the reader realizes that the current exile story will not simply follow 
the traditional pattern and, therefore, that the goal of this return will differ like-
wise from that of the earlier one. This goal has not yet been reached, and it will 
not be reached even by the end of 4 Baruch and the return of the people in view 
there (4 Bar. 9). Rather, it will be reached only in the heavenly Jerusalem, where 
the exile of the Jewish people will come to an end.

This is the very perspective introduced in 5:34. Together with 5:32, 5:34 
frames the statement concerning Nisan 12 in 5:33. Whereas 5:33 awakens the 
memory of God’s intervention in the history of his people (the Passover-exodus 
allusion), 5:32 and 34 point to a change of perspective, as indicated by the terms 
avna,pausij (5:32) and a;nw po,lij VIerousalh,m (5:34). The statement concerning 
God as the “rest [avna,pausij] of the souls of the righteous” is introduced with a 
word of praise like those often found in the Psalms (Pss 63[62]:5; 145[144]:2; see 
also 1 Kgs 8:56) and also in the Qumran Hodayot.65 The word of praise continues 
with two designations for God. The first is common in both the Old Testament 
and early Judaism: “God of heaven and earth.”66 God is the God of heaven and 

63. See the introduction above.
64. See above on 5:1; see also Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 724.
65. See particularly Günter Morawe, Aufbau und Abgrenzung der Loblieder von Qumrân: 

Studien zur gattungsgeschichtlichen Einordnung der Hodajôth (ThA 16; Berlin: Evangelische Ver-
lagsanstalt, 1960), 29–30; Bilhah Nitzan, Qumran Prayer and Religious Poetry (trans. Jonathan 
Chipman; STDJ 12; Leiden: Brill, 1994).

66. Gen 24:3; 2 Chr 36:23; Ezra 5:11; Neh 1:4–5; Ps 136(135):26; Dan 2:18–19; Jdt 5:7; 
9:12; Tob 12:7.
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earth, for he created both (see Gen 1:1; Ps 115:15 [LXX 113:23]; 121[120]:2). 
God, who “lives in heaven” (Deut 26:15; 1 Kgs 8:30; Isa 63:15; 2 Chr 30:27), 
shows himself to be the Mighty One vis-à-vis humans, even concerning personal 
faith.67 Given this biblical background, it is unlikely that Abimelech uses this 
form of address for God merely by chance. He thanks the God of heaven and 
earth, who is therefore mighty enough to grant such protection.68

By contrast, the attribution “rest [avna,pausij] of the souls of the righteous 
in every place” is unique in this form.69 Contrary to the arguments of some, an 
interpretation assuming a gnostic background is inappropriate.70 In the given 
context, the designation is initially tied to God’s protection of Abimelech during 
and through his sleep.71 The addition of the phrase “in every place,” however, 

67. Ps 113(112):5–7: “Who is like the LORD our God, who is seated on high, who looks far 
down on the heavens and the earth? He raises the poor from the dust, and lifts the needy from the 
ash heap” (NRSV). See further Gerhard von Rad, “ouvrano,j,” TDNT 5:497–509, esp. 504–7. See also 
4 Bar. 9:6!

68. See esp. Ps 121(120); 1 Sam 2:8b–9; Pss 108(107); 146(145):5–9.
69. Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 31; Otfried Hofius, Katapausis: Die Vorstellung vom 

endzeitlichen Ruheort im Hebräerbrief (WUNT 11; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1970), 73; and Wolff, 
“Heilshoffnung,” 149.

70. The divine name avna,pausij is also found in gnostic texts such as Ps.-Clem. Homilies 
17.10.1: auvto.j ga.r evstin h` tw/n o[lwn avna,pausij. See also Ps.-Clem. Homilies 3.72.1–2: de,spota 
kai. ku,rie tw/n o[lwn ò path.r kai. qeo,j … su. h̀ pro,fasij … h̀ avna,pausij. In the gnostic Thomas 
documents it is often a predicate for Christ and is often seen as a “particularly Gnostic term”; 
see Philipp Vielhauer, “ANAPAUSIS: Zum gnostischen Hintergrund des Thomasevangeliums,” 
in Aufsätze zum Neuen Testament (ed. P. Vielhauer; TB 31; Munich: Kaiser, 1965), 215–34; simi-
larly Georg Strecker, “Judenchristentum und Gnosis,” in Altes Testament, Frühjudentum, Gnosis (ed. 
Karl-Wolfgang Tröger; Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlagshaus, 1980), 278; Victoria Arnold-Döben, 
Die Bildersprache der Gnosis (Arbeitsmaterialien zur Religionsgeschichte 13; Köln: Brill, 1986), 80. 
See in particular Jan Helderman, Die Anapausis im Evangelium Veritatis: Eine vergleichende Unter-
suchung des valentinianisch-gnostischen Heilsgutes der Ruhe im Evangelium Veritatis und in anderen 
Schriften der Nag Hammadi-Bibliothek (NHS 18; Leiden: Brill, 1984), 337, who finally reaches 
the same conclusion. Helderman thoroughly researched the gnostic idea of avna,pausij (Coptic 
$mton/anapausis; see Helderman, Anapausis, 16–17 and 39 n. 137). In his interesting pre-
sentation, Helderman, however, consciously left out of consideration the tradition history of the 
idea of rest. For discussion of the problem, see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 107–8 n. 337. Gnos-
tic ideas of “rest” do not contribute greatly to the interpretation of rest in 4 Baruch, partly due to 
their late dating, mainly due to differences of content. Here note only what Hans Martin Schenke 
called the “best and safest criterion” for identifying a text to be gnostic, namely, the presentation 
of a certain “cosmogony” or a “topography of the world above” (Schenke, “Das Evangelium nach 
Philippus: Ein Evangelium aus dem Funde von Nag-Hamadi,” in Koptisch-Gnostische Schriften aus 
dem Papyrus-Codices von Nag-Hamadi [ed. Johannes Leipoldt and Hans Martin Schenke; TF 20; 
Hamburg-Bergstedt: Reich, 1960], 34). Such is not found in 4 Baruch, a fact that also differentiates  
4 Baruch from apocalyptic literature.

71. Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 149.
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universalizes the statement. This is of particular significance in the broader 
context of 4 Baruch, since “the righteous” are truly scattered around the world: 
Jeremiah and the people in Babylon, Baruch in the cave, Abimelech in Jerusa-
lem.72 The saving presence of God as avna,pausij counts not only for the Holy 
Land but also in every place in the Diaspora.

The term avna,pausij in 4 Bar. 5 adds yet another dimension to the devel-
oping picture. Delling suggests Wis 3:1 and 4:7 as the background here,73 
according to which one may reckon with a state of rest after death.74 The 
notion of a state of rest after death is plausible here due to the correspondence 
with the “heavenly Jerusalem” in 5:34. One should not, however, confuse the 
idea of rest in 5:32 with a place of rest.75 In fact, 4 Bar. 5:32 does not speak 
of a heavenly place, as is usually the case, when referring to the eschatological 
residence of the righteous.76 The idea of “soul chambers” as places where the 
pious would reside until judgment was popular77 but not always linked to the 

72. See 4 Bar. 7:28, where Jeremiah asks Baruch and Abimelech in his letter to pray for the 
people, eivj to.n to,pon o[pou ei=.

73. Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 30–31. One must consider, however, that both Wis 3:1 
and 4:7 talk about the dead: “But the souls of the righteous are in the hand of God, and no torment 
will ever touch them. In the eyes of the foolish they seemed to have died, and their departure was 
thought to be a disaster, and their going from us to be their destruction; but they are at peace” (3:1–3 
NRSV); “But the righteous, though they die early, will be at rest.” (4:7 NRSV). In 4 Bar. 5:32, however, 
the context is that Abimelech has been protected by God in a miraculous way and kept alive.

74. Hofius, Katapausis, 73 with 188 n. 439; Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 149.
75. Ulrich Fischer, Eschatologie und Jenseitserwartung im hellenistischen Diasporajudentum 

(BZNW 44; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1978), 120–21, apparently relying on Hofius, Katapausis, 73. See 
Riaud, Les Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 102 with n. 61. Ernst Käsemann says: “The ‘rest’ is a 
purely spatial entity, the name for a heavenly place” (The Wandering People of God: An Investigation 
of the Letter to the Hebrews [trans. Roy A. Harrisville and Irving L. Sandberg: Minneapolis: Augs-
burg, 1984], 68). So also on Heb 3, Hans-Friedrich Weiß, Der Brief an die Hebräer (15th ed.; KEK 
NT 13; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1991), 268–69.

76. 4 Ezra 7:36, 121; see Michael E. Stone, Features of Eschatology of IV Ezra (HSS 35; Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1989), 101–2; Stone, Ezra, 221–22; and Sverre Aalen, Heilsverlangen und Heilsver-
wirklichung: Studien zur Erwartung des Heils in der apokalyptischen Literatur des antiken Judentums 
und im ältesten Christentum (ed. K. H. Rengstorf; ALGHJ 21; Leiden: Brill, 1990), 45. See further 
Jos. Asen. 8:10; 15:7; 22:13 (numbering according to Christoph Burchard, “Joseph und Aseneth,” 
JSHRZ 2.4 [1983]: 577–735); 1 En. 22:1–3; see also Gos. Truth 36:35–39, and on that see Helder-
man, Anapausis, 145–55.

77. 2 Bar. 30:2; 1 En. 22; 4 Ezra 4:35–37; 7:32, 80, 95, 101. See Paul Volz, Die Eschatologie 
der jüdischen Gemeinde im neutestamentlichen Zeitalter nach den Quellen der rabbinischen, apokalyp-
tischen und apokryphischen Literatur (2d ed.; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1934), 248; Hans C. C. 
Cavallin, Life after Death: Paul’s Argument for Resurrection of the Dead in 1 Cor 15: Part 1, An 
Enquiry into the Jewish Background (Lund: Gleerup, 1974), 264. On the rabbinic understanding of 
the heavenly world, see Ego, Himmel, passim.



98 4 BARUCH

notion of rest.78 One should thus think initially of an after-death state of rest in 
4 Baruch, not a concrete place. Such is most easily harmonized with the context 
of Abimelech’s sleep. His sleep also spanned a “between-time,” at the end of 
which final salvation for the individual and the people, from the perspective of 
the eschatological Jerusalem, is still to come.

Although it is inappropriate to regard the concept of rest in 4 Bar. 5:32 as 
identical to that of the heavenly Jerusalem in 5:34, their obvious association 
requires explanation. One should first note Abimelech’s wish for the old man 
in 5:34: “May God lead you (by his) light79 to the city above, Jerusalem.” The 
motif of God illuminating the way of the pious with his light is expressed in 
many ways in the Old Testament: God’s lighting of the way with the pillar of 
fire during the exodus (Exod 13:21; Ps 105[104]:39); the word of God as the 
light that illumines the way of the pious (Ps 119[118]:105; Prov 6:23); or God 
himself as the light who accompanies the pious (2 Sam 22:29 = Ps 18[17]:29 
[NRSV 18:28]; Pss 4:7 [NRSV 4:6]; 27[26]:1; 89[88]:16 [NRSV 89:15]; Isa 2:5; 
60:19–20; Mic 7:8; Sir 50:31; Bar 5:9). This last reference, Bar 5:9, provides an 
interesting parallel to 4 Bar. 5:34: after announcing the return of those led into 
exile (Bar 5:6–8), the text promises that God will “lead [h`gh,setai] Israel with 
joy by the light [fw/j] of his glory with mercy and justice, which are with him.” 
Comparing Ps 119[118]:105 (“Your word is a lamp to my feet and a light to my 
path”) or Prov 6:23 (“For the commandment is a lamp and the leading of light, 
and the reproofs of discipline are the ways of life”; see Wis 18:4), 4 Bar. 5:34 
must also refer back to the law, by which God lights the way of the pious to 
heaven.80 Second, once again the figs play an important role, as Abimelech gives 
the old man some as healthy provisions for the way to the heavenly Jerusalem. 
For the faithful, the way to the heavenly Jerusalem is lit by God through his law, 
and the figs symbolize this salvation.

78. It is remarkable, for example, that in 2 Baruch there is no clear mention of an escha-
tological place of rest. Thus 2 Bar. 85:11 speaks of the after-death rest of the souls but without 
mentioning a place.

79. Whether the term fwtagwgei/n used here was borrowed from the language of the mystery 
cults, as Jean Riaud claims, is not certain (“ ‘Le Puissant t’emportera dans ta Tente’: La Destinée 
ultime du Juste selon les Paralipomena Jeremiae Prophetae,” in Hellenica et Judaica: Hommage à V. 
Nikiprowetzky [ed. A. Caquot, M. Hadas-Lebel, and J. Riaud; Leuven: Peeters, 1986], 261 n. 26). 
He points to 4 Macc 17:5 and T. Abr. 2:7, but God is not the subject of fwtagwgei/n in either text.

80. Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 59; Riaud, “‘Le Puissant t’emportera dans ta Tente,’” 261 
n. 26; and Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 156. This text thereby fits well into the narrative development 
of 4 Baruch, for holding to the law concerning the cleansing of the people will play a decisive role 
in the return of the people (7:22, 32; see also 3:11; 5:22). On the significance of the law in setting 
apart the people, see Gerhard Delling, Die Bewältigung der Diasporasituation durch das hellenistische 
Judentum (Berlin: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1987), 19–26. 



 CHAPTER 5 99

The heavenly Jerusalem was not seen as a temporary place for the pious dead 
in early Judaism but as an eschatological place of salvation for the resurrected.81 
Therefore, an identification of the rest in 5:32 with the heavenly Jerusalem is 
unlikely. Rather, the relationship of the two ideas must be described as a cer-
tainty of postmortem security in God’s rest. The goal of this is participation 
in God’s final salvation in the heavenly Jerusalem, where the righteous will be 
gathered together (see 4 Bar. 3:8).82 The tradition of the heavenly Jerusalem 
as the goal of resurrection and the tradition of the intermediate state of rest 
are thus linked by the narration of Abimelech’s sleep. It is noteworthy in this 
context that the intermediate state is described as a short dream despite its long 
duration.83

81. Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 149 (references: 2 Bar. 4:1–6; 4 Ezra 7:26; 8:52; 9:38–10:54; 
13:36; 1 En. 90:28–36; T. Dan 5:12; Jos. Asen. 8:9–10; 15:7; 17:6; 22:13 [numbering according 
to Batiffol]; Rev 21:2–4). See also Nikolaus Walter, “Hellenistische Eschatologie im Neuen Testa-
ment,” in Glaube und Eschatologie (ed. Erich Gräßer and Otto Merk; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 
1985), 335–56, esp. 340–41. Bogaert sees in 4 Bar. 5:34 a Christian expression (Apocalypse de 
Baruch, 1:211–12, building on Kohler, “The Pre-Talmudic Haggada,” 408). The main argument 
for this assumption is the linking of the verb fwtagwgei/n with the expression “city of Jerusalem 
above”; see, however, above. Concerning 2 Bar. 4:3, Murphy writes: “In expecting God’s protec-
tion for the earthly sanctuary, Baruch confuses the earthly city with the heavenly” (“The Temple in 
the Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch,” 675). But this is not the case. The context of 2 Bar. 4:3 makes 
quite clear the difference between the heavenly and the earthly Jerusalem; see also Ego, Himmel, 
146–47.

82. Despite the text-critical problems, from this final perspective the sentence of Abimelech in 
4 Bar. 5:6 reaches also eschatological dimensions, and this strengthens the text-critical decision in 
favor of the reading of MS C (= Harris).

83. For the difference between this concept and gnostic ideas, see Herzer, Paralipomena Jere-
miae, 111 n. 356.





CHAPTER 6

As previously observed, 4 Bar. 5 presents a perspective that transcends 
earthly contingencies; this perspective is developed in 6:1–7 by adding a further 
aspect to the individual hope of salvation, again related to the figs.1 After meet-
ing the old man, Abimelech is transferred by an angel to the tomb (6:1) where 
Baruch has been since the deportation of the people (4:11). The reference to 
the angel of righteousness, meaning the archangel Michael (see 9:5), prepares 
the reader for the meeting in 6:11.2 The mutual kiss of greeting is a well-known 
symbol of companionship.3 When he sees the fresh figs in Abimelech’s basket, 
Baruch, like the old man before him, recognizes their salvific symbolism (6:2–
7). In a prayer addressed to heaven,4 Baruch understands the fresh figs from 
Abimelech’s basket as a symbol of the reward (misqapodosi,a)5 of the pious, or 
the “holy ones,”6 in the time of salvation, specifically the hope of resurrection: 
the righteous person has even in the face of his or her own death reason to hope 
in the life-creating power of God (o` i`kano,j7), for it is God who brings the 
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1. Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 55–58; Riaud, “Le Puissant t’emportera dans ta Tente,” 
238–60; and Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 150–53.

2. According to Apoc. Mos., introduction, and Pesiq. Rab. 21:5, 9, 11, Michael is the “media-
tor of divine instructions” (Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 731).

3. Gen 27:27; 29:11, 13; 33:4; Exod 4:27; 18:7; 2 Sam 14:33; 15:5.
4. See Ps 123(122):1.
5. The LXX does not use the term misqapodosi,a but rather the synonymous misqo,j: compen-

sation, reward from God for the righteous (see Deut 24:15; Wis 5:15; Jer 22:13; 38:16; Sir 2:8; 
Prov 11:21). On its connection to the time of salvation, see Jer 31(38):13–16; see also Delling, 
Paralipomena Jeremiae, 56–57.

6. As God is the Holy One (see esp. Isa 5:16, 19; 12:6; 30:12, 15; 47:4; 57:15), so are his own 
“the holy people” (Isa 62:12) or the “the holy ones” (Ps 34[33]:10 [NRSV 34:9]; Dan 7:21, 27; Wis 
18:1–2, 5, 9 [holy children]; Tob 8:15; 14:7; see further Pss. Sol. 4:25; 6:6; 10:3; 14:1; 1QS 11:7–8; 
1QSIsab 1:5).

7. This is the Septuagint translation of yd@A#$a; see G. Bertram, “ ~IKANOS in den griechischen 
Übersetzungen des Alten Testaments als Wiedergabe von schaddaj,” ZAW 70 (1958): 20–31; 
Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:208–9; and Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 730.
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righteous from his or her “tent,”8 and thus it is also he who preserves the right-
eous one until the resurrection.

EXCURSUS ON 4 BARUCH 6:3

The varying manuscript traditions in 4 Bar. 6:3 have led to various inter-
pretations. Instead of evk tou/ skhnw,mato,j sou, MS C reads the variant evn tw/| 
skhnw,mati, sou.9 The variant’s intention is reminiscent of 2 Baruch: Baruch 
will not see death but will be kept until the “last times” (13:3; 76:2). This does 
not mean that Baruch will be translated into heaven, since 2 Baruch assumes 
that Baruch will die (78:5; 84:1). In addition, when 46:7 and 48:30 speak of 
Baruch “being taken away,” one need not think of a translation, since the form 
used in both places may have the sense of “dying,”10 which fits the context of  
2 Baruch.11 Nevertheless, although the textual variant of MS C in 4 Bar. 6:3 fits 
the perspective of 2 Baruch, 4 Baruch’s model text, it cannot be sustained for 
reasons internal to 4 Baruch itself.12 Most important is the end of 4 Baruch, 
in which Jeremiah really dies (9:7–9). Consequently, the figs are no symbol of 
immortality for him (also 6:17), as Riaud argues.13 Riaud interprets 9:3–7 as a 
story of the translation of the righteous14 because the verb avnalamba,nesqai is 
used (9:3). However, Jeremiah’s death in 9:10 makes it clear that this is not the 
point and that avnalamba,nesqai has a different sense in 9:3.15 Riaud, for his 

8. On the terms “tent” and “fleshly house” for physicality, see Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 150, 
who makes clear the parallels with 2 Cor 5:1; see also Wis 9:15; 2 Pet 1:13–14; and T. Job 43:7. The 
latter says of Elihu: “His kingdom is gone, his throne is rotted. And the honour of his tent lies in 
Hades” (quoted from R. P. Spittler, “Testament of Job,” OTP 1:862). Berndt Schaller understands 
the word “tent” as the “royal splendor tent” on the basis of Josephus, Ant. 11.187 (“Das Testament 
Hiob,” JSHRZ 3.3 [1979]: 363). See, however, Marc Philonenko, “La Littérature Intertestamentaire 
et le Nouveau Testament,” RST 47 (1973): 273–74. Josephus cannot support the view, however, as 
in the context a kingly tent is being described. That such might be found in Hades, as Schaller reads 
T. Job 43:7, makes no sense, since Hades is the place (of punishment) for the souls and not the 
place for earthly treasures; see Schaller himself, “Testament Hiob,” 363 n. 7e.

9. Read by Riaud, “Le Puissant t’emportera dans ta Tente,” 259–60; Kraft and Purintun, Para-
leipomena Jeremiou, 28–29; and Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 730.

10. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 63; Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 2:84.
11. On the problem of the death of the righteous in 2 Baruch, see Wolfgang Harnisch, Ver-

hängnis und Verheißung der Geschichte: Untersuchungen zum Zeit- und Geschichtsverständnis im 4. 
Buch Esra und in der syrischen Baruchapokalypse (FRLANT 97; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Rup-
recht, 1969), 80–87.

12. Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 55–56; and particularly Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 150–53.
13. Riaud, “Le Puissant t’emportera dans ta Tente,” 260.
14. Ibid., 263, 265. See also Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 151 n. 575.
15. Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 57–58.
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part, suggests that one should remove this ending of 4 Baruch for literary-critical 
reasons.16

Of further significance in the present context is the word ai;rw in 6:3. Just 
as avnalamba,nesqai in 9:3 should not be understood as referring to translation 
because of the broader context of 4 Baruch, so also with ai;rw in 6:3. The word 
ai;rw has far more the sense of “to take away” with regard to death,17 so that 6:3 
speaks not of translation but reckons with death. It is noteworthy that God is 
expressly named as the subject of the keeping in 6:7, while the corresponding 
references in 2 Baruch are passive, even if they are to be understood as passivum 
divinum. In this way 4 Bar. 6:7 makes the sense of its template more concrete: 
God himself will preserve the faithful by raising them from the dead.

Of interest here is a reference in Derek Eretz Rabbah in which Abimelech 
is named as one of many translated to paradise during their lifetimes: “Nine 
entered paradise during their lives; Enoch, Elijah, the Messiah, Eliezer the ser-
vant of Abraham, Ebed-Melech the Ethiopian King, Hiram the King of Tyre, 
Jabez the grandson of Judah ha-Nasi, Serah the daughter of Asher, and Bithiah 
the daughter of Pharaoh” (Der. Er. Rab. 1:18).18 Assuming that the tradition 
about Ebed-Melech reflected in Derek Eretz Rabbah was known to the author 
of 4 Baruch, one must also suppose that he intentionally contradicted this tra-
dition, given his arguments against the idea of translation. If one can speak of 
some relationship between the two texts, then Derek Eretz Rabbah as well as the 
Second Alphabet of Ben Sira 28b were influenced by an Ebed-Melech tradition 
that had its origins in the same circle as that which produced the interpreta-
tion leading to the MS C variant of 4 Bar. 6:3. One should also make reference 
to L.A.E. 37, which states that the archangel Michael will lift the dead Adam 
to paradise (37:31–32), where he will be kept until judgment. Using the word 
ai;rw, 37:5 makes Adam’s death paradigmatic for the fate of all humans: a=ron 
auvto.n eivj to.n para,deison (see also 37:6).19

16. Riaud, “Le Puissant t’emportera dans ta Tente,” 264. On that, see Herzer, Paralipomena 
Jeremiae, 29–30.

17. See Joachim Jeremias, “ai;rw,” TDNT 1:185–86: “death rather than snatching away or 
rapture.” That the sense in 4 Baruch is not translation is also of significance for the intention of the 
author; see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 157–58; against Riaud, “Le Puissant t’emportera dans ta 
Tente,” 265.

18. Quoted from Michael Higger, The Treatises Derek Erez: Masseket Derek Erez—Pirke Ben 
Azzai—Tosefta Derek Erez. Edited from Manuscripts with an Introduction, Notes, Variants and Trans-
lation (New York: The Rabanan, 1935), 36. See the Second Alphabet of Ben Sira 28b and, on that, 
Ginzberg, Legends, 5:95–96. For the idea of translation into heaven, see b. H Óag. 14b; 2 Cor 12:4; 
see on that Lenhardt and von der Osten-Sacken, Rabbi Akiva, 124–37.

19. Quoted from Albert Marie Denis, Concordance Greque des Pseudepigraphes d’Ancien Testa-
ment: Concordance, Corpus des Textes Indices (Leiden: Brill, 1987), 817. See further Thomas Knittel,
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In light of this discussion, the reading that speaks of Baruch’s death is to 
be preferred. This is of great importance for understanding the following state-
ments, as the shape of the hope of resurrection gains clear contours only by this 
reading.

The aspect of preservation (fula,ssein) until the resurrection forms a link 
to chapter 5, this being found in the hope of the intertemporal rest (5:32) that 
leads to the consummation of the hope in the heavenly Jerusalem (5:34). Hence 
chapter 6 answers the question concerning the possibility of a physical resurrec-
tion by referring to God’s power to preserve even beyond death.20 Abimelech’s 
preservation and the fresh figs represent this. One among many early Jewish 
references to such an idea of resurrection21 can be found in 2 Bar. 50:1–4.22 
The relationship between the texts becomes clear in the light of certain notable 
similarities.

(1) And he answered and said to me: Listen, Baruch, to this word and write 
down in the memory of your heart all that you shall learn. (2) For the earth 
will surely give back the dead at that time; it receives them now in order to 
keep them, not changing anything in their form. But as it has received them 
so it will give them back. And as I have delivered them to it so it will raise 
them. (3) For then it will be necessary to show those who live that the dead are 
living again, and that those who went away have come back. (4) And it will be 
that when they have recognized each other, those who know each other at this 
moment, then my judgment will be strong, and those things which have been 
spoken of before will come. (2 Bar. 50:1–4)23

Most noticeably, both 4 Bar. 6:7 and 2 Bar. 50:2 speak of the preservation 
of the righteous until the resurrection, using the same motif of the intertemporal 
state.24 While 2 Baruch emphasizes that they do not change in their appearance 

Das griechische “Leben Adams und Evas”: Studien zu einer narrativen Anthropologie im frühen Juden-
tum (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2002), 288.

20. Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 153.
21. Primarily 2 Macc 7:11; Sib. Or. 4:178–180; 4 Ezra 7:32; see Stone, Features, 141–43; 

Günter Stemberger, Der Leib der Auferstehung: Studien zur Anthropologie und Eschatologie des 
palästinischen Judentums im neutestamentlichen Zeitalter (ca. 170 v. Chr.–100 n. Chr.) (AnBib 
56; Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1972), 82, 116–17; Cavallin, Life after Death; and Wolff, 
“Heilshoffnung,” 153.

