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Study of the high priests in the Old Testament has focused on the lists that occur in the Hebrew Bible and 2 Esdras (See Columns A-F in the Table).  These six lists, while clearly related to one another, do not agree on the length of the genealogies or on specific names, and all scholars are agreed that there is a certain amount of artificiality in these lists and considerable ignorance on our part about why certain names were included and others excluded.  Particularly baffling is the omission in all of the lists of some prominent high priests listed in Kings or Chronicles.  Incidentally, John R. Bartlett and George W. Ramsey have made a strong case for the likelihood that the high priests during the monarchical period were probably not, in most cases, descendants of one another, let alone descendants of Zadok and Aaron.

Bartlett thought he had discovered several fragmentary sources that the Chronicler
 had before him.  The first contained the names Ahitub, Zadok, Shallum, Hilkiah, Azariah, and Seraiah (#17-22 in 
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the chart; these names appear in genealogies A, C, D, E, and F; that is, all but B).  He noted that Shallum/Meshullam (#19) does not appear among the leading priests of Jerusalem before the exile, but that the other five names are all attested in the Deuteronomistic History though not in the order given in the genealogy.  Bartlett noticed that this segment of the genealogy existed in two versions, one with and one without Meraioth.  The version with Meraioth was included by the Chronicler in the census lists of Nehemiah 11//1 Chronicles 9 (E and F), and the version without Meraioth in the longer priestly genealogies (A, C, and D).

The names from Aaron to Meraioth (#1-8) were in the first four lists (A, B, C, and D), and they formed for him a second source.  The names Azariah and Amariah (#15-16)
 constituted a third source and appear in 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15; Ezra 7; and 2 Esdras 1 (A, C, and D).  Bartlett concluded that these two names, Azariah and Amariah, had been inserted in three different places.
  These three sources--17-22; 1-8; 15-16-- in Bartlett’s view were combined in genealogy C (Ezr 7:1-5) and then the Chronicler added the “Zadokite group” (#9-14), composed of members of the priestly family of David’s day, in order to create 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15 (A).

The year after Bartlett’s article, Marshall D. Johnson published his dissertation on the biblical genealogies that included a brief discussion of the genealogies of the high priests.
  Johnson decided that Nehemiah 11 and 1 Chronicles 9 (E and F; 17-20 and either 21 or 22) formed the core of the genealogies in 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15 and Ezra 7 (A and C) and were prior to them.
  He also judged that Ezra 7 (C) was shorter and older than 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15 (A), and he found each of the six additional names in A (#9-14) “somewhat suspicious.”  He noted that Amariah, Ahitub, and Zadok (#9-11) repeated names from a later part of the list (#16-18), and that Ahimaaz (#12) according to 1 Kgs 4:2 was the brother rather than the father of Azariah (#13).  Both were sons of Zadok.  To my mind this latter tension lends credibility to these two names in the genealogy as a lectio difficilior.  Repetition of names in a genealogy is not in itself surprising.  Johnson also found it suspicious that the name of the last priest in this list of six,  Johanan (#14), is mentioned in Ezr 3:2.  He further concluded that the late 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15 (A) exhibits chronological speculation, dividing the priests into two groups of twelve, from Aaron to Ahimaaz, and from Azariah through the exile.  Unfortunately for his theory, there are only eleven names in the latter list.


