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ABSTRACT

The goal of this thesis to prove that in analyzing the Caesarean acta as recorded
by Josephus in Book Fourteen of his Jewish Antiquities, a careful study of the language
of the text, as well as its various documentary aspects, helps to reveal the history behind
these documents. Although their organization, chronology and authenticity have long
been the subject of much scholarly discussion, much of this discussion has paid
msufficient attention to the documentary contexts of the decisions. Interpreting them
with a view to the formulaic requirements of their respective genres, however, can help to
clarify their organization and chronology, and provide us with a new documentary
narrative for how Caesar’s decisions concerning Judaea and its ruler were made and

recorded.
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INTRODUCTION

At the time of Julius Caesar’s victory at Pharsalus in 48 BCE, the kingdom of
Judaea was not governed by a Roman governor, but was an autonomous ally, with all that
this implied. It was free to arrange its internal affairs as it saw fit, but external affairs had
to conform to Roman interest. In the fourteenth book of his Antiguitates Iudaicae,
Josephus argues that the Jews enjoyed an exceptional relationship with Rome during this
period. To support this claim, he incorporated a large dossier of documents in the middle
of his account of Judaea during the civil war. These documents were presented so that, as
Josephus claims, “other nations may not fail to recognize that both the kings of Asia and
of Europe have held us in esteem and have admired our bravery and loyalty.”’ Thus the
documents are part of the apologetic program of the work into which they were
integrated. This dossier, found in §§190-264 of Book Fourteen, offers a number of
Roman decisions (senate decrees, magisterial edicts, and official Roman
correspondence), with the occasional comment inserted by Josephus himself. The
opening section (§§190-212) of Josephus’ dossier contains six Caesarean documents.
The first two of these (§§190-95) are a letter of Caesar to Sidon and his accompanying
edict, which describes various privileges and titles to be awarded to the Jews and to
Hyrcanus 1I. The next four documents (§§196-210) are fragments of decisions
confirming and supplementing these privileges. The last document (§§211-12) is

presented as a speech of Caesar praising and thanking the Jews and Hyrcanus. Unlike the

' AT XIV. 186: tva i) AavBévy Todg dAlovg dmavtac, 8Tt kol ol Tfig Aciag kol oi tiig
Ebpdnng Pooireilg d1d omovdiig Eoyov UG THY T€ dvdpeiay UAY Kol TV TLoTY yanioavTes.
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rest of the dossier, which presents decisions regarding Jews in the Diaspora, the
Caesarean decisions are concerned exclusively with Palestine.

The decisions recorded in these documents provide details on hereditary titles and
diplomatic privileges for Hyrcanus and his descendents. They also describe taxation,
awards of territory, and military exemptions for the Jewish nation (Gr. £€0vog). They have
formed much of the basis for our understanding of the position of Judaea at this time, a
period which is underrepresented in other evidence. In addition, they give us insight into
Caesar’s policy vis-a-vis allied states. Most importantly, they define Judaea’s
relationship with Rome, some of the powers and authority that Hyrcanus might wield,
and the extant to which Judaea might enjoy autonomy in law and internal affairs. As
such, these documents have attracted much attention and fostered much discussion.

One discussion concerns whether the documents provided the foundation of
subsequent Jewish rights and privileges under the Roméns. At the beginning of the last
century, Juster, to choose one example, interpreted Josephus’ larger dossier as providing
a legal precedent for Jewish rights, an official blueprint or “Magna Carta” for both Judaea
and Diaspora Jewry.> This notion of a Jewish charter of rights, however, has been
discredited. Rajak demonstrated that these decisions were made on an ad hoc basis.’

Each document or decision was designed for a specific local purpose and never served as

2 7. Juster, Les Juifs dan [’empire romain 1 (Paris, 1914), 132-58, 213-17. This was
followed by M. Grant, The Jews in the Roman World (London, 1973), 59; E. M. Smallwood, The
Jews Under Roman Rule (Leiden, 1976), 124-25, 128-29.

3 “Was There a Roman Charter for the Jews?”, JRS 74 (1984), 107-23. This is followed
by P. R. Trebilco, Jewish Communities in Asia Minor (Cambridge, 1991), 10.
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an empire-wide “charter.” In the case of Caesar’s acta, the decisions addressed his own
particular political needs during the civil wars of 49-44 BCE.

If these decisions had specific goals in mind, the question then becomes whether
they were exceptional, revealing that the Jews enjoyed a unique position. Josephus
obviously thought so, and he selected and framed the documents in a way that would
persuade his readers (Jews and non-Jews alike)* of this. This perception, that the
position and privileges of the Jews were unusual, also found support among modern
commentators, such as Mendelssohn, Rosenthal, Schiirer, Juster, Ginsburg, and
Smallwood.” This argument is based on a few assumptions. One is that the Jewish
religion, unusual in its monotheistic character, required a special political status under the
Romans. The Jews were allowed to live “according to their own customs” (koatd méTpLo
£0m).° Another assumption, whose problems have been already mentioned above, is that

unlike other cities or states whose privileges and rights were based on ad hoc legislation,

* 8. Schwartz, Josephus and Judaean Politics (Leiden & New York, 1990), 209; Rajak,
“Jewish Rights in the Greek Cities Under Roman Rule: A New Approach” in Approaches to
Ancient Judaism V, ed. W.S. Green, Brown Judaic Studies 32 (Atlanta, 1985), 22; Rajak, “Roman
Charter”, 121; M Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights in the Roman World (Tiibingen, 1998), 5-6.

3 L. Mendelssohn, “Senati Consulta Romanorum quae sunt in Josephi Antiquitatibus”,
ASPL 5 (1875); F. Rosenthal, “Die Erlasse Caesars und die Senatusconsulte im Josephus Alterth.
X1V, 10 nach ihrem historischen Inhalte untersucht”, MGW.J 28 (1879), 183, 218-19; E. Schiirer,
The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ, (Leipzig, 1898; repr. Edinburgh,
1973), 275; Juster, Les Juifs, 213-14, 232-33; Ginsburg, Rome et la Judée (Paris, 1928), 87-95;
Smallwood, The Jews Under Roman Rule, 124.

