CHAPTER 7.

Julius Caesar, and the banning of the synagogues in Rome
Historians often claim that Julius Caesar favored the Jews (for a discussion, see Slingerland 1997:46-47). Along with Dixon Slingerland, I will dissent from that common opinion, and I shall refute it below.

Much is made of a passage in a biography of Julius Caesar written by Suetonius, an ancient biographer, where he reports a conspicuous Jewish presence among Caesar’s mourners. This is what Suetonius wrote:

At the height of the public grief [over Julius Caesar’s death] a throng of foreigners went about lamenting each after the fashion of his country, above all the Jews, who even flocked to the place for several successive nights.— Julius 84.5
What follows? According to Jean Juster, a prominent historian, that the Jews were “the friends of the emperors” (1914, 1:220). I shall ignore for now the extrapolation to Roman rulers beyond Caesar himself and concentrate only on this question: is Juster’s inference warranted even for Julius Caesar?

If you were told nothing about person P except that she attended the funeral of deceased person D, could you confidently infer that D, while living, had been nice to P? Of course not. There are a million political, social, financial, and even emotional reasons to attend the funerals of people who were indifferent to us or wronged us. (And people have been known to attend a funeral precisely because the deceased had wronged them.) I can easily defend three good reasons to expect the Jews of Rome to mingle among Julius Caesar’s mourners which have nothing to do with his alleged benevolence toward them.

First, as we have seen, the first century bce was a time of intense poverty for most citizens, and also a time of internal strife and the most violent political conflict. Julius Caesar had been popular with the common citizens of Rome, and upon his death they learned that he had left them his extensive property across the Tiber and, to every individual, 300 sesterces, which was a little under half a year’s pay for a common soldier (Boatwright et al 2004:270). In this moment the common citizens of Rome loved Caesar more than ever, and at the same time they were quite mad because he had been assassinated. Given the general mood, therefore, it was obviously politically smart for the Jews of Rome to make a showing at his funeral. Second, the Jews of Rome could be inclined to celebrate the man who had dispatched his erstwhile ally Pompey, the same whose legions had laid waste to Jerusalem. And third, Caesar did champion a few lukewarm reforms to alleviate the lot of the poor in Rome (ibid. pp.234-236, 254-258), and most Jews were poor, so they could have been grateful on this score without having received any special favors from Caesar. Naturally, the above three reasons for showing up at the funeral are not mutually exclusive.

So one piece of alleged evidence supporting the argument of Caesar’s benevolence toward the Jews is no evidence at all. First, because the passage records the behaviors of the Jews, not those of Caesar (cf. Slingerland 1997:46-47), and second, because if there are perfectly plausible reasons to expect Jews at Caesar’s funeral, then nothing naturally compels us to insist on something implausible, namely, that Caesar favored the Jews (and yet Jean Juster feels compelled…). Without evidence of Caesar’s behavior that would speak to the point, therefore, the case for his supposed pro-Jewish affinities rests on nothing.

Perhaps aware of this problem, some scholars (e.g. Marshall 1975:150, but he’s got lots of company) point to a supposed official decree by Julius Caesar, quoted by Flavius Josephus (Antiquities 14.213-216). According to this, when Caesar banned all the various collegia (trade associations, clubs, etc.) from meeting—he exempted the synagogues. If true, this would certainly support the idea of a pro-Jewish Julius Caesar. But is it true? The answer is no; Josephus was lying, as I will show. But in any case, the claim is wildly implausible, and I shall begin with this latter point, turning next to the question of Josephus’ honesty.

Why did Caesar ban the collegia in Rome?

If we understand Caesar’s motives for banning the collegia after he became dictator in 49 bce, then we can place in its proper context the claim that he supposedly made an exception for the synagogues, the better to decide whether this claim is plausible or implausible. Basically, the collegia were associations where the poor—workers of various sorts—met to hang out. Since the collegia had been banned already once before in 64 bce (recall that dates ‘before the current era’ advance from larger to smaller numbers), by looking at the motives of Caesar’s predecessors on that occasion, we will better understand his own, so I turn first to this earlier ban of 64 bce.

The passage below refers to the conditions in which Sulla, who had installed himself as dictator for a number of years in the early first century bce, had left Rome:
…thanks to Sulla, the level of debt and deprivation throughout Italy was alarming. One clear reflection of this predicament dating to 64 bce is the senate’s disbandment of all associations (collegia). Normally there was no objection to peaceful groups of any kind; neighborhood, religious, or trade associations were the commonest types. Recently, however, such groups in the city had been adding an unacceptable element of organized violence to political activity.—Boatwright et al. (2004:220).

The representation here itself deserves a comment. When our historians tell us that the political activities of the collegia were “unacceptable” they neglect to tell us: unacceptable to whom? Therefore, they are passing judgment. Take a minute to dwell on that, and also on the fact that the same historians do not usually employ the word “unacceptable” when referring to the behavior of the Roman army, for example. Actually, the collegia had become unacceptable to Cicero, because it is at this time that Catiline was putting together his attempted revolution. So what we see above is historians once again attacking Catiline and defending Cicero.
The most important question for us is whether this ban on the collegia of 64 bce could have been intended in part as a way of curtailing Jewish political activities. Because if it was, then it would be incredible for Caesar to ban the collegia under similar circumstances and make an exception for the Jews. Cicero left us more than a clue as to the political role the Jews were playing in these turbulent times in his Speech in Defense of Lucius Flaccus.

Lucius Valerius Flaccus had been praetor during Cicero’s consulship, and had been officially thanked by the senate for his zeal and vigor in arresting Catiline’s accomplices. Subsequently, he had been assigned the governorship of the province of Asia. It was sometimes possible for people in the provinces to accuse Roman governors and precipitate a trial in Rome. Usually, nothing much happened, and even though the unbridled rapacity of the Roman governors as a rule violated even the quite permissive Roman laws concerning how to treat subject populations, the people in the provinces were only on occasion able to bring suits against Roman governors. So the legal recourse referred to here was mostly a façade.

The particulars of this case against Flaccus are quite important for us, because part of the charge against him was that he had not allowed the Jews to carry out of his province the gold that they sent every year to Jerusalem. That the Jews were sending this gold speaks to their power, for the Romans certainly did not allow this willingly, and they allowed no such thing to other subject populations. Moreover, they were allowing the Jews to do this even after Pompey had already conquered Jerusalem, which means that the Roman aristocrats only attacked the Jews as much as they thought they could get away with, and no more. Another expression of Jewish power is that they were able to bring this suit against Flaccus.

Cicero, as Flaccus’ defense lawyer, begins his speech by praising his own self for having ‘saved’ Rome, and extolling Flaccus for having assisted in this regard:

When in the greatest perils of this city and empire, in the most important and terrible disasters of the republic, I was repelling slaughter from you, your wives, and your children, devastation from your temples, your altars, from the city and from Italy, with Lucius Flaccus, the companion and assistant of my counsels and my dangers…—Speech in Defense of Flaccus (1)
The role Flaccus had played defeating Catiline was important indeed. It was Flaccus who had produced the alleged evidence that Catiline supposedly was planning to burn the city of Rome and massacre the common citizens.

