






fully belonged to both domains, and both the priests and San—

hedrin had a hand in the procedure. -

The fixing of the calendar is an illustration of the

phenomenon described above. Witnesses seeing the new moon

would come to Jerusalem and deliver their testimony before a

i≥~i~h~Lkohar.im.9 The priests, upon being satisfied with

the reliability of the witnesses, wou1d~ present their fin ings

to the Bet Din ha—Gadol for final approval. Normally the ac~

quiescence of the Sanhedrin was a mere formality, though in the

case of Tobjas a confrontation between the two arose.
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Two :1

A mishna.h in Ni~ot describe& the following process for

the ascertaining of priestly genealogies and the acceptance of

priests into Temple service: -

In the J1ishkat_ha—Gazit the Great Sanhedrin of iS-~ H.

rael userto sit and judge applicants for the priest—
hood. A priest in whom was found a d~squa1ification
used to put on black uiidergarments and wrap himself
in black and clear away0 One in whom no disqualifi
cation was found used to put on white undergarments
and wrap himself in white and go in and minister
along with his brother priests.10

9. Possibly in the courtyard, Jaazek (ibid.~ 2.5)~ How
ever, this rnishnah may be referring to a different ~eriod
when the Sanhôdrin controlled the entire process from
beginning to end

•______•_.10. M. Middot5.,4
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On the basis of this one source most scholars, both

ancient and modern, have assumed that the Sanhedrin was in

charge of the genealogies of priests. Some11 have even sug

gested that the Sanhedrin’s chief task and that which occupied

most of its time was the examination of these genealogies.

Other?2 believe that the Sanhedrin “appointed from amongst

them a ~j~n to ascertain the genealogies of priests and le—

vites.” But whether the Sanhedrin did it themselves or appointed

a committee, on the basis of Nisbnah Middot the general con

sensus is that a priest could not serve until, to use Sch{irer’s

words, “his fitness had been duly established to the satisfac

tion of the Sanhedrin.”13

It is most strange that scholars have insisted on to].—

lowing Mishnah I4iddot’ s ascribing hegemony over the priests’

genealogy to the Sanhedrin, when ‘all other evidence contradicts

the concept. Would the priests yield jurisdiction over their

pedigree to the Sanhedrin? Was this not their most personal ‘‘ -fl’.

domain? It is extremely difficult to, conceive of the priests~~~~

turning over control of the determination of Temple officiants

to the Sanhedrin. - ‘‘ , -

11. Maimonides, Tad ha-Chazaks,~ “Hilkkot Di’ at ha—Mikdash”,
6.2

12. I. H. Weiss, Dor Dor V’dorshov, Wilno, 1904, Vol 1, 184.

13. F. Schürer, Jj~~9fl s~~ ‘translated from
the German, Second Edition, Second Division, Edinburgh,
1891. , ‘ ‘~1
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There are, moreover, many indications that the priests

~maintained dominion over their genealogies. ~he

books of Ezr?4 and Nehemia15 speak of priests searching in

“thej~ records of genealogy”, indicating that they kept their

on records0.. Josephusl6 tells of priests compiling records of

their genealogy and passing judgement over: the legitimacy of

captive women to the priesthood; the priests, not the Sanhedrin,

vere the judges. The meticulous care of the priests in guArd—

ing the purity of their stock is stressed in many places?7 end

the mishnaia even describes the futility of attempting to permit

certain women to the priesthood, since “the priests heed you

to-make far but not to draw nea1~.~TTh Apparently, the priests

• 14. Ezra 2:62.

15. Neh. 7:64, The indication from the book of Ezra and Ne—
• hemiah is that the Jews kept oral records of their gene—

alogies and that only the priests kept written records.
.~ZSee esp. Ezra 2:59,62; Neh. 7:61,64.

16. ~.A_. 1.7,30—36. Cf. Vi~ 1.1,6.

17. M. Bik. 1.4; ICet 2.9. In fact the mishnah uses the. term
k~Q~ for any person with an ascertained pure genealogy.
14. Ket. i.8~9.

18. 14. Edyot 8.3. - •

L • . • — .~ - •. •
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decided on the legitemacy of their own ranks, In view of these

many sources vesting control of the priestly genealogies in

the hands of the priests, the lone contradictory testimony of

Mishnaji Niddot cannot be accepted at face value. Irrespective

of the role in priestly genealogies that we wish to attribute

to the Sanhedrin, the active participation of the priests must

be recognized.