¢ Jos. AJ XIV. 194. See also Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 450.
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the Jews acquired from Caesar a permanent and universal legislation, protecting religious
liberty and their traditional customs.’

Such arguments, however, have been consistently challenged. First, while
Caesar’s decisions concerning the Jews certainly were authoritative, their geographical
scope has been overstated, and they do not add up to a definition of Jewish religious
freedom.® Second, the grants of Caesar recorded by Josephus, with a few exceptions,
were not unparalleled in the Roman world. Various cities and states, both before and
after Caesar’s dictatorship, acquired diplomatic privileges, land grants, and varying forms
of legal autonomy similar to those mentioned in the Josephan documents.” Because of
this fact, the Josephan documents have been used as historical sources for this period of
Roman history, both as examples of Caesar’s general foreign policy and as a source for

reconstructing other texts.'® Ginsburg even went so far as to contend that Caesar’s

" Smallwood, Jews Under Roman Rule, 120-43, esp. 138-40; M. Rabello, “The Legal
Condition of the Jews in the Roman Empire”, ANRW 2. 13 (1980), 691-92. For further discussion
of this viewpoint, see Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 451-52.

¥ Momigliano, “I nomi delle prime ‘Sinagoghe’ romane ¢ la condizione giuridica della
communita in Roma sotto Augusto”, RMT 6 (1933), 287; Rajak, “Roman Charter”, 110; E. Gruen,
Diaspora: Jews Amidst Greeks and Romans (Cambridge, 2002), 88, n. 19.

® Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 34-53, 413-14, 452-60. She compares the decisions
especially to the Senatus Consultum de Stratonicensibus. See R. K. Sherk, RDGE (Baltimore
1969), no. 18, = Sherk, RGE (Cambridge 1984), no. 63. See also the Senatus Consultum de
Plarasensibus et Aphrodisiensibus in J. Reynolds, Aphrodisias and Rome (London, 1982), 12-13.

' For their relevance to Caesar’s foreign policy, see for example J. M. G. Barclay, Jews
in the Mediterranean Diaspora (Berkeley, 1996), 263; 7 Yavetz, Julius Caesar: The Limits of
Charisma (Tel Aviv, 1992), 101-3; Smallwood, Jews Under Roman Rule, 558; Trebilco, Jewish
Communities, 7; M. Gelzer, Caesar: Politician and Statesman (Oxford, 1968), 258. For example
of textual reconstruction, see Reynolds’ commentary in Aphrodisias and Rome, doc. 8, 64-5, 74-
7.
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decisions concerning the Jews were representative of part of a general scheme to unify
and consolidate harmoniously all the nations then under Roman rule."!

Because of the documents’ importance for our understanding of Judaea under
Rome and their application to reconstructing the history of the period, they have also
been heavily scrutinized, and justly so. The documents are not organized in any apparent
way, their chronology is debated, and some of the text is corrupt and fragmented. This
has led scholars to question both their date and authenticity. Freber has argued that the
text is so confused that only a partially satisfying recreation is possible; Moehring has
even dismissed much of it as forgery.'? While most writers have rejected the latter
argument,® much scholarly energy has been expended on improving the texts.'* Pucci
Ben Zeev’s 1998 monograph, which examines each document in detail, argues both that

the documents are authentic and that they should mostly be interpreted as Josephus has

1M S. Ginsburg, Rome et la Judée, 86-7.

12 Ginsburg, Rome et la Judée, 85; P. S. G. Freber, Der hellenistische Osten und das
Hllyricum unter Caesar (Stuttgart, 1993), 52. The argument for forgery is made most strongly by
H. R. Moehring, “The Acta Pro Iudaeis in the Antiquitates of Flavius Josephus” in Christianity
Judaism and other Greco-Roman Cults, vol. 3, (Leiden: 1975), 133-157. For a lengthy discussion
on the shortcomings in interpreting these documents in such a way, see T. Rajak, “Roman
Charter”, 109ff.

1B See Rajak, “Roman Charter”, 109; For a summary of these positions, see Pucci Ben
Zeev, Jewish Rights, 8-9, n. 26.

' J. T. Krebs, Decreta Romanorum pro Judaeis facta e Josepho collecta et commentario
historico-critico illustrate (Lipsiae, 1768); T. Mommsen, “Sui modi usati da Romani nel
conservare ¢ pubblicare le leggi ed i senatusconsulti”, 4ICA4 30 (1858), 181-212; L. Mendelssohn,
“Senati Consulta”, 87-288; F. Rosenthal, “Die Erlasse Caesars”, 176-83; 216-28; 300-22; P.
Viereck, Sermo Graecus quo senatus populusque Romanus magistratusque populi Romani usque
ad Tiberii Caesaris aetatem in scriptis publicis usi sunt examinatur (Gottingen, 1888); T.
Reinach, Oevres completes de Flavius Josephe 111 Antiquités Judaiques livres XI-XV (Paris,
1904); A. Momigliano, Richerche sull’organizzazione della Guidea sotto il dominio romano
(Bologna, 1934; Repr. Amsterdam, 1967).
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presented them. 15 Despite the attention that these documents have received, however,
commentators have generally reached similar conclusions; the documents record a variety
of official decisions of debated or indeterminable dates made by Caesar and the Roman
Senate. Much of this scholarship, however, has paid insufficient attention to
documentary contexts. Interpreting the documents with a view to the formulaic
requirements of their respective genres, however, can help to clarify their organization
and chronology and open new avenues of exploration. That is the aim of this thesis.