22. Stemberger, Der Leib der Auferstehung, 86–88; Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 153.
23. Quoted from Klijn, “2 Baruch,” OTP 1:637–38.
24. In contrast to 4 Baruch, the preservation of all dead, not just the righteous, is explicitly 

indicated in 2 Bar. 50:4 by the reference to the final judgment (see also 51:1).
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until the time of resurrection, in 4 Baruch this motif is linked with the fresh 
figs that did not change during the sixty-six years, neither drying out nor rot-
ting (4 Bar. 6:5),25 which serves symbolically to support faith in God’s ability to 
preserve the righteous even in death.26 Just as God is the subject of the death of 
the righteous and the guarantee of their preservation until the resurrection in 
4 Bar. 6:3, so also is God the one who gives the righteous over to the preserva-
tion of the earth until they emerge again in the resurrection.27 The death of the 
righteous is once again expressly in view. A second similarity is the motif of 
resuscitation referred to in 2 Bar. 50:3. A similar idea is found in 4 Bar. 6:4: 
“Revive, my virginal faith, and believe that you will live.”28 Of further interest 
is the broader context in 2 Bar. 51:1–4, which identifies obedience to the law as 
the measure for participating in the glorious transformation of the righteous, a 
connection that is also taken up in 4 Bar. 6:6, yet here focusing on resurrection.

The expression h` parqenikh, mou pi,stij (6:4) is surprising in this con-
text.29 Delling’s appeal to Rev 14:430 is of no help, since this text does not refer 
to faith.31 In the context of 4 Baruch, the content of the attribute parqeniko,j 
is a description of the faith that Baruch must preserve in the grave despite his 
lament (see 7:2, where Baruch is referred to as a “steward [oivkono,moj] of faith”). 
“Faith” should here be understood as trust in God that he will turn the people’s 
fate around. The call to revive (avna,yuxon), directed at the faith, underlines this 
understanding: this trust in God, lost in lament after the destruction of Jerusa-
lem (4:6–11), can only be discovered once again when Baruch understands the 
meaning of Abimelech’s preservation by way of the figs.32 In particular, 4 Bar. 

25. The expression o;zein is also used to describe the smell of decay (see John 11:39); see LSJ, 
1200 s.v. II.

26. On the expression in 6:3: “prepare yourself, my heart, and be glad and rejoice” see Pss 
56:8 (LXX); 108(107):2 (NRSV 108:1), in which God is called upon to prepare the heart of the one 
praying; see also Pss. Sol. 6:1: maka,rioj avnh.r ou- h̀ kardi,a auvtou/ ètoi,mh evpikale,sasqai to. o;noma 
kuri,ou.

27. See 1 En. 51:1: “In those days, Sheol will return all the deposits which she had received 
and hell will give back all that which it owes” (quoted from E. Isaac, “1 [Ethiopic Apocalypse of ] 
Enoch,” OTP 1:36).

28. See Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 172–73.
29. The manuscript tradition (see above) is not clear at this point; a conjecture seems unavoid-

able; see Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 730–31: “All are expedients” (731). The text suggested 
by Harris and used here seems, after consideration of the variants, plausible. Schaller follows 
Bogaert’s conjecture (Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:210–11).

30. Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 9; Riaud, Les Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 189.
31. See Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 731.
32. Schaller (ibid.) refers to L.A.E. 19:3; 20:4 concerning the symbolic power of the figs. 

However, 19:3 does not speak of figs but of the poisonous fruit of the serpent; 20:4 concerns the 
leaves of the fig tree, from which Eve makes her covering. The reference is therefore unclear.
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4:8 demonstrates that Baruch’s trust or faith in God’s restoration of the people 
is present in the lament, even when overshadowed by it. Hence this “virginal 
faith,” this reawakened faith, may be adequately understood in the context of  
4 Baruch and need not be credited to a (gnostic-) Christian editor.33

Having recognized the symbolic significance of Abimelech’s preservation, 
Baruch determines to send this message of salvation to Babylon and asks God 
to show him a way to do so (6:8–10). By contrast, 2 Bar. 77:12 reports that 
the people called on Baruch to write a letter to the Babylonian exiles.34 In addi-
tion, in 2 Baruch the addressee is assumed to be the entire people, but 4 Bar. 
6:8, 10, 12, 14 expressly state that Jeremiah is to receive the letter. The people 
will hear its salvific message only through him (6:13). In contrast to 2 Baruch, 
4 Baruch cannot ignore Jeremiah’s significance at this stage, so he becomes the 
transmitter of the letter. Still other differences are also worth noting. In 2 Bar. 
77 Baruch responds to the people’s request but wants to write two letters, one to 
be brought over by three men, the other by a bird to the “nine and a half tribes.” 
The bird is then identified as an eagle. This motif—an eagle bringing a letter—is 
taken up in 4 Bar. 6:12. However, the letter that the eagle is to take in 2 Baruch 
is the only one that Baruch actually writes, according to 4 Baruch.35 In 4 Baruch, 
moreover, the eagle takes the letter to Babylon (7:18), whereas in 2 Baruch the 
three men convey it to Babylon.36 Furthermore, the light motif from 2 Bar. 
77:13 appears in the name of God in 4 Bar. 6:9. This light holds no promise 
of future hope within the context of 2 Baruch, because the “shepherds” of the 
people have darkened it, but in 4 Baruch it represents the real hope of salvation 
that continues to exist and thus refers to God.

Once again, as often before, our author’s reworking of material from  
2 Baruch enables us to see his theological perspective: two letters reduced to 
one,37 carried not by the men but by the eagle, and God’s detailed involvement 

33. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:210: “It has primarily a gnostic flavor.” However, there 
is no evidence, that this phrase was ever a gnostic terminus. See Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 
172–73; Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 731.

34. On Baruch’s letter, see J. Ramsey Michaels, “Jewish and Christian Apocalyptic Letters: 1 
Peter, Revelation, and 2 Baruch 78–87” (SBLSP 26; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987), 269–70. For 
greater detail, particularly concerning form criticism, see Taatz, Frühjüdische Briefe, 64–76.

35. Michaels, “Jewish and Christian Apocalyptic Letters,” 270.
36. Taatz (Frühjüdische Briefe, 63 n. 259) sees a parallel with Jer 29:3, which speaks of Zedeki-

ah’s emissaries who brought over Jeremiah’s letter. However, there were only two emissaries. Bogaert 
was the first to point not to biblical traditions but to LXX Baruch (Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:80).

37. Whereas 2 Bar. 77:19 states, “And I wrote two letters. One I sent by means of an eagle 
to the nine and a half tribes, and the other I sent by means of three men to those who were in 
Babylon” (quoted from Klijn, “2 Baruch,” OTP 1:647), in 78:1 only the one to the nine and a half 
tribes sent out by the eagle is explicitly mentioned as being written (see 77:20–26; 87:1). Although
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in the writing of the letter. This theologizing represents a clear reinterpretation 
of the source material in order to develop a different and more hopeful perspec-
tive than that found in 2 Baruch.

The names with which Baruch addresses God in 6:9 further reveal this per-
spective: “Our power, O God our Lord, (is) the elect light that proceeded from 
his mouth … O Great Name that no one can know.”38 Meeting Abimelech and 
realizing the imminence of salvation changes Baruch’s understanding of God. 
From this point on God’s effective power for his people comes to the fore. Thus 
God is “our power,” a name for God taken from the Old Testament.39 That God 
is the Almighty was already clear in his judgment on Jerusalem and the people; 
now God uses his strength to save the people.40

Reference to God as “light” reminds the reader of Abimelech’s wish for the 
old man (5:34). There, too, the association with the law was clear; this is now 
expressly picked up with the explanatory “that proceeded from his mouth.”41 
God’s law, which comes from his mouth, is the light that strengthens the faith-
ful and shows them the right way out of captivity.42 It will later become clear 
that it is through Jeremiah’s teaching that the law reveals its light; his teaching 
thus plays a decisive role in the return of the people (6:22; 7:22, 32; 8:3, 4).43

The designation “great name that no one can know” should also be read in 
the light of Old Testament and Jewish understandings.44 The expression “great 

one could assume two copies of the same letter in 2 Baruch, this differentiation seems, however, to 
be significant for the reduction to only one letter in 4 Baruch; see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 
67–68. On the problem of the “lost letter,” see Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:78–80.

38. For the understanding of God in 4 Baruch, see Herzer, “Direction in Difficult Times,” 
passim.

39. Ps 46(45):2, and in the singular Ps 18(17):2; Jer 16:19; see Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 
31–32. Schaller follows MS C and the Ethiopic translation (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 732).

40. Philonenko’s observation (“Simples Observations,” 165) that Mandaic texts also regularly 
use the name “power” for God  is not of use in this context; see Herzer, “Antwort,” 34.

41. There is, of course, a difficulty with the phrase to. evxelqo.n evk sto,matoj auvtou/ (“that 
proceeded from his mouth”) because of the change from the vocative to the third-person singular. 
According to Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 732 n. e, the phrase should be seen as a second-
ary insertion. Kraft and Purintun, Paraleipomena Jeremiou, 28–29, read “from your mouth,” which 
better fits the context but has only one witness in the manuscripts (armc; cf. Schaller, “Paraleipom-
ena Jeremiou,” 732 n. e).

42. Contra Philonenko, “Simples Observations,” 164, who thinks of light in a mythical-gnostic 
sense, referring among others to Odes Sol. 12:3. But the motif is known in contexts concerning 
the return from exile in the Old Testament (Isa 52:7–12!) and not from a gnostic tradition; see the 
commentary above on 4 Bar. 5:34 and Herzer, “Antwort,” 33–34.

43. According to Philonenko, the light is Jeremiah (“Simples Observations,” 165). How-
ever, Jeremiah nowhere else bears this title in 4 Baruch; see further Riaud, “La figure de Jérémie,” 
passim.

44. Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 32.
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name” is found often in the Old Testament (Josh 7:9; 1 Kgs 8:42; 2 Chr 6:32; 
Pss 76[75]:2 [NRSV 76:1]; 99[98]:3; Jer 44[51]:26; Ezek 36:23),45 but the most 
significant reference in this context is probably 2 Bar. 5:1, in which Baruch 
asks God concerning the destruction of Jerusalem: “what have you done to your 
great name?”46

According to 4 Bar. 6:9, no one can know God’s name. For this idea, Delling 
makes reference to Philo’s Mos. 2.114: “A piece of gold plate, too, was wrought 
into the form of a crown with four incisions, showing a name which only those 
whose ears and tongues are purified may hear or speak in the holy place, and no 
other person, nor in any other place at all.”47 However, Philo’s reference here is to 
the prohibition against speaking God’s name aloud, a widespread convention,48 
not the inability to know God’s name.49 A further reference would be Jer 44:26: 
“Lo, I swear by my great name, says the Lord, that my name shall no longer be 
pronounced on the lips of any of the people of Judah in all the land of Egypt, 
saying, ‘As the LORD God lives’” (NRSV). Both the motif of the great name and a 
prohibition against speaking it are found, yet this and the Philo reference assume 
that God’s name is known. By contrast, 4 Bar. 6:9 speaks of no one being able to 
know God’s name, which goes much further. Once again we may refer to Philo, 
who approaches this view in his exegesis of Exod 3:13–15.

Moses knew well that his own nation and all the others would disbelieve his 
words, and said: “If they ask the name of him who sent me, and I cannot 

45. See also Mal 1:11; Prov 18:10; Sir 39:15; 46:1; 3 Macc 2:9; see Delling, Paralipomena 
Jeremiae, 32.

46. Quoted from Klijn, “2 Baruch,” OTP 1:622. Bogaert translates “illustre Nom [illustrious 
name]” but adds “littéralement: grand Nom [literally: great name]” (Apocalypse de Baruch, 2:18). 
See also 4 Ezra 4:25; 10:22 (Stone, Ezra, 89). For the rabbinic tradition, see Clemens Thoma, 
“Gott III,” TRE 13:629–30.

47. See Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 32; translation from Colson and Whitaker, LCL.
48. See m. Tamid 7:2; y. Yoma 3:7; 6:2; b. Qidd. 71; Sipre Num. 39; Sipre Zuta 15–16, 39. 

Particularly clear is m. Sanh. 10:1C–G: “And these are the ones who have no portion in the world 
to come: (1) He who says, the resurrection of the dead is a teaching which does not derive from the 
Torah, (2) and the Torah does not come from Heaven; and (3) an Epicurean. R. Aqiba says, ‘Also: 
He who reads in heretical book …’ Abba Saul says, ‘Also: he who pronounces the divine Name as it 
is spelled out’” (quoted from Neusner, Mishnah, 604). According to b. Yoma 39b and t. Sotah 138, 
the death of the high priest Simon the Just (ca. 200 B.C.E.) seven days after the Day of Atonement 
was caused by his speaking out God’s name.

49. Philo is working with the philosophical notion of God as a;rrhtoj (inexpressible), which 
was sometimes conceptually related to the idea of God as a;gnwstoj (unknown [cf. Acts 17:23] or 
unknowable as to essence [cf. Josephus, Ag. Ap. 2.167]).  In this passage, however, Philo’s under-
standing is that God’s name is a;rrhtoj in the sense that it is too sacred to pronounce (cf. 2 Cor 
12:4).
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myself tell them, will they not think me a deceiver?” God replied: “First tell 
them that I am He who is, that they may learn the difference between what is 
and what is not, and also the further lesson that no name at all can properly 
be used of Me [w`j ouvde.n o;noma to. para,pan evp v evmou/ kuriologei/tai], to 
whom alone existence belongs.” (Philo, Mos. 1.74–75)50

Here it is assumed that no one can know God’s name, since it was not given 
to Moses. This unusual interpretation caused Gese to remark that Philo had not 
done justice to the original sense of Exod 3:13–15.51 One can offer two rebut-
tals to his claim: (1) Philo is not concerned with exegetical “correctness” in the 
historical-critical sense; (2) 4 Baruch represents a second witness to this interpre-
tation. Moreover, 4 Bar. 6:9 cannot be seen as a Christian interpolation, as some 
have argued. Gese rightly showed the continuity between Exod 3:13–15 and 
John 17:6 (“I have made your name known to those whom you gave me from 
the world” [NRSV]),52 but it is precisely the key difference between the Christian 
understanding in John 17:6 and the viewpoint of 4 Bar. 6:9 that one must note: 
God’s name has been revealed in the former text but cannot be known in the 
latter. The gnostic origin suggested by Philonenko is also groundless,53 though 
he offers several texts as “gnostic” references: Irenaeus, Haer. 1.21.3; Ginza 98:9–
10; and 1 En. 69:14. The last is most revealing, since this part of 1 Enoch dates 
most likely to the first or second century B.C.E. and thus cannot be gnostic.54 
Furthermore, this reference does not concern the name of God but the hidden 
name of the Son of Man (69:26). Even the clearly (and also later and Christian) 
gnostic reference from Ginza does not speak of the name of God but of the 

50. Translation Colson and Whitaker, LCL. See Hartmut Gese, “Der Name Gottes im Alten 
Testament,” in Der Name Gottes (ed. H. von Stietencron; Düsseldorf: Patmos, 1975), 76; Thoma, 
TRE 13:628–29. See further Isa 52:6, where knowing or the knowledge of God’s name has an escha-
tological meaning: “Therefore my people shall know my name; therefore in that day they shall know 
that it is I who speak; here am I.” Finally, Exod. Rab. 3:6 on Exod 3:14 reads: “R. Abba b. Mammel 
said: God said to Moses: ‘Thou wishest to know My name. Well, I am called according to My work; 
sometimes I am called ‘Almighty God,’ ‘Lord of the Hosts,’ ‘God,’ ‘Lord.’ When I am judging cre-
ated beings, I am called ‘God,’ and when I am waging war against the wicked, I am called ‘Lord of 
the Hosts.’ When I suspend judgment for a man’s sin, I am called ‘El Shadday’ (Almighty God), and 
when I am merciful towards My world, I am called ‘Adonai,’ for ‘Adonai ’ refers to the Attribute 
of Mercy, as it is said: The Lord, the Lord (Adonai, Adonai), God, merciful and gracious … Hence I 
AM THAT I AM in virtue of My deeds’” (quoted from S. M. Lehrman, Exodus [vol. 3 of Midrash 
Rabbah; ed. H. Freedman and M. Simon 3rd ed.; 10 vols.; London: Soncino, 1983], 64). Cf. Mek. 
de Rabbi Ishmael on Exod 20:2; b. Ber. 9b.

51. Gese, “Der Name Gottes im Alten Testament,” 76.
52. Cf. ibid.
53. Philonenko, “Simples Observations,” 165.
54. See Isaac, “1 Enoch,” OTP 1:7 (“late pre-Maccabean”).
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hidden name of the archangel Gabriel.55 In sum, then, one should understand 
the phrase “great name that no one can know” in terms of its Old Testament 
and Hellenistic-Jewish background, not as a Christian or gnostic intrusion into 
the text. The striking frequency of divine predicates in Baruch’s prayer appears 
to be a reference to God as the moving power of history in general and to the 
fate of his people in particular. The sapiential understanding of the law as the 
light from God’s mouth refers to the principle of wisdom lying behind every-
thing that happens in the history of the people of Israel. This corresponds to the 
idea that it is the power of this light that strengthens the people so that they will 
be able to handle their future. It also corresponds to the idea that God’s name is 
unknown, which might refer again to a sapiential idea of the seclusion of God’s 
nature, which of course is primarily characterized by his willingness to save and 
free his people. Accordingly, the following content of Baruch’s prayer takes up 
this concern.

Baruch’s prayer ends with a request for knowledge (6:10). The term gnw/sij 
does not allude to a particular spiritual movement but rather refers concretely 
to the next steps in the preparation for the people’s return (6:8). The mention 
of Baruch’s “heart” is likewise related to the return, the announcement of which 
was already declared reason for joy in the heart in 6:3.56 God does not answer 
Baruch’s prayer directly but by means of an angel sent by him (a;ggeloj kuri,ou, 
6:11), since direct communication with God is the unique privilege of the 
priest-prophet Jeremiah. The angel addresses Baruch as su,mbouloj tou/ fwto,j 
(6:12), playing on Baruch’s role in the Old Testament Jeremiah tradition as Jere-
miah’s helper, though the term su,mbouloj does not appear there (Jer 36:6–18; 
see also Bar 1:3–4). In 4 Bar. 5:18 Baruch is called the “reader,” and in 7:2 he 
is designated oivkono,moj th/j pi,stewj.57 In the light of Baruch’s role as reader, 
the expression in 4 Bar. 6:12 becomes clear. The specific term avnagnw,sthj is 
used in the Old Testament only for Ezra as the “reader of the law” (Ezra 8:19: 
Esdraj o` i`ereu.j kai. avnagnw,sthj tou/ no,mou tou/ qeou/ tou/ u`yi,stou—see 
also 8:8, 9; 9:39, 42, 49). As already noted, the term “light” is a metaphor for 
the law in 4 Baruch, so the title su,mbouloj tou/ fwto,j can be explained as fol-
lows: like Ezra, Baruch is a reader, a “counselor,” of the law. It is in this role that 
Baruch calls Jeremiah to establish the law in the exilic community as the condi-
tion for the return.58

55. See Herzer, “Antwort,” 35.
56. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 175.
57. See Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 26–27.
58. See ibid., 25–26: “Ratgeber (zum Tun) des Lichts = des Guten, des Gotteswillens [adviser 

(of doing) the light, i.e., the good, the will of God]” (with reference to 4 Macc 9:3; 2 Chr 22:3; 
similarly Riaud, Les Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 35; Philonenko, “Simples Observations,”
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Indeed, this is the message that the angel instructs Baruch to include in his 
letter to Jeremiah (6:12–14).59 The instruction in the letter is that the people are 
to separate themselves from the Babylonians, which Jeremiah should accomplish 
on the basis of the divine law. That the final content of Baruch’s letter goes 
beyond this instruction (6:17–23) demonstrates once again that Baruch is the 
“advisor” or “counselor” as regards the law, since he clarifies and interprets the 
angel’s instructions.60

The motif of a letter to the exilic community is borrowed from the story 
in Jer 29:1–23, in which Jeremiah sends a letter to the exiles. Although the 
story here is developed differently, a structural parallel can be observed. The 
content is, however, borrowed from 2 Bar. 77:11–19, which also mentions a 
letter that Baruch sent to Babylon.61 The “epistolographically unusual” shape of 
the letter makes it clear that it is a literary work with a particular function in the 
book of 4 Baruch.62 For this reason the author chooses not to name the writer 
and addressee. The addressee is only initially Jeremiah, as 6:21–22 indicates that 
through him all the exiles are being addressed.

That the letter does not refer to Abimelech and the figs is remarkable, con-
sidering that they have provided the reason for writing. However, the eagle is 
given fifteen figs (7:8) for the sick among the people (7:32). Moreover, when 
the eagle arrives in Babylon it raises a dead person (7:17), creating an obvious 
link back to the salvation and resurrection symbolism of the figs in chapter 6.63 
Finally, the first sentence of Baruch’s letter has clear echoes of 6:3 by way of the 
themes of joy and celebration and not least in the motif of leaving the body, 
which parallels God’s preservation of Abimelech.

As earlier in the Abimelech story, Baruch’s letter seems not to refer explic-
itly to the divine word (6:13–14), which it was supposed to transmit, although 
Baruch claims to quote it (6:19–20). The separation of the people as the con-
dition for return from exile (6:13) plays no role in the letter. Conversely, the 
waters of the Jordan as a means of testing (6:23) are not mentioned in the divine 
word. Only the double alienation from both Jerusalem and Babylon for all 
those who will not set themselves apart (6:14) or hear Jeremiah’s word (6:22) is 

164–65: “un conseiller dont les avis sont ‘lumineux’ [an adviser whose words of advice are enlight-
ening].”

59. The instruction to write is typically apocalyptic (Rev 2:1; Herm. Vis. 5:5); the introduc-
tion “speak to the children of Israel” gives it, however, prophetic character (Exod 14:2, 15; Lev 1:2; 
18:2; Ezek 3:1; Amos 7:15).

60. On the eagle motif, see below on 7:2.
61. See Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 64–72.
62. So Taatz, Frühjüdische Briefe, 79–80, here 79.
63. Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 154–55.
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mentioned in both texts. Thus does the author prepare for chapter 8, in which 
aspects of the divine word in 6:13–14 and of Baruch’s letter in 6:17–23 are 
taken up and in which the common motif of double alienation plays the major 
role (8:5b–7).64 The traditional intention of the command regarding separation 
was cultic cleanness, and 4 Baruch reaches its climax in a cultic context as well: 
the celebration of Yom Kippur under the high priesthood of Jeremiah.65

Given the literary function of 6:13–23 for the development of 4 Baruch, 
one cannot divide the angel’s speech and Baruch’s letter from one another despite 
the tensions mentioned above. They are better understood as complementary.66 
As he set the stage for chapter 8, the author saw no need to reproduce the divine 
word literally in Baruch’s letter. The literary intention is more important here 
than the narrative consequence. The decisive moment is that of double alien-
ation, as 8:5–9 reveals. One may thus understand the interruption in 6:15–16 
as little more than a literary device67 to make the background of the situation 
more realistic.

The unusual description avgora. tw/n evqnw/n (market of the Gentiles) is seen 
by Riaud68 to refer to Mamre, which may have been, at least from Hadrian’s time, 
an important marketplace.69 The relatively great distance between Mamre and 
Jerusalem (ca. 30 km) could be problematic, but it becomes irrelevant once one 
understands the reference to the market of the Gentiles as a narrative device70 that 

64. Jean Riaud, “Les Samaritains dans les ‘Paralipomena Jeremiae,’” in La Littérature Intertes-
tamentaire: Colloque de Strasbourg 1983 (ed. André Caquot; Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 
1985), 141; Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 131. See below.

65. Schaller (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 733, referring to Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 44 
n. 13) sees cultic connotations in the number fifteen as well, understanding the fifteen days as two 
weeks, which actually means fourteen days, which represents a doubling of the normal cleansing 
time of seven days.

66. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:206: “Cette lettre précise certaines données du message 
de l’ange. Elle ajoute surtout la mention du Jourdain et du sceau [This letter makes more precise 
certain aspects of the angel’s message. Above all, it adds the mention of Jordan and the seal].”

67. Taatz, Frühjüdische Briefe, 80.
68. Riaud, Les Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 130 with 133 n. 29. See already Harris, Rest 

of the Words of Baruch, 32.
69. Peter Welten, “Mamre,” TRE 12:12.
70. Bogaert notes the mention of an “oak” in 2 Bar. 77:18, which he also identifies with 

Mamre. This must be the reference in 4 Baruch, because it borrows this place from 2 Baruch 
(Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:324–27). Bogaert’s most important text reference is found in Jerome, In 
Hieremiam Prophetam 6:1064–1065 on Jer 31(38):15 (cf. PL 24:877), where Jerome explains the 
name of Bethlehem-Ephrata and why it is linked with the lament of Rachel by mentioning an 
important marketplace: “Some of the Jews explain this location in a way that—when Jerusalem was 
taken captive by Vespasian—over this place thousands of captured people were brought to Gaza, 
Alexandria, and Rome. Others, however, think that at the time of the last conquest under Hadrian, 
countless people of different ages and of both genders were sold on the Terebinth market. And
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presumably uses an authentic motif to develop the scene.71 There is no deeper 
meaning to this detail.

Because of its compositionally important function, one must see the hand 
of the author of 4 Baruch at work consciously shaping the letter of 6:17–23. 
As elsewhere, 2 Baruch provided the point of departure for the motifs of the 
narrative frame, but so far as the letter’s content is concerned, there are no com-
monalities that would point to a direct borrowing from 2 Baruch. The argument 
of the letter, “fall—punishment—obedience—salvation,”72 is comparable to the 
structure of the letter in 2 Baruch73 but is already present in the Old Testa-
ment.74

A further question concerns the relationship between Baruch’s letter and 
that which Jeremiah sent to the exiles in Jer 29:1–23.75 There are no direct 
points of contact, as Jeremiah’s letter points in a completely different direction: 
the exiled are to build houses, plant gardens (29:5), and marry (29:6). The lack 
of an explicit prohibition against intermarrying with foreigners in 29:6 might 
be regarded as inconsistent with 4 Bar. 6:13–14. However, the note in Jer 29:6c 
(“multiply there, and do not decrease”) could be interpreted to mean that they 
should keep themselves separate, for the concern is the preservation of the people 
of Israel.76 One must consider in this context that, although the end of the exile 

therefore for Jews it is impossible to visit this well-known market.” After 135 C.E., paganization was 
so far advanced that the Jews avoided the place, for which reason according to Bogaert Baruch did 
not go himself but sent the proselyte Abimelech. That would, however, assume that the 4 Baruch 
was written after 135 C.E.; see, however, the introduction above.