Mishnah Middot is but one of four parallel sources dis—

cussing the examination of claimants to the priesthood. Let

us, therefore, juxtapose the four texts in columns and see - -

whether a textual analysis can clarify the respective roles of

the priests and Sanhedrjn in this process.

M. Middot 5.4 Tos. San. Sifri Nun. P. B. Kid.
7.1 18,7 76b

‘~iT1KD fl’fl Dip~
...fl’flfl n:i!212 . .fl’flfl fl)Q7’2 flZil!B1 II’2

flfl’ri OW On

tw,t~,iui •n’rru ‘-~-rn~o -

~3~~fl2W~’ j’91121 7’~i’ -- - - D’fli~ ?‘~Wi’~’n - -

flairnn flK Lm~~ ‘oin’ mc lzirij ‘oin’ -~u’n ‘on’’~

fl’iS’oin’ mci flfl’2 ‘Ofl’’lji

An analysis of the texts quickly reveals the multipli

city of variants, The Mis1-in~h and Sifri speak only of priestly

genealogies, while the Tosefta and Talmud introduce levites

into the discussion, The Mishnah and Tosefta speak of the lush—

Rat ha~~Garzjt as the location of the examining -court,’9 the

19, Both also explicitly identify~h &aminingcou~-~ aathe~



gloss, the reference to the Lishkat ha—Gazit makes it ap~
parent that the Sanhedrin is the body indicated~ Zeitlin.
does not agree. See S. Zeitlin, Ce 11 of the
Judean State, Philaoelphia; JPSA, Vol. 1, 19o4, 205.

20, Rabbi Elijah of Wilnow ~0cit. .ammends it to read Bet ha:
Kajxporet.

21. Notes on T. B, K~d 76b: ~n ~ ~ ov n”~”

19 9

Sifri identifies the site as behind the B lia—Parochet2° and

the Talmud is silent on locale. Similarly the fvnct~ons des

cribed are not clear. The Mishnah p±ctures the court as

ing, the Tosefta and Sifri see i-b as ~xam~nThg and the Talmud

simply sees it as a place where priests and levites with ascer~

taThed pedigree sat, After all is said and done, if we remove

the significant variants and attempt to reconstruct the origi—

nal text on the basis of the remains, nothing is left to work

with. The whole matter is confused by the existence of too

many variants-to permit a scholarly determination of the origi-~

naiG To the contrary, the presence of so many variants suggest

that the four are not of one original source but that originally

there were two or more versions of the materiaL

Rabbi Elijah the Gaon of Wilnow2’ utilizes this latter

approach in proposing a solution to guide us out of this maze.

Sanhedrin or Bet Din ha—Gaciol, though A0 Weiss calJ.,s the
mention of the Sauhedrin in the mishnëth a gloss. (A.
Weiss, tli—She’elat Tiv ha-~Bet Din shel shiv~im

v’eohad,Seferha-~Yobe11i=KebodLeyiojnzhex’g, Hebrew
past, New York, 1946, 214ff.) Though the words may he a

“T~~ ~<fl’’12 t~’fl’i jflp Thr ‘9E)t32 W”?fl tlDl n’t;i ‘~ifl~



The Gaon suggest that the acceptance of candidates to the

priesthood was a two~step process. The priests compiled and

kept their own genealogy records, they conducted hearings on

every specific candidate to the priesthood to ascertain his

stock and, finally, they presented their findings and recommend

ations to the Sanhedrin for official approval.

Turning to the texts temselves, the Gaon proposes that

our four texts are fundamentally two sources. The Nishnah and

Toséfta are ote unit and the Sifri and Talmud a second. The

two sources are separate and unrelated. The Sifri and Talmud

discuss phase one, the priests’ examination of claimants to

the priesthood in the Bet ha—Parochet, and the Mishnah and

Tosefta describe phase two, the final sanction of the candi~

dates by the Sanhedrin in the Li abha~Gazfl. Over the a(~es

the sctibes confused the two sou.rce~ with one another until we

have reached the tangled textual state of affairs that exists

today.