The first chapter will put the documents in their historical context. I will briefly
review the political history of Judaea from Pompey’s eastern settlement in 63-2 BCE to
the death of Hyrcanus II in 30, emphasizing especially the roles of Pompey, A. Gabinius,
Caesar, and M. Antonius. This period was defined by frequent shifts in power during the
Roman civil war that forced many Eastern states, including the Jews, to switch allegiance
quickly from one Roman general to another. Combined with the political struggle
between Hyrcanus and the family of his brother, Aristobulus, as well as the destructive
Parthian invasion in 40 BCE, the Jewish nation was in a state of turmoil. Caesar’s
decisions concerning the Jews in 47 served several functions. First, they settled fhe state
so that it would be under Roman supervision, and remain a faithful ally against hostile
foreign dynasts. Next (although less successful) was Caesar’s plan to settle the dispute
between the two Hasmonean princes by firmly establishing Hyrcanus as the legitimate

ruler. From Caesar’s own perspective, the most important element of his settlement was

'3 See above, 3, n. 4.
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to establish Judaea and its ruler as a Caesarean ally on whom he could rely while he
continued his war against the anti-Caesareans.

The first chapter will also outline Caesar’s movements between the battle of
Pharsalus in 48 to his embarkation to Africa in 46. I will pay special attention to Caesar’s
treatment of Eastern states in order to examine his policy towards both those who
supported him and those who resisted. This will allow us to view the decisions recorded
in Josephus within the context of Caesar’s overall diplomatic methods at the time. We
will then look at Caesar’s edict and accompanying letter (Documents 1 and 2), and I shall
discuss their prominent features. In this we shall see that Caesar’s decisions concerning
the Jews are fairly consistent with grants issued to other eastern states during this period.

Chapter Two will examine the content and language of Documents 3-7. Since
these documents are fragments that are missing most of the introductory information
necessary for determining their form and date, we shall first review the language and
functions of official Roman decisions. Roman decisions were typically highly formulaic,
so that correct diplomatic formulae and legal terminology are important for determining
both the authenticity and type of the decisions.'® A brief overview of these traditions will
thus allow us to examine the documents in detail and distinguish their form. By doing
this, we shall see that Documents 3-7 are actually all fragments of one or more senatus
consulta issued to confirm Caesar’s original edict. This then leaves us to determine how
many senatus consulta are represented in these documents, and when they most likely

would have been issued. By understanding the documents in the context of the political

' E. Bickermann, “Une question d’authenticité: les privileges Juifs”, Annuaire de
UInstitut de Philol. Et d’Hist. Orient. X111 (Brussels, 1953), 33{f.
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situation in the last years of Caesar’s dictatorship, the final part of the second chapter will
argue that instead of comprising several different decisions of different dates, Documents
3-7 actually contain fragments of only one decision, and that this decision was made in
February of 44, one month from Caesar’s death.

If the only Caesarean decree concerning the Jews was issued in 44, then the
actions of M. Antonius become relevant to the organization of the documents. The third
chapter will consider whether M. Antonius may have had his hand in the decisions that
these fragments represent, and how this might be detected. Josephus records another
document (§§219-222), a senate decree from April 44 in which the Senate authorizes
Antonius to reviéw and pronounce on the dictator’s acta, both finished and unfinished, so
that the Senate might reaffirm them. We shall see that Caesar’s decisions regarding
Hyrcanus and Judaea that were later recorded by Josephus were included in this task, and
that their organization is reflective of the process in which they were cited and restated in
a new Antonian measure. Similar to the origination of the Senatus Consultum Aliaque
Acta de Oropiorum et Publicanorum Controversiis,' Antonius had issued a decree that
quoted earlier decisions of Caesar and the Senate, a process that conflated the quotations
with the newer text, and contributed to the corrupted and confused organization of the
documents today.

All together, this will argue for a new interpretation of the Caesarean acta
recorded by Josephus. By focusing primarily on the formulaic language of the decisions

rather than their content, we shall first determine their genre and purpose. This step is

'" SIG® 11, 747, Sherk, RDGE 23 = RGE 70. See also Appendix C.
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critical to recognizing and understanding some of the documentary features present in the
acta, features which reveal a history of their own, and will provide us with a new
documentary narrative for how these decisions concerning Judaea and its ruler were made

and recorded.
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CHAPTER1

Caesar, Hyrcanus and the Jews

1. 1. Judaea in the First Century BCE

In the decades leading up to the civil wars of 49-44, the Jewish nation had
suffered from internal discord and external pressures. In 63 BCE, Pompey established
Roman hegemony over the whole region and turned Judaea into a vassal-state. The
kingship was abolished, and the Hasmonean dynasty, which had ruled Judaea for a
century, diminished, starting it on the path to being eventually supplanted by the growing
power of the Idumaean Antipatrids. Such was the political situation that Caesar
confronted in Judaea in 47 and dealt with in a series of official decisions that have been
preserved by Josephus. Since these decisions were made to address the political situation
in Judaea, a brief account of these events is needed. !

In 66 BCE, Judaea had split into factions supporting one of the two Hasmonean
princes, Hyrcanus II and his younger brother Aristobulus 1I. Although Hyrcanus had
already been appointed high priest and was the legitimate heir, his brother defeated him
in battle. Hyrcanus fled and agreed to hand over power to Aristobulus.? It is at this point
that the Idumaean Antipater appears in Josephus’ narrative, plotting against Aristobulus

in favour of his older brother. Through Antipater’s intrigues, Aristobulus himself was

' Book XIV of Josephus® Antiquitates Iudaicae is our principal ancient source for this
period. For an in-depth discussion of these events in relation to Jewish history as a whole, see
Schiirer, History of the Jewish People, 267-71; Smallwood, Jews Under Roman Rule, 21-38. For
discussion of Roman imperial policy at this date, see E. Badian, Roman Imperialism in the Late
Republic (Ithaca, 1968), 76-88; Sherwin-White, Roman Foreign Policy in the East (Norman,
1984), 58-79, 214-19, 271-79.