71. Schaller counts it as a further indication of the author’s knowledge of the area (“Paralipo-
mena Jeremiou,” 734).

72. Taatz, Frühjüdische Briefe, 80.
73. Fall (2 Bar. 79:2; 84:2, 5)—punishment (78:5; 80:1–6)—obedience (84:6–85:4)—salva-

tion (82:2–83:8; 85:9–11). Donald E. Gowan speaks of the “pattern ‘Sin-Exile-Restoration’ which 
… typically describes the pre-exilic period by a series of general references to sin without mention-
ing any specific historical details” (“The Exile in Jewish Apocalyptic,” in Scripture in History and 
Theology: Essays in Honor of J. Coert Rylaarsdam [ed. Arthur L. Merrill and Thomas W. Overholt; 
PTMS 17; Pittsburgh: Pickwick, 1977], 215).

74. See the so-called Deuteronomistic scheme of the time of the judges, esp. Judg 2:11–18: 
fall (11–13)—punishment (14–15)—salvation (16, 18); see also Judg 3:7–9. In the prophetic 
preaching, see esp. Joel: fall and punishment (1:1–2:11)—repentance (2:12–17)—salvation (2:18–
4:21). The structure of Jeremiah is also worthy of note here: fall and judgment (1–30)—promises 
of salvation (30–33); see Christopher R. Seitz, “The Prophet Moses and the Canonical Shape of 
Jeremiah,” ZAW 101 (1989): 3–27. According to Hans Walter Wolff, the call to repentance in exile 
is the central message of the Deuteronomistic History (“Das Kerygma des deuteronomistischen 
Geschichtswerks,” ZAW 32 [1961]: 180). Likewise in 4 Baruch the call to repentance as condition 
for the return from exile is decisive (6:14, 22; 7:32; 8:2–3; see also 8:9).

75. For the motif in 4Q389 of Jeremiah writing a letter to the exiles, see n. 73 of the introduction.
76. Taatz, Frühjüdische Briefe, 51.
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is promised in Jer 29:10, 14, it is not imminent, as is assumed in 4 Bar. 6: the 
more imminent the return, the more important the command to separate. In 
addition, the problem of mixed marriages has not yet been explicitly mentioned 
in 4 Baruch. Initially the text gives only a general command to remain sepa-
rate,77 presumably from the foreign idol cults (see Lev 19:4; 26:1; Deut 27:15; 
Pss 96:4–5; 97:7; Isa 42:8, 17; Jer 2:4–13; 4:1–2). The same concern with wor-
ship of foreign gods is also central in Jeremiah’s reply (4 Bar. 7:25–26). Thus, 
although mixed marriages often led to religious syncretism and participation 
in foreign idol cults (Deut 7:3–4; Judg 3:6; 1 Kgs 1–11), there is no clear and 
direct relationship between 4 Bar. 6 and Jeremiah’s letter.78

Before Baruch writes down the final wording of the letter he has been com-
missioned to write (6:21–23), he gives it a lengthy introduction (6:17–20) that 
conveys to the exilic audience the previously noted theme of joy. Of significance 
for our reading of 6:3 is the statement that God has not allowed the death of 
the righteous (6:17). Death is here described with the same words as before— 
(evxelqei/n) evk tou/ sw,matoj (tou,tou)—and the turn in the people’s fate is 
expressly credited to God’s mercy (6:18). As before, both judgment and salvation 
are fully in God’s hands. The reference to God’s covenant with the patriarchs 
is decisive in this regard. When God remembers his covenant, his faithfulness 
to it means salvation for his people. The use of Old Testament ideas and lan-
guage is particularly noticeable here.79 The naming of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob 
brings one specific covenant to mind: not that of Sinai, but that which was first 
established with Abraham (see esp. Exod 2:24). This covenant is linked explic-
itly to the promise of the land in the later tradition (Exod 6:4; Ps 105:8–11). 
One reference in particular sheds light on the themes of Baruch’s letter here: Bar 
2:29–35:

(29) If you will not obey my voice, this very great multitude will surely turn 
into a small number among the nations, where I will scatter them. (30) For I 
know that they will not obey me, for they are a stiff-necked people. But in the 
land of their exile they will come to themselves (31) and know that I am the 
Lord their God. I will give them a heart that obeys and ears that hear; (32) 
they will praise me in the land of their exile, and will remember my name (33) 
and turn from their stubbornness and their wicked deeds; for they will remem-
ber the ways of their ancestors, who sinned before the Lord. (34) I will bring 

77. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:206.
78. Similar reasons exclude a link between 4 Baruch and the Epistle of Jeremiah, which is 

concerned primarily with the warning against worshiping foreign idols.
79. The motif of remembering the covenant is widespread in the Old Testament; see Gen 

9:15; Exod 2:24; 6:5; Lev 26:42–45; Pss 105:8; 106:45; for further examples, see Schaller, “Parali-
pomena Jeremiou,” 735.
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them again into the land that I swore to give to their ancestors, to Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob, and they will rule over it; and I will increase them, and they 
will not be diminished. (35) I will make an everlasting covenant with them to 
be their God and they shall be my people; and I will never again remove my 
people Israel from the land that I have given them. (NRSV)

As in Bar 2, but in contrast to what the angel instructed him to write in 
4 Bar. 6:13–14, Baruch draws attention to the past situation in 6:21 and uses 
the reference to the disregard for God’s dikaiw,mata to make clear the signifi-
cance of the law in judgment. The Babylonian captivity is described with the 
term ka,minoj (6:20), which Jer 11:4 uses with reference to the Egyptian repres-
sion.80 This term makes the hardness of the judgment tangible, yet the parallel 
to the exodus from Egypt also hints at the coming salvation. This salvation 
depends, however, on obedience, which the people did not demonstrate earlier, 
thus bringing God’s wrath on themselves. The specific sins listed in 6:21 repre-
sent the standard behavior of the disobedient: disregard of God’s ordinances,81 
haughtiness of the heart,82 and stubbornness.83 Still, even now the people can 
experience salvation, but only if they listen to God’s voice84 by way of Jeremiah 
as the teacher of the law (6:22). This association between salvation and Jeremi-
ah’s teaching represents for the original readers a clear reference to their own 
times, in which they also should link their salvation to the tradition, not to an 
overplayed messianic ideology.85

The mention of the “waters of the Jordan,” which functions as a test of 
the people’s obedience, has often be seen as a Christian reference to baptism,86 
particularly because of the term sfragi,j.87 In New Testament times as well as 
in the apostolic fathers and the apologists, however, the waters of the Jordan 
were not seen as a type of baptismal water.88 Similarly, sfragi,j is not specifi-

80. See also Jer 21:10; 32(39):36; 37(44):17.
81. See Exod 15:26; Deut 4:40; 6:2; 7:11–12.
82. Deut 17:20; Jer 48(31):29; Ezek 28:2, 5, 17.
83. Job 15:25; in other terms, Ps 81(80):13 (NRSV 81:12).
84. See esp. Exod 19:5 (in a covenant context); Deut 13:19; 15:5; 28:1, 2, 9, 13; 30:8; Jer 

7:23; 11:4, 7; 26(33):13; Bar 2:29.
85. See the introduction above.
86. Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 14; Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:206–7; Robinson, 

“4 Baruch,” 415; and Philonenko, “Simples Observations,” 160.
87. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:207. Bogaert claims support from Herm. Sim. 9:16.3–7: 

h` sfragi.j ou=n to. u[dwr evsti,n, cf. 9:17.4; 8:2.3–4; 8:6.3; see below.
88. See Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 45 n. 1. Even Bogaert’s reference 

from Shepherd of Hermas (see previous note) does not mention the water of the Jordan.
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cally used for baptism89 (see 1 Cor 9:290). In 4 Baruch the term has already 
appeared in 3:8,91 where the text spoke apocalyptically of the seven seals and 
seven epochs. If one sees an eschatological meaning there,92 then the sense in 
6:23 becomes clear. The time of the people’s salvation begins with the crossing 
of the Jordan, the last of the “seven seals” and thus the “great seal.” The “seal” of 
the first time of creation corresponds to the “great seal” of the time of salvation 
(6:23). The water of the test is thus as to. shmei/on th/j mega,lhj sfragi/doj 
also the sign for the beginning of the time of salvation.93 The end of Baruch’s 
letter actually fits the eschatological context of 4 Baruch well and need not be 
seen as a Christian interpolation.94

Philonenko has argued most clearly for a Christian-gnostic interpretation 
of 4 Bar. 6:22–23.95 According to him, 6:22–23 forms the real center of the 
document.96 The term “great seal,” therefore, is to be located in the Mandaean 
baptismal tradition. Admittedly, he can identify but one text in the tradition that 
names a great seal: “Reprimand your friends sincerely and lead your friendship 
rightly. Do not flatter one another and speak no talk of lie and deceit. Whoever 
flatters, he will be dragged away in the judgment to the blazing fire. Put the great 
seal on your whole body and do not remove it from your body until the day, on 
which you will leave your body, that day of redemption” (Ginza 39:23).97 How-

89. So even Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:207 n. 1. Contra Harris, Rest of the Words of 
Baruch, 14, who without offering any references states that “sign of the great seal” was “the conven-
tional patristic term for baptism.”

90. See Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 46 n. 23; Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und 
Urchristentum, 45 n. 1; Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 120 with n. 407; and Schaller, “Paralipo-
mena Jeremiou,” 736–37.

91. Bogaert regards 4 Bar. 3:8 and 6:23 as incomparable (Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:207 n. 1).
92. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 50 and n. 72.
93. See 4 Ezra 6:20: “and when the seal is placed upon the age which is about to pass away, 

then I will show these signs” (quote from Bruce M. Metzger, “The Fourth Book of Ezra,” OTP 
1:535).

94. Riaud (Les Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 30 and 64–65 n. 18; see also Riaud, “Les 
Samaritains,” 139–40 with n. 3) sees in sfragi,j reference to circumcision, building on Nickels-
burg, Jewish Literature, 316. See also Michael E. Stone, “Baruch, Rest of the Words of,” EncJud 
4:276. Judaism certainly saw circumcision as a seal; see G. Fitzer, “sfragi,j ktl.,” TDNT 7:947 
(references there); for a more skeptical perspective, see Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 736, 
However, circumcision is no method of testing. Moreover, one would have to assume a different 
sense of the word sfragi,j in 4 Bar. 6:23 than in 3:8, which is not likely.

95. Philonenko, “Simples Observations,” passim. See Herzer, “Antwort,” 28–31, for greater 
detail.

96. Philonenko, “Simples Observations,” 160.
97. Translated according to the German text in Marc Lidzbarski, Ginza: Der Schatz oder das große 

Buch der Mandäer (Quellen der Religionsgeschichte 13; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1925), 
39. Numbering according to this edition. The reference from Ginza 39:23 contains a common motif of
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ever, this text does not refer to baptism,98 and there is no mention of a seal in 
the many references to baptism in the Ginza.99 Philonenko’s further appeal to 
the Jewish hekalot literature also offers no substantial contribution,100 not only 
because this literature is much later (tenth century C.E.; Merkabah Rabbah per-
haps fifth or sixth century C.E.101) but also because in those rare cases where a 
great seal is mentioned, baptism would have been the last thing in mind: “R. 
Yishma‘el said: One question I asked R. Nehunya b. Haqana, my master, con-
cerning the name of the great seal [and the name of the terrible crown. The name 
of the great seal.] Thus I learned it from R. Nehunya b. Haqana, my master: 
… This is the great seal with which heaven and earth were sealed.”102 The “great 
seal” or “great secret,” is, of course, the Torah. Thus, this is no gnostic baptismal 
speculation but praise of the creation and of the Torah.103 As this text is certainly 
Jewish, the creation-theological use of the term “seal” is far more revealing, as  
4 Baruch also interprets this term in terms of creation theology.104

The Jordan as the place of testing points, rather, initially to the conquest 
of the land under Joshua (Josh 3).105 Before the fulfillment of God’s promise to 
grant the land (Josh 1:13), the people had to make themselves holy (3:5). The 
context of the letter in 4 Bar. 6 permits further references to Josh 3. Just as the 

Greco-Roman ethics by linking friendship and frank speech, contrasting it with flattery. See esp. the 
collection of essays in John T. Fitzgerald, ed., Friendship, Flattery, and Frankness of Speech: Studies on 
Friendship in the New Testament World (NovTSup 82; Leiden: Brill, 1996).

98. See Lidzbarski, Ginza, 39 n. 3, without reason in the text or otherwise in the term’s 
semantic meaning: “Mit ‘Siegel’ ist sonst die Ölung gemeint … Hier bezeichnet es die Taufe mit 
ihrem ganzen Beiwerk [In the Ginza, ‘seal’ usually means the unction … Here it refers to baptism 
with all of its accessories].”

99. See Ginza 19:24–25; 48:20; 51:1–3; 58:3; 184–186; 190–193*; 283–284; 310:15; 326:3; 
360:35.

100. Philonenko, “Simples Observations,” 160.
101. Peter Schäfer suggests this dating in “Prolegomena zu einer kritischen Edition und Anal-

yse der Merkhava Rabba in Hekaloth-Studien,” in Hekhalot-Studien (ed. Peter Schäfer; TSAJ 19; 
Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1988), 29–30; building on Gerhsom Scholem, Die jüdische Mystik in 
ihren Hauptströmungen (Frankfurt am Main: Metzner, 1957), 47–48; on dating and origin, see also 
Peter Schäfer and Klaus Herrmann, eds., Übersetzung der Hekhalot-Literatur (TSAJ 17/2; Tübingen: 
Mohr Siebeck, 1987), xx–xxii; they throw doubt on the sometimes suggested dating of the oldest 
tradition as early as the third or fourth century C.E. (xxii).

102. Translated after Schäfer, “Prolegomena zu einer kritischen Edition,” 39.
103. See ibid., 40–41.
104. Philonenko (“Simples Observations,” 161) refers to other texts that seem haphazardly to 

have been brought together and contribute nothing to the interpretation of 4 Baruch, among others 
Hippolytus, Haer. 5.7.41; 10.11.6; Ps.-Clem. 16.19.2; 17.7.4; Herm. Sim. 93:4; Odes Sol. 29:7; 
39:7; see also Herzer, “Antwort,” 30–31.

105. See Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 50. Differently Delling, Parali-
pomena Jeremiae, 48.
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first exodus ended after the wanderings in the desert with the march through 
the Jordan, so again the Babylonian exile ends with the test at the Jordan.106 

Also significant in this regard may be Ezek 36:24–25: “I will take you from the 
nations, and gather you from all the countries, and bring you into your own 
land. I will sprinkle clean water upon you, and you shall be clean from all your 
uncleannesses, and from all your idols I will cleanse you” (NRSV). The decisive 
elements in 4 Bar. 6—return, water of cleansing,107 and separation from foreign 
gods—are all mentioned here. Reading Ezek 36:24–25 from the perspective of 
exiles coming from the east, the Jordan is the first water one must cross before 
entering the land. Therefore, 4 Bar. 6:23 can be seen as an exposition of this Old 
Testament idea from Ezek 36.108

106. See also Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature, 316, who in interpreting sfragi,j refers to Josh 
5:2–9 but with reference to circumcision.

107. See 1QS 4:21.
108. Schaller (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 736–37) suspects that it is not the Jordan itself that 

is the method of testing but that the text names the place from which point on the testing of the 
returnees should proceed (737). The phrase evk tou/ u[datoj would, therefore, be locally or tempo-
rally understood (736). But this does not at all fit, as Schaller suggests, the flow of 8:3–5, as here it 
is assumed that the testing occurs before the crossing of the Jordan, as per even Schaller’s translation 
(744–46).



CHAPTER 7

Chapter 7 begins with Baruch leaving the tomb to meet the eagle (7:1–
2). The terms used to present the scene in 7:1 (avne,sth and evxh/lqen evk tou/ 
mnhmei,ou) clearly pick up the resurrection theme from chapter 6.1 Abimelech 
has gone off the stage and no longer plays a role; only his figs retain their sig-
nificance for the narrative. Baruch ties the letter to the eagle’s neck in 7:8, along 
with fifteen figs, but no reference is made to them in the letter. One might sus-
pect that the figs are part of the “good news,” but 7:13 states only that the eagle 
flies off with the letter. Amazingly, even in the scene legitimating the eagle, in 
which it raises someone from the dead (7:15–18), the figs play no role, although 
they were decisive in revealing the coming salvation, and the hope of resur-
rection was expressly linked to them earlier (6:3–7). In 7:32, where Jeremiah 
finally refers to the figs as he hands them to the sick among the people (see also 
3:15), there is again no reference to their healing effect or symbolic power. Of 
far greater significance is Jeremiah’s teaching of the law.

In Jeremiah’s reply to Baruch’s letter, the text of 7:23–26 in MSS A and B 
varies greatly from the other witnesses. In A and B the letter is addressed not 
simply to Baruch but to both Baruch and Abimelech. How this text emerged 
remains unclear. The transition from a narrative style to an addressing style at 
the end of the section leads to the assumption that originally a narrative sum-
mary of the letter was intended. This style was, however, impossible to maintain, 
as soon as the concern was the reference to Baruch and Abimelech. Moreover, 
the situation of the exile is made to appear worse. Whereas in C and eth the 
word concerning the father and his exiled son is a parable applied to the people, 
A and B present this as having really happened to every father and his child.

Mentioning Abimelech is also problematic within Jeremiah’s letter, since 
the verbs in 7:28 assume that only one person is being addressed, which sug-
gests that a secondary revision has occurred.2 The context also fits better with 
one addressee. The phrase “you and Abimelech” thus seems to be an addition, as 
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1. Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 156.
2. So eth puts all the verbs into the plural.
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does the mention of Abimelech in 7:15. The deletion of Abimelech in these cases 
would fit Jeremiah’s reference to Baruch’s preservation in 7:23–24 and his failure 
to mention Abimelech’s preservation, which according to 6:8 was so important 
to Baruch (cf. also Jeremiah’s worries concerning Abimelech in 3:9). Yet all these 
tensions hint again at the author’s intention to integrate the Abimelech material 
into the older story motif of 2 Baruch.

The function of 7:29 also poses problems, as the quotation from Ps 
137(136):3–4 ends the letter in a highly unusual way. Jeremiah’s request for 
Baruch’s  (and Abimelech’s?) intercession in 7:28 offers a more fitting end to the 
letter. If one prefers not to regard this as a later addition,3 one must assume a 
structure that pays little attention to formal criteria.4

The motif of an exchange of letters between Baruch and Jeremiah is pro-
vided by 2 Baruch, although 4 Baruch shapes its version quite differently.5 
Whereas the narrative construction of the exchange of letters is problematic in  
2 Baruch, that in 4 Baruch is tightly structured: Baruch decides to write (6:8–12), 
and God provides the letter’s content (6:13–15). Having been brought paper and 
ink (6:16), Baruch writes the letter (6:17–23). The eagle then arrives and conveys 
the letter to Jeremiah (7:1–12). This chronological order stands in stark contrast 
to the more complex events of 2 Baruch: Baruch is encouraged by the people to 
write a letter (77:12–14) and decides to do so (77:15–18). In fact, Baruch writes 
two letters (77:19), one of which he sends by way of the eagle (77:20–26). Only 
then is the content of the letter actually presented, in the form of an addition 
(78:1–86:1). This requires a second report of the sending of the eagle (87:1), 
which creates a certain doubling. The most sensible way to explain the differences 
between the two versions is to conclude that 4 Baruch simplified and ordered the 
complex and literarily difficult presentation of 2 Baruch. The fact that 4 Baruch 
mentions but one letter should be understood in this light, especially since 2 
Baruch actually presents only one letter even though two are mentioned.

As Baruch emerges from the tomb (7:1), he encounters the eagle prom-
ised by the angel (7:2; cf. 6:12). The following conversation, initiated by the 
eagle, begins with the eagle greeting Baruch as the oivkono,moj th/j pi,stewj. 
The word pi,stij picks up a motif from 6:4,6 but the title oivkono,moj is unusual. 

3. For a critique of this solution, see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 29, 124, 127; contra 
Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 743.

4. Schaller suspects that the dialogue was shaped along the lines of Ps 137(136):3–4 (“Para-
lipomena Jeremiou,” 743); see also Schaller, “Greek Version,” 84–85; Marc Philonenko, “Les 
Paralipomènes de Jérémie et la Traduction de Symmaque,” RHPR 64 (1984): 144.

5. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 122–28, 167–72.
6. The variant in MS C (oivkono,moj th/j po,lewj) simplifies the content problem, but Baruch 

has not been presented as steward of Jerusalem either.
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Schaller understands the construction as a genitivus qualitatis and thus trans-
lates the phrase “faithful steward.”7 This is possible on a grammatical level, but 
it obscures the significance of 6:4 for understanding the content of the title. 
Because Baruch’s faith has been brought back to life in the light of the saving 
news, and so has not disappeared, the title more likely is characterizing Baruch 
as one who keeps faith despite the crisis, who is responsible in faith. As a good 
steward of faith, he seeks to make a great “profit” that will benefit the people.8

During the ensuing conversation, the author introduces an exposition about 
messenger birds that highlights the eagle’s distinctive qualifications for the task 
at hand. It is particularly significant that the bird is an eagle, a motif adopted 
from 2 Baruch.9 Granted, the eagle of 2 Baruch, unlike its compatriot here, is 
unable to speak, but this only shows that 4 Baruch is using the 2 Baruch material 
in a fable-like way. In spite of this difference, the intention of Baruch’s greeting 
to the eagle in each passage is the same: the eagle has been chosen by God (4 Bar. 
7:3 = passivum divinum) or created by God to fly higher than other birds (2 Bar. 
77:21a), which makes it superior to other birds.10 The positive symbolism of 
the eagle as a royal bird (7:9: “the king of the birds”) enhances this characteriza-
tion (see Exod 19:4; Deut 32:11; Ps 103[102]:5; Isa 40:31; Ezek 17:3, 7),11 as 
does the clear correspondence between the election of the eagle and that of the 
people (4 Bar. 7:11).

In addition to attributing positive characteristics to the eagle, our author 
also depicts its supremacy by comparing the eagle to earlier messenger birds. 
As in 2 Baruch, the first bird mentioned is one sent by Noah to discover if 
the catastrophe was over (2 Bar. 77:23; 4 Bar. 7:10).12 However, the similarities 
between 2 Baruch and 4 Baruch end here. Three positive examples of serving 
birds are recounted in 2 Baruch: the dove that brought the olive branch to Noah 
(77:23; see Gen 8:10–11); the crows that supplied Elijah with food (2 Bar. 77:24; 
see 1 Kgs 17:4–6); and Solomon’s messenger birds (2 Bar. 77:25; no biblical 
reference). Clearly, the role of the birds in 2 Baruch is not limited to announc-

7. Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 737: “treuer Haushalter.”
8. See Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:216, referring to Gal 6:10; 1 Cor 4:1; 1 Pet 4:10. 

Schaller offers as evidence for a genitivus qualitatis text 4 Bar. 4:4a (as a linguistic parallel) and Luke 
12:42 and 1 Cor 4:2 (as content parallels; see “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 737). However, the definite 
article is missing in 4:4a (evpi,tropoi yeu,douj), and Luke 12:42 and 1 Cor 4:2 are constructed with 
the adjective pisto,j. If one reads 4 Bar. 7:2 in this sense, the intention is deflated. For a discussion 
of the motif, see also Wolff, “Die Paralipomena Jeremiae und das Neue Testament,” 131–33.

9. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 68–71.
10. On the connection between creation and election in the prophetic tradition, see above all 

Isa 43:1–7; 44:24; Jer 10:16; 51(28):19 (cf. Karl-Heinz Bernhardt, “)rb,” TDOT 2:247–48).
11. Further references, see Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 738.
12. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:190–92.
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ing the end of the catastrophe. In contrast, 4 Baruch focuses on the birds in the 
Noah account: the raven that never returned as a negative example and the dove 
that brought the good news of the flood’s end as a positive one. The dove, not 
the raven, is the example the eagle should follow, since the eagle likewise has a 
good message to bring (7:11: kalh. fa,sij): the end of the catastrophe and the 
promise of return.13 Perhaps this focus is the reason why our author reduced 
the many examples in 2 Baruch to these two birds.14 The term kalh. fa,sij cor-
responds not to euvaggeli,zestai (3:11; 5:21),15 as this term is directed to the 
teaching of the law,16 but is limited to the announcement of the end of the exile 
and the imminent return. The importance of this task is emphasized in Baruch’s 
final call to the eagle in 4 Bar. 7:12 as well as in its parallel, 2 Bar. 77:26: “And 
do not be reluctant and do not deviate to the right nor to the left, but fly and go 
straight away that you may preserve the command of the Mighty One as I said 
to you.”17

In light of the preceding discussion, Philonenko’s interpretation of the eagle 
as a divine being must be rejected.18 Appealing to 4 Bar. 6:12, he speaks of 

13. On Old Testament bird symbolism, see Othmar Keel, Vögel als Boten: Studien zu Ps 68:12–
14; Gen 8:6–12; Koh 10:20 und dem Aussenden von Botenvögel in Ägypten: Mit einem Beitrag von Urs 
Winter zu Ps 56:1 und zur Ikonographie der Göttin mit der Taube (OBO 14; Fribourg: Universitäts-
verlag, 1977). On the ancient Near East background of the dove as bird of the gods, specifically of 
the goddess Astarte bringing good news, see Winter in Keel, Vögel als Boten, 38–78. 

14. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:191–92. According to Bogaert (1:191), 2 Baruch does not 
use the negative example of the raven from Gen 8 because there is no assumption of enemies there 
as in 4 Bar. 7:12. This opposition of dove and crow in 4 Bar. 7 is, for Bogaert, a confirmation of 
the dualist outlook of 4 Baruch, emerging from a reflection on Gen 8:7–11. However, the crow in  
4 Baruch is no enemy, neither of the dove nor of the eagle, as would be expected from Bogaert’s per-
spective. The decisive point, which speaks for 2 Baruch’s priority, is the reduction of three examples 
to one in 4 Baruch, in the light of Gen 8:7–11. Bogaert rightly draws attention to this but miscon-
strues it. This is not the result of dualism but is an example of the previously mentioned approach 
used by the author of 4 Baruch, who is often concerned to concentrate a statement. If one assumes 
this tendency toward concentration, then the reference to Noah’s raven, which is not mentioned 
in 2 Baruch, reflects the mention of Elijah’s ravens in 2 Bar. 77:24. Further, the negative portrayal 
of the raven in the Noah story is used by our author to present the positive task of the eagle more 
clearly than in 2 Baruch, by comparing the eagle with Noah’s dove. On the specific relation of the 
dove and the raven and its imagery in ancient iconography, see Keel, Vögel als Boten, 90–91.