That man is demanded for punishment who discovered the proofs of the common destruction of all which was then being planned. …—Speech in Defense of Flaccus (5)

So Cicero establishes for us that Flaccus belonged to the Roman aristocratic faction that thought of the common people as “scum and sewage” and which would do anything to prevent a revolution that might ruin the fun Roman aristocrats were having despoiling everybody else of a reasonable livelihood. This context suggests that the accusations against Flaccus were not exactly implausible.

To defend him of these accusations, Cicero began by explaining that Flaccus was a great guy from a very good family, and then he proceeded to state that, since he was being accused by Greeks, and the Greeks were a bunch of liars, the accusations could not be believed:

But I say this of the whole race of Greeks; I allow them learning, I allow them a knowledge of many arts; I do not deny them wit in conversation, acuteness of talents, and fluency in speaking; even if they claim praise for other sorts of ability, I will not make any objection; but a scrupulous regard to truth in giving their evidence is not a virtue that that nation has ever cultivated; they are utterly ignorant what is the meaning of that quality, they know nothing of its authority or of its weight.—Speech in Defense of Flaccus (9)

When a Greek witness comes forward with a desire to injure a man, he does not think of the words of his oath, but of what he can say to injure him. He thinks it a most shameful thing to be defeated, to be detected, to allow his enemy's innocence to be proved. That is the contest for which he prepares himself; he cares for nothing beyond. Therefore, it is not the best men, nor the wisest, but the most impudent and talkative men who are selected as witnesses.—Speech in Defense of Flaccus (11)

But that argument appears unnecessary given that Cicero was also claiming that the witnesses had all been bribed and/or coerced: “…examine closely into the nature and motive of all their accusations, and you will find no reason for them except the hopes by which they have been led on, or the terrors and threats by which they have been driven” (19). If the witnesses had been bribed and coerced, what need was there to say that they lied because of their Greek nature?

There was more than one accusation against Flaccus. Cicero began with ones not having to do with Jews, and done with that, he stated something quite revealing:

The next thing is that charge about the Jewish gold. And this, forsooth, is the reason why this cause is pleaded near the steps of Aurelius. It is on account of this charge, O Laelius [this is the prosecutor], that this place and that mob has been selected by you. You know how numerous that crowd is, how great is its unanimity, and of what weight it is in the popular assemblies. I will speak in a low voice, just so as to let the judges hear me. For men are not wanting who would be glad to excite that people against me and against every eminent man; and I will not assist them and enable them to do so more easily.—Speech in Defense of Flaccus (66)

Amazing. According to Cicero, the Jews were so powerful that they had not only managed to bring this suit against Flaccus, but they had been able to choose the location, and had also assembled a mob. Moreover, Cicero shows himself quite afraid of them. He speaks in a low voice that the mob outside may not hear him speak against the Jews, who, says Cicero, were the enemies of “every eminent man”—meaning the enemies of reactionary and oppressive aristocrats such as Cicero.

To what did the Jews owe such power? I re-quote here a passage from historian Shaye Cohen that we encountered first in chapter one:

Many gentiles, both men and women, converted to Judaism during the last centuries bce and the first two centuries ce. Even more numerous, however, were those gentiles who accepted certain aspects of Judaism but did not convert to it. In polytheistic fashion they added the God of Israel to their pantheon and did not deny the pagan gods. Throughout the Roman empire various practices of Judaism found favor with large segments of the populace. In Rome many gentiles observed the Sabbath, the fasts, and the food laws; in Alexandria many gentiles observed the Jewish holidays; in Asia Minor many gentiles attended synagogue on the Sabbath… The phenomenon of [the so-called] ‘God-fearers’ implies… [that a]ncient Judaism was visible and open to outsiders. Gentiles were able to enter synagogues and witness the Jewish observances. Josephus insists that Judaism has no mysteries, no secrets that it keeps hidden from curious observers (Against Apion 2.8, & 107). This claim is not entirely true, but it is essentially correct.—Cohen (1987:55-56)

So the Jews were influential because large multitudes of people were becoming Jews, and even larger multitudes at least were coming to sympathize with the Jews: the ‘God-fearers.’ This is naturally what had the Roman aristocrats so afraid, and quite plausibly what had prompted Flaccus to prevent the Jews from sending money from the province of Asia to Jerusalem. The repressive Roman aristocrats were in terror of the growing power of the Jewish movement. As the Roman senator Seneca would complain not long after, in the early first century,

The customs of this accursed race [Jews] have gained such influence that they are now received throughout all the world. The vanquished have given laws to their victors.—quoted in Augustine’s City of God (6.11)

The Jewish movement was taking over, seducing the Mediterranean pagans one by one, in great numbers.

Cicero does not deny that “Flaccus issued an edict establishing a law that it should not be lawful for gold to be exported out of [the province of] Asia” (67), which made it impossible for the Jews in that province to send their yearly tax to Jerusalem, as they had been doing for years. So he grants the accusation against Flaccus. Cicero’s defense of Flaccus was the argument that the Jews were despicable and therefore any attack against them ought not to be construed as a fault but as a virtue:

And who is there, O judges, who cannot honestly praise this measure? …to resist this barbarous superstition [Judaism] was an act of dignity, to despise the multitude of Jews, which at times was most unruly in the assemblies [which were called] in defense of the interests of the republic, was an act of the greatest wisdom. [Some will say:] “But Cnaeus Pompeius, after he had taken Jerusalem, though he was a conqueror, touched nothing which was in that temple.”  In the first place, he acted wisely, as he did in many other instances, in leaving no room for his detractors to say anything against him, in a city [Rome] so prone to suspicion and to evil speaking. For I do not suppose that the religion of the Jews, our enemies, was any obstacle to that most illustrious general, but that he was hindered by his own modesty.—Speech in Defense of Flaccus (67-68)

The terrible conqueror Pompey, in court, had to be defended by Cicero of the charge that he had not sacked the Jerusalem Temple because he was afraid of the power of the Jews, though he had defeated them. Once again this points to the reputation of the Jews, and Cicero’s openly expressed fear of them already pointed to the same. But even more revealing is Cicero’s claim that Pompey had spared the Jerusalem Temple because he didn’t want to cause trouble for himself in Rome! That would make zero sense unless the Jews were powerful in Rome. And since they were a subject population, their power could only come from their ideas, which were so attractive that they were converting multitudes of pagans from all social classes to the Law of Moses.