% Jos. AJ XIV. 4-7; BJ 1. 120-2.
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defeated and besieged in Jersusalem. While these events were unfolding in Judaea,
Pompey was concluding his wars in the East against Mithridates of Pontus. * These wars,
however, had left Syria and other Eastern states in anarchy. With his campaign nearly
complete, Pompey now sought a general resettlement of the East in order to preserve
stability and protect Roman interests there. While in Arimenia in 65, Pompey sent one of
his legates, M. Aemilius Scaurus, to occupy Damascus and lay the groundwork for
Syria’s annexation. Scaurus involved himself in Judaean affairs and settled the conflict
in favour of Aristobulus.’ Scaurus’ decision, however, was short-lived. In 63,° Pompey
overturned it in favour of Hyrcanus,  causing Aristobulus to take up arms against Rome.
Pompey marched against Jerusalem, besieged it, and forced Aristobulus’ surrender.®
Pompey then reorganized the region.

Despite the scanty sources on Pompey’s settlement, it is clear that its effect was to

reduce permanently the power and significance of Judaea. Jerusalem and the surrounding

3 Jos. AT XIV. 8-28.

4 Concerning Pompey’s wars in the east, see P. W. M. Freeman, “Pompey’s Eastern
Settlement”, Studies in Latin Literature and Roman History 7 (1994), 143-79; Seager, Pompey
the Great: A Political Biography (Oxford, 2002), 53-74; Broughton, MRR 11, 155, 159-60, 163-4,
169-70, 176; Plut. Pomp. 33-42; App. BC.11. 1.

3 Jos. AJXIV. 29-33; BJ 1. 127-30. Badian cites Judaea as the best-known case of
Pompey’s new policy in which former allies now paid tribute to Rome as provinces. See Roman
Imperialism, T8.

6 Josephus here is confused in his dating or has misinterpreted his source, Strabo, since he
mentions in AJ XIV. 34-36 that this occurred in the winter of 63 BCE, yet in 37 ff. this takes
place in 64.

7 Jos. AJ. XIV. 41-47. For discussion of the Pompey’s decision, see A. Schalit, Konig
Herodes: Der Mann und sein Werk (Berlin, 1969), 19-30; Smallwood, Jews Under Roman Rule,
22-23.

8 Jos. AJ. XIV. 47-71; BJ. 1. 132-151; Dio 37. 15. 2. 4 — 16. 1. 2; Strabo 6. 2. 40; Tac.
Hist. 5.9, Liv. Epit. 102,
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lands were subjected to tribute and placed under the supervision of the Roman governor
of Syria. Judaean territory was also greatly reduced, while Judaean colonists were
expelled from neighbouring regions. Non-Jewish subjects were either freed or made part
of the new Roman province of Syria. What was left of Judaca was awarded to Hyrcanus,
who was reinstated as high priest, but was deprived of the title of king. Aristobulus and
his family were taken hostage by Pompey and brought to Rome.’

Palestine enjoyed peace for a few years while Scaurus was governor of Syria (63-
62 BCE), and under his two successors L. Marcius Philippus (61-60) and Cn. Cornelius
Lentulus Marcellinus (59-58).'° In 57, A. Gabinius came to Syria as a proconsul,'!
where he made changes to Pompey’s eastern settlement.'? He weakened the central
authority by splitting the country into five districts, each of which was governed by a
regional sanhedrin (Gr. cuvédpilov). Hyrcanus may have lost political power, though he

retained the high priesthood.'® In 55, Gabinius restored the deposed Ptolemy XI Auletes

? Jos. AJXIV. 73-76, 79; BJ. 1. 155-8; Plut. Pomp. 39. 2; 45. 4; App. Mith. 116-7; Pliny
NH V. 74. Smallwood states that Hyrcanus might also have received the title of ethnarch at this
time, since although it is not explicitly stated at this point, it may be implied by 1| tpootacia tod
£0voug in AJ. XX. 244. See Jews Under Roman Rule, 27, n. 22.

19 For the dates of Scaurus, see Broughton, MRR 11, 168, 175; for Philippus, MRR I, 180,
185; for Marcellinus, see MRR 11, 190, 197. See also Jos. 4J XIV. 79-81; BJ1. 159

" The tribune P. Clodius passed legislation that according to Cicero gave imperium
infinitum to Piso. See Broughton, MRR 11. 203; App. Syr. 51; BC V. 10; Cic. Dom. 23, 55.

"> Plut. Ant. 3. 1; Jos. AJ XIV. 82-97; BJ 1. 160-74.

13 Jos. AJXIV. 91; BJ L. 170. For further discussion of these administrative districts, see
Schiirer, History of the Jewish People, 268, n. 5; Momigliano, Richerche sull 'organizzazione
della Guidea sotto il dominio romano (Amsterdam, 1967), 6-7, 20, 25; Schalit, Konig Herodes,
32; Smallwood, Jews Under Roman Rule, 32, n. 34, 35. Cf. Cic. De Prov. Cons. 10; Ad Q. Fr. 1.
11.2; II1. 2. 2. We have no evidence that these changes were ratified by the Roman senate.
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of Egypt. According to Josephus,'* Hyrcanus and Antipater assisted him in this task with
men, supplies and money. In Gabinius’ absence, however, Aristobulus’ elder son,
Alexander, attempted to seize power and drive out the Roman presence in Judaea.
Although initially successful, he was defeated by Gabinius at his return late in the year,
apparently again with the assistance of Antipater. Gabinius spared Alexander’s life, and
before he departed to finish his campaign against the Nabateans, he “reorganized the
government of Jerusalem in accordance with the wishes of Antipater.”"

In November of 55 BCE, before he had even finished his consulship for that year,
M. Licinius Crassus came to Syria to replace Gabinius as proconsul of Syria with plans to
invade Parthia.'® The costs associated with this induced him to rob the Temple treasury,
strip gold from the building, and appropriate a large number of precious objects.’

Hyrcanus does not seem to have protested. After Crassus’ death at the disaster at Carrhae

in 53, C. Cassius Longinus, assumed supreme command and organized the defense of the

' 47 XIV 98-9; BJ L. 175, which implies that Gabinius’ reforms did not limit Hyrcanus to
temple matters only. Neither Dio 39. 58. 1 nor Plut. Anz. 3. 2-4 mention Jewish assistance in this
expedition. For the dates of Ptolemy XI Auletes, see E. J. Bickerman, Chronology of the Ancient
World, (London, 1968), 158-59.