15. Against Bernhardt Heininger, who wishes “unintentionally” to associate the term with 
euvagge,lion (“Totenerweckung oder Weckruf [ParJer 7,12-20]? Gnostische Spurensuche in den 
Paralipomena Jeremiae,” SNTU.A 23 [1998]: 96]). The proclaiming of the good news, expressed by 
euvaggeli,zomai in 4 Baruch, is exclusivly linked with the teaching of Jeremiah. 

16. See above on 3:11 and 5:21.
17. Translation of Klijn, “2 Baruch,” OTP 1:647. See Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 70–71. 

The motif of not turning to the left or the right is widespread in the tradition, the exact parallel to 
4 Bar. 7:12 being Prov 4:27 (LXX); see also Deut 2:27; 5:32; 17:11.

18. Philonenko, “Simples Observations,” 169–70. On this, see Herzer, “Antwort,” 35–36.
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the “great eagle,” even though the adjective “great” is not used (see, however, 
Ezek 17:3: great eagle). Of greater significance for Philonenko’s interpretation 
is the resurrection caused by the eagle (7:17). Philonenko sees the background 
for this scene in Egyptian Isis mythology, where Isis occasionally appears as a 
falcon.19 However, 4 Baruch speaks not of a falcon but of an eagle.20 Moreover, 
in Egyptian mythology the falcon generally represents Horus, the sky-god with 
sometimes warlike characteristics, an association that clearly does not fit this 
context.21 In fact, the eagle in 4 Baruch has no divine quality but is merely sent 
in the power of God (7:4, 12, 18).22 In terms of the background of the idea, one 
would rather think of the eagle as a divine messenger in Greco-Roman mytho-
logy, for example, as a messenger of Zeus and a herald.23

After using motifs from 2 Baruch in 4. Bar. 7:2–12, the author begins a 
new section in 7:13 that has no parallel in his source text: 7:13–22 narrates the 
meeting between Jeremiah and the people; and 7:23–29 quotes Jeremiah’s reply 
to Baruch. Curiously, the eagle does not fly directly to Jeremiah in Babylon 
but waits outside the city for the prophet (7:13: e;xw th/j po,lewj eivj to,pon 
e;rhmon). This already hints at the message Jeremiah is proclaiming from Baruch’s 
letter, that the people are to separate themselves from the Gentiles (7:32).

The mention of the “desert” as the eagle’s location is also significant. The 
desert is not only a life-threatening and lonely place but also and for this reason 
the traditional place where God meets his chosen people.24 God led the people 
out of Egypt and into the desert to establish his covenant with them (Exod 19:1–
24:8)25 and promised eschatological renewal of that covenant in the desert (Hos 
2:16–25 [NRSV 2:14–23]). The desert is thus the place of refuge (Ps 55[54]:8) 
through which God leads his people in safety (Ps 78[77]:52; 136[135]:16). It is, 
to be sure, the place of judgment (Ps 107[106]; Ezek 20:13, 21), but it is also 
the place where God’s grace is received (esp. Jer 31[38]:1–426). Finally, according 

19. Philonenko, “Simples Observations,” 170. The reference is of significance above all for the 
Armenian version of 4 Bar. 7:14; see Issaverdens, Uncanonical Writings of the Old Testament, 108.

20. According to Plutarch, Mor. 357C and Is. Os. 16, Isis has the form of a swallow; see 
Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 739.

21. See H. Felber, “Horus,” Der Neue Pauly 5:743; M. Heerma van Voss, “Horus,” DDD, 
808–9.

22. See further Herzer, “Antwort,” 36. On Philonenko’s thesis, see also Schaller, “Paralipo-
mena Jeremiou,” 739: “reines Konstrukt.” Explicitly against Philonenko, Heininger understands 
the eagle as close to a Mandaic gnostic idea, where the eagle represents a messianic figure (“Toten-  
erweckung,” 97–103, esp. 100).

23. See C. Hünemörder, “Adler,” Der Neue Pauly 1:116.
24. Exod 3:18; 5:1, 3; 7:16; 16:10.
25. See Lev 7:38; Num 1:1; Deut 1:1.
26. Jer 31:1–4: “At that time, says the LORD, I will be the God of all the families of Israel, and 

they shall be my people. Thus says the LORD: The people who survived the sword found grace in the
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to Ezek 20:10–20 it is in the desert that God encourages his people to obey his 
commands—a matter of significance for the context of 4 Baruch.

(10) So I led them out of the land of Egypt and brought them into the wilder-
ness. (11) I gave them my statutes and showed them my ordinances, by whose 
observance everyone shall live. (12) Moreover I gave them my sabbaths, as a sign 
between me and them, so that they might know that I the LORD sanctify them. 
(13) But the house of Israel rebelled against me in the wilderness; they did not 
observe my statutes but rejected my ordinances, by whose observance everyone 
shall live; and my sabbaths they greatly profaned. Then I thought I would pour 
out my wrath upon them in the wilderness, to make an end of them. (14) But I 
acted for the sake of my name, so that it should not be profaned in the sight of the 
nations, in whose sight I had brought them out. (15) Moreover I swore to them in 
the wilderness that I would not bring them into the land that I had given them, 
a land flowing with milk and honey, the most glorious of all lands, (16) because 
they rejected my ordinances and did not observe my statutes, and profaned my 
sabbaths; for their heart went after their idols. (17) Nevertheless my eye spared 
them, and I did not destroy them or make an end of them in the wilderness. (18) 
I said to their children in the wilderness, Do not follow the statutes of your par-
ents, nor observe their ordinances, nor defile yourselves with their idols. (19) I the 
LORD am your God; follow my statutes, and be careful to observe my ordinances, 
(20) and hallow my sabbaths that they may be a sign between me and you, so that 
you may know that I the LORD am your God. (Ezek 20:10–20 NRSV)

This many-faceted background of the desert motif adds color to the desert 
events described in 4 Bar. 7. The rather unusual element of the eagle waiting in 
the desert, which slows down the narrative pace, calls this tradition to mind and 
provides part of the text’s hopeful tenor. The further description of the reason 
that Jeremiah and the people were leaving the city underlines this narrative 
intent. Negotiations with the Babylonian king27 had secured land for burying 
the dead among the people (7:14), which by Jewish custom would have been 
outside the city.28 

In their exact moment of mourning, the funeral party meets the eagle, upon 
whose instructions Jeremiah gathers the whole people (7:15–16). The symbolic 
meaning of the contrast between the situation of the people (mourning in cap-
tivity) and the eagle’s resurrection miracle could not be more clearly drawn 

wilderness; when Israel sought for rest, the LORD appeared to him from far away. I have loved you 
with an everlasting love; therefore I have continued my faithfulness to you. Again I will build you, 
and you shall be built, O virgin Israel! Again you shall take your tambourines, and go forth in the 
dance of the merrymakers” (NRSV).

27. This reminds the reader of Moses’ negotiations with Pharaoh (see Exod 5).
28. See m. B. Bat. 2:9; t. Neg. 6:2.
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(7:17). Not only is the eagle legitimated as a divine messenger,29 but the miracle 
gives notice of the salvific content of the eagle’s message and seeks to awake the 
same faith in the coming salvation that Baruch had demonstrated earlier. The 
eagle shows itself through the resurrection miracle to be a symbol of self-renew-
ing life.30 The traditional associations of the eagle with renewed strength (Isa 
40:31) and youthful joy (Ps 103[102]:5) are thereby programmatically placed 
before the return of the people.31

Plausibly, the people interpret the eagle as an appearance of God (7:18), to 
be compared with his appearance to Moses in the desert.32 As before with 6:20–
21, in 7:18 there is a parallel to the exodus: God revealed himself to Moses in 
the desert, and now he reveals himself in the form of the eagle, already a symbol 
for God’s preservation in the exodus from Egypt (Exod 19:4; Deut 32:11).33

29. See Riaud, Les Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 112–13; Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 
11–12; Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 2:135–36; and now in particular Heininger, “Toten- 
erweckung.” Although it is neither possible nor necessary to present all the details of Heininger’s 
hypothesis, the main point should be mentioned. According to Heininger, 4 Bar. 7:12–20 has 
been worked over by a Christian gnostic author close to dissenting Johannine circles (109–10). 
Interpreting the original eagle motif in gnostic manner, the eagle becomes a gnostic salvator, and 
the resurrection of the dead symbolizes the gnostic process of salvation (105). This interpretation 
remains unconvincing, not only because of methodological questions concerning the way in which 
4 Baruch is compared to New Testament and gnostic texts (among others, Heininger refers in par-
ticular to Right Ginza I 5:15–16; 6:3–5; II,3 58:23–28; Ap. John 53:11–17 [NHC II 23:27–31]; 
61:1–5 [BG 8502,2/NHC III 30:17–20]; Acts Thom. 91; 111:49–54), but also because there are so 
many characteristic differences suggesting that some specific traditional material could have been 
used in different ways by different authors in different times. Thus, one could probably follow 
Heininger in assuming that the author of 4 Baruch adopted a traditional motif of the eagle as a 
symbol of God’s life-giving and protecting power (Exod 19:4; Deut 32:11) into the story he wrote 
anew according to 2 Baruch. Yet the conclusions Heininger draws from some texts in which a simi-
lar motif appears go to far. The resurrection terminology in 4 Baruch certainly does not point to a 
gnostic salvation process but to the “coming together of the beloved one” (4 Bar. 3:8) in the heav-
enly Jerusalem (5:32) linked with the individual hope for the resurrection of the body (6:3–7).

30. See Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 155. See also Ginzberg, Legends, 5:187: “In 2 Alphabet of 
Ben Sira 29b and 35b–36a it is the eagle and the raven who, after leaving the ark, set an example of 
immortality and murder.”

31. See Jacob Neusner, Early Rabbinic Judaism: Historical Studies in Religion, Literature and 
Art (SJLA 13; Leiden: Brill, 1975), 176, who presents the changes in the reception of the eagle 
motif: “For example, in first-century Jerusalem, Jews allegedly so hated the pagan eagle that they 
rioted when Roman troops carried the symbol with them into the city. Yet a century later it was 
common place to put eagles over synagogue doorways.” On the meaning of the eagle, see also 
Erwin R. Goodenough, Jewish Symbols in the Greco-Roman Period (Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 1992), 137–42.

32. For the term w;fqh as a term for revelation, see Exod 3:2; 16:10; see also Gen 12:7; 17:1; 
Lev 9:23; Num 14:10.

33. See Riaud, “Abimélech,” 176 n. 22; Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 155; Schaller, “Paralipomena 
Jeremiou,” 740; and Heininger, “Totenerweckung,” 90.
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The reading of the letter is presented, in contrast, rather unspectacularly, 
its content already known to the readers. The brevity of the reported reading 
highlights the immediate reaction of the people, which includes both recog-
nized rites of sorrow and repentance (7:20)34 as well as an appeal to Jeremiah for 
guidance (7:21). The prophet states that obedience to the letter’s instructions is 
the precondition for their return to Jerusalem (7:22), but the term fula,ssein 
is taken from the Old Testament’s language of law-giving,35 so once again the 
implicit reference is to the law of God as the content of the letter.

After reading the letter, Jeremiah writes one of his own to Baruch (7:23–
29).36 The structuring and content of the letter are noteworthy in several 
respects. Instead of offering the usual form of prescript (Baruch’s name and 
greetings), the letter begins with only a personal address: “my beloved son.” 
Although unusual, this fits the title often used in 4 Baruch for Jeremiah, namely, 
“father” (see 2:2, 4, 6, 8; 5:25; 9:8).37

Further links to the context in 4 Baruch can be found in Jeremiah’s letter, 
such as Baruch not seeing the devastation of Jerusalem (7:23c and 3:9–10; 
5:30); the sixty-six years of exile (7:24 and 5:1, 30; 6:5); and the phrase eivj 
to.n to,pon o[pou ei= (7:28 and 5:32). Jeremiah’s reply does not refer directly to 
the promise of the end of exile announced in Baruch’s letter,38 which is charac-
terized by deep mourning for the people who have suffered in exile and have 
not stood firm under testing, but one can implicitly find the hope of return in 
Jeremiah’s urgent requests for intercession (7:23–29). Baruch should pray that 
the people hear Jeremiah’s voice and heed the decrees of his mouth (7:28).39 
This obedience is, of course, the condition for the return that Baruch laid out 
in his letter (6:22).

34. See above on 2:1.
35. See Exod 12:17, 24, 25; 13:10; 23:13; Lev 8:35; Num 18:5; Deut 8:1.
36. See Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 122–28. In 7:23–26 MSS A and B vary greatly again, 

reading: “And Jeremiah wrote a letter to Jerusalem to Baruch and Abimelech in the presence of the 
entire people, concerning the afflictions that had come over them, how they were taken captive by 
the king of the Chaldeans and how each one saw his father bound, and each father saw his child 
subjected to punishment. But those who wished to comfort his father covered his face, that he 
might not see his son punished. And God has covered you and Abimelech, that you might not see 
us punished” (translated after the text provided by Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 59).

37. See Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 20; Riaud, “La figure de Jérémie,” 376–77; and Riaud, 
“The Figure of Jeremiah,” 36–37.

38. Taatz, Frühjüdische Briefe, 81.
39. See 4Q266 (Da)VIII:18c–20: “And like this judgment will be that of all who reject God’s 

precepts and forsake them and move aside in the stubbornness of their heart. This is the word which 
Jeremiah spoke to Baruch, son of Neriah” (quoted from Florentino García Martínez and Eibert J. C. 
Tigchelaar, eds., The Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition [2 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1997–1998], 1:563).
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In addition to such intratextual links, Jeremiah’s letter contains motifs in 
7:24–26 that have no direct connection to other parts of 4 Baruch. Delling, 
for example, sees a typical Jewish parable in 7:24.40 One can certainly agree as 
regards form, but with respect to its content the expression monogenh.j ui`o,j is 
particularly noteworthy, being an important christological term in the Chris-
tian tradition.41  Yet even the Christian use of the term has its background in 
the language of the Septuagint,42 where monogenh,j can translate the Hebrew 
dyxiyF (= unique, incomparable). This Hebrew word also appears in, among other 
verses, Gen 22:2, 12, 16; Jer 6:26; Amos 8:10; and Zech 12:10,43 though the 
Septuagint translates it with avgaphto,j in these cases.44 Genesis 22 is particu-
larly interesting for our purposes, since Josephus, in contrast to the Septuagint, 
uses monogenh,j in his recounting of Abraham’s near-sacrifice of Isaac (Ant. 
1.222). The synonymity of the adjectives monogenh,j and avgaphto,j can be 
seen precisely in this equation: the only son is at the same time the beloved 
son. Although monogenh,j/dyxiyF derives from the personal or family context, it 
is applied to the people of Israel in its relationship to God. In Jer 6:26, for 
example, lament for the people is called for as one would lament for an only son 
(dyxiyF lbe)'; see also Amos 8:10; Zech 12:10). The people are compared with an 
“only son” in a special way in Pss. Sol. 18:4: “Your discipline for us (is) as (for) a 
firstborn son, an only child” (ui`o.n prwto,tokon monogenh/n).45 Similarly, 4 Ezra 
6:58 states, “But we your people, whom you have called your first-born [primo-
genitum], only begotten [unigenitum], zealous for you [aemulatorem], and most 
dear [carissimum], have been given into their hands.”46 It should be clear that  
4 Bar. 7:24 belongs to this group of texts.47 Thus, as Delling suggested, this verse 

40. Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 10–11 (references there); on the meaning of w`j as an 
introduction of the rhema, see, e.g., y. Ber. 2:5c. See Peter Dschulnigg, Rabbinische Gleichnisse und 
das Neue Testament: Die Gleichnisse der PesK im Vergleich mit den Gleichnissen Jesu und dem Neuen 
Testament (Judaica et Christiana 12; Bern: Lang, 1988), 8, 31, 563–64.

41. See John 1:14; 3:16, 18; 1 John 4:9.
42. See Judg 11:34; Tob 3:15; 6:11, 15; 8:17; Ps 21:21; 34:17 (LXX); Pss. Sol. 18:4; 4 Ezra 

6:58; see also Josephus, Ant. 1.222; 20.20.
43. The Greek translation of Gen 22:2; Ps 67:7 (Aquila) and 22:12 (Symmachus); and Jer 

6:26 (Aquila and Symmachus) show Christian influence.
44. On the translation of dyxiyF in the LXX, see H.-J. Fabry, “dxayF,” TDOT 6:43–44.
45. Quoted from R. B. Wright, “Psalms of Solomon,” OTP 2:669. See also Pss. Sol. 13:9: “For 

he will admonish the righteous as a beloved son [ui`o.n avgaph,sewj], and his discipline is as for a 
firstborn.” See Fabry, “dxayF,” 6:46: “‘Mourning for an only son’ … is almost proverbial as a meta-
phor for the situation at the eschatological judgment (Jer. 6:26; Am. 8:10; Zec. 12:10).”

46. Quoted from Bruce M. Metzger, “The Fourth Book of Ezra,” OTP 1:536. Latin according to 
Klijn, Esra-Apokalypse, 43. See also Stone, Ezra, 189: “This collection of titles for Israel is notable.”

47. Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 10; Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 
46 n. 5.
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conforms in both form and content to the Old Testament-Jewish tradition. In 
fact, a comparison of the people to the “only son” has particular significance 
here precisely because of the affinity of monogenh,j and avgaphto,j, since the 
people have already been referred to as hvgaphme,noj (see 3:8).48

Certain details in 7:25 and 26 are likewise without parallel. Bogaert claimed 
to find evidence of Marcionite teaching in 7:25 and used this to date the com-
position of the book,49 but this hypothesis is hardly sustainable.50 Alternatively, 
the term kremame,nouj might cause one to recall Lam 5:12,51 but by the time of 
4 Baruch it was a standard term for crucifixion.52 The apparent problem here is 
not the method of execution but the people’s apostasy from the God of Israel 
and worship of the “god Zar” (7:25–26). König, observing that “Zar” is the 
last syllable of the name “Nebuchadnezzar,”53 suggested that this is a reference 
to the worship of Caesar in the Roman Empire. However, this thesis cannot be 
proved and remains speculative.54 There is no evidence that Nebuchadnezzar was 
worshiped as God or functioned as a picture of the Roman worship of Caesar 
in Judaism.55 Although Nebuchadnezzar certainly plays the role of the Roman 
emperor who destroyed Jerusalem within our narrative, 4 Baruch uses the Greek 
name Naboucodono,sor, which undermines any attempt to associate the name 
of the god Zar with the name of this king. 

In fact, the explanation of “god Zar” is much simpler. One must first note 
that the Hebrew word rzF, when transliterated into Greek, has the character of a 
proper name, which may be misleading.56 In fact, rzF is a common word in the 

48. See above on 3:8. Philonenko noted in a short article (Marc Philonenko, “Un titre mes-
sianique de Bar Kokheba,” TZ 17 [1961]: 434–35) that the leader of the second Jewish war, Bar 
Kokhba or Ben Kosiba, was called the o` monogenh,j as a messianic title, even if only in a Byzantine 
text. Given the contemporary context assumed here for 4 Baruch (see the introduction above), one 
might see here in 4 Baruch a clear contrast to messianic hopes presumably tied to Bar Kokhba. Not 
the Messiah but the entire people are God’s beloved, which he himself will lead into salvation.

49. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:219–20.
50. See Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 45 n. 1; Schaller, “Paralipomena 

Jeremiou,” 742.
51. Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 741.
52. See Herodotus, Hist. 7.194.1–2; 9.120; Plutarch, Caes. 2.2; Josephus, J.W. 7.202; on this, 

see Heinz-Wolfgang Kuhn, “Die Kreuzesstrafe während der frühen Kaiserzeit: Ihre Wirklichkeit 
und Wertung in der Umwelt des Urchristentums,” ANRW 25.1:648–793, esp. 680–82.

53. König, “Rest der Worte Baruchs,” 332 n. 2 (following Dillmann). See also Licht, Parali-
pomena Jeremiae, 71.

54. So at least Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:219 n. 2; and Riaud, Les Paralipomènes du 
Prophète Jérémie, 112.

55. On Nebuchadnezzar’s significance in the Jeremiah tradition, see T. W. Overholt, “King 
Nebuchadnezzar in the Jeremiah Tradition,” CBQ 30 (1968): 39–48.

56. See Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 53; Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 126–27. Delling 
sees here the work of the translator of 4 Baruch, who at this point leaves the original Hebrew word
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Old Testament that the Septuagint translates as avllo,trioj.57 Further, in this 
context the word “Zar” in Hebrew has the same meaning as the following word 
avllo,trioj (7:26) and is translated by it.58 The term “god Zar” means, therefore, 
nothing more than “foreign god” (7:26: qeo.n avllo,trion).59 This worship of a 
“foreign god” in Babylon reminds one further of Jer 16:13: “Therefore I will 
hurl you out of this land into a land that neither you nor your ancestors have 
known, and there you shall serve other gods day and night, for I will show you 
no favor” (NRSV). Although both the Greek and Hebrew texts of Jer 16:13 use 
other words than those in 4 Bar. 7:25, the negative intentions of both are the 
same: the threat of Jer 16:13 has become reality in exile. Jeremiah’s memory of 
the “holy day” in Jerusalem (4 Bar. 7:26) underlines this lamentable situation, 
as it had been the true God who had been praised in Jerusalem. In this light, 
one can see the link between 7:25–26 and the rest of the book. God’s people 
have become contaminated through their worship of a foreign god. Thus, the 
precondition for their return to Jerusalem (7:28) and their celebration of a holy 
day there (9:1) is separation from the Gentiles and purification from idol wor-
ship (7:32; see also 6:13–14).

In view of this dramatic situation, Baruch and Abimelech are called on to 
pray that the people will keep Jeremiah’s commands and will thus make them-
selves worthy to be led out of exile. The power of these prayers is doubtless 
linked by their being prayed in Jerusalem, which is implicit in the phrase “where 
you are” (7:28). This indirect reference calls Jerusalem to mind for the readers 
and helps them once again to see the coming salvation.

This could suffice as an end to Jeremiah’s letter. The tension that emerges 
in the unexpected continuation in 7:29 has already been noted.60 Both formally 
and in terms of content the following quotation is insufficiently tied to the con-
text. It is an almost literal citation of Ps 137(136):3–4: “For there our captors 
asked us for songs, and our tormentors asked for mirth, saying, ‘Sing us one 
of the songs of Zion!’ How could we sing the LORD’s song in a foreign land?” 
(NRSV). Literal citations are otherwise absent in 4 Baruch,61 but the previous use 

transliterated. That raises the question whether the word rzF could also be seen as a proper name in 
the Hebrew original that Delling assumes.

57. See Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 53; L. A. Snijders, “rw%z/rzF,” TDOT 4:52–58. See also 
Deut 32:16; Ps 44(43):21 (NRSV 44:20); Jer 3:13.

58. See further Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:219 n. 2. See also Delling, Paralipomena 
Jeremiae, 53.

59. Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 742.
60. See above.
61. On the avoidance of word-for-word quotations in early Jewish literature, see Schwemer, 

“Septuaginta,” 85–86, 90.
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of Psalm texts in this chapter (cf. Ps 44:21 with 4 Bar. 7:26) may have prompted 
this addition.62 That the context of the entire psalm is thus brought to the read-
er’s mind is obvious, as the circumstances of the exile are particularly clear in 
this psalm.

The verses that end this chapter (7:30–32) also bring the exchange of letters 
between Baruch and Jeremiah to an end. The eagle is sent back with Jeremiah’s 
reply, accompanied by a peace greeting similar to the one Baruch used earlier 
(7:9). For the last time before the return of the people, the figs are mentioned 
(7:32), which were intended for the sick among the people (3:15). In this way 
the composition of the Abimelech story is brought to a close.

The final reference to Jeremiah’s teaching prepares the way for the next 
chapter concerning the people’s return to Jerusalem, for which keeping distance 
from the pollution of the Gentiles will become an essential condition. The cultic 
dimension is drawn out with the unusual term a`li,sghma.63 Because of its sin-
gular form and its otherwise unique appearance in Acts 15:20, Bogaert again 
sees here a Christian interpolation,64 but this cannot be sufficiently supported.65 

The root of the word is used exclusively in Jewish texts.66 The ongoing narrative 
assumes a separation, and this means that the defilement here is the coming 
from contact with the Babylonians. Thus the author prepares for the topic of the 
next chapter: separation from the Babylonians.

62. See also the root krem- (4 Bar. 7:25), which is found also in Ps 136:2 (LXX). The connec-
tion seen by Murphy between 2 Bar. 3:6 and Ps 137:4 is, however, not convincing (“The Temple in 
the Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch,” 673–74); see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 124 n. 424.

63. See Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 743.
64. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:204.
65. See Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 130 with n. 456; Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 

666 with n. 15.
66. Mal 1:7, 12; Dan 1:8; Sir 40:29; Aris. Ex. 142; in Eusebius, Praep. ev. 8.9.13; see Herzer, 

Paralipomena Jeremiae, 130 with n. 456; Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 743. Concerning the 
use in Acts 15:20, one must consider that the word is put into the mouth of a Jewish Christian to 
regulate the tense relationship between Jewish and Gentile Christians in the early days of the Chris-
tian fellowship; see Traugott Holtz, “Die Bedeutung des Apostelkonzils für Paulus,” in Geschichte 
und Theologie des Urchristentums: Gesammelte Aufsätze (ed. Eckhart Reimuth and Christian Wolff; 
WUNT 57; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1991), 152. The change in the so-called Western text of 
Acts at this point shows further that the cultic significance was later reduced to an ethical one; see 
Y. Tissot, “Les Prescriptions des Presbytres (Actes XV,41,D): Exégèse et Origine du Décret dans 
le Texte syro-occidental des Actes,” RB 77 (1970): 327–28. The variant in MS C of 4 Bar. 7:32 
changes a`lisghma,twn to pragma,twn in a similar vein; see also eth and the quite different word-
ing of the Slavic tradition T1 (see Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 234). The 
alternative texts for Acts 15:28–29 and 21:25 hint to the problem of the hapax legomenon in 15:20 
from a Christian perspective.



CHAPTER 8

After a long preparation, the people’s return from Babylon is finally nar-
rated in chapter 8. The separation from Babylon (6:14) or the “defilement of the 
Gentiles of Babylon” (7:32), the precondition of return, is now particularized in 
terms of the issue of mixed marriages (8:2, 4–5). The author combines with this 
topic a presentation of the emergence of Samaria and the Samaritans. Further-
more, Jeremiah’s preaching of the law, to this point general, now focuses on the 
matter of mixed marriages. These specific concerns lead one to suspect that some 
significant traditional material has been introduced into the plot of the story.