In his commentary on 1 Chronicles Roddy L. Braun continued this tradition of interpretation.
  He affirmed Johnson’s understanding of the priority of the genealogies in Nehemiah 11 and 1 Chronicles 9 (E and F; 17-22), noting that Zadok appears in the center of these genealogies and, in harmony with 2 Sam 8:17, Zadok is “descended from” Ahitub.  Both points are of dubious value.  Why would Zadok be in the third position in a genealogy that did not link him to Aaron?  It seems to me that he should be in the first position.  In addition, according to 2 Sam 8:17, Zadok should be the son, and not the grandson of Ahitub, but both Nehemiah 11 and 1 Chronicles 9 insert Meraioth between Zadok (#18) and his ancestor Ahitub (#17).
  Ezra 7 (C), according to Braun, supplemented Nehemiah 11 and 1 Chronicles 9 (E and F) by adding Aaron-Phinehas (#1-3), on the basis of Exod 6:16-25, and six other names (#4, 5, 6, 7, 15, and 16), two of which, Uzzi (6) and Amariah (16), are the names of leading priests in the post-exilic period.  At the same time Meraioth (8) was moved higher in the genealogy from its original position after 17 in order to bring Zadok’s genealogy into total conformity with 2 Sam 8:17.  Finally, the genealogy of 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15 (A) was formed on the basis of Ezra 7 (C) by extending the genealogy back to Levi (5:27-28//6:1-2) and by adding names #9-14.  

Braun interpreted the names Amariah-Ahitub-Zadok (#9-11) as an accidental or intentional dittography of the same names later in the genealogy (#16-18), noted the references to Ahimaaz and Azariah (#12-13) in the Deuteronomistic History, and stated that Johanan (#14) was an exceedingly important name in post-exilic priestly families.  Braun shares the puzzlement of all previous scholars at the omission of Jehoiada from this list of high priests but does not discuss how the references to Amariah (2 Chr 19:11) and Azariah (2 Chr 26:17) are to be linked to the priests listed in the genealogy in 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15.  He proposes that this genealogy (A) is divided into two sets of 12 (see Johnson above) with the unnamed twelfth priest in the second half referring to a priest who would participate in the worship of the second temple.  He correctly observes, however, as have many scholars before him, that the parenthesis on Azariah (15) in 1 Chr 5:36//6:10 (“it was he who served as priest in the house that Solomon built in Jerusalem”) should be moved to the Azariah (#13) of 1 Chr 5:35//6:9.


Sara Japhet follows a similar path of interpretation in her recent magisterial commentary.
  In her relatively brief discussion of 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15, Japhet concludes that this genealogy is not what it purports to be: a full and authentic record of the high priests during the monarchic period.  In comparing 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15 and Ezra 7 (A and C), she notes that the first eight names (#1-8) and the last eight names (# 15-22) 
 in both genealogies agree with one another.  Four of the six names added to 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15 (A; #10-13) are known from the books of Samuel and Kings; she offers no explanation for the Chronicler's inclusion of Amariah (#9)—or, since she overlooked him at this point in her discussion, for Johanan (#14).
  She rejects the proposal of Frank Moore Cross
 that the shorter text in Ezra might result from editing or textual corruption, arguing that this omission of 9-14 involved “all the names connected explicitly with Zadok.”  She understands Ezra 7 as an initial attempt to produce an Aaronide genealogy without making a full adjustment to the history of the monarchical period as portrayed in the historical books; that attempt was adapted and elaborated in 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15, where the house of Zadok was integrated into the Aaronide line.  Despite the artificiality of most of the list, she concludes that the mention of Jehozadak as the final member of the genealogy comes from a dependable source.

A New Reconstruction

We begin our own reconstruction with 1 Chr 6:35-38//50-53 (B), which all of the above scholars agree is an excerpt from the long genealogy in 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15 (A), meant to attribute the following list of Levitical Cities (vv. 39-66//54-81) to the time of David (Ahimaaz is dated to the time of David by 2 Sam 15:27).
  If this conclusion is correct, and I think it is, then other shorter genealogies may be excerpts as well, and we believe this to be the case for Nehemiah 11 and 1 Chronicles 9 (genealogies E and F).


Both of these genealogies begin awkwardly, probably representing a corrupt text.  The MT may be translated as follows:

Neh 11:10 Jedaiah, the son of Joiarib, Jachin, 11 Seraiah, the son of Hilkiah, etc.