We also learn that the Jews were quite active political agitators, as they had been “most unruly in the assemblies [which were called] in defense of the interests of the republic.” Given the context, this could easily be a reference to the assemblies that Cicero had called to attack Catiline with the accusation that he was supposedly going to burn the houses of the common citizens and massacre them. One guesses, then, that perhaps the Jews of Rome had played a prominent role in Catiline’s attempted revolution. Given the thoroughly revolutionary ideology expressed in the Law of Moses, constructed around the story of a slave revolt, and given the obvious political power of the Jews, this would make perfect sense.

The confirmation of this is that, according to scholars, it is valid to state, “on the basis of Cicero’s claim that the Roman Jews could be incited in me atque in optimum quemque, that they supported the populares” (Marshall 1975:141). Who were the populares? They were those aristocrats in the first century bce who “sought wider popularity among the citizen body,” and who were led by Catiline (Boatwright et al. 2004:165). What Cicero has told us, therefore, is that the Jews were political allies of Catiline, the radical revolutionary. And given that Cicero says the Jews could be incited against the optimates, which is to say the reactionary and oppressive aristocrats, they were obviously doing much of the brave work out in the streets. Catiline had Jews for shock troops!

Addressing the prosecutor, Cicero states:

Each city, O Laelius, has its own peculiar religion; we have ours. While Jerusalem was flourishing [before Pompey’s conquest, when Jerusalem was still ruled by the Maccabean kings], and while the Jews were in a peaceful state, still the religious ceremonies and observances of that people were very much at variance with the splendor of this empire and the dignity of our name and the institutions of our ancestors. And they are the more odious to us now because that nation has shown by arms what were its feelings towards our supremacy. How dear it was to the immortal gods is proved by its having been defeated, by its revenues having been farmed out to our contractors, by its being reduced to a state of subjection.—Speech in Defense of Flaccus (69)

Cicero is explaining above that Judaism was an ideological threat to the Roman system, for this religion was “much at variance with the splendor of this empire and the dignity of our name and the institutions of our ancestors.” The Jews were also a threat to the Romans because they fought bravely to defeat the oppressive Roman system: “that nation has shown by arms what were its feelings towards our supremacy.” Although Jerusalem had indeed been “reduced to a state of subjection,” Cicero, recall, was speaking quietly to the judges, that the mob gathered outside might not hear him speak against the Jews.
Now, if the Jews could bring this suit, they had to have allies among the Roman aristocrats. And if they could assemble a mob, about which Cicero fearfully stated to the prosecutor, “You know how numerous that crowd is, how great is its unanimity, and of what weight it is in the popular assemblies,” they were certainly not without mass support. Since we know that great numbers of pagans of all classes living in the Roman empire were converting to Judaism because of how attractive the Law of Moses was (especially in the context of the repressive Roman Empire), the suggestion is unavoidable that this process is precisely what made the broad coalition that Catiline put together possible.

Perhaps Catiline was a convert to Judaism.

It is certainly interesting, in any case, that Catiline’s attempts to gain power in Rome happened simultaneously with Rome’s conquest of Jerusalem by Pompey. So perhaps we should interpret both events as two instances in the ongoing Mediterranean struggle between the Roman aristocratic system and the fast-spreading Jewish ideology.

One can hardly escape the conclusion that the ban on the collegia in 64 bce, immediately after Catiline’s attempted revolution failed, must have had for partial purpose—if not for primary purpose—preventing large public gatherings of Jews. This naturally assumes that synagogues were included in the category of collegia, but this does not present a special problem, as “most scholars…have concluded that synagogues…constituted religious collegia under Roman law” (Marshall 1975:149-150).
Now, prior to the senate’s disbanding of the collegia in 64 bce, Publius Clodius Pulcher—or Clodius—had already attracted attention to himself for having “taken the lead in stirring the troops of his brother-in-law Lucullus to mutiny” (ibid. p.229). A few years after the ban of 64, this politician managed to get the collegia reinstated, and then he redeployed them, coming within a hair’s breadth of leading an egalitarian revolution successfully to power. Too close. Therefore, when Julius Caesar emerged from an internal war to become the uncontested dictator, he promptly had the collegia banned a second time. In other words, Caesar banned the collegia because they were hotbeds of revolution.

My argument then is an obvious one:

1) given that the Law of Moses was the most powerful revolutionary ideology;

2) given that the Jews were shock troops in the revolutionary attempts to defeat the Roman aristocratic system; and
3) given that the Jews were so effective that Cicero, the man who defeated these attempts, was quite afraid of them,

why would Caesar exempt from his ban on the collegia, off all people, the Jews? That would not make much sense, and hence the claim is hardly plausible.

It is worth looking at the details of the revolutionary attempt that immediately preceded Caesar’s ban because it is quite interesting, and because reviewing it will teach us much that is relevant, strengthening also our confidence in the conclusion. Besides, I must sing for Clodius the Great.

Clodius the Great

In 65 bce Catiline, who would soon become a revolutionary, was prosecuted in Rome for alleged improprieties during his term as governor of Africa. Interestingly, the prosecutor was Clodius. This seems like a contradiction given that Clodius would go on to become a revolutionary à la Catiline, but the contradiction appears to dissipate when we look at the particulars. For Catiline was in fact acquitted, and more than one contemporary account remarked on “Clodius’s overly cooperative manner [towards the defense] in the selection (reiectio) of the jury” (Tatum 1999:55). Cicero, in fact, would later accuse Clodius of having cooperated with Catiline to ensure his acquittal (ibid. p.54). Accepting Cicero’s interpretation on this point would remove any apparent contradiction, yielding a plausible story where the two revolutionaries were in fact not enemies. During the Catalinarian revolt, Clodius did not join, though according to Asconius he almost did; according to Plutarch, however, Clodius was on the other side, protecting Cicero! Historian Jeffrey Tatum prefers Plutarch’s account to that of Asconius (ibid. pp.59-60), even though Cicero also agrees with Asconius, and despite the fact that Clodius would later express the wish to have Cicero prosecuted for having executed Cataline’s allies without a trial. I myself find it reasonable to have a bias against the interpretation that the two revolutionaries Clodius and Catiline were ever enemies, which means that siding with this view will require much clearer evidence than Tatum has at his disposal. This is especially true when we consider that Clodius ended up mobilizing precisely the same constituency that Catiline had, and this would have been difficult for him if the people had identified Clodius as an enemy of their former champion.
Catiline had first tried to get himself elected consul so that he could change things from the top, launching his revolution only when he was twice defeated for the consul’s seat by the Ciceronian faction. Just a few years after Catiline’s attempted revolution failed in 63 bce, outthinking the system, Clodius, who came from the Claudii, perhaps the most powerful aristocratic family in Rome, took the remarkable step of changing his census category downward to ‘plebeian’ in the year 59 bce so that he could run for the office of tribune and represent the poor. The fascist aristocrats could have the consul’s seat—Clodius would lead from below.