Without reflecting on the time between the note in 7:32 about Jeremiah’s 
continued teaching (e;meine dida,skwn) and the day of the final return in 8:1, 
chapter 8 binds itself to chapters 6 and 7 by means of the divine instructions in 
8:2. Jeremiah is to lead the people to the Jordan (8:2a; see 6:23) and challenge 
them to leave the “works of Babylon” (8:2), just as he has been doing previ-
ously (7:32).1 Now, however, the deeds of Babylon are specified. At issue is the 
mixture between Jews and Gentiles.2 The problem of mixed marriages, which 
concerns Jewish men and women alike, is thereby brought to the fore (8:2b). 
From a social-historical perspective, one suspects that a strongly Jewish-Helle-
nistic setting in which women, like men, could divorce lies in the background.3 
That mixed marriages could be viewed as the concrete nature of the “defilement” 
(7:32) is a motif already provided in the biblical traditions of the return from 
exile (Ezra 9–10; Neh 13:23–31). On this basis one can safely assume that the 
ban on mixed marriages was widespread.4 To what extent 4 Baruch consciously 
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1. On this, see the commentary above on 7:32.
2. See Vegas-Montaner, “Paralipomenos de Jeremias,” 356, who speaks in this context of the 

writer’s “judaismo … manifesta” (manifest Judaism), although he assumes Christian interpolations 
outside the Christian ending (357).

3. See Zeev W. Falk, “Ehe/Eherecht/Ehescheidung IV,” TRE 9:313–18. See also 1 Cor 7:10–
11, although it is not clear whether the woman here is Jewish; the advice, however, comes from the 
Jewish Christian Paul.

4. T. Job 45:3; Tob 4:12; 1 Macc 1:15; T. Jud. 14:6; T. Levi 9:10; 14:6; Jub. 20:4; 22:20; 
25:1–10; 30:1–3; Jos. Asen. 7:5; 8:5, 7; Theodotus, frg. 4 (= Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.22.6; on this,
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makes use of the biblical tradition will be addressed later,5 where, remarkably, 
the problem of mixed marriages is linked to the founding of Samaria (8:8). This 
is, at this point, an anti-Samaritan polemic from an exclusivist Jewish perspec-
tive, grounded in traditional ideas of the relationship between these two Jewish 
groups, though at the end of the argument in chapter 8 conciliatory ideas come 
to the fore. The Samaritans as a Torah-observant group would of course have 
rejected mixed marriages, too.6 For now we need only to note that obedience 
becomes the condition for crossing the Jordan (8:3). This is once again a clear 
indication that the testing does not take place when the people enter Jerusalem. 
Rather, the identification of the disobedient on the banks of the Jordan has a 
purifying and cleansing effect on the people as a whole, and it forms the basis 
for the later dismissal of all who will not obey.7

The following verses demonstrate this.8 Verses 4 and 5 assume that Jere-

see Reinhard Pummer, “Antisamaritanische Polemik in jüdischen Schriften aus der intertestamen-
tarischen Zeit,” BZ 26 [1982]: 234–37), Josephus, Ant. 8.191; 18.340–342; Philo, Spec. Laws 3.29; 
L.A.B. 9:5; 18:13–14; 21:1; 43:5. On the problem in general, see Delling, Die Bewältigung der 
Diasporasituation, 14–15.

5. See the commentary on 8:6–8 below.
6. See also below the “Excursus on the Story of the Samaritans according to 4 Baruch 8.”
7. See the commentary on 6:22–23 above.
8. MS C leaves the tradition as of 8:4b and offers a short conclusion based on the Septuagint, 

particularly the Ezra tradition and the books of Baruch, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel; see the overview 
in Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 745. The text of MS C reads: “(And half of those married 
of them) I will take, and I will establish with them an eternal covenant, to be their God and they 
will be my people, and I will not remove my people Israel from the land that I gave them. O Lord 
Almighty, God of Israel, a soul in anguish and a wearied spirit has cried out to you. Hear, O Lord, 
and have mercy, for (you are) a God of mercy, and have mercy, for we (continually) sin before you, 
for you are the one enthroned forever and we are perishing forever.  O Lord Almighty, God of Israel, 
hear the prayer of the dead of Israel and the sons of those who sin before you, who did not listen to 
the voice of their God and evils clung to us.  Do not remember the injustices of our fathers; rather, 
remember your hand and your name at this time. And it came to pass after the completion of the 
seventy years, when the Persians ruled, in the first year of Cyrus, the king of the Persians, that the 
word of the Lord from the mouth of Jeremiah was accomplished: the Lord stirred up the spirit of 
Cyrus, king of the Persians, and he ordered a proclamation in his entire kingdom and at the same 
time this decree: ‘Thus says Cyrus, the king of the Persians: the Lord, the God of heaven, has given 
me all kingdoms of the earth and has selected me, that I might build him a house in Jerusalem in 
Judea. Whoever, therefore, is from his people, let his Lord be with him, and let him go up to Jeru-
salem, which is in Judea, and let him build the house of the God of Israel.’ This is the Lord who 
established his tent in Jerusalem. And Cyrus the king brought out the holy vessels of the Lord that 
Nebuchadnezzar had brought from Jerusalem and … put them in his idol temple. Cyrus the king 
of the Persians brought them all out and gave them to Mithridates, his treasurer. They were given 
by him to Sarabaros, the administrator of Judea, together with Zerubbabel, who also asked Darius, 
the king of the Persians, for the rebuilding of the sanctuary. For there was one who hindered the 
work in the time of Artaxerxes, as Ezra reports. Having arrived at the temple of God in Jerusalem,
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miah’s admonitions continue until he reaches the Jordan with the people. 
Unfortunately, half of those in mixed marriages refuse to obey (8:4).9 Jeremiah 
cannot prevent them from continuing to Jerusalem, which is surprising, consid-
ering the significance of the Jordan. However, what became clear at the Jordan 
is confirmed before the gates of the city. Together with Baruch and Abimelech, 
Jeremiah turns the disobedient away.10

The story of Samaria and the Samaritans begins in 8:6 with the dismissal 
of the disobedient. Although they speak of Jerusalem as “our city” in 8:4b, they 
change their minds quickly after being turned away and decide to return to Baby-
lon, which they similarly call “our place.” The expressions h` po,lij h`mw/n (8:4) 
and to. to,poj h̀mw/n (8:6)11 are particularly interesting, insofar as the inhabitants 
of Samaria are promised that, should they repent, they will be brought to their 
“exalted place” (eivj to.n to,pon u`mw/n to.n u`yhlo,n) by “the angel of righteous-
ness” (8:9). Thus, the phrase to,poj u`yhlo,j bears a twofold meaning within the 
story by referring to the earthly Jerusalem as an exalted place on Mount Zion to 
which the people are headed, but this meaning is transparent for the perspective 
of the heavenly Jerusalem, which already has been part of the promise of the 
return (5:34).12

Initially Babylon becomes the “place” (8:6) for those dismissed, yet in Baby-
lon they are also turned away. Thus God executes the judgment threatened in 
6:22. The reason for their being turned away, that they left “secretly” (krufh/, 

in the second year, in the second month, Zerubbabel (the son) of Rathalael and Joshua (the son) of 
Jehozadak, and their brothers and the priests and the Levites and all who had come from captivity 
to Jerusalem—and they founded the house of God at New Moon in the second month of their 
arrival in Judea and Jerusalem, when Haggai and Zechariah, the son of Iddo, as the last of the 
prophets, prophesied. And Ezra went up out of Babylon, as a scribe well-versed in the law of Moses. 
He had great knowledge, so that he was able to teach all the people the ordinances and laws, in the 
time of Artaxerxes. And they consecrated the house of God by singing and praising the Lord for the 
rebuilding of the house of God.”

9. Riaud suspects here a play on Neh 13:24 (“Les Samaritains,” 137 n. 1). This is, however, 
hardly likely, since there the issue is not that half the people have mixed marriages; rather, it is all 
about half the children, who cannot speak like the Israelites. The issue in 4 Baruch is how many 
have not obeyed, namely, half the people!

10. The waters of the Jordan as a means of testing (6:23) do not play a role here. This circum-
stance once again demonstrates that 6:23 does not refer to Christian baptism, as one would expect a 
further reference to baptism in chapter 8, where it would be more fitting; see Herzer, Paralipomena 
Jeremiae, 120–21. In the absence of such a reference, if 6:23 were a Christian reference, it would be 
so unclear as to be meaningless.

11. See Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 48 n. 32.
12. According to Kohler, the phrase to,poj u`yhlo,j is “the Septuagint translation of the name 

Moriah” (“The Pre-Talmudic Haggada,” 414). This, however, cannot be verified. In 2 Chr 3:1 (see 
also Isa 29:1), however, Moriah is identified with the Temple Mount.
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8:7),13 reminds one of the story of the Israelite flight during the exodus from 
Egypt (Exod 14:5). Our author thus reinforces his understanding that the return 
from the exile was a “new exodus.”14 In the light of these allusions, we should 
not regard this event as a historical explanation15 but as the narrative conse-
quence of the unusual combination of the story of the exile and the founding of 
Samaria. The double turning away from both Jerusalem and Babylon is thus the 
narrative reason for settling down “in a lonely place, far from Jerusalem,” and 
for founding the city of Samaria (8:8).

However unusual and anachronistic this etiology of Samaria’s founding might 
appear, the chapter’s narrative could have ended here. Nonetheless, the final sen-
tence in 8:9 indicates that the issue and concern is, in fact, not the etiology but 
the people who have settled there, “far from Jerusalem.”16 Despite the clear divi-
sion between the groups, Jeremiah leaves a door to return open and states the 
condition for the Samaritans’ return, namely, repentance. The term metanoei/n 
is known in Jewish contexts, but as an admonition of a Jewish prophet to the 
Samaritans, given the normal tensions between Jews and Samaritans,17 Jeremiah’s 

13. See Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 58 with n. 1, noting the differ-
ence to the Jeremiah Apocryphon, where the Babylonians let the Jews leave with valuable gifts.

14. Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 50, 80; Riaud, Les Paralipomènes du 
Prophète Jérémie, 106; and Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 121–24.

15. See in this sense Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 48 n. 32.
16. Riaud’s negative assessment of this expression as a value judgment (“Les Samaritains,” 

141) is therefore wide of the mark and does not correspond to the narrative.
17. See James Alan Montgomery, The Samaritans, the Earliest Jewish Sect: Their History, Theol-

ogy, and Literature (New York: Ktav, 1968), passim; Richard James Coggins, Samaritans and Jews: 
The Origins of Samaritanism Reconsidered (Atlanta: John Knox, 1975), passim; and Martina Böhm, 
Samarien und die Samaritai bei Lukas: Eine Studie zum religionshistorischen und traditionsgeschichtli-
chen Hintergrund der lukanischen Samarientexte und zu deren topographischer Verhaftung (WUNT 
2.111; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999), esp. 151–202. Josephus often confirms the Samaritan 
enmity toward the Jews (Ant. 11.84; see also 11.114–116); see Pummer, “Antisamaritanische 
Polemik,” 236; Rita Egger, Josephus Flavius und die Samaritaner: Eine terminologische Untersuchung 
zur Identitätsklärung der Samaritaner (NTOA 4; Fribourg: Universitätsverlag, 1986), 54–55. How-
ever, although Josephus follows the tradition of 2 Kgs 17, in which the Samaritans are of Gentile 
origin, he does portray the Roman destruction of the Samaritans as a type of martyr story and 
calls them “struck by misfortune” (J.W. 3.307–315). On that, see Egger, Josephus Flavius und die 
Samaritaner, 310. According to Egger, Josephus could differentiate between Samaritans of Jewish 
descent and Persian and Mede settlers (312). On Jewish-Samaritan enmity, see also Sir 50:25–26; 
Jub. 30:5, 7; 49:16–21; T. Levi 5:3–4; 6:8–10; 7:2; John 4:9. See further Hans G. Kippenberg, 
Garizim und Synagoge: Traditionsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen zur samaritanischen Religion der ara-
maeischen Periode (Religionsgeschichtliche Versuche und Vorarbeiten 30; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1971), 
88–90; Reinhard Pummer, “The Book of Jubilees and the Samaritans,” EgT 10 (1979): 164–78; 
Pummer, “Antisamaritanische Polemik,” 225–29 (on Jub. 30 and 49); contra Coggins, Samaritans 
and Jews, 92. However, Jdt 9:2–4 is no anti-Samaritan polemic; against Kippenberg, Garizim und
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call for repentance is unprecedented.18 Moreover, Jeremiah mentions the angel 
of righteousness, who has earlier been associated with the salvation, the return, 
of the people (6:6). Should the angel also lead the Samaritans to “your exalted 
place,” meaning Jerusalem, then it is clear that our author has a deep interest 
in this people. Although the Samaritans can be called avllogenh,j from even a 
Christian perspective (Luke 17:18),19 it is clear from the etiology here that this 
is exactly what the Samaritans are not, since they have the same origins as the 
Jews20 and are “only” separate because of their disobedience. Furthermore, inas-
much as the Samaritans’ disobedience and separation are exclusively the result of 
their origin in Babylonian mixed marriages, the author here is presumably refer-
ring to 2 Kgs 17:24–41.21 The possibility of repentance, however, remains. Thus 
4 Bar. 8 effectively narrates the depths of the tension of the problem, making a 
solution possible.

EXCURSUS ON THE STORY OF THE SAMARITANS ACCORDING TO 4 BARUCH 822

A few observations are required to set the historical aspects in relation to 
the shaping of the narrative. First, 4 Baruch avoids giving the separated people 
a particular or distinct name; only the mention of the city of Samaria permits 
identification. Second, the constitutive element of the people’s prehistory is 
marriage with foreign partners; the people are therefore of “mixed population,” 
and their children are, from both an Israelite and a Gentile perspective, with-
out identity (8:7). The author of 4 Baruch, therefore, views this people as a 
Jewish-Gentile mixed population, rejected by both Jews and Gentiles but for 
different reasons.

The oldest tradition concerning the emergence of the Samaritans is that of 
the Old Testament in 2 Kgs 17:24–41. According to 1 Kgs 16:24, Samaria was 

Synagoge, 88, n. 159; Coggins, Samaritans and Jews, 89. See on that, however, Pummer, “The Book 
of Jubilees and the Samaritans,” 170–71; Pummer, “Antisamaritanische Polemik,” 229–31. See fur-
ther Gedalia Alon, “The Origin of the Samaritans in the Halakhic Tradition,” in Jews, Judaism 
and the Classical World (ed. G. Alon; Jerusalem: Magnes, 1977), 360–361, who sees in the phrase 
h` Su,khma legome,nh po,lij avsune,twn in T. Levi 7:2 (see Sir 50:26: o` lao.j mwro.j o` katoikw/n evn 
Siki,moij—on that, see Böhm, Samarien und die Samaritai, 155–59) a typical name for the Samari-
tans in the Hasmonean era.

18. Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 747.
19. See Böhm, Samarien und die Samaritai, 194–203, 274–77.
20. A similar tendency can also be found in the New Testament; see Böhm, Samarien und die 

Samaritai, 194 (on Luke).
21. See the “Excursus on the Story of the Samaritans according to 4 Baruch 8.”
22. See also Riaud, “Les Samaritains,” passim; Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 132–43.
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built by the Israelite king Omri (881–870),23 whom the biblical text regards as 
an unfaithful king who led the people into idolatry (1 Kgs 16:25–26).24 Omri, 
the text reports, bought the mountain from a man named “Shemer,” from which 
the city was to have received its name. The etiological intention makes this pre-
sentation difficult to accept.25 Centuries later, during the Assyrian conquest, a 
great portion of the population was deported under Sargon and replaced by 
foreign settlers (2 Kgs 17:24).26 This repopulation is linked to the emergence of 
the Samaritans in 2 Kgs 17:24–41, so that the question of mixing comes to the 
fore, though the concern is religious, not political. The settlers do not worship 
“the god of the land” (17:26), so a priest is brought back from the deported 
population to teach them the worship of YHWH (17:28).27 This attempt fails 
(17:29–32), and a syncretistic cult emerges instead (17:33),28 a cult that does 
not adhere to YHWH’s law (17:34–41).29 According to 2 Kgs 17, then, the 
reason for the division between Jews and Samaritans is religious: “They would 
not listen, however, but they continued to practice their former custom” (2 Kgs 
17:40 NRSV).

Comparing the traditions of 2 Kings (and Josephus) and 4 Bar. 8, it appears 
that the author of 4 Baruch had the biblical tradition in mind but used it freely 
to fit his own situation.30 Differing from the biblical tradition, our author moves 
the founding of Samaria to the time after the return from the exile. Rather than 
the resettled ethnic groups of 2 Kgs 17, which are expressly Gentile, 4 Baruch 

23. Stefan Timm, Die Dynastie Omri: Quellen und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte Israels im 
9. Jahrhundert vor Christus (FRLANT 124; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1982), 22–23, 
142–44.

24. Cf. Josephus, Ant. 8.312; see also Timm, Dynastie Omri, 30–32, 40; Antonius H. J. Gun-
neweg, Geschichte Israels bis Bar Kochba (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1972), 95–97. 

25. Cf. Josephus, Ant. 8.312. On the problem of this etiology, see Timm, Dynastie Omri, 
43–45, 142–44.

26. Cf. Josephus, Ant. 9.278–279; see also Gunneweg, Geschichte Israels, 104; Kippenberg, 
Garizim und Synagoge, 35; Nathan Schur, History of the Samaritans (BEATAJ 18; Frankfurt am 
Main: Lang, 1989), 20–21; and Bob Becking, The Fall of Samaria: An Historical and Archeological 
Study (SHANE 2; Leiden: Brill, 1992), 47–56, 95–104. According to Josephus, they were primarily 
“Chuthaeans” from Persia, a group consisting of five ethnic groups (Ant. 9.288). Josephus explains 
that “Chuthaeans” (Couqai,oi) was the Hebrew and “Samaritans” (Samarei,tai) the Greek name 
of the same group of people; see Becking, Fall of Samaria, 95–104; Egger, Josephus Flavius und die 
Samaritaner, 176–79.

27. Cf. Josephus, Ant. 9.289–290.
28. See Kippenberg, Garizim und Synagoge, 80–82.
29. See Josephus, Ant. 9.289–290. Josephus does not overlook the worship of foreign gods; 

see Egger, Josephus Flavius und die Samaritaner, 178.
30. Riaud speaks of “inspiration” from the biblical text (“Les Samaritains,” 136).
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assumes a Jewish-Gentile mixed group of people.31 The essential problem in  
4 Baruch, mixed marriages, is not an issue in either 2 Kgs 17 or Josephus but 
does appear in the Ezra-Nehemiah tradition’s account of this postexilic dilemma 
(Ezra 9–10; Neh 13:23–31). Because the issue in 4 Baruch is the situation of 
the return from exile, the author combines these two independent traditions, 
even though the Samaritans play no role in Ezra-Nehemiah. However, this com-
bination of the traditions allows him to present his perspective concerning the 
relationship of Israel to the Samaritans.

In order to understand the background of 4 Bar. 8, one needs to refer to 
Josephus. Whereas Neh 13:28 mentions an unnamed grandson of the high 
priest who was chased from Jerusalem due to his marriage to the daughter of 
Sanballat,32 Josephus links this inner-Jewish division to the founding of the 
Samaritan temple on Mount Gerizim (Ant. 11.321–328).33 Nehemiah ends 
by noting that the disobedient were driven out. Hence 4 Baruch and Josephus 
have common elements that go beyond the Old Testament tradition: (1) Jewish 
mixed marriages lead to the division; (2) the division occurs only when those in 
mixed marriages do not obey the call to obedience and to the dissolving of these 
marriages; (3) those driven out head for Samaria; and (4) a new entity is then 
founded in Samaria, either the Gerizim temple (Josephus) or the city of Samaria 
(4 Bar. 8).

However, the tradition-critical links between Josephus, Ant. 11.321–328, 
and 4 Bar. 8 remain unclear. Direct reference to Josephus in 4 Baruch is unlikely, 
if not impossible. Assuming that Josephus did not depend uniquely on Nehe-
miah but used other traditions about the founding of the Gerizim temple, the 
similarities between his work and 4 Baruch allow one to assume that a similar 
process lies behind 4 Bar. 8.

Our author’s particular concern for the Samaritans was determinative for 
his composition of 4 Bar. 8. Only thus can his joining of such diverse aspects be 
explained. It was important to our author to maintain the original relationship 
between the Samaritans and the Jews—in spite of the biblical tradition. The 

31. See ibid., 136–37. Josephus likewise assumes the Gentile origins of the Samaritans (see 
Ant. 9.278–279, 288), but he also refers to the indifferent attitude of the Samaritans. As regards the 
rabbinic tradition, Alon states: “Rabbinic tradition in its entirety negates the Israelite origin of the 
Samaritans” (“The Origin of the Samaritans,” 354); yet see below n. 38.

32. See Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 138–40.
33. See Kippenberg, Garizim und Synagoge, 56–57, who states that the Gerizim cult is not 

the result of a political act but the result of the superseding of priests associated with north-Israelite 
traditions. See also Alon, “Origin of the Samaritans,” 358–59.
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resettlement theory of 2 Kgs 17 was insufficient for that purpose, but Ezra-Nehe-
miah’s depiction of postexilic mixed marriages worked well.34 Thus, although  
4 Bar. 8’s portrayal of Samaria’s foundation is anachronistic and mixes separate 
traditions, it is logical given the author’s literary concerns. He consciously con-
tradicts the given traditions by portraying the Samaritans as still bound to Israel 
by a common history in spite of their past and current disobedience.35

The Samaritan narrative is, therefore, not anti-Samaritan.36 Granted, the 
narrative confirms the status quo, but it also provides a way for moving beyond 
the status quo: trust in God’s promise. The unity of God’s people is of greater 
import than the divisive disobedience, which can be overcome by the pro-
phetic promise. To be sure, reunification requires repentance, but in 8:9 this 
is not expressed grammatically as a condition but commanded in the light of 
the imminent coming of the angel of righteousness. It seems that the author of  
4 Baruch believed that the Samaritans would repent,37 since there is no further 
announcement of judgment against them.38

34. According to Ezra 9:1–4, the question is not just mixed marriages in the Babylonian 
Golah but in the whole Diaspora. Marrying foreigners was understood to be disloyalty to God 
(9:2, 4, 11–12; see Neh 13:27). Hence the dissolving of mixed marriages was needed to restore the 
relationship with God (see Ezra 9:9–15; 10:3, see J. Blenkinsopp, Ezra-Nehemiah: A Commentary 
[Philadelphia: Westminster, 1988], 174–95; Hugh G. M. Williamson, Ezra, Nehemiah [WBC 16; 
Waco, Tex.: Word, 1985], 159–61).

35. Riaud, “Les Samaritains,” 138; Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 52; Kippenberg, Garizim 
und Synagoge, 139; and Egger, Josephus Flavius und die Samaritaner, 310.

36. Against Kohler, “The Pre-Talmudic Haggada,” 408, 414; R. Meyer, “Paralipomena Jere-
miae,” RGG 3d. 5:103. Delling emphasizes the negative attitude of 4 Baruch toward the Samaritans, 
although he concedes that it is not as sharp as in Josephus and some rabbis (Paralipomena Jeremiae, 
52). Cf. Riaud, “Les Samaritains,” 141.

37. eivsa,xei is future indicative.
38. 2 Macc 5:22–23 and 6:1–3 seem also to assume that the Jews and Samaritans belong 

to one people (for the time under Antiochus IV Epiphanes [175–164 B.C.E.]; on the dating of  
2 Maccabees between 124 B.C.E. and 70 C.E., see C. Habicht, “2. Makkabäerbuch,” JSHRZ 1.13 
[1976]: 176); see on that Alon, “Origin of the Samaritans,” 355; Egger, Josephus Flavius und die 
Samaritaner, 108–13; and M. Mor, “The Persian, Hellenistic and Hasmonean Period,” in The 
Samaritans (ed. Alan D. Crown. Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1989), 13–15. For a different view, see 
Coggins, Samaritans and Jews, 90. Particularly clear is 2 Macc 5:22–23: “He [i.e., Antiochus IV] 
left governors to oppress the people: at Jerusalem, Philip, by birth a Phrygian and in character more 
barbarous than the man who appointed him; and at Gerizim, Andronicus; and besides these Mene-
laus, who lorded it over his compatriots worse than the others did. In his malice toward the Jewish 
citizens” (NRSV). The inhabitants of Jerusalem and Gerizim are both called “Jewish citizens” (poli/tai 
vIoudai,oi). Positive views concerning the Samaritans were also found among many rabbis in the 
second century C.E. So, e.g., R. Aqiba (died 135 C.E.) saw the Samaritans as “wholly proselytes” or 
“true proselytes” (y. Git. 1:4). Handed down from R. Simeon ben Gamaliel (about 140) is the fol-
lowing text: “R. Simeon b. Gamaliel says: A Samaritan has the status of a Jew in every respect” (y.
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The question of the relation between the Jews and the Samaritans must 
have been a pressing issue when 4 Baruch was composed.39 The author advocates 
a Samaritan-friendly position, seen above all in his emphasis on their relation-
ship with the Jews, their common history, and the concluding promise (8:9). 
The uncertainty at that time about the origins of the Samaritans, evident in 
Josephus and some rabbinic sources,40 possibly contributed to our author’s deci-
sion to take a stand on this important problem and contemporary issue.

Ber. 7:1, quoted from Jacob Neusner, The Talmud of the Land of Israel: A Preliminary Translation 
and Explanation, vol. 1: Berakhot [CSJH; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1993], 260). See 
Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 141–42 n. 524, on Kutim 2:28. See also F. Dexinger, “Samaritan 
Eschatology,” in Crown, The Samaritans, 266–92.

39. Contra Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 52.
40. See esp. m. Qidd. 4:3, y. Qidd. 4:3: “And who are those who are of doubtful status? The 

‘silenced one,’ the foundling, and the Samaritan” (quoted from Jacob Neusner, The Talmud of the 
Land of Israel: A Preliminary Translation and Explanation, vol. 26: Qiddushin [CSJH; Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1984], 229).





CHAPTER 9

Having portrayed the fate of the disobedient among the people, the author 
turns in 9:1 to those who return to Jerusalem with Jeremiah. Immediately on 
arriving in Jerusalem, they celebrate a festival of sacrifice. Both the place and 
the nature of the festival are unnamed, and there is no mention of the rebuild-
ing of the temple. Only the altar plays a role in what follows as the place where 
Jeremiah dies (9:7). After those “with Jeremiah” sacrifice for nine days, Jeremiah 
alone offers a sacrifice (9:2), though Baruch and Abimelech are witnesses of his 
death (9:7).