* Modem scholarship has totally ignored the suggestion

of the Gaon, The one exception is Saul Lieberman who arrived - H

at this conclusion independent of the Gaon. In his He1J~,eni~m

in Jewish Palestine922 Lieberman presents a very similar analysis

22. 3. lieberman, i{elienisin inJewish Palestine, New York,
1950, 172.
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using only three of the four teyjts. The Talmudic reference is

omitted by Isieberman, perhaps because it fails to describe any

act of judging or examining. At any rate, because he omitted

the Talmudic reference he failed to see Rabbi Elijah’s theory,

the theory being presented in the Gaon’s notes on the Talmud.

Hugo Mantel,23aiso unaware of the Gaon’s comments on

Tractate Kiddushin, cites Rabbi Elijah’s commentary on Middot

and demonstrates how Lieberman superceeded his analysis, But

this is absolutely false. Not only did the Gaon precede LieS

berrn~i in the discovery but he carried it a stop further~ in—

eluding a fourth text in the analysis.

Rabbi Elijah’s theory is supported by what has until

now been an inexplicable midrash. The midrash says as follows:

“‘Your eyes are doves behind your veil’.24 There was a ~an1ed-~

rinGedola seated behind the Temple which was the je~e1 of

the Temple. ,~25 The midrash cannot possibly be referring to the

Great Sanhedrjn which was located in the Ljshkat ha--Gaz±t on

the very opposite end of the Temple. Nor can we say that the

author erred in its location; the mish~ith CXP2ieit]yi~~nt~f~es

23. Mantel, 2fl~SIt.cS4, note 189

242L~&2C~9pz~$, 4:1.

25~ ~4rJ~rShirimRabba, ibid

201
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its location,26 What court then is being described here? Ac—

cording to the Gaon there is no problem. The special b~t_4in

sheikohanim which met in session behind the Bet ha-Parochet

examining the genealogy of claimants to the priesthood, is the H

court referred to.

The acceptance of priests into service in the Temple

is a second example of an area where the priests presided

over the judicial proceedings but ultImate a~pprovaJ. of their

actions resided in the hands of the Sanhedrin.

H

Frequent reference has been made to the mishnah which H

reports that ~a bet din shelj2~~m collected for a virgin

four hundred zuz, and the sages did not prohibit it to theni~”4” H

Precisely what is meant by “the sage~ did not prohibit it to

them” is not clear. Assuming that the sages would have issued

a prohibition, could they have halted the practice? If they

cooid. then ire have evidence that although the priests maIn

tained jurisdiction over their civil affairs,28 the consent of

the Sanhedrin was required, . . - .. . . .. .

26~ N. Middot 5.34. —

2(.M,Ket.l,5. .

28. Co~&. 2.187,194, . z. . ~ H.
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The fixing of the calendar, the acceptance of candidabes

for th.e priesthood into temple service and the conducting of

the priests’ civil affairs represent joint administrative ef~

forts of the Sanhedrin and priests. The priests acted in the

preliminary~ judicial stages but the ultimate sar.ction of the

Sanlaedrin was demanded to validate their decisions0

* j.D. ~
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~lusion -~

This thesis has been an attempt to. present a composite

________ picture of the internal priestly administration of the Second

Temple in Jerusalem in its manifold aspects. After briefly

surveying the status and establishing the centrality of the

Temple in Second Commonwealth society, the paper turned to an

in~depth examination of the Temple’s officers, the direction of

its ritual and the involvement of the non—priestly Sanhedrin in

its administrative complex. .

Not all problems were solved. Due to a dearth of sojs

ces, many aspects of Temple bureaucracy were left as open ques

tions (e.g. the origin of the bet din shQlJ~g~.ani~ and estab•

lishing how its members were appointed). In these oases our

inability to reconstruct the adrninstrative structure was frarficly

admitted and the various possible avenues of solution indicated.

Nevertheless, a good deal of original contributions --

were arrived at. The following is a list of the significant

conclusions and contributions of this thesis:

1) High priest succession during the Persian—early

Greek and Hasmonean eras followed the biblical laws of inherit

ance, i.e. son, brother, uncle. .

2) In the Herodian-Roman period, though succession by

inheritance was abrogated, the special position of the high

priest’s brother was preserved as he often serve~ as the back

up to the high priest. .
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3) The system of succession may be used as a yardstick

to determine the relative powers of a high priest at any par

ticular time. When succession functioned by an automatic process

of inheritance, the power and independence of a high priest were

relatively extensive (Persian—Early Greek and Hasmonean periods).

However, when the high priest was dependent upon some external

agent to appoint and sustain him, he was answerable to these

agents and suffered a depletion of independence (late Greek and

Herodian~Romafl periods).