Elected in 58, he immediately got three important laws passed. The first reinstated the collegia, the second one alleviated the plight of the poor by providing a full grain subsidy in the city of Rome, and the third introduced a rule limiting the ability of senate members to filibuster. All of this added immensely to his popularity and hence to his power (ibid. pp.236-237). But I am sure you are wondering: How could Clodius get away with all this? The answer is that Clodius, like Catiline before him, had supporters in the senate. In other words, as we have already seen, at this time in Rome there was a stunning revolutionary ferment in the highest places, and the most radical ideas were being entertained because some aristocrats were discovering the emotion of compassion, and in consequence the aristocratic followers of Clodius were leading the poor against their own class.

After getting the collegia going again, Clodius used them to generate political pressure in the streets of Rome. Evidently he felt he was living a pivotal movement and needed to reach quickly for total overhaul or everything would be lost. Given the nature of the system he was fighting, and also what in fact became the historical outcome, it would appear that he was right. In any event, Clodius moved fast. Relying on “his popularity with the mass of citizens in Rome…he provoked Pompey over aspects of Eastern policy, and when Pompey and Gabinius protested, he had the two of them physically assaulted by his supporters, and the consul’s fasces smashed” (ibid. p.238).

To understand the significance of this, consider only that 1) Pompey was at this time one of the three most powerful men in the empire; 2) Gabinius was consul that year, and the consul was the highest official in Republican Rome (the transition to ‘emperor’ was made from the consul’s seat); and 3) the fasces was the symbol of a consul’s power and authority.

Clodius meant business.

And he didn’t stop there, because “He also called into question the validity of [Julius] Caesar’s acts as consul the previous year,” which means he was picking a fight with the toughest of the remaining two most powerful men (ibid.). As we saw above, it was Caesar’s worries that he might be prosecuted for acting unconstitutionally that subsequently led him to start an internal war. In the meantime, Caesar had been awarded the governorship of Gaul, so for the moment he was away and safe from Clodius; by contrast, the terrible conqueror “Pompey became so frightened for his personal safety that for a long period from mid-58 onwards he dared not venture out of his house in Rome” (ibid.).

But this is not all. Clodius also managed to take care of his nemesis, Cicero.

Full of invective against Clodius in his speeches and letters, Cicero had been responsible for blocking every attempt in the senate to help the poor. As mentioned earlier, he “frequently referred to Rome’s regular citizenry as scum and sewage” and moreover “disdain[ed] the office of the tribune,” which represented these citizens (Tatum 1999:10, 118). Although Cicero was also arguably the fourth most powerful man in the empire, Clodius managed to have him exiled to Macedonia. It cannot be overstated, then: Clodius was taking over, and much of his power came from his ability to mobilize the poor through his use of the collegia.

Although Pompey ‘the Great’ himself dared not leave his house, “he did encourage two of the tribunes of 57, Titus Annius Milo and Publius Sestius, to recruit gangs to combat those of Clodius” (Boatwright et al. 2004:238). As you see, not all tribunes championed the interests of the urban plebs, which explains why the frustrated Clodius made himself plebeian in order to represent them. Pompey also supported the efforts by many to get Cicero recalled from Macedonia, and this became the issue around which the opposition to Clodius coalesced. In August 57,

Cicero’s recall…was finally achieved by a vote of the Centuriate assembly. Large numbers of citizens from communities all over Italy answered Pompey’s appeal to be present and thus overwhelm the hostility of voters from Rome itself (ibid.).

What we learn above is that the masses of Rome had hardly forgiven Cicero for defeating Catiline.

But in order to fully appreciate to what degree Cicero was reviled by the common people in Rome, consider the dramatic context. As explained by Jeffrey Tatum, “under typical circumstances the poorest citizens would merely have wasted their time had they elected to attend the comitia centuriata” (1999:28). In other words, the voting system was completely rigged against the poor in the Centuriate assembly. But it is worth taking a closer look at the extremity of the bias:

The Centuriate assembly (comitia centuriata), which only an official with imperium would summon, was organized like the army with the presiding official acting as a commander and the voters as soldiers…Voting was oral, and each citizen, when summoned to vote, signified his acceptance or rejection of any candidate or proposal by word of mouth. This voting was organized and tallied by centuries, which voted in turn. Each century possessed one vote, which was itself determined by the votes of a majority of the century’s members who were present. Victory in a straight majority of centuries determined the outcome. In general, Centuriate assembly elected new consuls, praetors, and censors, and voted on matters of war and peace. Procedures in this assembly favored any presiding official, and also the wealthiest citizens…The votes of the rich carried far more weight than those of the poor, since the rich occupied a large number of small centuries. The eighteen equestrian centuries voted first, and, as each finished voting in turn, the results were publicly proclaimed to guide the vote of the remaining citizens. Next, the richest centuries of the infantry voted, followed in turn by those who were progressively poorer. As the vote went down the scale, moreover, the number of centuries diminished, so that many more voters were crammed into fewer voting units. The proletarii, too poor to be eligible for military service, all occupied the single century which was slated to vote last. In any case, voting always ceased as soon as a sufficient number of centuries had voted to settle the outcome for or against. Frequently, therefore, the lower centuries, which contained the great mass of citizens, would never have been called to vote at all, in particular when the rich showed themselves to be in broad agreement. …[Moreover], poorer citizens, especially if they lived far from the city, may have found it hard to attend these assemblies…—Boatwright et al. (2004:68-70).

So, if Pompey had to get people from all over Italy (naturally, these would be the relatively rich people who could afford to travel) to come vote at this comicia centuriata, and only in this manner could he defeat Clodius, what we learn is that Clodius indeed had all of the poor of Rome—or very nearly so—on his side, and also considerable support among the aristocrats. After all, the poor, under normal circumstances, were organized under wealthy patrons and voted with them, so for Clodius to display this kind of electoral clout among the poor means that he was putting out of balance the entire system of political patronage in Rome.

Clodius really was quite something.

That Cicero should have been recalled was a blow to Clodius, but for years he remained a force to be reckoned with. Then, in the year 52, while

Clodius was campaigning to be elected praetor [and] Milo to be consul…[a] major clash occurred between their gangs…[and] Clodius was wounded and captured, then finished off on Milo’s orders. When his corpse was brought to the city, the populace was so distraught, and its mood so hostile to the senate, that they took up the outrageous suggestion of using the senate house itself as a funeral pyre. The whole structure and its furnishings burned too.—Boatwright et al (2004:243).

The senate house burned! Clodius had come so close…

Anyone looking for examples of a pro-aristocratic bias in modern histories of Rome will find the treatment of Clodius a treasure trove.
 This wealthy aristocrat, who remarkably gave his life to defend the poor, is introduced by the above-quoted historians as “the irresponsible patrician Publius Clodius Pulcher.” And what made him initially “notorious,” they tell me, is that he supported a mutiny among the troops of his brother-in-law Lucullus, then fighting king Mithridates, a leader who was “for the most part welcomed as a liberator” by people in Asia Minor, who were so fed up with the hated Roman ruling class that with Mithridates’ encouragement they conducted ferocious purges against the Romans. (If we hail as heroes those who, from within, fought the German Nazis, then why should Clodius be “notorious” for assisting the liberation of Asia Minor from the Roman Nazis?)