Verse 5 makes direct reference to 5:1–6:8. The “angel of righteousness” of 
6:6 is identified in 9:5 as “Michael, the archangel of righteousness.” The motif 
of leading the righteous into the city has likewise been alluded to earlier (5:34). 
Curiously, Jeremiah’s prayer does not thank God for the return from exile. 
Noteworthy also is that the temple vessels, which were objects of Jeremiah’s 
special care in 3:7, the temple keys (4:3), and the temple itself are no longer of 
importance.

The precise demarcation between the original Jewish conclusion to the book 
and the later Christian addition is a point of dispute.1 The first report concern-
ing Jeremiah’s death, up to 9:9, is generally regarded as the original conclusion.2 
Riaud, however, considers 9:7 to be the beginning of the Christian ending,3 
the Jewish original closing with Jeremiah’s prayer. Finishing such a work with 
klauqmo.j pikro,j (9:9) is, of course, remarkable, since this does not cohere 
comfortably with the many hope-filled aspects of 4 Baruch. The problem would 

-141 -

1. See Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:212; Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 2; Wolff, Jeremia 
im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 51; Jean Riaud, “Jérémie, martyr chrétien. Paralipomènes de 
Jérémie 9:7–32,” in KECARITWMENH Mélanges R. Laurentin (Paris: Desclée, 1990), 231–35; and 
Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 30–32.

2. So Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 2, 58; Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristen-
tum, 51.

3. Riaud, “Le Puissant t’emportera dans ta Tente,” 263–64. So also Riaud, Les Paralipomènes 
du Prophète Jérémie, 57. Riaud makes 9:10 the end of the Jewish conclusion in “Paralipomena Jere-
miou,” 216. 
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thus be solved by seeing the end in 9:6. That raises, however, a question as to 
what Jeremiah actually prays for. Moreover, the Christian conclusion would also 
have two different accounts of Jeremiah’s death: 9:7–9 and 19–32. It is difficult 
to imagine that the original Jewish work ended later than 9:9, since 9:10 clearly 
begins a new section. The fact that 9:11 picks up on the key word from 9:10 
supports this assumption (9:10: khdeu,swsin; 9:11: mh. khdeu,ete).4 

Robinson, on the other hand, claims that the Christian conclusion begins 
earlier, in 8:9 (his numbering 8:12).5 He writes, “The Christian redactor has 
changed the original Jewish polemic against the Samaritans into a promise of 
exaltation by adding this verse.”6 However, 8:9 is in no sense a specifically Chris-
tian statement7 (see also 6:6), nor must one presume a Christian background to 
metanoh,sate, as Robinson admittedly does not say but seems to assume.8 The 
eschatological work of salvation is performed by the Son of God in the Christian 
redaction, as proclaimed through the apostles to the Gentiles (9:13–18), not by 
the angel of righteousness. Finally, the festival of sacrifice in 9:1–7 does not fit 
a Christian intention. If, therefore, the first tradition regarding Jeremiah’s death 
belongs to the Jewish text, one could assume on the basis of the difficulties of 
9:9 that the original Jewish text had a different conclusion that was replaced by 
the Christian editor.9

Remarkably, the reader is not told where the festival of sacrifice takes place. 
The temple vessels (3:7–8), altar (3:8), and keys (4:3–4) were mentioned at the 
beginning of 4 Baruch, but the destruction of the temple was not.10 The temple 
as such seems to have no special significance and is overshadowed by the city of 
Jerusalem, which as a whole has national and eschatological significance.

After the people offer sacrifices for nine days, Jeremiah alone brings a sacri-
fice on the tenth day (9:1–2). This is clearly a reference to Yom Kippur, which 
was observed on the tenth day of Tishri.  Traditionally, the people would offer 
sacrifices the first nine days of the month, and the high priest would bring the 
atoning sacrifice for the people on the tenth day.11 Therefore, Jeremiah’s priestly 

4. Bogaert also accredits 9:10 to the Christian ending (Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:212); see Vegas-
Montaner, “Paralipomenos de Jeremias,” 356.

5. Robinson, “4 Baruch,” 415. On that, see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 175–76.
6. Robinson, “4 Baruch,” 423 n. 8b.
7. See the commentary above on 8:9.
8. See Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 52. On metanoei/n, see, e.g., Sir 17:24; 48:15; Jos. Asen. 

15:7; T. Reu. 1:9; 4:4; T. Sim. 2:13; T. Gad 6:6.
9. Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 32.
10.  Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 51 n. 2. Riaud regards the mention of 

the altar as a reference to the destruction of the temple (Les Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 199).
11. Lev 16:29; see also 23:27; Num 29:7. See Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:212; Riaud, 

“La figure de Jérémie,” 378. On the dating of Yom Kippur, see J. Morgenstern, “Two Prophecies
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function culminates in the task of the high priest (see 5:18).12 However, in this 
context Jeremiah’s prayer comes to the forefront,13 nearly replacing the sacri-
fice.14 The description of the sacrifice reminds one once again of the Ezra and 
Nehemiah tradition (Ezra 3:4; Neh 8:13–18).15

from the Fourth Century B.C. and the Evolution of Yom Kippur,” HUCA 24 (1952/53): 1–74, 
esp. 39–41. The ten days from New Year on the first of Tishri and Yom Kippur were considered 
ten days for penitence and repentance; see Midr. Pss. on Pss 17 and 102; y. Roš Haš. 1:3, 15. See 
Shmuel Safrai, “Der Versöhnungstag in Tempel und Synagoge,” in Versöhnung in der jüdischen und 
christlichen Liturgie (ed. Hanspeter Heinz; QD 124; Freiburg: Herder, 1990), 54; and, in the same 
volume, J. Magonet, “Der Versöhnungstag in der jüdischen und christlichen Liturgie,” 138. See 
further Theodor H. Gaster, Festivals of the Jewish Year: A Modern Interpretation and Guide (New 
York: Sloame, 1978), 147–48; Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus 1–16 (AB 3; New York: Doubleday, 1991), 
1070–71.

12. See Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 748.
13. There are different kinds of prayers at Yom Kippur; see, e.g., m. Yoma 5:1; y. Yoma 5:2; b. 

Yoma 53b; Lev. Rab. 20:3–4; Pesiq. Rab Kah. 26; Tanḣ. B §4. See Safrai, “Versöhnungstag,” 38.
14. In the rituals of Yom Kippur prayer took on a central role in the time after the Second 

Temple, as there was no longer any sacrifice; see Safrai, “Versöhnungstag,” 48–51. See also H. Kos-
mala, “Jom Kippur,” Jud 6 (1950): 12; Hans Joachim Schoeps, Die Tempelzerstörung des Jahres 70 
in der jüdischen Religionsgeschichte: Agadisches zur Auserwählung Israels (Uppsala: Seminarium neo-
testamenticum Upsaliense, 1942), 169. In b. Sukkah 55b, a quotation from R. Johanan b. Zakkai 
is handed down: “Woe to the idolators, for they had a loss and do not know what they have lost. 
When the temple was in existence the altar atoned for them, but now who shall atone for them?” 
(quoted from Israel W. Slotki, Sukkah: Translated into English with Notes, Glossary and Indices, in The 
Babylonian Talmud: Seder Mo‘ed [ed. Isidore Epstein; 35 vols.; London: Soncino, 1935–52], 8:269). 
Midr. Haseroth we Yeteroth reads: “Israel speaks to God, Lord of the World, when the Temple was 
still in existence, we offered our sacrifices in order to atone for our sins, but now, for the Temple has 
been destroyed—would he be rebuilt again in our days—we do not have offerings for the forgive-
ness of our sins. We only have the prayer” (translated after Schoeps, Tempelzerstörung, 174; further 
references there). Thus Yom Kippur achieves atonement without sacrifice; see y. Yoma 8:7 (cf. 8:9): 
“A strict rule applies to the goat which does not apply to the Day of Atonement, and to the Day of 
Atonement which does not apply to the goat. The Day of Atonement effects atonement without a 
goat, but the goat does not effect atonement without the Day of Atonement” (quoted from Jacob 
Neusner, The Talmud of the Land of Israel: A Preliminary Translation and Explanation, vol. 14: Yoma 
[CSHJ; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990], 231–32). According to Hans-Jürgen Her-
misson, Sprache und Ritus im altisraelitischen Kult: Zur Spiritualisierung der Kultbegriffe im Alten 
Testament (WMANT 19; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchner Verlag, 1965), 29–64, esp. 37–39, 60–
62, the idea of prayer as a substitute for sacrifice emerged after the exile. See further Othmar Keel, 
Jahwe-Visionen und Siegelkunst: Eine neue Deutung der Majestätsschilderungen in Jes 6, Ez 1 und 10 
und Sach 4: Mit einem Beitrag von A. Gutbub über die vier Winde Ägyptens (SBS 84, 85; Stuttgart: 
Verlag Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1977), 122 n. 271; Ego, Himmel, 24, 161.

15. See Ezra 8:35: “At that time those who had come from captivity, the returned exiles, 
offered burnt offerings to the God of Israel, twelve bulls for all Israel, ninety-six rams, seventy-seven 
lambs, and as a sin offering twelve male goats; all this was a burnt offering to the LORD” (NRSV). Cf. 
Neh 8–9. See Gaster, Festivals of the Jewish Year, 184–85.
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The missing references to the temple and its accoutrements at the end of 
4 Baruch must be understood in relation to the concern for the temple vessels 
and particularly the keys in 4 Bar. 3 and 4. Thus the disinterest here is only 
pretended, since readers will be prompted to think about them. That nothing 
is said explicitly calls readers to interpret the silence in the light of the message 
of salvation that has preceded. Just as this was focused on the Jerusalem above, 
so also the silence concerning vessels and keys seems to point in this direction.16 
They were preserved not for another earthly temple but for an eschatological, 
heavenly temple. This is, of course, left for readers to identify on their own, 
but Jeremiah’s final prayer gives them help as well as hope for their journey.17 
Jeremiah’s prayer seems in this context his real legacy.

The prayer begins with the Trishagion of Isa 6:318 and a variety of divine 
names.19 Although the focus of these names is clearly on God, his relation to 
the pious is not lost from view, as is evident in Jeremiah’s praise of God as the 
“incense of the living trees” (qumi,ama tw/n de,ndrwn tw/n zw,ntwn, 4 Bar. 9:3).20 
The use of qumi,ama underlines the link with Yom Kippur (Lev 16:12–13 LXX),21 
the background to which should inform our reading of the present text. Accord-
ing to Lev 16:2 and 13, the cloud of smoke resulting from the burning of the 
incense is the place of God’s presence.22 At the same time, the cloud protects the 
priest from dying in his encounter with God. Thus, calling God the “incense of 
(or “for”) the living trees”23 can be understood as an exegesis of the description 

16. In contrast, the Jeremiah Apocryphon does report the return of the keys (188:12–14; see 
189:3–5; cf. also Ezra 1:7–11).

17. On the author’s editorial work here, see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 147–48.
18. See 1 En. 39:12; T. Ab. A 3:3; Rev 4:8; see also Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 22; Del-

ling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 33, 62–63.
19. See Herzer, “Direction in Difficult Times,” 22–28.
20. On translating qumi,ama “incense,” see LSJ, 801 s.v. 1. See also Schaller, “Paralipomena 

Jeremiou,” 748. On “living trees” as a designation for the pious, see n. 23 below.
21. See Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:213; Riaud, Les Paralipomènes du Prophète Jeremie, 

56; and Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 748. See 1 En. 24:3–25:6, esp. 25:6: “Then they shall 
be glad and rejoice in gladness, and they shall enter into the holy (place); its fragrance shall (pen-
etrate) their bones, long life will they live on earth” (quoted from Isaac, “1 Enoch,” OTP 1:26).

22. See, e.g., Exod 13:21; 16:10; 33:9–10; Num 11:25; 12:5; 1 Kgs 8:10–11 = 2 Chr 5:13–
14; see also Sipra 16:12–13 (third century C.E.; see Strack and Stemberger, Introduction, 287). 
“Thus ‘cloud’ and ‘fire’ symbolize God’s being and presence, while at the same time concealing 
God’s nature” (David N. Freedman and B. E. Willoughby, “NnF(f,” TDOT 11:255). Lev 16:2 makes 
it clear that the cloud of incense in 16:13 is the place of God’s presence; on this, see Herzer, Parali-
pomena Jeremiae, 150.

23. The phrase tw/n de,ndrwn tw/n zw,ntwn is an adnominal objective genitive; see Friedrich 
Blaß, Albert Debrunner, and Friedrich Rehkopf, eds., Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch 
(15th ed.; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 1979), 134–35, §163. See Herzer, Paralipomena
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of the incense offering in Lev 16.24 The God met in the incense can symboli-
cally be identified with the incense, as it is here. This is consistent with the 
prior reference to the three “holies” of Isa 6:3, since there too the house is full 
of smoke (Isa 6:4). In the context of Isa 6, the smoke (i.e., God’s presence) is all 
that Isaiah’s vision can refer to. Thus the picture is similar to that found here in 
4 Baruch with reference to Lev 16:12–13.25

The title “true light” for God, the light that enlightens the righteous, 
reminds one of 5:34. Although “light” in 6:9 stands for the law coming from 
God’s mouth that accompanies the righteous on his or her way,26 the light motif 
in 9:3 refers to the direct enlightenment of the righteous. These two uses of 
this motif do not contradict, however, since the context here also concerns the 
way of the righteous to God (e[wj ou= avnalhfqw/ pro,j se).27 The switch from 
plural to first-person singular is, nonetheless, worthy of note: “true light that 
enlightens me 28 until I be lifted up to you.” Here already Jeremiah’s death is in 
view, though the final goal is, in the end, the leading of the righteous into the 
heavenly Jerusalem (9:4–5) by Michael.29

Jeremiae, 150; Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 749. To read it as a subjective genitive, in which 
case it would concern incense won from living trees (such as from resin or the like; see Milgrom, 
Leviticus, 1026–28), is possible but makes no sense in 4 Bar. 9. On calling the pious de,ndra ta. zw/nta, 
see esp. Pss. Sol. 14:3 (o` para,deisoj tou/ kuri,ou ta. xu,la th/j zwh/j o[sioi auvtou/); see further Ps 
92(91):13–15 (NRSV 92:12–14).

24. Herzer, “Direction in Difficult Times,” 24.
25. Philonenko, “Simples Observations,” 172, again refers to Mandaic liturgies (see Mark 

Lidzbarski, Mandäische Liturgien [Hildesheim: Olms, 1962], 165:11–12). This is, however, unlikely 
in the light of the Old Testament background; cf. Herzer, “Antwort,” 37.

26. Herzer, “Direction in Difficult Times,” 25. See T. Ab. B 7:6; T. Levi 14:4; 19:1; T. Zeb. 
9:8–9; T. Ash. 5:3; 1 En. 1:8 and esp. 5:8; 1QS 2:3; 4:2; 1QHa 4:5. This is therefore no Christian 
statement (so Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 26, referring to John 1:9); see Delling, Paralipo-
mena Jeremiae, 35 n. 25; Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 151 n. 574.

27. Riaud regards avnalamba,nesqai as hinting at the translation of the prophet (referring to 
6:3–6; see “Le Puissant t’emportera dans ta Tente,” 263). That was unlikely for 6:3–6 (see above 
on 6:3–6) and is defined in 9:3 by Jeremiah’s imminent death; see also Pss. Sol. 4:18; T. Ab. B 7; see 
further Wis 4:10–11, where h`rpa,gh, a term for translation, is used for death (see Ezek 18:7, 12; 
Acts 8:39; 2 Cor 12:2, 4).

28. Schaller cross-references to Corpus Hermeticum XIII:19 and John 1:9 (“Paralipomena 
Jeremiou,” 749). It thereby becomes clear that such views made 4 Baruch acceptable for certain 
Christian circles.

29. Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 156–57. See also L.A.E. 37:5, where God hands the dead Adam 
to the archangel Michael with the words: “a=ron eivj to.n para,deison” (text according to Knittel, 
Das griechische “Leben Adams und Evas,” 128; see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 136; Knittel, Das 
griechische “Leben Adams und Evas,” 141, 143–44). See further Apoc. Paul 14; 22; 27. Being a work 
of a later time, the Apocalypse of Paul shows the continuing importance of Michael in Christian 
apocalyptic eschatology, particularly as a leader of the righteous into the heavenly “city of Christ.”
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The object of the prophet’s meditation or concern (mele,th) is, therefore, 
also the archangel Michael.30 As the other “fragrance” associated with the 
“incense”31 (i.e., God), Michael is qualified to be God’s messenger, to lead the 
righteous into the heavenly Jerusalem (see the earlier reference concerning the 
Samaritans in 8:9). Thus is the word a;llh to be understood. Although our 
author does not state explicitly what the other euvwdi,a is, the explanation lies 
in the imbalance between the singular and plural in 9:3. Just as the prophet 
is differentiated from the righteous (= the people), so the “incense” must have 
two “fragrances.” God thereby becomes active in two ways, first for Jeremiah, 
until God takes Jeremiah to himself (after death); then for the righteous, whom 
Michael, the “other fragrance,” will lead into the heavenly Jerusalem. In short, 
the prophet’s concern is for Michael because Jeremiah must pass on responsibil-
ity for the people to Michael before his death.

The theme of the seraphim in 9:3 is directly related to Isa 6, since the alter-
nating voices of the seraphim in Isa 6:3a lead to the conclusion that there are 
two of them.32 The characterization of their voices33 as sweet is a reference to 
what they proclaim: praise of God.34 By basing his request on the content of 
their praise, Jeremiah is implicitly appealing to God’s holiness, which forms the 
basis of his hope that God will fulfill his prayer. That national and eschato-
logical-individual hopes of salvation are intertwined is again clear: now back in 
Jerusalem, Jeremiah prays to God hoping and expecting that all the righteous 
will be taken into the heavenly Jerusalem.

The end of the prayer in 9:6 is characterized by further titles for God, as 
Jeremiah entrusts his request to the “Lord Almighty of all creation … in whom 
all creation was hidden before these things [i.e., the eschatological completion 
of God’s people] came into existence.” The address Ku,rie pantokra,twr was 

30. The kai, in 4 Bar. 9:5 is explanatory. On the basis of Kraft-Purintun’s conjecture, Schaller 
(“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 749) emends the text: “Und es möge für mich sorgen, Michael, bis er 
die Gerechten hineinführt [And Michael may take care of me until he leads in the righteous]” (cf. 
Kraft and Purintun, Paraleipomena Jeremiou, 45: “and may Michael … be my guardian”). Neither 
his formal reason, that nominal sentences are rare in 4 Baruch, nor the unnamed reasons of content 
can justify this conjecture, as the text fits the context as it is reconstructed here.

31. Contra Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 62 n. 44. qumi,ama in both cases refers to God. On 
euvwdi,a as a reference to a fragrance pleasing to God, see Gen 8:21; Lev 1:9, 13, 17; 2:2, 9, 12; 3:5; 
Num 15:3, 5, 7. See also L.A.E. 29:4–5; Knittel, Das griechische “Leben Adams und Evas,” 133.

32. See Keel, Jahwe-Visionen, 70–79, 114–15. See also Pirqe R. El. 4, which speaks of two 
seraphim in a creation-theological context (see Friedlander, Eliezer, 24). The additional peri. tou/ 
e;lew,j sou parakalw/ in the Armenian translation and the Codex P in 4 Bar. 9:4 (included by Kraft 
and Purintun, Paraleipomena Jeremiou, 44–45) is most likely secondary; see Herzer, Paralipomena 
Jeremiae, 18.

33. Schaller translates “singing” (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 749).
34. See Song 2:14; Sir 6:5.
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already used in 1:5.35 As the Almighty, God is responsible for judgment (1:5) 
and for final salvation (9:6). As early as 3:8, God’s creative power is said to span 
beginning and end. Although MSS A and B read kri,sij instead of kti,sij (eth) 
in 9:6b,36 there is no convincing argument in favor of kri,sij. The Ethiopic text 
kti,sij must be preferred,37 since God’s eschatological activity as Creator is in 
view here as well: God not only created at the beginning but will reveal the 
nature of his creation in the eschatological redemption.38 Moreover, 4 Baruch 
never speaks of kri,sij, not even as a “hidden judgment.” God is rather the 
Almighty Ruler of the whole creation (9:6) who made and sealed the earth as his 
creation (3:8). According to 9:6 he is the one who hid the work of his creation 
in himself before all things.39 There is, therefore, no reference to judgment as an 
element of eschatological fulfillment here.40 Furthermore, the motif of judgment 
is traditionally bound up with Rosh Hashanah, not Yom Kippur, which lies in 
the background here.41

Unusual for an early Jewish text is the attribution avge,nnhtoj kai. 
avperino,htoj with respect to God.42 Philo occasionally uses avge,nhtoj (“uncre-
ated, unoriginated”),43 but Delling’s suspicion that the more common avge,nhtoj 
was the original reading in 4 Bar. 9:6 remains speculative.44 One must assume 
that the original text read avge,nnhtoj, a form found almost exclusively45 in 
Christian literature beginning in the second century C.E.46 Because a similar 

35. Herzer, “Direction in Difficult Times,” 26. See esp. Amos 4:13; 5:27; 9:6: “Almighty 
is his Name” (ku,rioj [o` qeo.j] pantokra,twr o;noma auvtw|/); see further Jer 50(27):34; 51(28):57; 
31(38):35(36); T. Ab. A 8:3; 15:12; 16:2; 3 Bar. 1:3; Aris. Ex. 185:2; 2 Bar. 6:8; 7:1; 13:2, 4; Jdt 9:12; 
3 Macc 2:2, 7; cf. Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 36; Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:392–93.

36. So also Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 62; Kraft and Purintun, Paraleipomena Jere-
miou, 44–45; and Riaud, Les Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 157. For this reading, see Delling, 
Paralipomena Jeremiae, 38–39.

37. See also Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 750–51.
38. Wolff, “Heilshoffnung,” 157.
39. See Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 50 n. 72.
40. So Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 39. See further on this Herzer, Paralipomena Jere-

miae, 153–54.
41. See b. Roš Haš. 32b.
42. Herzer, “Direction in Difficult Times,” 27–28. It does not appear in the Septuagint.
43. LSJ, 8 s.v. I. See, e.g., Philo, Sacr. 57, 60, 66; Det. 124, 158; see also Josephus, Ag. Ap. 2.167.
44. Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 37; Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 750. Justin,  

1 Apol. 14:2, uses the attribute avge,nnhtoj for God but can switch in 1 Apol. 25:2 to avge,nhtoj (see 
Justin, Dial. 5:1). As a Christian example, this sheds some light on the linguistic problem.

45. See also Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 750. Delling mentions a sentence ascribed to 
Thales of Miletus in which God is called avge,nnhtoj (Paralipomena Jeremiae, 37).

46. See Justin, 1 Apol. 14:1–2; 25:2; 49:5; 53:2; 2 Apol. 6:1; 12:4; 13:4; Dial. 5:1, 4–6; 114:3; 
126:2; 127:1; Clement of Alexandria, Ecl. 25:3; Exc. 45:1; Strom. 2:5.4; 2:51.5; 5:82.3; 6:58.1; 
6:165.5; see further the a-privativum forms in Pre. Pet. frg. 2.
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pattern of usage emerges for avperino,htoj,47 it seems plausible to suspect that 
the entire title is a later Christian addition.48 However, Christian redactional 
work in 4 Baruch is limited to the addition of the ending from 9:10 on.49 The 
references from Philo, moreover, demonstrate the possibility of applying such  
a-privativum words to God in Greek-speaking Judaism.50 Furthermore, Philo 
can describe God’s creative work as genna/n (Alleg. Interp. 3.219; see also Pss 
2; 109 [LXX]; Prov 8:25; Josephus, Ant. 4.319).51 In consideration of this evi-
dence, it is plausible to assume that 4 Baruch speaks of God not only as “not 
being born,” as often in the tradition, but makes that more precisely by speak-
ing of his being “unbegotten.” In the context of the references to creation in  
4 Bar. 9:6, it is most likely that these words originated from a Jewish author. 
The term avperino,htoj also fits well with the language of “the hiddenness of 
the creation.”52 The statement concerning the hiddenness of the creation refers 
to the coming salvation that is to be revealed,53 which is best understood in this 
context as a new creation or a new begetting.54

The short description of Jeremiah’s death, witnessed by Baruch and Abime-
lech, begins in 9:7. The phrase paradido,nai th.n yuch,n is an unusual expression 
for death (see esp. Isa 53:12; cf. L.A.E. 31:4; 42:8) but is particularly mean-

47. Philo, Fug. 141; Mut. 15; Clement of Alexandria, Ecl. 21; see Delling, Paralipomena Jere-
miae, 38 (further references there).

48. Bogaert sees in the prayer a Christian or gnostic speculation concerning the ritual of 
Jewish liturgy (Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:212–13).

49. See the introduction above.
50. See also a-privativum words in Apoc. Ab. 17:8–10, a text probably written in Greek and 

not of Christian origin; see B. Philonenko-Sayar and Marc Philonenko, “Die Apokalypse Abra-
hams,” JSHRZ 5.5 (1982): 417. For a different opinion concerning the original language, see  
R. Rubinkiewicz, “Apocalypse of Abraham (First to Second Century A.D.): A New Translation and 
Introduction,” OTP 1:682.

51. See esp. Philo, Mos. 2.171 (see on that Leopold Cohn and Paul Wendland, Philonis Alex-
andrini Opera quae supersunt [7 vols.; Berlin: Typis et impensis Georgii Reimerii, 1896–1926], 
4:240 apparatus on the text), see also the variants in the manuscripts V O K in this text (see the 
introduction in Cohn and Wendland, Philonis Alexandrini Opera, 4:i–xix).

52. See Isa 40:13 (LXX); Jer 23:18; Job 5:9; 9:10; 15:8; Ps 147(146):5; Pr. Man. 6; Philo, Fug. 
165. See also Rom 11:34 and 1 Cor 2:16, where Paul quotes Isa 40:13. Thus the Christian language 
of God’s incomprehensibility is to be understood in the light of the Old Testament.

53. Schaller’s translation—“ehe die Dinge wurden [before things came into being]” (“Para-
lipomena Jeremiou,” 750) with a “freien Wiedergabe des tau/ta [free translation of tau/ta]” 
(751)—attempts to smooth the content but does not fit the future perspective held to in the text, 
opened up by the events of the present.