4) Beginning by the late Greek era (ca. 175 B.00E.)

the interest of the high priests shifted from the ritual to the

political arena and control over the daily worship was graduai]~y

transferred to the hands of subordinate officers and other

priestly institutions.

5) To prevent the establis~flent of a politically dan—

gerous dynastic high priesthood, Herod and his followers banned

the direct succession of a father by his son td the high priest

hood,

6) The bnai kohaLi. e~211rn is the rabbinic analogue

of archierei~ and was composed solely Of former high priests

(including koh~jLn~hQ~X~t). It was an aristocratic group

which occasionally involved itself in general ~ matters

- ~~ing the final years of the Temple.

7) The ~~ph~-J~ was the private ritual as

sistant of the high priest.

8) The ~ of the Temple is not to be~~identifie~
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with the s~an. He had absolutely no relation to ritual but

was a security officer in the Temple,

9) The kohenba~rnishneh and nag bet .~~icJ!I~ of the

late first and early Second Temple eras, may be recognized as

precursors of the sagan and strat egos respectively.

10) There were a number of priestly institutions or

committees governing various aspects of the Temple and the

priests. Each was called a bet_~~ZLj~c~PflIa.

11) Although a bet din sheljg~q~ was charged with

ultimate responsibiJ.ity for the proper performance of Temple

ritual, a number of officers, memunia~ acted as actual directors

of ritual. The memunirn provided the strand of continuity in

the face of the constantly changing mis}~~y_Q~L, and originated

during the Hasmoneaj~ period.

12) The memunirn listed in Mishnah Shekali.m are. ~

names for the officers occupying these positions in ever~,’ gen-~

oration. They had far more tasks and broader authority than the

limited duties indicated by the mishnah.

13) The hazan was a menial aide in Temple procedural

activities. The Lt~ zi~flS~. and Baa were low~

ranking police officials.

14) A delicate d6tente was reached between the priests

and Sanhedrin in their duel to win jurisdiction over the Temp].e.

Though the priests maintained actual control, the Sanhedrin in—

volved itself in Temple affairs in a vatiety of ways~

a) Zikeinirn were dispatched by the Sanhedrin to oversee

II—
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rituals (usually involving Sadducee—Pharisee differences) such

as the Day of Atonement and red heifer ceremonials.

b) The Sanhedrin instituted a nvnber of ceremonies

involving their participation and deemed the practices pre

requisites for the performance of various Temple ceremonials,

e.g. they questioned a suspected adultress woman prior to her

exasnination by the priests. - -

c) The priests conducted certain judicial processes

but the formal approval of the Sanhedrin was required to vali

date their decisions, e.g. the declaring of a new moon,



Sources for the Bet Din she]. Kohanim Suggested by Scholars
______ ______ Prior to this Thesis’ _______

Source Text Function

1. M. Ket. i’n a’~nD Autlioxity in priestly
fl1~7~ ‘1 n5ina5 ~‘~n

1,5 civil matters,
.D’~Dfl

Tannaitic

2. Tos. San, iS Uncertain. Pos—
~ 7’n’aoi...iDvS

4.7,423. ____ sibly textual aut~
T”~a1 o’ ‘uS Sti r’:~i

Tannaitic 1’z~’v?~ ~ ~ norities.
.fl) HiD’?

3. T. B, Erub. ;iptTi )TZarr ti’3’?3t’ t~:fl A±ninistrat~v-e
~!2~2Jh1~i?.. 7

32a; Pea. 90b ~ ~ ~‘-nny authority over Tem~
.flflDlU2t’J !ilfl) -

Tannaitie pie affairs~

4. H, Chalet ~ fl11~ ‘~fl7 ~WY~ In correspondence
o’)rID ‘))5 U’fl fl1fl773?~

17.5 ,‘ni ~‘Snt with distant Jews~
~t5u .fliDIlifl D’’flDDi

Tannaitic D1~) D’7)Zri ti~i5 Wfl

• .