Legal charges later brought against Clodius, our historians explain gravely, were “serious,” and yet on the same page they concede the obvious: they were “frivolous.” If you must know, Clodius was accused of attending a women-only sacred rite in order supposedly to have a tryst with Julius Caesar’s wife Poppea! It is certainly noteworthy that Caesar declared Poppea innocent and also did not accuse Clodius, but still took this opportunity to divorce his wife on the grounds that the pontifex maximus (that’s what he was) could not be associated with such gossip (yes, the same pontifex maximus who had bribed his way into the office…). One may therefore suppose that the accusation against Clodius was a fraud, there to taint the man with scandal and also to allow Caesar to get himself a new wife—especially considering that Catiline had likewise been accused of all sorts of sexual depravities.

But the obvious hypothesis that Clodius was slandered is not even put on the table. On the contrary, our historians matter-of-factly assume that the ridiculous-sounding accusation was truthful even though 1) their source is Cicero, who was Clodius’ mortal enemy,
 2) at this time Cicero and Caesar were allies, and 3) Cicero’s testimony was the prosecution’s entire case. Mind you, in one thousand years of Rome there was supposedly never a better prosecutor than Cicero
—and yet Clodius was acquitted. But never mind; these historians can note Cicero’s exceptional “vanity” on one page and accept his explanation that “massive bribery won the case” against Clodius on another.

Flipping back a few pages, we have confirmation of the general bias: Catiline is described by the same historians as a “suspect figure,” and his attempted revolution is described as an “outrage” that “promised to be a catastrophe for Rome” (a catastrophe for whom…?). By contrast, Cicero—who attacked and sabotaged all efforts to help the poor, and whom Clodius wanted prosecuted for executing Catiline’s senatorial supporters without trial—was not only “exceptional” but had a “devotion to truth and principle.” This must mean that Cicero’s character is not marred in the least by having been “extravagantly proud” of illegally executing those who fought to help the poor. Are you amazed? This is nothing. The same historians can also do all this while explicitly conceding to the reader that “the only accounts we have of Catiline’s attempt at revolution are uncompromisingly hostile” and in fact “mostly speeches from Cicero.”
What is going on? This: you are still living in the Roman Empire.

Here is the demonstration. The same historians I am here rebuking some pages later comment that

Integral to Roman culture was the Roman system of education. Schooling and literary culture were based on a thorough knowledge of the past, and the skill to reshape the past for the present …the students had to learn by heart speeches of Cicero…, for example”—Boatwright et al. (2004:390; my emphasis).

Our historians, evidently, are still obediently lauding Cicero—who desired for Rome something closer to Plato’s even more fascist Republic (ibid. p.234)—and memorizing his speeches. It is hardly any surprise, therefore, that our historians take Cicero’s point of view against that of Clodius and Catiline. What follows? That “the Roman system of education,” which teaches students to “reshape the past for the present,” is alive and well, as healthy as ever, in the twenty-first century. As we’ve seen, no effort will spared, no matter how absurd, in order to prevent readers of Roman history from making the inference that perhaps Catiline’s and Clodius’ attempts to help the poor were a good thing. Boatwright et al.—speaking for our modern elites—are as frightened of Clodius as the optimate or anti-plebeian aristocrats—led by Cicero—undoubtedly were. Clodius, after all, brought them a significant moment of terror, coming as he did after the stunning Spartacus revolt of 73-71 bce, and Catiline’s attempted revolution of 63 bce.
A question remains as to whether our historians are deliberately mocking us or inadvertently mocking themselves when they describe the ideals of the Roman system of education as the propaganda of a thoroughly fascist aristocracy, while at the same time energetically perpetuating those very propaganda goals (I shall have occasion to give a decisive answer to that question later).

Once Clodius was finally out of the way, the panicky senate made Clodius’ enemy, and Cicero’s favorite, Pompey, sole consul (normally two consuls would serve simultaneously, as a check on each other’s power). Soon thereafter Julius Caesar provoked an internal war for entirely personal reasons: he didn’t want anybody prosecuting him for acting illegally while consul in 59 bce (which his enemies were sure to do when his governorship in Gaul ended and he became a private citizen again, a step that would remove his immunity). Caesar’s popularity, which came in very handy during this internal war, must have owed something to his earlier shrewd opposition to the illegal executions of Catiline’s supporters in the senate. However, one must also point out that he did not support Clodius’ attempt to bring the executioner—Cicero—to justice. Which makes sense because Caesar was mostly allied with Crassus, Pompey, and Cicero, and his championing of lukewarm land redistribution laws had the goal of pre-empting a revolution rather than promoting real change. Caesar’s alliance with Pompey was neither friendship nor loyalty, however, and Caesar turned against him when Pompey became the only obstacle in Caesar’s quest for total power. When he emerged victorious and became dictator in 49 bce, Julius Caesar promptly banned the collegia.

This brings us back to the question that got us started: what were Caesar’s reasons for thus banning the collegia? They could hardly be more obvious. Allowing people to meet in such associations had created the basis for political organizing among the poor, and somehow the poor were getting ideas, and some aristocrats too, and they were joining forces! Clodius had almost taken over. Therefore, these voluntary associations had to go.

The point of determining Caesar’s motives in banning the collegia in the city of Rome, I remind you, is that we wished to decide whether the claim made by Josephus—namely, that Caesar exempted the Jews when he decreed his ban on the collegia, supposedly allowing only the Jews to meet—is plausible or implausible. I think it is incredible. Why would Caesar, given that Clodius’ egalitarian revolution nearly succeeded, issue a decree stating that the biggest egalitarians around—the Jews—would be the only people granted the freedom to meet? Isn’t that absurd? It is, which suggests that the supposed decree by Caesar which Josephus pretends to quote in Antiquities 14.213-216 may be a fraud. It is quite striking, therefore, that many historians should rely on such patently shaky evidence to make a terribly implausible claim: that Caesar was pro-Jewish. But what makes this truly astonishing is that there appears to be widespread agreement that Josephus was a propagandist with good reasons to lie on this very point!

This brings us to the deferred question of Josephus’ honesty. I shall now demonstrate that the supposed decree Josephus pretends to quote, which is the basis for the claim that Caesar made an exception for the Jews when he banned the collegia, is, without question, a forgery.

