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fuily beloﬁged to both domains, and both the priests and San-
hedrin had a bhand 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_thgir testinony before a

bet din shel kohanig&9 The priests, upon being satisfied with

the reliability of the witnesses, would preseant their findings

to the Bet Din ha-Gadol for final approval. Normally the zc-

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

case of Tobias a confrontation between the two arose.

T™vo

A mishnah in Middot describes the following process for

the ascertaining of priestly genezlogies snd the accepbance of

priests into Temple services

In the Lishkat ha-Gazit the Grest Sanhedrin of Lem,
rael used to sit and judge applicants for the priest
hood. A priest in vhom was found 2 disqualifwcatJon

“used o put on black wildergarments snd wrap himgelf
in black and clear away. One in vhom no disqualifi-
cation was found used to put on white undergarments
and wrap himself in white and go in and ministexr
2long with his brother priests.lO

9. Possibly in the courtyard, Bet Jaszek (ibid,, 2.5). How=
ever, this mishnah may be refer*lno to a different period
vhen the Sanhedrin controlled the en+¢vo process fronm
beginning to end. :

10. M., Middot 5.4. D e
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On the basig of thig one source mogt scholars, both
- aneient and modern, have assumed that the Sanhedrin was in

12 have sven sug-

charge of the genealogies of priests. Some
gested that the Sanbedrin's chief task and that which occupled
most of its time was the exemination of these genealogles.
Otherslz believe that the Sanhedrin "appointed from amongst
them a bet din to ascertéin.the genealogies of priests and le-
vites." But whether the Sanhedrin did i% themselves or appointed
a cormlttee, on the basis of Mishnah Middot the genersl con-
gensus is that a priest could not serve until, to use Schitrer's
words, "his fitness had been duly establiched to the sstisfac-
tion of the Sanhedrino"13
It is most Suranﬂe that scholars haVe ingisted on fol-
loving Mishnah HMiddot's ascribing hegenony ovexr the prieste’
genealogy to the Sanhedrin, when all other evidence contradlcts
theiconcept. Yould the priests yield jurisdiction over their
Vﬁedigreé“ %o.the'Sanhedrin? Was this not their most personal
domain? it igs extremely difficult to concelve of the priests

turning over control of the determination of Temple officiants

4o the Senhedrin. g ' . )

11l. Maimonides, ¥ad he-~Chazaka, "Hilkket Bitat hawHikdash“,
6.2

12. T. H. Weiss, Dor Dor V'dorshev, Wilno, 1904, Vol 1, 184,

1%. E. Schivrer, History of the Jewish People, {ranslated from
the German, Socond Bdition, acond “JVlSlon, Edinburgh,
1891,

iSalen
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There are;‘moreover, many indications that the priests
“Ihemselves maintained dominion over thelr genealogies. ?he
books of Ezra14 and _Nehemial5 speak of priests searching in
"gheir records of genealogy", indicating that they kept their

own. recordss. Josephusls tells of priests compiling records of

their genealogy and passing judgement over-ihe legitimacy of
captive womén to the priesthood; the priesﬁs,'not the Sanhedrin,
vere the judges. The meticulous care of the priests in guard-

ing the purity of their stock_ié stressed in many placeslT

and
the misknah even describes the futility of attempting to permit
" certain women to the priesthood, since "the priests heed you

to0 make Ffar but not to draw'near."la Apparently, the priests

14, Bzra 2:62.

15, Neh. T:64. The indication from the book of Ezra and Ne-
hemigh is %hat the Jews kept oral records of their gene=~_. . ...
alogles and that only the priests kept written records.

' See esp. Ezra 2:59,62; Neh. T:61,64.

16. Cont. Ap. 1.7,30-36. Cf. ¥ita 1.1,6.

In fact the mishnah uses the term
wlith an ascertained pure genealogy. '

M. Bik. l.4; Ket 2.9.
kohen for any person
M. Ket. 1.8;9,

7.

18, M. Edyot 8.3.