'* Jos. 4J XIV. 100-4; BJ 1. 176-8. Josephus gives no detail as to the nature of the
political reorganization or the “wishes of Antipater” (Avtindtpe 6éhovtr). Cf. Momigliano,
Richerche, 25; Schalit, Kénig Herodes, 750-2; Smallwood, Jews Under Roman Rule, 35.

'® See Broughton, MRR II. 214-215, 224-5; Dio 39. 33-6; Plut. Pomp. 52; Crass. 15-6;
App. BCIL 18; Jos. AJ XIV. 104.

17 Jos. AT XIV. 104; BJ. 1. 179; Plut. Crass. 17; Dio 40. 12-3; Flor. I. 46. 3.
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Roman east from 53-51 BCE."® He also suppressed another uprising in Judaea under the
general Pitholaus, thus achieving some stability in the region. "

M. Calpurnius Bibulus replaced Cassius in 51 and himself was succeeded in 50 by
a certain Veiento, who was likely a legate of Bibulus. Q. Caecilius Metellus Pius Scipio
Nasica was allotted Syria for the following year, and in early 49, with the civil war
between Caesar and the Republicans having just begun, he raised troops there for the
Pompeian cause. The next year, he joined Pompey in Thessaly and suffered defeat with
him at Pharsalus, afterwards fleeing to Africa.?’

The political situation in Judaca between Caesar’s victory at Pharsalus and his
arrival in Syria in the summer of the following year was uncertain, especially while
Caesar was embroiled in a dangerous fiasco in Alexandria in 47. This presented Hyrcanus
with an opportunity to demonstrate his loyalty by sending troops.?' After arriving in
Syria, Caesar moved to reward these services. He confirmed Hyrcanus as the high priest
(&pypévg) and, according to Josephus, awarded Antipater, Hyrcanus’ minister, with
Roman citizenship, exemption from taxes, and an appointment as “Procurator (§nitpomog)

3922

of Judaea.”” That Josephus makes no mention here of the title of ethnarch is

18 Dio 40. 28-9; Jos. 4J XIV. 119; Cic. ad Att. V. 20. 1-7; ad Fam. 11. 10; Vell. Pat. 2. 46.
4; Liv. Per. 108; Broughton, MRR 11, 229, 237, 242.

¥ Jos. AJXIV. 119-21; BJ1. 180.

20 Jos. AJ XIV. 123-6; BJ 1. 183-6; Dio 41. 18. 1. For all sources for these three governors
of Syria, see Broughton, MRR 11, 242, 250, 253, 260, 275.

2 See below, 21-22.

22 Jos. AJ XIV. 127-135, 143. Again, there is no evidence in the documents of Antipater’s
appointment, and Josephus does not describe the title or its duties further. The position or title of
procurator also seems anachronistic in this case. For a description of Josephus’ use of this word,
seec Mason, Greek Terms, 142-3.
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inconsistent with the very documents that he places later in his narrative, and is possibly
another error in the author’s understanding of Hyrcanus’ titulature. Josephus also states
that at the request of Hyrcanus, Caesar permitted him to rebuild the walls of Jerusalem,
and that Caesar sent instructions to Rome that these grants be recorded on the Capitol.>
Antipater then escorted Caesar out of Syria and returned to Judaea, where he had the
walls of Jerusalem rebuilt. Josephus also records that at Caesar’s return to Rome in 47,
envoys of Hyrcanus had already arrived to confirm the treaty of friendship and alliance
with him (mépyag & Y pravog Tpdg odtdv mapekdiet Befardoacdon v Tpdg odTov
@1Alay Kol oV ppayiov).?!

Caesar’s settlement of Palestine is recorded in the Josephan documents that are
the center of this study, and we shall return to them shortly. Despite the space that they
take up in Josephus’ text, they were not relevant for long. According to Josephus,
Hyrcanus’ weak nature ensured that Antipater would dominate the political scene. In 47,
Antipater appointed his sons, Phasael and Herod, as governors (otpotnyoi) in Jerusalem
and Galilee, respectively. Herod was ruthless in putting down some minor revolts against
his position, so that Hyrcanus was then pressured by the Jewish priestly aristocracy to
summon Herod to account for stepping beyond his authority. Hyrcanus, however, was

also compelled by the new Roman governor of Syria, Sex. Julius Caesar, to acquit him.

3 Jos. AT XIV. 144: émurpénel 8¢ xal Y prav o Tiic matpidog dvootiicor teiyn, tadmv
aimoopéve TV xapry...xal tadt’ émotéAAet Toig DrdTolg i Phuny dvayplyar v 1@
KametwMie. For the problems with this date, see Chapter 2, 49. Caesar also seems to have sent
copies of his edict to various cities in Palestine, such as Sidon (Jos. 4J XIV. 190-195).

4 Jos. AJ XIV. 156, 185.
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Herod was forced to leave Jerusalem, but Sex. Caesar made him “military governor of
Coele-Syria” (otpotnydg Tiic Koiing Zupiog). 2

In 46, Sex. Caesar was assassinated by the Republican Caecilius Bassus, who
made himself master of Syria. Between 46 and 44, the Caesarean generals C. Antistius
Vetus, L. Statius Murcus, and Marcius Crispus were sent to dislodge him. Although they
were assisted by Antipater and his two sons, they were ultimately unsuccessful. 1n 43,
after Caesar’s assassination, C. Cassius Longinus seized control of Syria,*® soon
demanding 700 talents from Judaea to fund his armies, and Antipater and Herod assisted
him in collecting it. He reaffirmed Herod’s appointment in Coele-Syria.?’