Josephus was dishonest

Josephus did not live in the time of Julius Caesar, but about a century later. This is the time of the First Jewish War, and the time of Emperor Vespasian who, with his son Titus, implemented one of the most excessive bouts of extermination in Rome’s Final Solution. The Romans at this time wiped out much of the Jewish population of Judea, Samaria, and Galilee, destroyed Jerusalem, and obliterated forever its Temple. The crucial point here is that Vespasian did this with the help of Josephus, who was Jewish. Josephus was therefore the lowest form of traitor, though historians often sound as though they approve of him.

After successfully predicting that general Vespasian would become emperor, Josephus earned the permanent patronage and good graces of the emperor, and thereafter used the “dignified leisure” of his retirement years in the city of Rome to write the story of the First Jewish War, and also of the history of the Jews, sparing no effort to make the Romans come out as the ‘good guys’ (Pagels 1995:5-6).

Now, Josephus claims to quote a decree by Julius Caesar banning the collegia but exempting the Jews. Quite relevant for us, therefore, is the fact that the quotation of alleged ‘decrees’ is a central component of Josephus’ propaganda strategy. This is something that Josephus goes out of his way to make clear himself:

I cannot suppose that anyone is so stupid that he will actually refuse to believe the statements about the friendliness of the Romans towards us, when they have demonstrated this in a good many decrees relating to us.

That comes from his massive work Jewish Antiquities (14.267), and it makes perfectly clear that Josephus will counter the fact of an anti-Jewish genocide in Judea with alleged decrees about the city of Rome. It also makes clear that “‘stupid’ people really did exist in his own time,” or else Josephus would not be defensively complaining about them (Slingerland 1997:14).

And I point out the obvious: Josephus’ defensive complaint is evidence of a public controversy, which forces the two most important questions here. First: Who was Josephus’ audience? Naturally, the Roman aristocracy. And second: Who was his patron? The emperor Vespasian. Therefore, what we have is that the Emperor Vespasian ordered the prominent Jew he had on retainer to explain, to those Roman aristocrats who were grumbling, that the Roman Empire was supposedly quite friendly to Jews, a job for which Josephus’ ethnicity and religion were of quite obvious propaganda value. It follows, as some historians have pointed out, that “it is wrong to read Josephus without always keeping his apologetic purpose in mind” (Moehring 1975:156; quoted in Slingerland 1997:13). Applying that rule, I lay out four premises that I doubt will be disputed, and also the conclusion that they jointly demand:

1) Given that Caesar banned the collegia because they were foci for egalitarian revolution, the Josephan claim that Caesar singled out the Jews and gave them only a license to meet is—to put it mildly—suspicious, given that the Jews were the biggest egalitarian threat to Rome.
2) Josephus, whose job it was to argue for “the friendliness of the Romans towards us [Jews],” is the only source making this claim about the exemption for the Jews in the banning of the collegia. Even more suspicious.

3) Josephus himself instructs the “stupid” ones who disagree with him that all they have to do is look at the “good many [Roman] decrees relating to us [Jews],” making it clear that the quotation of alleged decrees is a key component of his apologetic strategy. Suspicion grows further.

4) And the clincher: historians have already established that Josephus elsewhere forged at least two other such ‘decrees’ in order to argue for “the friendliness of the Romans towards us [Jews]” (see Slingerland 1997:14-15, 65—including fn.1).

Therefore, the decree quoted in Antiquities 14.213-216, which makes the highly implausible claim that Caesar exempted the Jews when he banned the collegia in the city of Rome, is quite possibly another case of Josephan forgery. 

The question, in fact, can be decided. We have already seen that in Julius 84.5 the biographer Suetonius remarked that there was a noticeable Jewish presence among Caesar’s mourners. This establishes a benchmark for the sort of thing that Suetonius finds interesting enough about Jews during the time of Caesar that he will actually commit pen to paper and tell posterity about it. Therefore, should this author also mention—in the same work—Caesar’s decree banning the collegia in the city of Rome, we would have a test. If Suetonius says nothing about an exemption for the Jews in Caesar’s ban—something infinitely more noteworthy than finding them at his funeral!—then it is highly unlikely that the Jews were exempted, in which case Josephus has indeed forged another document (and shame on him).

Conducting our test, we find that Suetonius does mention the decree—the passage is Julius 42.3—but he makes no reference, anywhere, to an exemption for the Jews. And it’s not because Suetonius wasn’t interested in the issue of who got exempted—in fact, he directly contradicts Josephus by stating explicitly that Caesar exempted from his ban only the most ancient collegia: “He dissolved all collegia, except those of ancient foundation.” The Josephan ‘decree’ in Antiquities 14.213-216, therefore, is undoubtedly a forgery.
Now, here is the key point: propagandists forge documents to tell falsehoods. This means it is all but conclusive that the truth is precisely the opposite of what Josephus here claims, and therefore we have practically established that, in exact contradiction to what our historians have been saying, Caesar in fact banned meetings of Jews in the city of Rome. QED.

The confirmation is that both Caesar and his successor, Augustus, took the trouble to specify that, in the provinces, Jewish communities would be exempted from bans on collegia (Marshall 1975:150). To specify any such exemption for a particular ban on the collegia makes zero sense unless synagogues are collegia under Roman law. But notice that the exemption both Caesar and Augustus specified was for the provinces, which obviously suggests that matters were different in Italy, and especially in the city of Rome. But of course! Because Rome was the city prone to revolution, and therefore the ban there had to include the radically egalitarian Jews. This is why Suetonius did not remark that Caesar had exempted the Jews when he banned the collegia in the city of Rome—Caesar hadn’t.

And lest one get the idea that the exemption for the synagogues in the provinces was a sign of Caesar’s friendliness toward the Jews, it is worth remembering that the Jews were powerful. We have seen above how scared Cicero was of their mass appeal. The ancient historian Dio Cassius, writing in the third century, looked back on the relationship between Romans and Jews and summarized it thusly: “Though often curtailed, [Judaism] increased to the greatest extent so as to win by force the freedom of its religious belief” (quoted in Slingerland 2004:62-63). By force. The Jews were not getting any favors—they were dragging the Romans kicking and screaming to the inevitable recognition of Jewish power. This was the power of ordinary people who put their life on the line because they dared to be free.

Josephus the propagandist, and what that means.

If the evidence speaks so loudly that Caesar banned the synagogues, why are historians saying the opposite? Because, despite their own warnings, they often take Josephus at face value, as if his purpose had been to record facts. Consider for example Erich Gruen (2002:85), who first correctly observes that “The [Josephan] documents are quoted usually in part rather than in whole; they are riddled with errors; names are often confused or inaccurate; chronology is askew, duplications and repetitions plague the dossier.” Naturally, none of this makes Josephus look good, and moreover Gruen concedes that “Josephus assembled the data for avowedly apologetic purposes: he wished to prove that Jews had always been held in high esteem by Rome…” Therefore, he admirably concludes, “Josephus…would have…a motive [to forge documents].” Moreover, he notes that “the fact that his documents closely resemble in form and substance genuine decrees…does not in itself prove authenticity.”