1 Chr 9:10 Jedaiah, and Jehoiarib, and Jachin 11 and Azariah, the son of Hilkiah, etc.

The relationship of the first three names to one another and to the high priestly list is not clear and has led to a wide variety of emendations, none of which is fully convincing.
  In any case, one or more post-exilic priests is being legitimized by relating him (them) to an excerpt from the main high priestly list.  This excerpt, I would argue, consisted of seven names: the six names of Ahitub—Seraiah (#17-22) and the name Meraioth,
 which has been inserted between Ahitub (#17) and Zadok (#18).  Nehemiah 11 lost Azariah (#21) and 1 Chronicles 9 lost Seraiah (#22), both by haplography.  The two names are very similar in Hebrew.  Linking a post-exilic priest (or priests) to a list of seven members of the high priestly line was apparently deemed sufficient to assure their priestly status.
  Surely no one would have thought that a sequence of seven names, with Zadok in the third position, was long enough to have covered the whole monarchical period (contra Johnson, Braun).


Turning to Ezra 7 (E), we note that it contains names #1-8 and #15-22.  Rather than proposing that Ezra 7 is a combination of three fragmentary sources--17-22, 1-8, 15-16--, as in Bartlett above,
 the easiest solution to the shorter character of this genealogy is that it was haplographic, with a scribe skipping from Azariah (#15) to Meraioth (#8), leaving out Johanan, Azariah, Ahimaaz, Zadok, Ahitub, and Amariah because of the same similarity between Azariah (#15) and the last name omitted, Amariah (#9).
  This genealogy starts with Ezra and moves backwards in time, and omission because of homoioteleuton seems to be the correct solution.


The same haplography is presupposed in the genealogy of Ezra in 2 Esdras 1:1-3, and in the two Greek translations of Ezra 7 (1 Esdras 8:1-2 and Esdras β).  What is remarkable about the genealogy in the very late 2 Esdras is the strange insertion of the names Eli-Phinehas-Ahijah between Amariah (#16) and Ahitub (#17).  This short genealogy is a defective, that is haplographic, genealogy of the line of Eli, the rival line to the Zadokites, which in its “correct” form would be Eli-Phinehas-Ahitub-Ahijah.  Perhaps this fragment was inserted here, without adequate caution, because Ahitub of the high priestly line appears in the next position (#17).  Or it was a marginal correction meant to read Eli-Phinehas-Ahitub-Ahijah that was not correctly entered in the next copy of the manuscript.


We have argued, therefore, that the genealogies in 1 Chr 6:35-38//50-53 (B), Ezr 7:1-5 (C), 2 Esd 1:1-3 (D), Neh 11:10-11 (E), and 1 Chr 9:10-11 (F) presuppose the longer and more original genealogy in 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15 (A).  Genealogies B, E, and F are excerpts from that genealogy; genealogies C and D are copies of that genealogy that have been damaged by haplography.


On this basis, we would like to make a constructive proposal about genealogy A, that must, by the nature of things, remain speculative.  If the Ezra texts C and D are haplographic, is it not plausible that 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15 (A) is haplographic as well?  Note that the omitted names in our second column--Amariah, Jehoiada, and Azariah--are high priests attested in the historical books of the Hebrew Bible, and that Jehoiada is arguably the most outstanding high priest in the monarchical period.  Would he have been omitted from the high priestly genealogy?  The book of Chronicles has him live to 130 (the same as Jacob!) and affords him a burial site among the kings (2 Chr 24:15-16), an honor denied to his contemporary king Joash (2 Chr 24:25).  These three high priests --Amariah, Jehoiada, and Azariah--fit chronologically after Azariah #13, who was high priest during the reign of Solomon, and before Azariah #15, who was high priest under Hezekiah (2 Chr 31:10, 13).  And the sequence of names Amariah-Jehoiada-Azariah could easily be lost by homoioteleuton after Azariah #13.
  The case with Uriah is not so clear.  The name does not clearly resemble either Johanan (#14) or Azariah (#15) and the genealogists may have been loathe to include him in any case since he built an alien altar from plans Ahaz had sent back from Damascus (2 Kgs 16:10-16) and the temple doors were shut up by Ahaz during his administration (2 Chr 28:24).  Therefore, I doubt whether he appeared in an earlier form of genealogy A.  It also cannot be determined whether Zechariah was in a longer form of this genealogy, after Jehoiada, just as it is not completely clear that he actually served as high priest (2 Chr 24:20-22).  If he were high priest, of course, it would be a case of biological descent in the high priestly line.