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 rriests, the lone contradictory testimony of
Mishnah Middot cannot be accepfed at face value. Irrespective
of the role in priestly genealogies that we wish to attribute
to the Sanhedrin, the active pafticipafion of the prissts must
be recognlzed

| Mishnah Middot is but one of four parallelMSOtrces dis—
cussing the examination of claimants %o the priesthood. ILe%
us, therefore, juxtapose the four texts in columns and see o
vhether a textual analysis can clarify the respectlvc roleg of

the priests and Sanhedrin in this brocess.,

M. Middotl 5.4 Tos. San. Sifri Num. T. B. Xid,
T.1 _ 18.7 76h
TIINRD O°H Dipa
+«+N*T30 nowh ...n%1T20 nowy n339n0 noa

inh*n pw nwa Lowe Low

‘WI%w cnviva vS5910

_'3311_n;pd}_ppw1:1_7vnw1v n=p11: 7=nw1= 1’1
C 2007 DR OMAINS UINY nR 1:113 LR hERErbe) vun*%n
MY oIns axa ~ 1*1Y% sonvep

An analysis of the texts qulckly reveals the multiplln.“
city of variants., The Hishnah and Sifri speak only of pr iUSuly
gencalogLes, vhile the Tosefta and Talmud introduce 1ev1tes N
into the discussion. The Mishnak and Tosefta speak of the Lish~

Xat ha--Gazit as the loecation of the examining/court,lg the

s e e e

19. Both alse explicitly identify ‘the examining court ag fhe -
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Sifri identifies the site as behind the Bet hawParochet 20 and
the Talmud is silent on locale. Similarly the functions deg-
cribed are not clear. The Mishnah pictures the court as judg-

ing, the Togefta and Sifri see it as exsmining and the Talmud

siwply sees it 28 a place where priests and levites with asce

taired pedigree gat. After all is seid snd done, if we remove
P g S8kt

1

the significant variants and attempt to reconsiruet the origl-
3 p &

@

neal texi 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-

pal. To the contrary, the presence of so meny varienis suggest

that the four are not of one original source bub thas originally
there were two or more versiong of the material.

ses this latter

}Ju

Rabbi Elijah the Gaon of Wilnowet util

approach in proposing a solution to gulde us out of this mage.

ers-

S&ﬁheorJn or Bet Din ha-Gadol, tﬂoupn A. VWelss calls ths
mention of tho Sanhedrin in Lhe mishnsh a gloss; (A.
Ue:as "li-Shs'elat Tiv ha-Bet Din shel shiviim |
' v e"qad Sefer ha-Yobel li-Hebod Levi Ginszberg, Helwrsw |
part, Hew York; 1945, ?J4IL.) Though the words may be a S
gloss, the reference to the Lighket ha-Cazit makes it ap- |
parent that the Sanhedwin is the body indicated. Zeitlin |
does not agree. See S. Zeitlin, The Rige and Fall of the ]
Judesn L.l;ate, Philadelphia; JPSA, Yol. 1, 19564, 206. ]

20. Rabbi Ejljdh off Wilnow ©p._ cit ammends it te read Bet he- o
Kapporel. ‘

21. Notes on T. B, Kid 76b: 130 71pTTIa0 23R 7037 ow atan F
IR ORNYD KOS WP D B0 w'o3 T19) DYan thins ‘
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The Gaon suvggest that the-accepﬁance of candidates to the

. priesthood was a two-step process. The priests compiled and
kept their own geneslogy records, they conducied hearings on
every specific candidate to the priesthcod to ascertain his
gtock 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 iwo sources. The Mishnah and
Tosefta are orsunit snd the Sifri and Telmud & sccond. The
twe sources are separate and uncelated. The Sifri and Telmud
discuss phase one, the priests' exemination of claimante to

the priesthood in the Bet ha-Parcchet, and the Mishnah and

Tosefta describe phase two, the finzl sanction of the candi-

dates by the Sanhedrin in the Lighkat he-Gazit. Over the ages

the scribes confused the two sourcew with one another wntil we
have reached the tangled textual state of affairs that exists
today.. |

) _Médernmsqholépspip hag totally igncred the suggestion
of the Gaon. The one exception is Saul Liebermen who arrivéd
at ¥his conclusion independent of the Gaon. In his Hellenism

in Jewish Palestine,22 Lieberman presents a very similar analysis

o ST

22, 8. Tdeberman, Hellenism in Jewigh Palestine, New York,
1950, 172.