Later in 43, Antipater was assassinated, apparently out of personal enmity, though
possibly through the connivance of Hyrcanus. When Cassius left Syria early the next
year, Judaea was left in anarchy, in which Herod and the Antipatrids grew in influence
and power at the expense of Hyrcanus.”® Hyrcanus was later reconciled to Herod,
however, when the latter proved critical to preventing an attempt by Antigonus, another

son of Aristobulus, to seize control of Judaea.”? The defeat of Cassius and Brutus at

2 AJXIV. 156-80; BJ 1. 201-13; For discussion of the sources on Herod, see Schiirer,
History of the Jewish People, 275-6. Sex. Caesar was a young relation of the dictator, and was
- governor of Syria until his death in 46. See Broughton, MRR 11, 289, 297.

26 47 XIV. 268-70; BJ 1. 214-17; App. BCI11. 77; Dio. 47. 26. 3.

2T 4] XIV. 271-80; BJ 1. 216-22. Cassius entered Syria in early 43, but his command was
not legitimized until late April. Cf. App. BC. I1I. 63; Dio. 46. 40. 3-4; 47. 28. 5, Cic. Phil. 11. 30-
31.

B 4JXIV. 277-84; BJ 1. 223-8. Smallwood, Jews Under Roman Rule, 47, sees the
murder as motivated by an anti-Antipatrid faction in Jerusalem.

L4 1, L2020 SURLDNIAS SUUALC v gl RCloell as 2L

29 AJXIV. 297-9; BJ 1. 238-40. Tngephng’ source, Nicolaus, omits that Herod was not
entirely successful , as some Tyrian cities held Jewish territory that Antonius later ordered to be
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Philippi later that year resulted in the Roman East falling under M. Antonius’ control.
Antonius, however, was friendly toward Hyrcanus and Herod, and maintained their
positions in Judaea. At Hyrcanus’ request, Antonius also declared any actions by Cassius
as invalid, thus restoring to freedom those Jews who had been sold into slavery by
Casstus, and instructing Tyrian cities to restore all land that they had taken from Judaea.>®

In 41, Antonius appointed Phasael and Herod as tetrarchs of Jewish territory,
while Hyrcanus was reaffirmed as ethnarch and high priest.*’ These appointments were
undermined, however, when the Parthians invaded Asia Minor and Syria the following
year. Hyrcanus’ nephew, Antigonus, took advantage of this sudden disaster by
petitioning and bribing the Parthians to place him on the throne of Judaea: The Parthian
prince, Pacorus, agreed to this request, marched on Jerusalem, and installed Antigonus as
king and high priest. Hyrcanus and Phasael were imprisoned by the Parthians, while
Herod escaped through Egypt to Rome. Phasael soon committed suicide, while Hyrcanus
was mutilated and deported to Parthia.*> Within three years, however, Rome had driven
the Parthians out of their territories, and Herod, with some Roman assistance, retook

Jerusalem and had Antigonus executed. Antonius then made Herod king of Judaea,

returned to Jewish control (4J XIV. 306-22). See Schiirer, History of the Jewish People, 277, 1.
40; Schalit, Konig Herodes, 683-4.

3 This is recorded by Josephus, AJ XIV. 306-22, in three letters of Antonius to the Jews
and to Tyre. For Antonius’ friendship with Herod, see Smallwood, Jews Under Roman Rule, 49-
50.

' AT XIV. 324-6; BJ 1. 243-4. For the reality of Hyrcanus’ power at this juncture, see
Schalit, Kénig Herodes, 69-70. For discussion of the tetrarchy, see Smallwood, Jews Under
Roman Rule, 50, n. 18.

2 AT XIV. 330-69; BJ 1. 248-73; App. BC V. 65. L. Decidius Saxa was governor
(legatus) of Syria in 40, but was driven out by the Parthians and killed. Cf. Broughton, MRR 11,
384.
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restoring the position that Pompey had abolished twenty-six years earlier. In 36, Herod
secured the return of Hyrcanus to Jerusalem, where he awarded him every mark of
respect, (though Hyrcanus was ineligible for the position of high priest because of his
mutilation). This ostensible favour, however, was withdrawn in 30, when Herod had
Hyrcanus executed. The Hasmonean dynasty disappeared with him.*

The machinations and rise of the Antipatrids dominates much of Josephus’
narrative in these sections of the Bellum Iudaicum and the Antiquitates ludaicae.
Josephus has Antipater lead the Jewish contingent that assisted Caesar in Alexandria. He
also claims that Caesar’s favour towards Hyrcanus was attributable to Antipater, and that
for these reasons he was made both a Roman citizen and a “procurator” of Judaea.’*
Despite Josephus’ assertions, however, there is no evidence of this in the Caesarean
documents, where Antipater is not even mentioned. This inconsistency between
Josephus’ narrative and the documents he quotes may be partly attributable to Josephus’
source, Nicolaus of Damascus, whose history, as even Josephus himself admits, was
biased in favour of Herod and the Antipatrids.®® In contrast, Caesar’s own edict

concerning the Jews praises and thanks Hyrcanus only. As we shall see, however,

3 ATXIV. 375-491; XV. 161-82; BJ1. 278-356, 431-34. For functional details of
Herod’s kingship, see Schalit, Kénig Herodes, 155-298.

3 See above, 14, n. 22.

> AJXVI. 187. For the influence of Nicolaus on Josephus’ narrative, see R. Laqueur,
Der jiidische Historiker Flavius Josephus: Ein biographischer Versuch auf neuer
quellenkritischer Grundlage (Giessen, 1920. Repr. Rome, 1970), 136f; Rajak, Josephus: The
Historian and His Society (London, 1983), 17, 34; S. Schwartz, Josephus and Judaean Politics
(Leiden, 1990), 48, 120-23; D. R. Schwartz, “Josephus on Hyrcanus I1” in Josephus and the
History of the Greco-Roman Period. Essays in Memory of Morton Smith (Leiden, 1994), 210-32;
Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 388-91.
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Hyrcanus was not the only Eastern dynast to be granted privileged status during Caesar’s
rapid rise to power. Caesar’s movements between the battles at Pharsalus and Thapsus,
as well as the diplomatic relationships that he forged in the East during the civil wars, are
directly relevant to the Josephan material in our study. A brief discussion of Caesar’s
actions in the East during this period, therefore, will place his decisions regarding Judaea

in the context of his overall Eastern strategy.