54. The author’s use here of avge,nntoj and avperino,htoj thus represent a Hellenistic-Jewish 
version of the philosophical penchant for using alpha-privatives in discourse about God. Christian 
patristic writers also did the same, completely independent of 4 Baruch. See n. 49 of the commen-
tary on chapter 6.
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ingful in the light of the resurrection hope repeatedly expressed since 4 Bar. 5. 
The allusion to the vicarious death of the Suffering Servant of Isa 53:12 may be 
seen as intentional and raises new associations in the minds of readers about the 
priest and prophet Jeremiah. Presumably this perspective prompted the Christian 
redactor’s development of the brief death report into a martyr story.

Baruch and Abimelech’s lament expresses the people’s feelings of abandon-
ment: the priest who prays for the people lives no more (9:8). The lament draws 
in the entire people, who immediately join the lament (9:9). The rituals por-
trayed are those that Jeremiah and Baruch performed as Jerusalem was destroyed 
and the people were led into exile. The final comment concerning the bitter 
lament55 is unusual, suggesting that the original conclusion has been lost and 
replaced by another of Christian origin. If, in the original Jewish text, Jeremiah 
died with the words of the prayer of 9:3–6, this would fit well with 4 Baruch’s 
depiction of Jeremiah as the new Moses: just as Moses died before entering 
the promised land, so also Jeremiah dies, having led the people in the exodus 
from Babylon back to Jerusalem but before entering the “promised land” of  
4 Baruch’s eschatologically shaped hope: the heavenly Jerusalem. In contrast to 
Moses, however, who did not enter the promised land (Deut 34), Jeremiah goes 
on ahead. Jeremiah’s death as the new Moses thus has eschatological significance 
for those who remain behind.56

55. See Judg 21:2; 2 Sam 13:36.
56. On the discussion on the death of Moses, see esp. Midr. Petirat Moshe. See J. Goldin, 

“The Death of Moses: An Exercise in Midrashic Transposition,” in Love and Death in the Ancient 
Near East (ed. John H. Marks and Robert M. Good; Guilford: Four Quarters, 1987), 220, 240–
41; S. E. Loewenstamm, “The Death of Moses,” in Studies on the Testament of Abraham (ed. W. E. 
George; SBLSCS 6; Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1976), 192–208. Josephus bound together 
the two traditions of death and translation into heaven in an original way in Ant. 4.320–331; see 
James D. Tabor, “Returning to the Divinity Josephus’s Portrayal of the Disappearances of Enoch, 
Elijah, and Moses,” JBL 108 (1989): 225–38; Loewenstamm, “The Death of Moses,” 197. See 
also L.A.B. 19:10–13: “And he [God] showed him the place from which the manna rained upon 
the people, even unto the paths of paradise … But neither angel nor man will know your tomb 
in which you are buried until I visit the world. And I will raise up you and your fathers … and 
you will come together and dwell in the immortal dwelling place that is not subject to time” 
(Nullus autem angelorum nec hominum scient sepulchrum tuum in quo incipies sepeliri, sed in 
eo requiesces donec visitem seculum. Et excitabo te et patres tuos…, et invenietis simul et inhab-
itabitis habitationem immortalem que non tenetur in tempore) (quoted from D. J. Harrington, 
“Pseudo-Philo (First Century A.D.): A New Translation and Introduction,” OTP 2:327–28; 
Latin according to G. Kisch, Pseudo-Philo’s Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum [Publications in Medi-
eval Studies 10; Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1949], 165; see further M. 
Wadsworth, “The Death of Moses and the Riddle of the End of Time in Pseudo-Philo,” JJS 28 
[1977]: 12–19).
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The traditions concerning Jeremiah’s death, which is not even mentioned in 
the biblical text, vary widely.57 The tradition that he was stoned was widespread, 
but its secondary nature is demonstrated by its stylization of his death as that 
of a martyr. Older traditions concerning a natural death are found not only in 
4 Baruch but also in various other texts.58 For example, Cav. Tr. 50:24ff. reports 
that Jeremiah died in Samaria twenty years after Jerusalem’s fall and was buried 
in Jerusalem.59 The Christian Book of Adam 130:31–32 and Jerome, Comm. Isa. 
9.30.6 (see also S. ‘Olam Rab. 26), both speak of Jeremiah’s death in Egypt,60 
which is confirmed by and deduced from the report of his flight with the Jewish 
refugees in Jer 43:4–7. However, of greatest interest here is 2 Bar. 85:3, in which 
Jeremiah’s death is alluded to in Baruch’s letter. Jeremiah’s death is once again 
assumed to be in exile.61

THE CHRISTIAN ENDING OF 4 BARUCH (9:10–32)

The Christian conclusion neatly follows the ending of 4 Baruch in 9:9 by 
speaking of the beginning of Jeremiah’s burial ceremony (9:10). An unnamed 
voice prevents the burial by announcing that Jeremiah’s soul will return to his 
body (9:11), which happens three days later (9:12). The raised Jeremiah then 
begins to praise God and Jesus Christ (9:13), praise that ends in an apocalyptic 
vision (9:14–18). The people are enraged by the vision (9:19) and decide to kill 
Jeremiah, making explicit reference to the death of Isaiah, who was condemned 
for uttering similar statements (9:20–21).62 In the face of this threat, Jeremiah 
commands Baruch and Abimelech to bring him a stone, which takes on the 
form of Jeremiah and thus rescues him temporarily by receiving the brunt of 
the stoning (9:24–27). During this time, Jeremiah communicates “all the secrets 
he had seen” to Baruch and Abimelech (9:28). Eventually, however, the people 
become aware of their mistake and turn their rage on the “true” Jeremiah (9:30–

57. See Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 89–95. In the Jeremiah Apocry-
phon Jeremiah’s death is probably intentionally left out; Harris, “Introduction I,” in Mingana and 
Harris, “Jeremiah Apocryphon,” 130; Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 91 n. 1.

58. Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 93. Many church fathers assume 
Jeremiah’s natural death (92).

59. Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 60.
60. Theodor Schermann, Propheten- und Apostellegenden nebst Jüngerkatalogen des Dorotheus 

und verwandte Texte (TUGAL 31.3; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1907), 124; Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum 
und Urchristentum, 91–92.

61. Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 93.
62. That the manner of Jeremiah’s death is to be different from Isaiah’s demonstrates that tra-

ditions concerning Isaiah’s death were known in the circles of the Christian redaction of 4 Baruch.
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31). In the end, the stone becomes Jeremiah’s gravestone, inscribed “This is the 
stone, the ally63 of Jeremiah” (9:32).

The most significant evidence that 9:10–32 is Christian is the mention 
of the name Christ in 9:13, but other clues point in the same direction. For 
example, Jeremiah’s resuscitation after three days recalls the resurrection of Jesus 
Christ after three days.64 In addition, the phrase mh. khdeu,ete to.n e;ti zw/nta 
(9:11) alludes to Luke 24:5. Certainly the concern in 4 Bar. 9:10–18 is not the 
resuscitation of a dead man but the temporary separation of body and soul in 
order that heavenly things might be seen (9:22–23).65 Finally, the title uìo.j qeou/ 
(9:13; see 9:20) for Jesus, his promised return (9:14), and the reference to the 
twelve apostles who will take the gospel to the nations (9:18) all speak for the 
Christian origin of the conclusion.

The subsequent story of Jeremiah’s martyrdom (9:21–32), on the other 
hand, does not have an explicitly Christian message. Therefore, the conclusion 
to 4 Baruch consists of two distinct parts: the introduction, praise, and vision of 
Jeremiah; and the report of his martyrdom. One may suspect that the Christian 
redaction of the second part includes further Jewish material.

JEREMIAH’S PRAISE AND VISION

Although Jeremiah begins by calling people to praise God, the true object 
of his praise and vision is the “Son of God … Jesus Christ” (9:13). The first 
attribute of Christ listed, that he is the one “who awakens” (evxupni,zw, ptc. 
pres. act.), makes Christ rather than God the agent of raising the dead and 
is thus unusual. Viewed tradition-critically, this hints at the environment of 
the Johannine literature, since Christ is also the subject of the raising of the 
dead there.66 In addition, evxupni,zw appears in the New Testament only in John 
11:11 for Jesus’ raising of Lazarus.67 Further, the expression “light of all ages” 
uses a motif from John 8:12; 9:5; 12:46 (see John 1:9)—Christ as fw/j tou/ 
ko,smou—though 4 Baruch universalizes this expression by using aivw,n. The 

63. o` bohqo,j is an apposition.
64. See Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:34 par.; see 1 Cor 15:4; Acts 10:40. Schaller refers to T. Job 53:7a 

(“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 752).
65. Viewed differently by Schaller, referring to Ezek 37:10 (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 752); 

however, 4 Baruch reflects the idea of a journey of the soul to heaven; see 2 Cor 12:2–4. On this 
topic, see Gerhard Lohfink, Die Himmelfahrt Jesu: Untersuchungen zu den Himmelfahrts- und Erhöh-
ungstexten bei Lukas (Munich: Kösel, 1971), 32–34, 51–53.

66. See John 2:19(21); 6:39, 40, 44, 54; 10:18; 11:25; 12:1, 17. Differing views are found in, 
e.g., Rom 4:17; 8:11; 1 Cor 6:14; 15:22; 2 Cor 1:9; 4:14.

67. Schaller refers to Christian reworking of Isa 26:19; 29:8; Job 14:12; and T. Jud. 25:4 
(“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 752).
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christological reference of fw/j thus stands in contrast to earlier uses of light 
language in 4 Baruch (5:34; 6:9).68

Still other links with the Johannine literature can be observed. The term 
a;sbestoj lu,cnoj reminds one of John 5:35, since the Gospel text uses lu,cnoj 
to refer to a real person.69 In Rev 21:23, moreover, Christ is the lu,cnoj who 
lights the eschatological city. In the Christian closing of 4 Baruch, therefore, a 
terminological continuation of this eschatological conception can be observed. 
Similar considerations apply to the last title for Christ, zwh. th/j pi,stewj.70

In contrast to the titles applied to Christ in 9:13, not all the motifs in Jere-
miah’s vision (9:14–18) derive from the Johannine tradition. The number 477, 
for example, is found neither in the Old Testament and Jewish literature nor in 
the New Testament. Thus, no interpretation of this number is free from specu-
lation.71 Yet another non-Johannine motif is the expectation of the coming of 
Christ (9:14),72 which is determined apocalyptically.73 

Harris understands the phrase evrco,menon eivj to.n ko,smon in 9:18 as echo 
of John 1:9.74 That is probable. However, John 1:9 refers to the incarnation of 
Christ, whereas 4 Bar. 9:18 interprets it eschatologically. Thus, it is not obvious 
which coming of Christ is in view here: the first, earthly coming or the second 
for judgment. From Jeremiah’s fictitious standpoint, the first is more likely to 
be in view, and the reference to John 1:9 also points in this direction. On the 
other hand, the eschatological dimension of Jeremiah’s vision points to the final 
coming of the glorified Christ. A solution to this apparent dilemma is found 

68. See Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 109–10 n. 351.
69. Philonenko sees a parallel to the Paris magical papyrus, without assessing this further 

(“Simples Observations,” 172–73). On that, see Herzer, “Antwort,” 37–38. Schaller picks up on 
this point and sees a reference to the seven-armed lamp of the temple (“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 
752). This text does not, however, speak for the gnostic origin of the text, since 9:13 is part of the 
Christian conclusion and not the Jewish text.

70. See John 3:15–16, 36; 5:24; 6:40, 47, 68; 11:25; esp. John 20:31: “and that through 
believing you may have life in his name” (NRSV).

71. See the text of MSS A and B. The witnesses differ at this point. Codex Barberini, the Slavic 
versions T1 (see Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 235), and P have 377 years, the 
Slavic version T2 (ibid., 223) reads 677 years, S reads 387 times (ibid.), N  307 times (ibid.), the 
Ethiopic translation offers 333, 330, or 303 weeks (see on that König, “Rest der Worte Baruchs,” 336 
n. 1), and, finally, arm reads 375 years; see Issaverdens, Uncanonical Writings of the Old Testament, 
203. Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 17, refers to Josephus, J.W. 6.439 concerning the number 
477 (477 years and six months after David the temple had been destroyed by the Babylonians), but 
this is not convincing, for it would suppose a direct reference to Josephus; see Herzer, Paralipomena 
Jeremiae, 161–62 n. 646. Paul Rießler (Altjüdisches Schrifttum außerhalb der Bibel [Freiburg: Kerle, 
1975], 918) conjectures 365 (the number of days in a year) but offers no reason.

72. 1 Thess 4:15–16; Matt 24:30–31.
73. Dan 9:24–26; 12:11–12; Rev 20:2–6; 1 En. 21:6; 90:5; 93:1–10; 91:11–17; 4 Ezra 7:28; 

2 Bar. 28:2; Mart. Ascen. Isa. 4:14.
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in the background of John’s Gospel, which makes clear the eschatological sig-
nificance of Christ’s incarnation: “Very truly, I tell you, anyone who hears my 
word and believes him who sent me has eternal life, and does not come under 
judgment, but has passed from death to life. Very truly, I tell you, the hour is 
coming, and is now here, when the dead will hear the voice of the Son of God, 
and those who hear will live” (John 5:24–25 NRSV; see also John 16:11). The 
judgment motif plays a similar role in 4 Bar. 9 (cf. 9:15–16): Christ who has 
come into the world will execute judgment (9:18).

According to 9:18, the place of Christ’s coming will be the Mount of Olives. 
The Christian tradition (Acts 1:12) makes this the place of Christ’s ascension,75 
so it gains importance for his return. The location of his return on the Mount of 
Olives is a christological interpretation of Zech 14:4,76 which says of the Day of 
the Lord: “On that day his feet shall stand on the Mount of Olives, which lies 
before Jerusalem on the east; and the Mount of Olives shall be split in two from 
east to west by a very wide valley; so that one half of the Mount shall withdraw 
northward, and the other half southward” (NRSV). Thus, in the Christian con-
clusion to 4 Baruch, the first and second comings of Christ are seen as elements 
of a single event that will culminate in judgment. The first coming of Christ has 
decisive significance for his eschatological coming, and the result of the judg-
ment (9:15) is foreshadowed by his first coming. A similar connection is made 
in Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah: Isaiah sees the coming of Christ, whereby 
the descent of Christ from paradise begins (chs. 10–11); Christ’s earthly activity 
(11:1–21) is then followed by his return into the seventh heaven to the right 
hand of God.

The “tree of life, planted in the middle of paradise” (9:14) as a picture of 
Christ is known from the vision of the new Jerusalem in Rev 22:2, 14, 19 (see 
also 2:7). Again, Old Testament and Jewish references can be found here.77 In 
what follows, however, the links to the Johannine tradition are less clear. The 
motif of the sprouting trees (9:14), for example, may be compared to 1 En. 
26:1: “And from there I went into the center of the earth and saw a blessed 
place, shaded with branches which live and bloom from a tree that was cut.”78 In 

74. Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 26.
75. See further Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 754.
76. See Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:214; Riaud, “Jérémie, martyr chrétien,” 234. On the 

traditional significance of the Mount of Olives, see J. B. Curtis, “An Investigation of the Mount of 
Olives in the Judaeo-Chistian Tradition,” HUCA 28 (1957): 137–80.

77. Gen 2:9; Prov 11:30; 13:12; 15:4; 1 En. 24:8; 25:4–5; 4 Ezra 8:52; T. Levi 18:11. See 
Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 34; Riaud, “Jérémie, martyr chrétien,” 234.

78. Quoted from Isaac, “1 Enoch,” OTP 1:26. See also Pss. Sol. 14:3–4: “The Lord’s devout 
shall live by it forever; the Lord’s paradise [para,deisoj], the trees of life, are his devout ones. Their 
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spite of this shared motif, the intention in 4 Bar. 9:14 is different. The trees that 
receive their fruitfulness from the tree of life and bring a crop leading to eternal 
life (9:14)79 are contrasted with those that boast of their own fruitfulness and are 
given over by the “firmly rooted tree,” the tree of life,80 to judgment.81 One may 
also compare the picture of the “crimson” that becomes “as white wool” (9:15) 
to Isa 1:18, which likewise uses the opposites crimson and white.82 Finally, 4 
Bar. 9:17 offers a christological interpretation of Isa 42:4: “He will not grow 
faint or be crushed until he has established justice in the earth; and the coast-
lands wait for his teaching” (NRSV).83 The election of the twelve apostles in 4 
Baruch is thus understood as one for Gentile mission.84

In summary, the praise and vision of Jeremiah combines Johannine motifs 
and christological interpretations of Old Testament ideas to form an apocalyptic 
vision concerning Christ’s return. The literary placement of the vision before 
Jeremiah’s martyrdom has parallels in Stephen’s vision before his martyrdom 
(Acts 7:55) and that of Isaiah in Mart. Ascen. Isa. 5:7. The last verse of the vision 
(4 Bar. 9:18) underlines the links to the Johannine tradition with overtones of 
John 12:41; 17:5, 24 and 6:23.

planting is firmly rooted forever; they shall not be uprooted as long as the heavens shall last” (quoted 
from Wright, “Psalms of Solomon,” OTP 2:663).

79. The words kai. o` karpo.j auvtw/n meta. tw/n avgge,lwn menei/ (Harris) are added according 
to the Ethiopic text and have an explanatory function; see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 19. The 
Slavic translations do not have them either; see Wolff, Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 
223 (on N, T2 und S) and 235 (on T1).

80. Riaud interprets the “firmly rooted tree” as the Roman emperor (“Jérémie, martyr chré-
tien,” 235). This view is connected with his dating of the Christian ending to the time of the 
persecutions of 155 C.E. This does not, however, fit with the vision of the returning Christ’s tri-
umph. On the term “tree of life,” see Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 753.

81. On the wording of 4 Bar. 9:15, see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 19. Eth alters the 
judgment word to fit the positive direction of 9:14. Harris considers the judgment in 9:15 to be 
concerned with “the extreme section of the Jews,” so with those who do not follow the church’s 
“Eirenicon” to the synagogue (Rest of the Words of Baruch, 46).

82. See Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 164. On the motif, see Apocr. Ezek. frg. 2 (= 1 Clem. 
8:3): “If your sins reach from earth to heaven, and if they are redder than scarlet or blacker than 
sackcloth, and you turn back to me with a whole heart and say, ‘Father,’ I will heed you as a holy 
people” (quoted from J. R. Mueller and S. R. Robinson, “Apocryphon of Ezekiel [First Century 
B.C.—First Century A.D.]: A New Translation and Introduction,” OTP 1:494). Fresh water that 
becomes salty (4 Bar. 9:16) is rightly seen by Harris to be borrowed from 4 Ezra 5:9, which speaks 
of salty water found in fresh (Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 20; see also Stone, Ezra, 112–13).

83. Riaud thinks of Ps 72:10 (Les Paralipomènes du Prophète Jérémie, 201); this is unlikely, 
since 4 Bar. 9:17 says “bearing fruit by the word of the mouth of his Christ,” and this links well 
with Isa 42:4: “the coastlands wait for his teaching.” It was shown that the judgment of 9:15 refers 
to the Gentiles not the Jews as early as Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 45–46.

84. See Mark 3:14; par. Luke 6:13; Matt 10:2; also Mart. Ascen. Isa. 3:17; 4:3 (“Planting of 
the twelve apostles”); Pre. Pet. frg. 3b.
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THE STONING OF JEREMIAH

The Christian version of Jeremiah’s death differs significantly from the Jewish 
one in 9:7–9. For example, 9:19–21 narrates the reason for Jeremiah’s death, 
recounts the decision to kill him, and describes the manner of his execution. As 
previously noted, 9:20 clearly refers to the martyrdom of Isaiah as reported in 
Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah. The accusation made against Isaiah is of spe-
cific interest: “Moses said, ‘There is no man who can see the Lord and live.’ But 
Isaiah has said, ‘I have seen the Lord, and behold I am alive.’… And he [Balkira] 
brought many accusations against Isaiah and the prophets before Manasse” (3:9–
10; see further 3:9–12; 5:1–14).85 Likewise, the chief accusation in 4 Bar. 9:20 
is Jeremiah’s claim to have seen God,86 which is expanded by a Christian hand 
into a reference to the Son of God. This expansion could have been motivated 
by Mart. Ascen. Isa. 3:13–20, which also speaks of the “arrival of the beloved,” 
namely, Jesus Christ87 (3:13).88 The mention of the twelve apostles (4 Bar. 9:18) 
also has its parallel in Mart. Ascen. Isa. (3:17; 11:22).89 Finally, Mart. Ascen. Isa. 
4:13 explicitly says that Isaiah saw the crucified one (cf. 11:19–20). The link 
between seeing God or the Christ and the execution of the prophet is in both 
texts the idea of a Christian redactor. Thus, the author of 4 Baruch assumes that 
his readers know how Isaiah died,90 which from a tradition-critical perspective 
implies a Jewish-influenced Christian background.

85. Quoted from Michael A. Knibb, “Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah (Second Century 
B.C.–Fourth Century A.D.): A New Translation and Introduction,” OTP 2:160. Cf. Isa 6:5. On the 
problem of the production and writing of this document, see Knibb, “Martyrdom and Ascension of 
Isaiah,” 2:143, 147–49; Emil Schürer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ (175 
B.C.–A.D. 135): A New English Version (rev. and ed. Fergus Millar and Geza Vermes; 3 vols. in 4; 
Edinburgh: Clark, 1973), 3.1:335–41; Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 165–66 n. 663.

86. See b. Yeb 49b; Hans-Werner Surkau, Martyrien in jüdischer und frühchristlicher Zeit 
(FRLANT NS 36; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1938), 32; André Caquot, “Bref Com-
mentaire du ‘Martyre d’Isaie,’” Sem 23 (1979): 83.

87. A reference to 4 Bar. 3:8 is unlikely; see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 166 n. 668.
88. Mart. Ascen. Isa. 3:13–20 is part of the Christian redaction; see Eissfeldt, Introduction, 

610; R. G. Hall, “The Ascension of Iesajah: Community, Situation, Date and Place in Early Chris-
tianity,” JBL 109 (1990): 290–92; Knibb, “Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah,” 2:147.

89. See Caquot, “Bref Commentaire,” 84–85; Knibb, “Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah,” 
2:149.

90. According to Mart. Ascen. Isa. 5:1–16 (see 11:41), Isaiah is sawed in two; see Liv. Pro. 
1:1; b. Yeb 49b; y. Sanh. 10:28c; b. Sanh. 103b; Pesiq. Rab. 14; Heb 11:37; Cav. Tr. 40:4; see H. A. 
Fischel, “Martyr and Prophet: A Study in Jewish Literature,” JQR NS 37 (1946/47): 276–77; Hans 
Joachim Schoeps, “Die jüdischen Prophetenmorde,” in Aus frühchristlicher Zeit (ed. Hans Joachim 
Schoeps; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1950), 128–29. Josephus, Ant. 10.38, seems not yet to know 
these legends. On the tradition in general, see Eli Yassif, “Traces of Folk Traditions of the Second 
Temple Period in Rabbinic Literature,” JJS 39 (1988): 216–20.
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It is further apparent that the author not only adopted the reason for the 
killing of Jeremiah from Mart. Ascen. Isa. 3:9 but also knew a tradition about 
the manner of Jeremiah’s death, namely, by stoning. Such a tradition no doubt 
lies behind similar accounts such as Liv. Pro. 2:1 or Heb 11:37.91 Concerning 
the location of Jeremiah’s death, Liv. Pro. 2 offers the older tradition, suggest-
ing Egypt as the place of his death. The author of 4 Baruch, on the other hand, 
locates the events in Jerusalem for obvious narrative reasons.

Whereas 9:20–21 develops known traditions surrounding the deaths of 
Jeremiah and Isaiah, 9:22–32 is more legendary in style. The people’s anger is 
first expressed against a stone that takes on Jeremiah’s form,92 giving Jeremiah 
a chance to tell Baruch and Abimelech his secrets (see Mart. Ascen. Isa. 5:7).93  
When the stone explains to the “foolish” people that the true Jeremiah still stands 
among them, they rush to finish their deadly work.94 In contrast to 4 Bar. 1:1–
9:9, the Christian conclusion portrays the Jews quite negatively.95 The association 
with Matt 23:37 is presumably intentional: “Jerusalem, Jerusalem, the city that 
kills the prophets and stones those who are sent to it! How often have I desired 
to gather your children together as a hen gathers her brood under her wings, and 
you were not willing” (NRSV). An originally Jewish accusation concerning the 
killing of prophets is here underlined from a Christian perspective.96

91. See Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 23–24; Delling, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 15; Wolff, 
Jeremia im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 60, 95; Knibb, “Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah,” 
2:149; David S. Russell, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha: Patriarchs and Prophets in Early Judaism 
(London: SCM, 1987), 116; and Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 167 n. 673.

92. On the protective miracle motif, see Adolf Schlatter, Der Märtyrer in den Anfängen 
der Kirche (Gütersloh: Bertelsmann, 1915), 35–37: “Dem kirchlichen Märtyrerbericht war das 
Schutzwunder von Anfang an eigen [From the beginning, the ecclesiastical martyr account was 
characterized by the motif of the protecting miracle]” (36).

93. Ina Willi-Plein, “Das Geheimnis der Apokalyptik,” VT 27 (1977): 78–80.
94. Harris, Rest of the Words of Baruch, 20, rightly sees in the motif of the speaking stone  

4 Baruch’s dependence on 4 Ezra 5:5 (see also 4:33): “Blood shall drip from wood, and the stone 
shall utter his voice; the people shall be troubled” (quoted from Metzger, “Fourth Book of Ezra,” 
OTP 1:532). Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:214, refers to Hab 2:11 (see also Luke 19:40). Schaller, 
“Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 756, further names Sib. Or. 3:804. See further Liv. Pro. 10:8–11.

95. Riaud sees in the conclusion open anti-Judaism (“Jérémie, martyr chrétien,” 235); see 
Schoeps, “Die jüdischen Prophetenmorde,” 143: “die Krone des ‘Schriftbeweises’ contra Judaeos 
[the crown of the scriptural proofs against the Jews].” On that, see Herzer, Paralipomena Jeremiae, 
168–69 n. 683.

96. According to Odil Hans Steck, Neh 9:26 is the oldest reference for the Deuteronomis-
tic tradition of the violent end of the prophets (Israel und das gewaltsame Geschick der Propheten: 
Untersuchungen zur Überlieferung des deuteronomistischen Geschichtsbildes im Alten Testament, 
Spätjudentum und Urchristentum [WMANT 23; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchner Verlag, 1967], 
77–79). The tradition of Jeremiah’s stoning developed presumably from Jer 43:8–10. See Richard
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The inscription on Jeremiah’s grave refers, surprisingly, not to Jeremiah and 
his deeds but to the stone itself and its miraculous function: “This is the stone, 
the ally of Jeremiah.” In view of this clear etiological concern, Bogaert suspects 
that our author has adopted the etiological legend from 1 Sam 7:12 and inscrip-
tions found in Palestine.97 However, these references speak of God as the helper, 
not the stone, as in 4 Baruch.98 The origins of the etiology are thus not clear, 
though it refers to a monument that gives readers reason to think once again 
about the story of Jeremiah and the people.

