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peccata penitus.”’ From Schoettgen and Rhenferd the passages
have been handed on from one generation of New Testament
scholars to another, until the “rabbinical doctrine of the second
Adam " has become an accepted article of learned tradition, — I was
going to say of Christian faith. No one seems to have thought of
inquiring when Newe Shalom was written or what manner of book
it might be®

3. The Image of Moloch.

The current descriptions of this idol come through Nicolaus a
Lyra (on Lev. 18" 2 Ki. 16® 23) and the older Protestant com-
mentators (Fagius on Lev. 18%, Drusius on Acts 7%, etc.!) from
the mediaeval Jewish commentaries (Rashi on Jer. 7, Kimchi on
2 Ki. 23"9). These in turn repeat a Midrash which is preserved
in two slightly different forms. The first is found in the Yalkut
on Jer. 7%, where it is quoted from the Midrash Yelamedenu.
‘The Aruch s.v. R*) (see also s.v. 'BPJP) gives the more exact refer-
ence, Yelamedenu, Par. Kodashim, end. The Yelamedenu seems to
be lost ; but in one of the manuscripts collated by S. Buber for his
edition of the Midrash Tanchuma the passage quoted in the Yalkut
is found in an addition to the Par. Ethchanan (see. 7anchuma, ed.
Buber, Debarim fol. 8; Kohut, Aruch Completum, sv. SPID).
Comparison of the text in the Yalkut, the Aruch (so far as it is
quoted there), and the Tanchuma manuscript shows numerous varia-
tions ; but none which materially affect the sense.

Unlike the other heathen gods, Moloch had his place of worship
outside the walls of Jerusalem. His idol stood in the innermost of
seven chambers or cells, separated by grated doors (]"BPJP, Low
Greek xdyxelot).! The worshipper who offered a bird was admitted
to the first or outer ‘cell; he who offered a goat,? to the second ; a

T Of course Schoettgen, like Edzard and Rhenferd, was under no illusion as
to the age and value of this parallel.

8 Fritzsche gives a reference to Bartolocci, but evidently gave no heed to what
he might have learned from Bartolocci.

1 See also Beyer, Addit. to Selden, De Dis Syris, c. vi. 1.

2In Echa rab. the word still has its original meaning, ‘gratings, grated
doors’; in Yelamedenu it is used of the room within these barriers; cf. the Eng.
¢ chancel.’

$ Tanchuma ®; in the Yalkut JX2, which cannot be right before the follow-
ing 0.
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preserved in the scholia to Plato’s Republic, i. 337 A, on the words
dvexdyxaoé 7e pdha Zapddviov (ed. Bekker, vol. ix., p. 68) : Kheirap-
x0s 8¢ ¢mor Tovs Polvikas, kai pdhora Kapymdoviovs, rov Kpdvov ripivw-
Tas, émwdv Twos peydhov KaraTvyely omevdwow, ebxeobu xal &vos ThV
nmaiduv, € reptydvovro Tdv Embupndéray, kabayiedy atrov 76 feg. Tob
& Kpdvov yahkot map’ avrois éot@dros, Tas xeipos Umrias éxTeraxoTos
vwép xpifdvov yahkod, Tobrov ékkalety 76 madlov. Ths 8& PAoyss Tob
éxxatopévoy wpos TO owpa épmmrodays, avvékxeobal Te Ta pély, xkai To
aropa geonpds paveolu Tols yeAdorL rapariyoivs, éws &v ovomacher
els 7ov xpifavov mapodiofy. In briefer form Suidas and Photius (s.v.
Zapddvios [or Zapddvios] yélws) have the same description in the name
of Kleitarchos. Kleitarchos, then, one of the popular biographers
of Alexander the Great, who wrote probably ca. 310300 B.C,, is the
oldest author to whom we can trace the' description of the image
of Kronos. The passage in Diodorus xx. 14 is very probably taken
by him from Duris of Samos in his history of Agathokles, written
ca. 280 B.C.; but a comparison of this passage with that from Klei-
tarchos makes it clear that the latter is the remoter source of the
description which Diodorus copied; the change of Kleitarchos'
xpifavov into a xdopa wAijpes wupds is made for the sake of bringing
in the quotation from Euripides which follows.

There is a passage in Plutarch, De Superstitione, c. 13, which in
another way presents a parallel to the Jewish description of the
worship of Moloch. The Carthaginians, he says, used to sacrifice
their own children, and those who had no offspring of their own
used to buy children from the poor and slaughter them, as if they
were lambs or birds. The mother stood by, unmoved, without a
groan; if she groaned or wept, she lost the price, but the child
was sacrificed none the less; kpérov 8 xareriumdaro mdvra mpd Tob
dydAparos dravdodvrwy kal rTupmavfovrov, &vexa Tov py yevéolar TV
Bénow 1dv Bprvev éédxovoror.

It is hardly conceivable that the description of the idol of Moloch
at Jerusalem, with his outstretched and upturned hands in which the

7 The reasons for supposing that Duris is Diodorus’ source here may be briefly
stated : In the history of Agathokles, Books xix., xx., Diodorus draws chiefly, if
not exclusively, on Timaeus and Duris; Timaeus is here excluded, because the
same paroemiographic tradition which has preserved the extract from Kleitarchos
adduces Timacus for an entirely different explanation of the Zapddros yéws.
On the other hand, the way in which the quotation from Euripides (/phig. 7aur.
625 f.) and the myth of Kronos devouring his children are brought in is altogether

in the manner of Duris, the extant fragments of whose works (F/HC. ii. 466 fi.)
show a notable fondness for such embellishments.
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The calf’s head in the younger version of the Midrash may perhaps
be due to a confused reminiscence of the Minotaur, which some
modern scholars have brought into connection with the myth of
Talos. The theory that the figure of the Minotaur was itself bor-
rowed from a Semitic ‘ Baal-Moloch’ is rightly rejected by Helbig
(in Roscher, i. 30101.).