1. 2. Caesar in the East

Although sometimes inconsistent, sources such as Appian, Cicero, Cassius Dio,
Plutarch, Hirtius, and Josephus give us a basic framework of the two-year period after the
battle of Pharsalus.’® After Caesar’s victory at Pharsalus (9 August 48 BCE), he
remained in Thessaly for a few days. It was at this time in Rome that Caesar was
declared Dictator for the second time, with Antonius later becoming his magister equitum
(Master of Horse).”” Caesar departed a few days later for Amphipolis, and from there to
the Hellespont, where he received envoys from the Aeolians, Ionians and other states of

Asia who came to declare their loyalty to him. He also granted to Ilium political

36 Rice Holmes presents a thorough chronology of this period. See The Roman Republic
and the Founder of the Empire Vol 3, (Oxford, 1923), 178-219. See also Schiirer, The History of
the Jewish People, 270-6; Bickerman, Chronology, 181; Broughton, MRR 11, 286 ff, M. Gelzer,
Caesar: Politician and Statesman (Oxford, 1968), 243-64; Smallwood, The Jews Under Roman
Rule, 36-40; S. Mitchell, “The Treaty between Rome and Lycia of 46 BC (MS 2070)”,
Papyrologica Florentina 35.1 (2005), 232-237.

" Dio 47. 21. 1. For Antonius’ return with his legions, see Cic. Phil. II 24, 59. For dating
of Caesar’s second dictatorship, see Broughton, MRR 11, 286; Raubitschek, “Epigraphic Notes on
Julius Caesar”, JRS 44 (1954), 70.
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autonomy, exemption from tribute, and increased territory.*® Three weeks after the
conclusion of Pharsalus, he arrived at Ephesus, where he was immediately hailed by
many cities in the Greek East who showed their support with statues and inscriptions
declaring him a saviour, benefactor, and even a god.*

It is likely that at this time he was also visited by a delegation led by Mithridates
of Pergamum. Mithridates was successful in winning Caesar’s favour, and Caesar sent a
letter*® to Pergamum with his edict concerning their new privileges. The letter is
incomplete, but we know from another inscription*' that at least some of Caesar’s
decisions regarding Pergamum included the restoration of the city’s autonomy and
inviolability. Caesar was honoured in Pergamum for this:

[6 &fjuog dtiunc]e oV £onvtod ofm]tfipo kol edepyény [[diov] Toviiov Tofov HOV

Kaio[a]pa, Tov adtokpdropa kol [dpyilepéo kol ductdtopa 1o d[ev]tefplolv],

mhong Gpetfig [Evex]ev, dnoxataoctioalv]t[a] to[T]g Oeo[ig th]v 1€ mOA[wV] [kail

v ydpoav ovoay iepd[v kai doviov kal ovTtdvopov].

[The people honoured] their saviour and benefactor [Gaius] Julius, son of Gaius,

Caes[a]r, Imperator and Pontifex Maximus, Dictator for the second time, [because

of] all his excellence, and because he has restored to the gods the city [and the]

land that is sacred [and inviolate and autonomous].

Mithridates later provided greater proof of his loyalty by assisting Caesar in his

Alexandrian campaign, which is described in our document. Caesar bestowed similar

38 Strabo 13. 1. 27, 594-5. According to Lucan 9. 961, Caesar conferred these grants
while passing through the city on his way to Ephesus. There is also a letter fragment (RDGE 53)
which mentions Caesar’s decisions concerning Ilium.

** See inscriptions from Athens, Thespiae, Chios, Samos, Pergamum, Ephesus and
Mytilene in Raubitschek’s “Epigraphical notes”, 65-75; SIG® 760; RGE 79. For the calculation of
Caesar’s departure from Larisa, see Rice Holmes, The Roman Republic, 179.

40 IGR 1682 = RDGE 54 = RGE 80a.

1 IGR TV 304. For further discussion, see Raubitschek, “Epigraphical Notes”, 68-9,
Mitchell, “Rome and Lycia”, 233.
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privileges upon Mytilene, and altered the taxation of other Asian cities.** Around 28
September, Caesar sailed from Ephesus to Rhodes, where he continued his policy of
clemency and generosity by hearing delegations from Rhodes and Cnidus and granting
both freedom and tax exemption to both cities. It was also likely at this time that he
granted privileges to various Lycian cities, later confirmed in 46 in a formal treaty. After
a few days, he sailed with his forces to Alexandria, where he arrived on 2 October, not
long after Pompey’s assassination.®’

It is difficult to separate the fact from fiction relating to Caesar’s time in Egypt,
and although I will not go into great detail about his intentions or exploits, a few events
- still deserve mentioning. Having embroiled himself in an Egyptian war, Caesar and his
few troops became besieged within Alexandria. In addition to the aid of ten warships
from the Rhodians and five from the Lycians, Mithridates of Pergamum also brought an
auxiliary force to the relief of Caesar.** Although none of the ancient sources except
Josephus mention it, this force included a Jewish contingent. According to Josephus, the
Jewish contingent was 3000 strong and led by Antipater on behalf of Hyrcanus.* In the

documents, however, Caesar refers to the assistance of only 1500 Jewish troops, and he

*2 For Decisions concerning Miytilene, see /G X11.2.35; SIG® 764; IG X11. Suppl, 11; IGR
IV. 33; Sherk, RDGE 26 d-¢ = RGE 83; “Caesar and Mytilene”, GRBS 4 (1963), 217-230.

* App. BCII. 88-90; Caes. BC IIL. 106. For details concerning Cnidus, see Strabo 14. 2.
15, 656; Plut. Caes. 48.1; App. BC. 1I. 116. Appian in BC1V. 66, indicates that they made a
treaty with Rome through Caesar (51 I'aiov Kaicopog). Mitchell argues that it was at this time
that a formal treaty was also made with Cnidus and Lycia. See “Rome and Lycia”, 235.