Bernheimer, “Vitae Prophetarum,” JAOS 55 (1935): 202; Steck, Israel, 249 n. 7; and Wolff, Jeremia 
im Frühjudentum und Urchristentum, 89.

97. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch, 1:199–200; see Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 756.
98. See Schaller, “Paralipomena Jeremiou,” 756. See also the inscription from Caesarea (B. 

Lifshitz, “Inscriptions de Césarée en Palestine,” RB 72 [1965]: 99): Ei-j qeo.j bohqw.n Mari,nw|, cf. 
also1 Sam 7:12 (LXX): kai. evka,lesen to. o;noma auvtou/ Abenezer li,qoj tou/ bohqou/ kai. ei=pen e[wj 
evntau/ta evboh,qhsen h`mi/n Ku,rioj.
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7:2 77 n. 18
8:1 xix n. 14, 73 n. 2
8:1–5 xvii, 74 n. 3
10:1–5 xvii, xviii, 70
10:2 71 n. 60
10:3 70
10:5–19 xviii
10:6–77:26 xviii
10:18 xvii, xx, 74, 75 
11:4 78 n. 27.29
11:4–5 xvii
11:4–6 77
13:2 147 n. 35
13:3 xvii, 102
13:4 147 n. 35
21:1 xvii, 69 n. 54, 78 n. 29, 79
21:19 65
21:21 65
21:21–23 xxiii, 65, 66
21:23 65
21:24 78 n. 27
25:1 xvii
28:2 152 n. 73
30:2 97 n. 77
33:2 xvii, 71 n. 60
35:2 xvii, 56, 56 n. 11, 57 n. 13
44:3–45:2 xvii
46:7 102
48:30 102
50:1–4 104 
50:2 104
50:3 105
50:4 104 n. 24
51:1 104 n. 24
51:1–4 105
63:3–9 48 n. 15
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2 Baruch (cont.)
67:2 77 n. 18
76:2 xvii, 102
77 xvii, 106
77–79 xviii
77:10 xvii, 50 n. 22
77:11–19 111
77:11–87:1 xviii
77:12 106
77:12–14 120
77:12–19 xvii
77:13 106
77:15–18 120
77:18 82 n. 6, 112 n. 70
77:19 106 n. 37, 120
77:20–26 xvii, xx, 106 n. 37, 120
77:21a 121
77:23 121
77:24 121, 122 n. 14
77:25 121
77:26 122
78–86 xxvii
78:1 106 n. 37
78:1–86:1 120
78:5 102, 113 n. 73
79:2 113 n. 73
80:1–6 113 n. 73
80:2 xvii, 61 n. 12
80:3 xvii, 77 n. 18
82:2–83:8 113 n. 73
84:1 102
84:2 113 n. 73
84:5 113 n. 73
84:6–85:4 113 n. 73
85:1–2 xvii
85:3 150
85:9–11 113 n. 73
85:11 98 n. 78
87:1 xvii, 106 n. 37, 120

3 Baruch (Greek Apocalypse) xv n. 3,  
67 n. 38
1:3 147 n. 35

4 Baruch (Paraleipomena Jeremiou)
1 45, 50 n. 23, 53, 76
1–4 xvii
1:1  xvii, xviii, xlii, 44, 45, 46, 47,  

53, 61 n. 11
1:1b 50
1:1–3 50, 51
1:1–9:9 xxxv, 156
1:2 xvii, 47, 55 n. 8
1:3 xvii, 44
1:4 46, 49, 51
1:4–6 xviii
1:5 xvii, 44, 49, 147
1:5–6 47
1:6 xx, 50 n. 21
1:6–7 49
1:7 xvii, 45, 46, 49, 50, 53, 55 n. 8, 76
1:7–9 50
1:7–11 xviii
1:8 50
1:8–9 50
1:9 50, 50 n. 23
1:10 45, 47, 50, 57
1:12 71
2 xvii, xviii, 45, 50, 50 n. 23, 53, 59
2–4 92
2:1 53, 76 n. 14
2:1–10 xviii
2:1a 57 n. 15
2:1a.c 57 n. 15
2:1b 53
2:2 46, 53, 76, 126
2:2–9 55
2:3 xvii, 47, 53, 55, 74, 76
2:4 xvii, 53, 55, 57, 126
2:5 56 
2:6 44, 55, 126
2:6–7 57 
2:7 49
2:8 55, 57, 126
2:9 60
2:10 53, 60
3  xxvii, xxxiv, 45, 59, 60, 62 n. 19, 

63, 73, 81, 144
3:1 74 n. 3, 87



3:1–8 xvii, xxiii
3:1–4:5 xviii
3:1–8:14 60
3:2 71
3:3 60 
3:4 49
3:4–5 46
3:5 49 60
3:6 49, 59, 61
3:7 59, 141
3:7–8 142
3:8  xxii, xxiii, 55, 57, 57 n. 16, 59,  

61, 62, 63, 63 n. 23, 65, 65 nn. 29 
and 31, 66, 71 n. 61, 76, 76 n. 15, 
99, 116, 116 nn. 91 and 94, 125 n. 
29, 128, 128 n. 48, 142, 147, 155 
n. 87

3:9  xxviii, 47, 59, 65 n. 29, 66, 66 n. 
34, 67 n. 36, 120

3:9–10 59, 66, 81, 126
3:9–13 64
3:10 xxvi, 60, 67, 68, 69, 83, 87
3:10–11 59
3:11 xviii, 59, 66, 70, 93, 98 n. 80, 

122, 122 n. 16
3:11–12 xvii
3:12 70, 71
3:13 51, 71
3:14 xvii, 57 n. 16, 59, 64, 71
3:15 xxvi, 59, 60, 68, 68 n. 41, 69,  

71, 73, 82, 87, 90, 119, 130
3:15–16 81, 89
4 xviii, xxxiv, 73, 81, 144
4:1 44, 59, 73, 73 n. 1, 74 n. 3
4:1–2 xvii
4:1a 74 n. 3
4:2 74
4:3 74, 75, 141
4:3–4 xvii, xx, 74, 142
4:4 75, 76, 87
4:4a 121 n. 8
4:5 xvii, xviii, 76, 81
4:6  xvii, 45, 46, 55, 63, 74, 76,  

77 n. 19
4:6–7 46

4:6–11 xviii, 105
4:7 xvii, 76 
4:7c 77 n. 20
4:8 76, 77, 106
4:9 xvii, 76, 77 
4:9–10 xxxiv
4:10 78
4:11 xvii, xxiii, 69 n. 54, 79, 101
5  xvii, xxv nn. 64 and 65, xxviii, 

45, 59, 59 n. 2, 67 n. 38, 81, 83 n. 
15, 84 n. 20, 85, 85 n. 24, 87–90, 
97, 101, 104, 149

5:1  xxvi, xxx, 82, 84 n. 17, 87, 90,  
94 n. 60, 95, 126

5:1–6:7 81
5:1–6:8 xxv, 87, 141
5:2 84, 89
5:3 xxxiii
5:4 84, 89
5:4–6 90
5:5 91
5:6 82, 99 n. 81
5:7 87, 91 
5:7–16 89
5:8 84, 91 
5:9 69, 87
5:9–16 91
5:10 84, 89, 91
5:12 xxxiii, xxxiv, 87, 91
5:14 84
5:16 84
5:17 89, 92 
5:17–18 92
5:17–34 87
5:18 47, 65 n. 29, 74, 92, 92 n. 55, 

110, 143
5:19–22 92 
5:21 xvii, 43, 71, 71 n. 60, 93 n. 57, 

122, 122 n. 16
5:22 98 n. 80
5:23 93 
5:24 93
5:25 xxvi, 55, 68, 72, 126
5:25–26 93
5:26 89
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4 Baruch (cont.)
5:27 93
5:28–31 93
5:28–34 89
5:30 xxx, 82, 84, 87, 94, 95, 126
5:31 93
5:32 91, 94, 95, 97, 97 n. 73, 98, 99, 

104, 125 n. 29, 126
5:33 93, 94, 95
5:34 xxxiv, 51, 87, 87 n. 29, 91, 94, 

95, 97, 98, 99 n. 81, 104, 107, 107 
n. 42, 133, 141, 145, 152

5:38 78
6 xxviii, 114, 117, 118, 119, 131, 

148 n. 54
6–7 xvii
6–9 63
6:1 101
6:1–7 101
6:2 79
6:2–7 101
6:3  72, 102–4, 105, 105 n. 26, 110, 

111, 114
6:3–6 145 n. 27
6:3–7 119, 125 n. 29
6:4 105, 120, 121
6:5 xxx, 82, 105, 126
6:6 105, 135, 141, 142
6:7 xvii, 82, 103, 104
6:8 106, 110, 120
6:8–10 106
6:8–12 120
6:8–23 xvii
6:8–7:32 xviii
6:9 106, 107, 108, 109, 145, 152
6:10 106, 110 
6:11 101, 110
6:12 106, 110, 120, 122
6:12–14 111
6:13 106, 111
6:13–14 111, 112, 113, 115, 129
6:13–15 120
6:13–22 xxxiv
6:13–23 112
6:14 44, 106, 111, 113 n. 74, 131

6:15–16 112
6:16 120
6:17 102, 114
6:17–20 114
6:17–23 111, 112, 113, 120
6:18 114
6:19–20 111
6:20 115
6:20–21 125
6:21 46, 115
6:21–22 93 n. 57, 111
6:21–23 114
6:22 107, 111, 113 n. 74, 115, 126, 

133
6:22–23 116, 132 n. 7
6:23 111, 116, 116 nn. 91 and 94, 

118, 131, 133 n. 10, 154
7 xxviii, 119, 122 n. 14, 124, 131
7:1 119, 120 
7:1–2 119
7:1–12 xvii, 120
7:2  75 n. 13, 105, 110, 111 n. 60,  

120, 121 n. 8
7:2–12 123
7:3 49, 121
7:4 123
7:8 xvii, 81, 111, 119
7:8–12 xx
7:9 121, 130
7:10 121
7:11 49, 121, 122
7:12 122, 122 nn. 14 and 17, 123
7:12–20 125 n. 29
7:13 119, 123
7:13–22 123
7:14 43, 74, 123 n. 19, 124
7:15 46, 49, 81, 120
7:15–16 124
7:15–18 119
7:17 111, 123, 125
7:18 106, 123, 125
7:20 126
7:21 126
7:22 98 n. 80, 107, 126
7:23 44, 48, 55



7:23–24 120
7:23–26 29, 119, 126 n. 36
7:23–29 123, 126
7:23c 126
7:24 xxx, 55 n. 9, 56, 82, 126, 127
7:24–26 127
7:25 43, 128, 129, 130 n. 62
7:25–26 114, 128, 129
7:26 128, 129, 130
7:28 48, 78, 81, 97 n. 72, 119, 120, 

126, 129
7:29 120, 129
7:30 xvii
7:30–32 130
7:32 xvii, 71, 74, 81, 93 n. 57, 

98 n. 80, 107, 111, 113 n. 74, 119, 
123, 129, 130, 130 n. 66, 131

8 xvii, xxviii, 31 n. 10, 112, 131, 131 
n. 1, 132, 133 n. 10, 135, 136, 137, 
138

8:1 131
8:1–2 xxxiv
8:2 131
8:2–3 113 n. 74
8:2a 131
8:2b 131
8:3 93 n. 57, 107, 132
8:3–5 118 n. 108
8:4 107, 133
8:4–5 131, 132
8:4b 132 n. 8, 133
8:5 xxxvii, 44, 81
8:5–9 112
8:5b–7 112
8:6 133
8:6–8 132 n. 5
8:7 44, 134, 135
8:8 132, 134
8:9  xxviii, xxxv, 73, 113 n. 74, 133, 

138, 142, 142 n. 7, 146
8:12 142
9 xvii, xxix, xxxiv, 62, 90, 95, 145 n. 

23, 153
9:1 129, 141
9:1–2 xxxiv, 142

9:1–7 142
9:2 92, 141
9:3  102, 103, 144, 145, 145 n. 27,  

146
9:3–5 xxxiv
9:3–6 149
9:3–7 102
9:4 47, 146 n. 32
9:4–5 145
9:5 xxv, 73, 101, 141, 146 n. 30
9:6 96 n. 67, 146, 147, 148
9:6b 147
9:7 64, 141, 148
9:7–9 102, 142, 155
9:7–32 81
9:8 55, 126, 149
9:9 141, 142, 149, 150
9:10 102, 142, 142 n. 4, 148, 150
9:10–18 151
9:10–32 xxix, xxxv, 47 n. 6, 150–51
9:11 142, 150, 151
9:11–32 90 n. 39
9:12 150
9:13 150, 151, 152
9:13–18 142
9:14 151, 152, 153, 154, 154 n. 81
9:14–18 150, 152
9:15 153, 154, 154 n. 81.83
9:15–16 153
9:16 154 n. 82
9:17 154, 154 n. 81
9:18 151, 152, 153, 154, 155
9:19 150
9:19–21 155
9:19–32 142
9:20 151, 155
9:20–21 150, 156
9:21–32 151
9:22–23 151
9:22–32 156
9:24–27 150
9:28 150
9:30–31 150
9:32 151
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Cave of Treasures
40:4 155 n. 90
50:24ff. 150

1 Enoch (Ethiopic Apocalypse) 109
1:8 145 n. 26
5:8 145 n. 26
21:6 152 n. 73
22 97 n. 77
22:1–3 97 n. 76
24:3–25:6 144 n. 21
24:8 153 n. 77
25:4–5 153 n. 77
25:6 144 n. 18
26:1 153
39:12 144 n. 18
51:1 105 n. 27
69:14 109
69:26 109
90:5 152 n. 73
90:28–36 99 n. 81
93:1–10 152 n. 73
91:11–17 152 n. 73

4 Ezra
4:25 108 n. 46
4:33 156 n. 94
4:35–37 97 n. 77
5:5 156 n. 94
5:9 154 n. 82
6:20 63 n. 25, 116 n. 93
6:58 127, 127 n. 42
7:32 97 n. 77
7:80 97 n. 77
7:5 97 n. 77
7:26 99 n. 81
7:28 152 n. 73
7:32 104 n. 21
7:54 62 n. 17
7:101 97 n. 77
8:52 99 n. 81, 153 n. 77
9:38–10:54 99 n. 81
10:22 108 n. 46
13:36 99 n. 81
13:40–41 50 n. 22

14:31 46

Joseph and Aseneth
7:5 131 n. 4
8:5 131 n. 4
8:7 131 n. 4
8:9–10 99 n. 81
8:10 97 n. 76
12 64
15:7 97 n. 76, 99 n. 81, 142 n. 8
17:6 99 n. 81
22:13 97 n. 76, 99 n. 81

Jubilees
20:4 131 n. 4
22:20 131 n. 4
25:1–10 131 n. 4
30 134 n. 17
30:1–3 131 n. 4
30:5 134 n. 17
30:7 134 n. 17
49 134 n. 17
49:16–21 134 n. 17

Liber antiquitatum biblicarum (Pseudo-
Philo)

9:5 132 n. 4
18:13–14 132 n. 4
19:10–13 149 n. 56
21:1 132 n. 4
31:1 77 n. 18
43:5 132 n. 4

Life of Adam and Eve
9:5 132 n. 4
18:1314 132 n. 4
19:3 105 n. 32
19:10–13 149 n. 56
20:4 105 n. 32
21:1 132 n. 4
29:4–5 146 n. 31
31:4 148
37 103
37:5 103, 145 n. 29
37:6 103



37:31–32 103
42:8 148
43:5 132 n. 4

Lives of the Prophets
1 155 n. 90
2 xxix, 156
2:1 156
2:3 47 n. 9
2:9–11 xxiii, 61 n. 13
2:11 xxii
4:13 63 n. 25
10:8–11 156 n. 94

Odes of Solomon
3:10 77 n. 18
12:1 49 n. 18
12:3 107 n. 42
14:12–13 49 n. 18
29:7 117 n. 104
39:7 117 n. 104

Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah xxix, 
xxx, 153, 155
3:9 156
3:9–10 155
3:9–12 155
3:13 155
3:13–20 155, 155 n. 88
3:17 154 n. 84, 155
4:3 154 n. 84
4:13 155
4:14 152 n. 73
5:1–14 155
5:1–16 155 n. 90
5:7 154, 156
10–11 153
11:1–21 153
11:19–20 155
11:22 155
11:41 155 n. 88

Prayer of Manasseh
1:1 49 n. 18
6 148 n. 52

Psalms of Solomon
4:18 145 n. 27
4:25 101 n. 6
6:1 105 n. 26
6:6 101 n. 6
8:1 60, 73
10:3 101 n. 6
13:9 127 n. 45
14:1 101 n. 6
14:3 145 n. 23
14:3–4 153 n. 78
18:4 127, 127 n. 42

Sibylline Oracles
3:804 156 n. 94
4:178–180 104 n. 21

Testament of Abraham
2:7 98 n. 78
A 3:3 144 n. 18
A 8:3 49 n. 18, 147 n. 35
A 15:12 49 n. 18, 147 n. 35
A 16:2 147 n. 35
B 7 145 n. 27
B 7:6 145 n. 26

Testament of Asher
5:3 145 n. 26

Testament of Dan
5:12 99 n. 81

Testament of Gad
6:6 142 n. 8

Testament of Job
28:3 54 n. 4
43:7 102 n. 8
45:3 131 n. 4
53:7a 151 n. 64

Testament of Judah
13:2 77 n. 18
14:6 131 n. 4
25:4 151 n. 67
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Testament of Levi
5:3–4 134 n. 17
6:8–10 134 n. 17
7:2 134 n. 17, 135
8:15 63 n. 25
9:10 131 n. 4
14:4 145 n. 26
14:6 131 n. 4
18:11 153 n. 77
19:1 145 n. 26

Testament of Reuben
1:9 142 n. 8
3:1 84 n. 18
4:4 142 n. 8

Testament of Simeon
2:13 142 n. 8

Testament of Zebulun
9:8–9 145 n. 26

1QHa 4:5 145 n. 26
1QS 2:3 145 n. 26
1QS 4:2 145 n. 26
1QS 4:21 118 n. 107
1QS 11:7–8 101 n. 6
1QSIsab 1:5 101 n. 6
3Q15 61 n. 12

4Q266 (Da)VIII:18c–20 126 n. 39
4Q385a frg.18:I, a–b xxvii n. 73
4Q385a frg. 18:II xxvii n. 73
4Q385b 61 n. 13
4Q389 xxvii n. 73
4QapocrJer xxvii n. 73, 70 n. 58

DEAD SEA SCROLLS AND RELATED TEXTS

Josephus, Against Apion
1.187 83
2.167 108 n. 49, 147 n. 43

Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews
1.222 127, 127 n. 42
4.319 148
4:320–31 149 n. 56
7.243 69
8.191 132 n. 4
8.312 136 n. 24.25
9.278–79 136 n. 26, 137 n. 31
9.288 137 n. 31
9.289–90 136 n. 27
10.80 74
10.136 50
10:145–46 61 n. 13
10.184 82 n. 7
11.2 82 n. 7
11.84 134 n. 17
11.114–16 134 n. 17
11.187 102 n. 8

11.321–328 137
12:278 77 n. 20
14:22ff 84 n. 20
14.54–63 xix n. 14
18.340–42 132 n. 4
19.326–27 68
20.20 127 n. 42
20.166 50 n. 22
20.233 82 n. 7

Josephus, Jewish War
5.47–97 69
5.142–83 68
5:152 68 n. 47
5.172–83 68
5.389 82 n. 7
110.110 50 n. 22
6.299–301 73 n. 2
6.439 152 n. 71
7.202 128 n. 52
7.328 50 n. 22
7.332 46, 50 n. 22

HELLENISTIC JEWISH AUTHORS



Philo, Allegorical Interpretation
3.219 148

Philo, De fuga et inventione
141 148 n. 47
165 148 n. 52

Philo, De mutatione nominum
15 148 n. 47

Philo, De sacrificiis Abelis et Caini
57 147 n. 43
60 147 n. 43
66 147 n. 43

Philo, De vita Mosis
1.74–75 108–9
2.114 108
2.171 148 n. 51

Philo, On the Special Laws
3.29 132 n. 4

Philo, Quis rerum divinarum heres sit
249 84 n. 18
257 84 n. 18

Philo, Quod deterius potori insidari soleat
124 147 n. 43
158 147 n. 43

Mishnah
Baba Batra

2:9 124 n. 28

Kuttim
2:28 xxviii n. 77, 139 n. 38

Qiddušin
4:3 xxviii n. 77, 139 n. 40

Sanhedrin
10:1C–G 108 n. 48

Tamid
7:2 108 n. 48

Yoma
5:1 143 n. 13

Tosefta
Nega’im

6:2 124 n. 28

Sotah
138 108 n. 48

Babylonian Talmud
Berakot

9b 109 n. 50
28b 48 n. 16

Hagigah
14b 103 n. 18

Qiddušin
71 108 n. 48

Roš Haššanah
32b 147 n. 41

Sanhedrin
90b xxviii n. 70
103b 155 n. 90

Sukkah
55b 143 n. 14

Ta‘anit
23a xxvi, xxviii, 82 n. 7, 84– 

88, 89 n. 37
29a 74 n. 6

RABBINIC LITERATURE
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Yebamot
49b 155 n. 86.90

Yoma
39b 108 n. 48
53b 143 n. 14

Jerusalem Talmud
Berakot

2:5c 127 n. 40
7:1 xxviii n. 77, 138 n. 38

Gittin
1:4 xxviii n. 77, 138 n. 38

Qiddušin
4:3 139 n. 40

Roš Haššanah
1:3 143 n. 11
1:15 143 n. 11

Sanhedrin
10:28c 155 n. 90

Šeqalim
7:2 74 n. 6

Ta‘anit  87, 88
3 xxviii, 84 n. 20
3:9  xxvi, xxviii, 82 n. 7, 84–88, 91 

n. 50
3:10 87 n. 28
4:5 xxxiii n. 96, 69 n. 49

Yoma
3:7 108 n. 48
5:2 143 n. 13
6:2 108 n. 48
8:7 143 n. 13
8:9 143 n. 13

Other Rabbinic Works
’Abot de Rabbi Nathan

B 31 xxxii

Derek Eretz Rabbah 103
1:18 103

Exodus Rabbah
2:6 48 n. 16
3:6 109 n. 50

Genesis Rabbah
54:4 66 n. 35

Lamentations Rabbah
1:5 48 n. 16

Leviticus Rabbah
19:6 74 n. 6
20:3–4 143 n. 13
35:8 75 n. 12

Merkabah Rabba 117

Midrash Berakot
3:5 91 n. 49

Midrash Haseroth we Yeteroth 143

Midrash Psalms
17 143 n. 11
34 66 n. 35
102 143 n. 11
126:1 82 n. 7, 84, 84 nn. 21–22, 86

Pesiqta Rabbati xxiii–xxv
14 155 n. 90
21:5 101 n. 2
21:9 101 n. 2
21:11 101 n. 2
26 xxiii
26:16 74 n. 6, 77 n. 18
26:18 70 n. 58

Pesiqta de Rab Kahana
26 143 n. 13

Pirke Rabbi Eliezer
4 146 n. 32



Second Alphabet of Ben Sira
28b 103

Seder Olam Rabbah
26 150
26:1 70 n. 58

Sipra
16:12–13 144 n. 22

Sipre Numbers
39 108 n. 48

Sipre Zuta
15–16 108 n. 48
39 108 n. 48

Tanḣuma
B§4 143 n. 13

Apostolic Fathers
1 Clement

5:2 48 n. 16
8:3 154 n. 82

Shepherd of Hermas, Similitude
9:16.3–7 115 n. 87
9:17.4 115 n. 87
8:2.3–4 115 n. 87
8:6.3 115 n. 87
93:4 117 n. 104

Shepherd of Hermas, Vision
5:5 111 n. 59

Patristic Authors
Clement of Aleandria, Eclogae pro-
pheticae

21 148 n. 47
25:3 147 n. 46

Clement of Alexandria, Excerpts from 
Theodotus

45:1 147 n. 46

Clement of Alexandria, Stromata
2:5.4 147 n. 46
2:51.5 147 n. 46
5:82.3 147 n. 46
6:58.1 147 n. 46
6:165.5 147 n. 46

Eusebius of Caesarea, Against Hierocles
5.1.6.17 48 n. 16
9.39.5 61 n. 13

Eusebius of Caesarea, Preparation for 
the Gospel

8.9.13 130 n. 66
9.22.6 131 n. 4

Hippolytus, Refutation of All Heresies
5.7.41 117 n. 104
10.11.6 117 n. 104

Irenaeus of Lyon, Against Heresies
1.21.3 109

Jerome, Commentariorum in Isaiam 
libri XVIII

9.30.6 150

Jerome, Commentariorum in Jeremiam 
libri VI

6:1064–1065 on Jer 31(38):15    112 
n. 70

Justin Martyr, 1 Apology
14:1–2 147 n. 46
14:2 147 n. 44
25:2 147 nn. 44 and 46
49:5 147 n. 46
53:2 147 n. 46

CHRISTIAN AUTHORS AND TEXTS
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Justin Martyr, 2 Apology
6:1 147 n. 46
12:4 147 n. 46
13:4 147 n. 46

Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho
5:1 147 nn. 44 and 46
5:4–6 147 n. 46
114:3 147 n. 46
126:2 147 n. 46
127:1 147 n. 46

Christian-Gnostic Works
Apocryphon of John

53:11–17 (NHC II 23:27–31) 125 
n. 29

61:1–5 (NHC III 30:17–20) 125 n. 
29

Ginza 109, 117
I 5:15–16 125 n. 29
I 6:3–5 125 n. 29
II 3 125 n. 29
II 58:23–28 125 n. 29
19:24–25 117 n. 99
39:23 116, 116 n. 97
48:20 117 n. 99
51:1–3 117 n. 99
58:3 117 n. 99
98:8–10 109
184–186 117 n. 99
190–193* 117 n. 99

283–284 117 n. 99
310:15 117 n. 99
326:3 117 n. 99
360:35 117 n. 99

Gospel of Truth 96 n. 70
36:35–39 97 n. 76

New Testament and Later Christian 
Apocrypha

Apocalypse of Paul
14 145 n. 29
22 145 n. 29
27 145 n. 29
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