5. H, Ket. ~‘~1 fl)’1~S n~ Haiakhic authority0
nini~ ny:’un unwt~u

13.1—2 9102 373V3fl 1DUt Perhaps related to
-4U .nS’nnn ~2??fl ~5i

Tannaitic bt~iD’’2 ,,~ ,~,‘, civil (marital) au

thority in Not- 1
above.
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y~yfl •I-UZK1 D’511~
• .91031

lbyl D’fl nz’’T?~5 ~5nti
7U1 1flVfl~ fix onsn ifl~

.1’fl1Y~ flt~ 13K ,?z1K
O’aflz ‘aa i’Sy ipSna

run, ~2~’ 11?ZK1 0’5fl~

.5~o’i x’siri

6. N. R. H. Some type of

7. Tea. San.

7.1,425

Tannaj-b i e

IlK 7’pl131 7’3w1’ OtDl
‘Gin’ fiK1 TiJ1fiD ‘OH]’

ID NXZ~Z’3 UID .fl’i’2
—r)231 0’91fl’V uflh1’~
•i5 ~5ini o’~inw 9DY

Rights to review

and approve the

genealogy of clairn

pi r’~ ‘api irn,ori
ini5yni uj,aaa.n&_ü

.oa’tax n’~n’5y’7

Source Text Function

1.7

Tannaitic

—flfl~ Tit9y?a ‘01’ t~ ~rnK
!Oiflfl lix flK~2 K~19fl Ti’

1321 Kin ,0’5Qfl~’2

152p1 .llrl12’?fll ilDyl
133 nxi mix D’)flDfl

KDWD1 .112y lix l50~3
lixi mrnx i’nap ]“3 ‘flS

.13: lix iSGEil 1]3y

review

board for witnesses

of the new moon.

(u’a:S 9tyflzfl) o’nS
.b’)flDrl l’flK 03? 11?Zltn3i

8. M. Yoma

1.5

Tannaitic

aifte to the priest-~

hood.

9. N. Men.

10.3

Supervision of the

Day of Atonement

service. -

.1fl2_’L! ?7’~~lY l’fl 1S’Z
t3”l’ rly?3 D’xn’ i”:

fllZ’~~D 1111K y’wlyl
n’rj’tii ‘iD yp~p5 ~iino~

Supervision over

the cutting of

Tannaj tie the 2Wi~~
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Source Text Function

10. N. Mid ~y ~~rm n’n n’~~nj~~ Disciplinarian of
~‘, ,rn~. • ~ ~

1.2 ~ n’:ri -m ~ participants in the
—p~2 ,‘aZIfl ~ ~1flW ~‘Z

Tannaitic ~ ,~ ~ ~,, ,~ Temple service.
.lfllDD flt~

U, N. San. liD Same
a’2n:)n ~t1t~

9.6 ~5t< ,“i5

in’n~ 7’t~’fl~i ~iz~fl~
Tannaitic y’y~XD~1 nfl3?’2 ~

.7’~T’J.ri 1u1~) fl$

12. Tos, KeJ.im ~ y~nn i’v~ Same
‘flO2D~ t)~ y~S~ ~

1~6,569 ~z5w naT&~9 t3’2~Nfl 7~’?
...O’~11 U’]’ flfl~ •fl~

Tannaitic ~ ~
mm n~ ~ ~

t~5w ritvyn ruz ~‘~T’)~
- .‘nn ‘?y~ -- .D.

• -

13. N. San. T~ ,iv’~ ~ Uni~ue traditions
flflt~ 1~ fl2~ n’vy?~ ~1]X

7.2 ~n nm~’p~~ nnr~ concerning the met—
.nun~1 flh11~T

Tannaitic hod of capital

punishment.

14. T. B. Ab, 5~-i”~ ‘~z’i •.~ Precursor of the
1fln~~2’ 1-in ~~fl?~jDfl

Zar. 36b ~
•~~“tv~ U1V7Z ~‘‘fl -

Amoraic nirt. General Hal—

akhic authority.



Simoi~oft1~yQc~fli&i’

The Second Book of Maccabees tells of a dispute between

the high priest Onias and a Temple official, Simon:

But a certain Simon of the fatifly of Benjamin?
who had been appointed prost~.Q~g of the Temple,
came into disagreement with the hish priest over
the regulation of the city market.~

The phrase “family of Benjamin” has caused a great deal

of difficulty for scholars. For ostensibly we are here told

that Simon was not a priest but a member of the tribe of Ben~

jainin. Aside from the difficulty of accepting the fact that a

commoner held so distinguished a Temple position, is the great

er — almost insurmountable — probThm of Simon’s brother, Menel

aus, becoming high priest. Coua.d a commoner have served as

high priest? Most scholars have therefore posited that it is

not the tribe Benjamin,but the priestly watch ~~j) of

or Min~a~mL~ that is meant here.3

1. See chapter 7, “s~~ntrat~pQ5”.

2. II Mac. 3:4,

5.Keh. 10:6, 12:5, 14,17; I Chron. 24:9; II Chron. 1:5,



Finkeistein4 has dismissed the scbo1ax~ positing this

theory as ?!apo].ogete&~. He finds no difficulty in conceiving

of a commoner being elevated to the ~osition of ~pffitate~ of

the Temple or even high priest and accepts the Two Maccabees

text at face value.