vging only three of the four texmts., The Talmudic reference isg
onitted by Lieberman; perhaps because it fails 1o describe any
acs of.ﬁﬁdging or exesmining., At any rate, because he ocmitted
the Talmudic reference he failed to see Rabbi Elijah's theory,
the theory being presénted in the Caon's notes on fhe Talmod.,

Hugo Mantel,zBalso unavare of the Gaon's comments on
Tractate Xiddushin, cites Rabbi Elijah's commentary on Middot
end demonstrates how Lieberman superceeded his analysis., Buj
this is absolutely false. Not only did the Gaon precede lie-
bermwan in the discovery but he carried it a step further, in-
cluding a fourth text in the analysis.

Rabbi Elijah's theory is supported by wvhat has until
now bgen en inexplicable midrash., The midrasgh says as follows:
"'Your eyes are doves behind your veilt,24 There was = Sanhed~

rin Gedola seated behind the Temple which was the Jevel of

the Temple."25 The midrash canncot possibly be referring to the

Great Sanhedrin vhich was located in the Lighlat na=Gazit on

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

s
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author erred in its location; the misrmah explicitly identifies

ARt

23. Mantel, OR» cit.; 84, note 189,

24.°Song of Songs, 4:1,

25 Shir hs-Shirim Rabba, ibid.




its lpcation.gs What court then is being describved here? Ac-

_cording to the Gaon there is no problem. The special bet dinm -~ - |

shel kohanim which met in session behind the Bet ha-Parcchet

examining the genealogy of c;aimants to the priesthood, is the
court referwzed to.

The acceptance of priests intd'serviée in the Temple
is a seccﬁd example of an area where the priests presgided
over the ‘judicial proceedings but ultimate approval of their

actions resided in the hands of the Sanhedrin.

Frequent reference has been made %o the mishnah which

reporis that "a bet din shel kohanim collected for a virgin
four hundred 2zuz, and‘the sages did not prohibit it to themg"2
Precisely what is meant by "the saged did not prohibit it to
them" is rnot clear. ‘Assuming thaf the sages would have issued
& prohibition, could they have halted the practice? If they
‘ could, then we have evidence that although the priests main-
téine& juriédiction over their civil affairs,za the consent of

the Sanhedrin was required.

26, M. Middot 5.3-4.
27. M. Ket. 1.5. | L
28, Con. Ap. 2.187,194.

202
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The fixing of the calendar, the acceptance of candidates
for the priesthood intc temple service and the conducting of
the priests! civil affairs represent joint sdminisirative ef-
forts of the Sanhedrin and priests. The priests acted in the
preliminary'judicial stages but the vltimatesanction of the

Sanhedrin wag demanded to validate their decisgiong,

Fl

euls -..m.-..:_w!.l‘

i
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Conclusion

This thesis has been an attempt to,preseht a compogsite
picture of the internal priestly administration of the Second
Temple in Jerusaiem in its menifold aspects. After briefly |
surveying the status andAestablishing-the centrality of the
Temple in Second Commonwealth soclety, the paper turned to an
in-depth examination of the Temple's officers, the dlrectﬁon of
its ritual and the involvement of the non-priestly Sanhedrin in
ity edministrative complex.

Not all problems were solved. Duwe to a dearth of sour—
ces, many aspects of Temple bureaucracy vere left as open ques- .

tions (e.g. the origin of the bet din shel kohanim and estab-

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

inability to reconstruct the adminstrative structure was Lrankly

admitted and the various possible avenues of solution indicated.

Nevertheless, a good deal of original contributions

wefm arrived at. The followiﬁg is a list of the significant ... _ |

conclusions and contr;butions of this thesxs.

1) High priest succession during the Per51an—early ‘

Greek and Hasmonean eras followed the o;bllcal laws of inherit-

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

2) In the Herodian;Rdmanlpériod; though succession by - - -

inheritance was abrogated, the special position of the high
priest's brother was preserved as he often served as the backe

up to the high priest.
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3) The system of succession may be uvsed ag a yardstick
to determine the relative powers of a high priest at any par-
ticvlar time. VWhen succession functioned by an automatic process
of inheritqnce, the power and independence of a high priest vere
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 wag answerable to thése
gents and suffered a depletion of independence (late Greek and
Herodian-Roman periods).