At the end of this study there is much that we do not know about how the genealogy of the pre-exilic high priests was constructed,
 but we have suggested that the longest genealogy, now attested in 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15 (A), antedates the other shorter, genealogies, and that it is plausible to consider that it might once have been even longer before being damaged by haplography.  This textual conjecture explains why Jehoiada is not included in the present form of the genealogy in 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15 (A) and it provides chronologically coherent names to which Amariah
 and Azariah,
 in 2 Chr 19:11 and 26:17 respectively, can be applied.  My reconstructed earlier form of the high priestly genealogy, outfitted with numbers I, II, and III where appropriate, appears in column G of the table.

� John R. Bartlett, “Zadok and his Successors at Jerusalem,” JTS N.S. 19 (1968):1-18, and George W. Ramsey, “Zadok,” ABD 6:1034-1036.  Bartlett added a seventh list from 1 Esd 8:1-2, which is the translation of Ezr 7:1-5, but the publication of the Göttingen Septuagint has made it clear that what Bartlett saw as further variants were just simple haplograhies in the text of Vaticanus.  See Robert Hanhart, ed. Esdrae liber I, Septuaginta VIII, 1 (Göttingen:  Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1974), p. 115.


� The Chronicler for him was the author of Chronicles-Ezra-Nehemiah.


� Spelling throughout this table is taken from the NRSV.


� Bartlett, p. 5, tentatively associated these priests with the people named in 1 Kgs 4:2 and 2 Chr 19:11.  As we will see, this causes difficulties since Azariah should be connected to the dedication of the temple and be the immediate, or very close, successor to Zadok (#11).  If 2 Chr 26:17 is associated with Azariah #16, where does one put the reference to an Azariah in the reign of Hezekiah in 2 Chr 31:10.  Azariah #21 is too late if Hilkiah #20 is connected with Josiah, as seems certain.


� This overstates the case.  In A and C they come right before Ahitub (#17) and in D they would be in that location were it not for the clearly secondary mention of Eli-Phinehas-Ahijah (see below). 


� Marshall D. Johnson, The Purpose of the Biblical Genealogies, 2nd ed. SNTSMS 8 (Cambridge: University Press, 1988).  The first edition was in 1969.


� Lists E and F make Zadok (#18) the grandson of Ahitub, and A and B make the earlier Zadok (#11) Ahitub’s son.  This change in A and B, according to Johnson, was to conform to 2 Sam 8:17.  A and C, according to him, also conflated the names Seraiah and Azariah (#22 and 21) from E and F.


� Roddy L. Braun, 1 Chronicles, WBC 14 (Waco, TX: Word, 1986): 83-86.


� In criticism of Johnson, Braun mistakenly claims that only Seraiah follows Hilkiah in Ezra 7 and Nehemiah 11 (genealogies C and E) and that the genealogy 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15 (A) is the first to combine Azariah and Seraiah.  Both names, however, are clearly in the MT of Ezr 7:1.


� Sara Japhet, I and II Chronicles, The Old Testament Library (Philadelphia:  Westminster, 1993):149-152.


� Japhet speaks of nine identical names at the end since she includes Ezra himself in the enumeration (p. 151).  


� Japhet mentions Johanan in the second full paragraph on p. 151, but not in the third full paragraph.


� “The Priestly Houses of Early Israel,” Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic (Cambridge:  Harvard University Press, 1973): 196.