So far so good. Against all this, however, Gruen concludes that the documents are authentic. His reason? It is hard to credit, but he says that

Paradoxically enough, it is the very confusion in Josephus’ dossier—the errors, disorder, overlap, and redundance [sic]—that constitutes the strongest argument for authenticity! Any self-respecting forger would have provided a tidier assortment.
The argument is indeed paradoxical: Gruen reasons that if a mountain of evidence casts doubt on the authenticity of the Josephan documents, then the documents must be authentic!
Proper use of the faculty of reason would lead a historian instead to the null hypothesis—what we accept as plausibly true until shown otherwise: that any ‘official documents’ provided by Josephus are in some way dishonest. This would mean that before accepting any document proffered by Josephus as authentic, a historian should 1) argue carefully and explicitly so as to convince the bitterest skeptics, and 2) produce evidence that goes beyond what we learn from Josephus himself. Gruen instead chooses to treat the whole corpus as authentic by assumption.
The most amazing thing is that, even staying within the bounds of Gruen’s outrageous premise—namely, that if someone with a clear motive to forge documents appears sloppy then he must have been honest—his argument cannot succeed, for he does not stop to ask himself the most relevant question: Did sloppiness matter? A modern forger must be careful because people have easy access to documentation and archives, but was this the case in the time of Josephus?

The variety of ways in which legislation could be enacted [in the Roman empire] begs the question of where actual laws were kept, and who had access to them. Some collections were in Rome, in the Record Office (tabularium) constructed in the early first century bce, at the western end of the Forum Romanum, as well as in various archives, including one in the emperor’s palace; other collections were kept in provincial capitals, the main seats of governors. Individual cities, too, kept archives of their own. Yet people did not always trust the ability of the Roman state, or even of their own city, to store and retrieve laws and legal decisions.—Boatwright et al. (2004:418).

The first point is that the Record Office was not constructed until the early first century. Josephus was writing shortly after that, and hence most of the documents pertaining to earlier centuries would have been lost by the time this building was even constructed—for example, it is likely that Caesar’s original decree banning the collegia was at the time of Josephus’ writing nowhere to be found, making it relatively safe for Josephus to forge a decree where he inserted his outrageous claim of an exemption for the synagogues. The same applies to alleged decrees from the time of Augustus, which figure prominently in the Josephan apologetic.

The second important thing we learn is that the largest and most important archives were in Rome and controlled by Josephus’ patron—the emperor Vespasian. Since the emperors were absolutist totalitarians running a repressive police state, they could easily have made sure, if they wanted to, that certain documents disappear or be placed out of the reach of scholars. Or they could have placed forgeries in these archives in order to support a given interpretation of history. After all, “Integral to Roman culture was the Roman system of education…based on a thorough knowledge of the past, and the skill to reshape the past for the present” (Boatwright et al. 2004:390). What better way “to reshape the past for the present” than by forging decrees that nobody could check? And since it was the emperor’s goal to argue, through Josephus, that the empire was friendly to the Jews, who was to stop the absolutist and totalitarian ruler from doing this?
Third, although the archives in the various cities may not have been as tightly controlled by the emperor as those in Rome, perhaps they were. In any case, they were certainly remote geographically and widely dispersed, so unless one had the resources of an emperor—which Josephus did, but his opponents did not—the scholarly work needed to refute Josephus decisively would have been expensive indeed. And since record-keeping was apparently notoriously haphazard—“people did not always trust the ability of the Roman state, or even of their own city, to store and retrieve laws and legal decisions”—the enterprise of double-checking the Josephan claims was dubious anyway.

This is the point: it was not by doing research in archives that those who disagreed would have opposed Josephus, and therefore he didn’t have to be such a good forger. Nobody was going to be comparing documents; people would agree with him or not.

A lot of people didn’t, as Josephus himself makes clear. In addition to complaining about “stupid” people who didn’t get it, Josephus opened his preface by piously announcing to the reader that he writes only “because I saw that others perverted the truth…in their writings.” So for Gruen to concede that Josephus was a propagandist with a motive to forge, and then for him to accept his documents as authentic by assumption even though Josephus’ contemporaries were not buying the argument, means that Gruen has really gone out on a limb. But I commend Gruen for laying out his illogic with complete transparency; other scholars are more circumspect.

I point out that Gruen is hardly alone, which is why James Carroll can write that “[Josephus’] patrons were the emperor Vespasian and the emperor’s son Titus” and also that “he is regarded by most scholars as a more or less reliable witness” (2001:70). The result of this creeping tendency to treat Josephus as a historian has made it impossible for people to appreciate fully the implications of his role as propagandist. But we shall appreciate them now, as this will illuminate further both my general claims and those concerning Julius Caesar.

Notice that when Josephus complains that the “stupid…refuse to believe the statements about the friendliness of the Romans towards us [Jews]…,” he establishes that the Roman empire was making official statements of friendliness toward Jews, because Josephus was speaking for the emperor. When he announces that he writes only “because I saw that others perverted the truth…in their writings,” he leaves no doubt that he is wading into an ongoing controversy. There is only one plausible scenario that will make sense of all this:

1) the Emperor Vespasian can be criticized for his treatment of Jews (genocidal war in the Jewish homeland led by Vespasian—check); and simultaneously,

2) even at the very top of Roman society, the influence of Judaism is becoming so widespread that quite a few aristocrats are actually risking the criticism.

Stunning. And this in turn establishes that the radically egalitarian Jews had so infiltrated even the ranks of Roman aristocrats that they were close indeed to taking state power in the first century ce. The Jewish revolution, always brewing, as we shall see, came within an inch of succeeding, which is precisely why Vespasian had carried out a genocide of the Jews for the Roman state called the ‘First Jewish War.’
What made Josephus’ propaganda work apologizing for Roman policies toward the Jews necessary must be that when Vespasian returned to Rome after slaughtering incomprehensible multitudes in Judea and Galilee, he found a worrisomely large segment of the Roman aristocracy—the people who would be reading Josephus’ apologies—not so eager to celebrate. This is certainly suggested by the text of The Jewish War, which in narrating the events of 65-70 ce goes to the greatest lengths trying to make it seem as though Vespasian’s carnage was made necessary by the unreasonableness of the Jews, who really brought it on themselves when all is said and done.

Consider this passage in The Jewish War (5.19), which refers to Jerusalem:

O most wretched city, what misery so great as this did you suffer from the Romans, when they came to purify you from your internecine hatred?”—quoted in Pagels (1995:6)
This naturally blames the victim. It is important to keep in mind that Josephus is referring here to the complete and utter destruction of a city, together with the extermination of much of its population, as well as the total obliteration of the cult center and symbol for an entire culture, for this is when the Temple was burned to the ground. The Jews consider these events a catastrophe, and rightly so, since it was a major component blow of Rome’s Final Solution. Through his Jewish mouthpiece, Vespasian awkwardly explained these events to his aristocratic critics thusly: “Look, I have nothing against the Jews as such, but over there in Judea and Galilee they were squabbling incessantly, so I put it all in order—I purified them.”