4) Beginning by the late CGreek era (ca. 175 B.C.E.)
the interest of the high priests shifted from the ritual to the
political arena and control over the dally worship was gradually
transferred to the hands of subordinate officers and other
priestly institutions. |

5) To prevent the establishment of a polifically dan-
gerous dynastic high priesthood, Herod and his followers banned
the dirvect succession of a fother by his son to the high priest-

- hood.

6) The bnal_kohanim sedolim is the rabbinic anﬂlogae

of grchiesreis and was composed sgolely of former high priests

(including kohanim gsheavazr). + was an aristocratic group

which oceasionally involved itself in genersal ggigkhig matters

during the flﬂaL years of tnp Tenple. - T R &

7) The segan ha-k cohanim was the private ritual as-

sistant of the high priest.

8) The strategos of the Temple 3s not to be identified
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with the gesgan. He had absolutely no relation to ritual budv
vas a security officer in the Temple.

9) The kohen ha-mishneh and nagid bet ha-Flokim of the

lzte first and early Second Temple eras, may be recognized as
precursors of the ggggg and stratesgos 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 din shel kohonii.

21) Althovugh a bet din shel kohanim was charged with

ultimate responsibility for the proper performence of Temple
ritval, a number of officers, memunim, zcted as actuval directors
of ritusl. The memuninm provided the strand of continuity in

the face of the constanitly changing mishmarol, and originated

during the Hasmonean period.

12) The memunim listed in Mishnah Shekalim sre standerd .

names for the officers occupying thege positions in every gon-

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

limited duties indicated by the migknah,

13) The hagan was a menial aide in Temple procedural

activities., The JTgh Far ha-Bayit and Baal ha-Pul were low-

ranking police officials.

14) A delicaté détente was reached bétweeﬁ the priests }
and Sanhedrin ia their duel to win jurisdiction over the Temple. |
Though the priests maintained actual control., the Ssnhedrin in-
volved itgelf in Temple affairs in a vakiely of ways:

2) Zixeinim vere dispatched by the Sanhedrin to oversea




ritusls (usually involving Sadducee~Pharisee differences) such
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‘as the Day of Atonement and red heifer ceremonials,

b) The Sanhedrin instituted a number of ceremonies
involving their participation and deemed the practices pre-~
requisites for the performance of various Temple cerémonials,
é.g. they questioned a suspected adultress woman prior o her
examination by the prieszts. | |

¢) The priests conducted certain judicial processges
but the formal approval of the Sanhedrin was required to vali-

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




Appendix I

Sourceg for the Bet Din shel Eohanim Svggested by Scholars

Prior to this Thegigl

-

T. Bource

1. M. Ket.
1.5

Tannaitic

2. Tos. San.
4.7,421.

Tanazitic

%5« T« B. Erub,
%2a; Pes. 900

Tannaitic

4. M. Chalet
17.5

Tannaitic

5. M. Eet,
13,12

‘snnaitic

Text

1'% 0?50 YW (W noa
ks "7 avina® 1°a1a
D%2 92 K%Y 7T
L0227

JIn an 1Y oanaion
TNIN 7YY ARNY, .. 10wY
ERLESCA R L B N
TManY Gy Yo oTtaon
IR PRI YRYYY Y
L73%00Y

ApIn BRI “avyae Taon
YIND YW 7% N2 7R
192w Ty Dwn 1vi2y
LNI2VP3IT NIYD

RIR2 DITAR 10w nwyD
OYavo *a2% DYy niivian

AROD 0N 1A Q2RI
®%1  L.DIBKAn ov noon
DYED oTann onY 1wn
JIIRZIY

a3 navany viw v n
BY2TT® nEnaibh o ynwR
TIDA Yawd IWIE 13N
~H)  Lu%rinz yawn wmYI
bEana *33 YRy IpYv

Funciion

Authority in priestly

ivil matters.

Uncertain, Pog-
sibly textuazl auh-

horities.

Administreative
guthorifty over Tem-

ple affairs.

In corregpondence

with distant Jews.

Halakhic authority.
Perhaps related %o
civil (marital) au-

thority in Ho. 1
ahove.




8.