� Apparently she means a source in addition to Hag 1:1 and Ezr 3:2.  It seems more likely to me that the genealogists added this name in 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15 from Hag 1:1 or Ezr 3:2 precisely to connect Joshua with the pre-exilic high priestly line.  It occurs in no other forms of this genealogy.  The genealogists responsible for C and D linked the genealogy to Ezra, and the editors of E and F linked it to one or more post exilic priests.


� It needs to be noted the form of 1 Chr 5:30-41//6:4-15 is “X begat Y” rather than “X his son” as in 1 Chr 6:3-38//50-53. 


� Braun, p. 129 (1 Chronicles 9), “Jedaiah, Jehoiarib, Jachin, and Azariah, son of Hilkiah”; Japhet, p. 211 (1 Chronicles 9), “Jedaiah, son of Joiarib, son of Seraiah, son of Azariah, son of Hilkiah”; Blenkinsopp, p. 322 (Nehemiah 11), “Jedaiah, Jehoiarib, Jachin; Seraiah, son of Hilkiah; H. G. M. Williamson, p. 341 (Nehemiah 11), “Jedaiah and Joiarib the sons of Seraiah, son of Hilkiah.”


� Since Meraioth (#8) is the father of Amariah-Ahitub-Zadok  (#9-11), I propose that someone added his name marginally to the second sequence of these names at #16-18, and that he was later entered after Amariah instead of before this name.


� Note how Boaz appears in the seventh position (and David in the tenth) in the genealogy that closes the book of Ruth (4:18-22).


� We have already argued that #17-22 in Nehemiah 11 and 1 Chronicles 9 are an excerpt from the master high priestly genealogy and not a short source, and the proposed pair of Azariah-Amariah (#15-16) never made much sense as a source.  No one knows how the genealogists constructed names #4-8.


� This is mistakenly identified by Cross (p. 196, n. 6) as a haplography from Amariah I (#9) to Amariah II (#16).  Ezra, however retains Azariah (#15).


� Blenkinsopp, p. 136, has proposed that Ezra’s father may in fact have been named Seraiah, facilitating the grafting of Ezra into this genealogy.  Ezra was never considered a high priest, and Blenkinsopp may be right that this genealogy implies that his function with respect to the law and the cult continued that of the preexilic priesthood.  Blenkinsopp also believes that Ezra 7 is haplographic, omitting Azariah (#13) and Amariah-Ahitub-Zadok (#9-11).  He overlooks the names Ahimaaz and Johanan (#12 and 14), which were also omitted.


� H. J. Katzenstein, “Some Remarks on the Lists of the Chief Priests of the Temple of Solomon,” JBL (1962): 377-384, also wanted to restore these names, but he did not detect the possible dittograhy, nor can I endorse all of the proposals contained in his article, including the correlation with the high priestly list of Josephus.


� Cross, pp. 212-214, presented a forceful defense of Ahitub (#10) as the father of Zadok (#11) and insisted correctly that this Ahitub is not identical with the person by the same name in the line of Eli.  The genealogy in 1 Chr 5:29-41//6:3-15 clearly presupposes that Ahitub was Zadok’s father and the same sequence of names in positions #17 and 18 in A, C, and D also may indirectly bear witness to it.  The same is true of names #17 and 18 in genealogies E and F if my explanation of Meraioth is valid.


� Braun, p. 85, notes that this Amariah, #16, is the name of a high priest at the time of Jehoshaphat and is also listed among the priests of the post-exilic period.  Neither reference explains his presence here since Amariah's predecessor in the genealogy, Azariah, was priest during the time of Hezekiah!


� On Azariah and Amariah (#15-16), Bartlett remarks, p. 5:  "It is possible that they are a traditionally long-established pair, independent evidence for the Azariah of 1 Kings iv. 2 and Amariah of 2 Chron. xix.11, but this can hardly be pressed."  Amariah II is, in fact, the priest mentioned in 2 Chr 19:11; Azariah II is the priest mentioned in 2 Chr 26:17; and Azariah III (#15) is the priest mentioned in 2 Chr 31:10.
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