Zeitlin5 follows the general approach of the first

school with one modification. He suggests that it is not the

priestly watch of 141n 4n that Simon belonged to but that of

Bilg~. 6 This contention he supports with the Latin trans~’

lation (the Lyon manuscript 9th—lOth century) which reads tribj~

baig~p. Tcherikover concurs with this theory07

In the writer’s opinion, Zeitlin is correct. For the

original Greek rendering of this expression is 4s 9cvt~p;V y~’A~s.

Thule’ is not necessarily indicative of a tribe, Zeitlin has

—
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4. Ii. Finkeistein, The Pharisees, Philadelphia: JPSA, 1967,
58Sf,

5. S. Zeitlin, The Second BooLpf Maccabees, New York, 1954,
118, note 4.

6. Neh. 12:5; Tos, Suka 4.28,200.

7. Tcherikover, Hellenistic_Civilization ax~ the Jews, Phila
delphia: JPSA, 1966, Appendix II.

—
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a pJfli&.9

raishmeret and r~7s I9c”~V’~’ V (~~ae) y~iA~s

lated as miEhneret_Bfl&ae.

8. Num. 27:11; 36:1

9. H. Hirshfeld, ‘Triesthood”, ERE, ed. J. Hastings, I, 1920,
297.
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already pointed out that the LXX often translates the word

family C nntw~) by But more important than this factor

is the fact that in Ptolemaic Egypt the priests of the Temple

were divided into a number of classes, each class being called

This would be an exact parallel to the Hebrew

is properly trazis—
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The Hig]~~~jpst 8

Josephus reports (AnS, 20.l0.5,250ff) that the office

of the high priesthood was held by twenty—eight priests bet

ween the reign of Herod and the destruction of the Temple

(37 B.C.E. — 70 C.E.). Twenty—seven of these may be readily

identified from his works. Below i.s a chart identifying tese

twenty—seven high priests, the authorites indicated ~~gep~jj~

as commissioning their appointment, and the source of this in~

formation. Although many other priests are referred to by the

title”high priest” only these are reported to have been of-S

ficially appointed to the position. A more complete discussIon

of the list and the problems associated with it appears in

Chapter 3, “The High Priests”.

Hig~iest

Ananel

Aristobulus

Jesus b. Phabes

Simon b, Boethos

Matthias b. Theolphios

Joasar b. Boethos

Eleasar b: Boethos

Jesus b. See

Herod

H

I’

I’

‘I

H

Archalaus

Appointed -

~Ast. 15.2.442

i5.3~J.,3941

15.9.3~322

15.9,3,322

17.4,2,78

17.6,4,164

17,13.1,339

17.13.1,341‘I
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Appointed Source

Quirinus

Gratus

‘I

Anan.os b. Seth

Ishmaci b. PhabI

Eleasar b~ Ananos

Simon b. Kamithos

Joseph Caiaphas

Jonathan b. Ananos

Theophilos b. Ananos

Simon Icantheras b. Boet—
hos

‘I

Ant.18.2.,]~,2E

18.2.2,33

18.2.2,34

18.2.2,34

18.2.2,35It

Vitel].ius

II

Agrippa I

18.5.3,123

19.6.2,297

‘I

‘I

19.6.4,313

19.8.1>342

Herod of Chalkis

‘I

20.1.3,16

Matthias b. Ananos

Elionaios b. Kantheros

Joseph b. Kamithos

Ananias b. Nedebaios

Ishmaci b, Phahi

Joseph Kabi b. Simon

Ananos b. - Ananos

Jesus b. Damnaios

Jesus h. Gamlie].

Matthi-aFJ b. TheophilOs

Pharinias b. Samuel

Agrippa II

‘I

20.5.2,103

20.8.8 179

I,

20.8.11,196

I,
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