-9,

‘M. R. H.

1.7

Tennaitic

Tos. San.
T.1,425

Tannaitié

M. Yona

1.5

Tannaitic

M. Men.
10,3

Tannaitic

Text

yawn Y21 othida
D L..%027 onna

To¥1 DR havny v

731 INWR NR D195 AR
L1TMIPD DY TAIR ONDIR

D 303 *3a 1Ry vpvma
ARD Yaw? 195R8Y 029173
LPIBYY RYEIA

~321P2 Twyn Y0¥ ‘7 aR
wINn DR OINW 83100 70
132Y R0 ,0%%wIn32
1Py L9amIenn ivay
112 DRI OINIR L2IadN
®IW2Y .72y nx oThoo

nRY 1nag Y%ap "2 a3y

<122 DR 1Yoy yvay

R 1pPIIIY 7rawic own
*DIN® NRY HM23IND C0YRY
12 RIPIV (D L.nvYy
-DoY 0°7InY walv “ioa
L2 %1 moinw qoy

. warh %00 13 x¥»n1 xhwh

{(o»212% nuynpi1) w2aaY
LO%ATD0 1OR Oy whud)

17 D2 CApT 1Mo
MYy gaan rapty
L0J%waAR N 3 nryyy

mehw ?710wIYy 100 80D
B'IC 2TYn BIRIYY 1Ma
NIDIA2 MR Jre
nINY Y0 ypapy ainnn
STIxpY 12

Function

Some type of review
board for witnesses

of the new moon.

Rights tc review
and approve tho

genealogy of claim-

ants to the priest- -

hood.

Supervision of the
Day of Atonement

service.
Supervision over
the cutting of

the omer.




Sow

10.

1l.

12,

13.

4.

roe

M. Mid
1.2

Tannaitic

M. San.
9.6

Tannaitic

Tog. Kelim

1.6,569

Tennaitic

M. San.

7.2

Tonnzitic

T, B. Ab.
Zar. 36b

Amoraic

Text

Yy aTnan N0 onYan N WO
1Y IDR...I0NW2Y IBTD 2?3
.09y vibw hran i @R

-pn2 1VIIN (W ORIOW 23

9392?17 9n onen Yy
.1N10D hX

138 IRV YDV 9D
73R*aH D2IAIT IR
nan ®RPR OT"2% 1Mk
IRIR JIRII D 1IIAD
7°¥7XDn1 TPV YN

S7¥ITYAL ANAD DR

2a3p% Pra jAPRT 0N
AnDIDI AR YRR T
gYw nata' oYIRg 732

e ..07237) DY YOINT
1999 19120 %Y AR
"M AR (yya PATA AR
)by feyn On 3T YAd
o .%180 Yya NI

72 TYTER P27 ORX
naR 772 had nwyn pYTR

"Yan FIDYPNY NNITY

.H1899% na1nIart

bp_wMa 0T T IR
LRIW?
D*3313 nMIayn Yy Ran
7 LR"AWI DIYD 2777

IMTA ORIIDEI

211

Fanetion

Diécipliﬁarian of
participants in the

Tenple service.

Same

Same

Unique traditlons :

concerning the met-
hod of capitzl .

punishmenta
Precursor of the

Bet Din shel Xoha-

nim. General Hal-

A s mwe

akhic auvthoriity.

*T‘




Appendix 11

tSimon of the Family of Bénjamin“l

The Second Book of laccabees telle of a dispute between
the high priest Onizs and a Temple official, Simons
But 2 certain Simon of the famlly of Benjaming'
who had been appointed prostates of the Temple,

came into disagreement with the hi%h priest over
the regulation of the city markelb.

The phrase "family of Benjamin” has caused & great desal
of difficulty for scholars. TFor ostensibly we are here told
that Simon was not a priest but a member of the tribe of Ben-
jamin. Aside from the difficulily of eaccepting the fﬁct that a
commoney held so distinguished a Temple position, is the great-
‘er - almost insurmountable - problem of Simon's brothef; Menel.-
aus, becoming high priest, Could a commoner have serxrved as

high priest? Most scholars have therefore posited that 1% is

not the tribe Benjamin,but the priestly watch (mishmar) of

i _
Binyamin or Minysmin that is meant here.”