We must absorb the significance of this. The Romans, as we saw earlier, wrote panegyrics to celebrate their genocides, followed by celebratory holiday slaughters in the amphitheaters. So it must be counted as an ethical improvement that a Roman emperor should have had to explain himself when committing this extermination. It was the Jews who accomplished this. They had begun the ethical reform—paid for every generation in untold quantities of Jewish blood, and yet to be completed—of this fascist nightmare that is euphemistically called ‘Western civilization.’
Now consider. If, in the time of Vespasian, which is the late first century of the current era,

1) the egalitarian Jews in the city of Rome had attained such influence even among aristocrats that the emperor had to tread carefully there and apologize for anti-Jewish acts of genocide in Judea; and if

2) earlier in the first century, under Tiberius, the Jews already had so many converts among Roman aristocrats that this nervous emperor conducted witch hunts to find them (as we saw in chapter 6 and will see again);

then it is an attractive hypothesis that, a bit further back, in the first century bce, at least some Roman aristocrats at the highest level were already influenced by the humanitarian ethics and egalitarian politics of Judaism.

Indeed we have seen that Cicero accused the Jews of being shock troops for revolutionary movements in the city of Rome. Why should we doubt it? Jewish influence in the first century bce is almost certainly what transformed some members of the aristocratic class—such as the remarkable figures of Catiline and Clodius—who in consequence were inspired to lead the people, organizing them in the collegia, to fight for egalitarian change in the horror that was Roman society, and even give their lives trying passionately to achieve it. After all, the most important myth, for Jews, is the story of an Egyptian noble who led a band of slaves to dramatic success in a revolutionary war against an oppressive Egyptian king, thereafter founding a society based on justice, equality, freedom, and law. Catiline and Clodius were worthy of Moses.
Taking stock

For our last burst of enlightenment here, I ask this question: Why have historians trotted out obvious propaganda to support the allegation that Julius Caesar favored the Jews? Do historians have a professional duty to distort Roman history?

Let’s come back to that prominent historian, Jean Juster. It was in a work entitled The Jews in the Roman Empire: Their Juridical, Economic, and Social Condition (1914, 1:220) that Juster went out on a limb and claimed, on the basis of the Suetonian remark about the presence of Jews at Caesar’s funeral and nothing else, that this supposedly showed the Jews to have been “the friends of the emperors”! This is quite an amazing performance for the man whom other scholars call “the distinguished historian Jean Juster” (Marshall 1975:144).

Let me count the ways.

First, Julius Caesar was one person rather than several, so even if the Suetonian anecdote supported the inference, and even if Caesar had been an emperor, Juster cannot logically make any claims for “the emperors” in the plural.

But the line of “the emperors” does not begin with Caesar—the first was Augustus, Caesar’s heir. So even in the best of circumstances Juster can make claims for no emperor, in fact!

And we are not in the best of circumstances. As we saw, the Suetonian remark about Caesar’s Jewish mourners, all by itself, provides not one iota of support for the claim that Julius Caesar favored the Jews (this was my first demonstration).

Finally, the whopper: Juster pretends that evidence pertaining only to Caesar’s time is sufficient for making claims about Jewish friendship with “the emperors,” in whose ranks Caesar cannot be counted, when in fact the reasonable extrapolation from the role of the Jews in Caesar’s period is that they would strike terror into the hearts of “the emperors.”
Is there a context that can help us understand, 1) Why all of Juster’s logical systems ceased functioning when it came to making his outrageous claim?, and 2) Why more people don’t take notice of anything so obvious? I think there is. Juster wrote in 1914. This is right around the time that The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, hoaxed a few years earlier by the Tsarist secret police, began selling fast all over Europe and in the United States, relying on widespread antisemitism to convince everybody of the ridiculous slander that the mostly dirt-poor European Jews supposedly secretly controlled all the governments of Europe, and the United States, for nefarious ends.
 The Tsar was hoping that if he convinced the Russian peasants that the reform movements which threatened his empire were Jewish movements, then he could avoid a revolution. He didn’t avoid a revolution, but The Protocols did produce mass violence against Jews in the Tsarist Empire that only Adolf Hitler was able to eclipse. The Nazi leader relied on the same hoax to mobilize violence against Jews: in fact, The Protocols became required reading in German schools.

People do not exterminate except in perceived self-defense. In other words, they have to think that the population they are exterminating means to kill them. The hoax of The Protocals was quite instrumental in getting people all over Europe to become hysterical with fear over the supposed ‘Jewish World Plot,’ and it was this fear that caused them to cooperate with Hitler’s program of genocide, thinking that they were killing in self defense. And yet all the while these people were providing the most dramatic refutation of the absurdity that was making them kill so many innocent human beings, for if the Jews had been everywhere secretly in power, surely the governments which they controlled would have opposed themselves to the Final Solution. But in fact the governments of Europe, including the Allies, cooperated.

Jean Juster, that “distinguished historian,” in the prelude to this catastrophe, made the slanders against the Jews promulgated in The Protocols seem reasonable by adding the prestige of his own ridiculous slander: the Jews, he told his scholarly audiences, had been running things for a long time—they were even friends with the Roman emperors!

The emperors…

We shall now take a look at the first emperor, Augustus, and you will have a chance to judge for yourself whether he was a friend of the Jews.
� Translation C.D. Yonge


� Note: all of the quotations that follow concerning Clodius may be found in Boatwright et al. (2004:213-215, 219-238).


� The extent to which they were enemies is revealed in the following passage by Suetonius (Tiberius 2.4): “It is notorious besides that all the Claudii were aristocrats and staunch upholders of the prestige and influence of the patricians, with the sole exception of Publius Clodius, who for the sake of driving Cicero from the city had himself adopted by a plebeian and one too who was younger than himself.” Now, of course, this reduces Clodius’ political struggle to a personal rivalry with Cicero, but the exaggeration reveals that Cicero was in many ways Clodius’ main opponent because he was the intellectual leader of the optimate or traditionalist pro-patrician faction.


� Cicero “made his mark as a brilliant advocate and orator” (Boatwright et al. 2004:220). In fact, the Encyclopedia Britannica informs its readers that Cicero “is remembered in modern times as the greatest Roman orator.” I remind you that Rome was around for 1000 years. 


� I cannot resist pointing it out: The strategy of using prominent Jews who serve the empire to convince gentiles that it is pro-Jewish, and that any Jews who get killed certainly deserve it, is obviously an old one.


� “The Protocols of Zion”; Emperor’s Clothes; 26 November 2002; by Jared Israel�� HYPERLINK "http://emperors-clothes.com/antisem/protocols-1.htm" ��http://emperors-clothes.com/antisem/protocols-1.htm� 
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