1. See chapter 7, "Segen i Stratesos”.
2. IT Mac. 34,
%, Neh. 10:6, 12:5, 14,17; I Chron. 24:9; II Chron. 1:5.

m
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Finkelstein? has dismissed the scholars positing this n
theory as "apologetes”. He finds no dlfficulty in conceiving Bl
bf a commoﬁer being elevated to the position of prostates of | : lﬁ
the Temple or even high priest and accepts the Two Maccabees | 3w

ext at face value. |

Zeiﬁlin5 follows the general abproach of the first ﬁ
school with one modification. He suggests that it is not the ' J
priestly watch of Minyamin fhat Simon belonged to but that of T
Bilggm.ﬁ This contention he supports with the Ilatin irans-
lation (the Lyon manuscript 9th—10th century) which reads trnbu-

balgae. TPeherikover concurs with this theorye7

In the writer's opinion, Zeitlin 1s correct. For the »

original Greek rendering of thig expression is 738 Peviepeiv PrAGS. ‘ﬁ

Phulé is not necessarily indicative of a tribe. Zeitlin has hj“““7
| T

) :';!‘ --____

1D, -

' | H PeGie

4 . L. Flnkejsteln, The Pharisees, Philadelphia: JPSA, 1967, ... . .lusal

5. 8. Zeitlin; The Second Book of Maccabees, Few York, 1954, i
118, note 4. ' ‘

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

7. Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilization and the Jewg, Phila- -
delphia: JPSA, 1966, Appendix il. o




slready pointed out that the LXX often translates the word

family ( answa) by Ehulé.s But more important than this factor -

is the fact thet in Ptolemaic Egypt the priests of the Temp_le
were divided into a number of classes, each class being called
a p_l_}_lllwé.t'a This would be an exact parallel to the Hebreyw
mishmeret and 755 Pevirv (balaae) @wAds is properly trans-

lated as mighreret Bilzae.

8. Num. 27:11; 36:1.

9. H. Hirshfeld, "Priesthood", ERE, ed. J. Hastings, ¥, 1920,
297,




Appendix II1

e : - The High Priegts

Josephus reports (Ang. 20.10.5,250ff) that the office
of the high friesthood was held by twenty-eight priests bet-
ween the reign of Herod and the destrucﬁibn of the Tenple
(%7 B.C.E. - 70 C.B.). Twenty-seven of these may be readily
identified from his works. Below is a chart identifying1ﬁese_

twenty~seven bigh priests, the avthorltes indicated by Jogevhusg

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-
ficially appointed to the position. A more complete discussion
of the list and the problems assoclsbted with 1t appears in

Chapter %, "The High Priests”,

High Pricatd Appointed Source
' . by, .

Ananel . Herod © Ant. 15.2.4,22
Aristobulus " o 15.3.1,39-41
Jesus b. Phabes " , 15.9.%,322
Simon b. Bosthos " ' 15.9.%,3%22
Matthias D. Theolphios "o 17.4.2,78
| Joasar b, ‘Boethos n 17.6.4,164
Bleasar b. Boethos Archalaus o 17.1%.1,%%9

Jesug b. See ' " | 17.13;1,341

T

=
o




High Pries’

Ananos b. Seth
Ishmael Db. Phaﬁi
Eleasar b. Ananos
Simon b. Kamithos
Joseph Caiaphas
Jonathan b. Ananos

Theophilos b. Ananos

Simon Kantheras-b. Boet~

hos
Matthias b. Ananos
Elionaios b. Kantheros
Joseph b. Kemithos
Ananias b. Nedebalos

Tshmael b. Phabi

Joseph Kabl b. Simon

Ananos b. Ananos
Jesus b. Dammaios
Jesus b. Gamliei
Matthias b. Theophilos

Phannias b. Samuel

Appointed
.- A
Quirinusg
Gratus
n
"
"

Vitellius

L]

Agrippa 1

n
o
Herod of Chalkis
"
Agrippa II
"
-
n
i

iealots

L7}

oure

égng8.2‘l,26-
18.2.2,33%
18.2.2,34
18.2.2,%4
18.2.2,35
18.4.%,95
18.5.3,123
19.6.2,297

19.6.4,%13
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