“ Caes. BCTIL 106. 1; Bell. Alex. 13, 26. See Also Rice Holmes, The Roman Republic,
188, 198-9; M. Gelzer, Caesar, 250.

4 BJ1. 187, 193-4 has Antipater leading the force on his own initiative.
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does not mention Antipater, but gives thanks only to Hyrcanus (§193).%¢ J osephus, citing
Strabo as an example,*’ even admits that some sources claim that Hyrcanus himself was
present with Mithridates. In any case, these troops were critical to Caesar’s victory at
the Nile in March of 47. Two months later, he began to prepare for his expedition to Asia
against Pharnaces of Pontus, and he sailed for Syria around the 7 of June.*®

Hirtius describes Caesar’s stopover in Syria after he arrived in mid-June. His
primary task in Syria was to reorganize the region both in order to solve internal disputes
and buttress against the continuing Parthian threat, but no doubt also to strengthen his
own position in an area where Pompey had once enjoyed pre-eminence. He rewarded
both deserving individuals and states, held inquiries, and ruled in disputes.* He brought
kings and various leaders bordering Syria under his protection and formed treaties of

friendship with them.*® During this period Caesar ruled concerning Judaea and

Hyrcanus,51 resulting in an edict that is preserved in Josephus. The delegation would not

“® The numerical error is likely a simple exaggeration made by Josephus. See T. Reinach,
Oevres completes de Flavius Joséphe I11: Antiquités Judaiques livres XI-XV (Paris, 1904), 239, n.
5.

7 AT XIV. 127-139. For the role of Strabo’s writings in shaping Josephus’ narrative, see
K. Albert, Strabo als Quelle des Josephus (Aschaffenburg, 1902), 39-41; D. R. Schwartz,
“Josephus on Hyrcanus 11, 211-12.

8 For discussion on the dating of Caesar’s departure from Egypt, see Rice Holmes, The
Roman Republic, 203-204, 509,

¥ Caesar had legal authority in such cases from his powers as dictator, but all higher
magistrates possessed the authority both to judge cases abroad and conduct preliminary
investigations. See A. Lintott, The Constitution of the Roman Republic (Oxford, 1999), 96.

30 Bell. Alex. 65-66; Cic. Ad Att. xi. 20. 1. See also Plut. Caes. 50. 1 and Suet. Div. Jul.
35. For commentary on this chronology, see Schiirer, The History of the Jewish People, 248; Rice
Holmes, Roman Republic, 209-210; Gelzer, Caesar, 257-259; Smallwood, Jews Under Roman
Rule, 36-43.

AT XIV. 137.
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have had much time to present their case, however, since by August of 47 Caesar had
hastened to Cilicia to march against Pharnaces, whom he quickly defeated in battle at
Zela.

The awards granted to those who aided him against Pharnaces also deserve
mention here. It should be noted that Hyrcanus was not the only Eastern dynast to
receive a change in title by an edict of Caesar during this period. The sources are
consistent in their description of Caesar’s relationship with Deiotarus, the king of Galatia.
Although Deiotarus had fought with Pompey at Pharsalus, he earned clemency from
Caesar’s by assisting both him and his legate, Domitius Calvinus, in the battle against
Pharnaces. Caesar allowed Deiotarus to retain the title of king,>* but transferred some of
his land, the tetrarchy of Gallograecia, to the ever-faithful Mithridates. He also bestowed
on Mithridates the claim for the title of King of the Bosporus (formally under the control
of Pharnaces), with full support to wage war against Asander, the satrap whom Pharnaces
had left in charge of his kingdom.*® Caesar was clearly attempting to establish monarchs
friendly to him in Asia and Syria not only to protect Roman interests against foreign
invaders, but also to secure his position there as he headed west to continue his war
against the anti-Caesareans.” Hyrcanus was part of this plan, and he remained lbyal to

Caesar until the dictator’s death.

52 Caes. Bell. Alex. 67 ff; Dio. 41. 63. See also Rice Holmes, The Roman Republic, 211,
Gelzer, Caesar, 59.

>3 Caes. Bell. Alex. 78; Dio 42. 48; App. Mith. 120 ff. See also Rice Holmes, The Roman
Republic, 215; Gelzer, Caesar, 260-1. From Deiotarus Caesar also took Armenia Minor and gave
it to Ariobarzanes of Cappadocia. See A. H. M. Jones, The Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces
(Amsterdam, 1983), 166.

5 Gelzer, Caesar, 257-61; C. Meier, Caesar (London, 1995), 402.
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Caesar proceeded to make his way back to Asia through Galatia and Bithynia and
transacted public business in the cities, settling disputes and granting various privileges.
He continued to reward various monarchs and cities who had remained loyal and exacted
money and gifts from those who had not. On 24 September of 47, he had arrived in
Rome. Caesar’s time in Rome was both brief and turbulent. He was required to undo the
political incompetence of Antonius whom he had left in Rome as his magister equitum,
as well as to put down a mutiny among his veterans. Within a month, Caesar mustered
his forces and prepared for his expedition to Africa in order to counter the threat of Cato

and Scipio. He sailed for Africa towards the end of November of 47.%°

1. 3. 1. Caesar’s Decisions Regarding Judaea in 47

Caesar’s victory at Pharsalus, therefore, allowed him to reshape the political
landscape in the Roman East. Representatives from Asian cities or nations, such as
Ilium, Ephesus, Pergamum, Mytilene, Cnidus, and Rhodes, were obliged to declare their
loyalty to him in order to maintain their safety and privileged status. Those who
supported him in his campaigns in Alexandria or against Pharnaces, such as the Jews or
Mithridates of Pergamum, were rewarded with additional privileges, while other dynasts,
such as Deiotarus, lost territory or position. The Jews were clearly a part of Caesar’s task
of settling affairs in Syria in the summer of 47 that are described by Hirtius. Caesar met

with a Jewish delegation, perhaps with Hyrcanus himself, and he sent a letter to nearby

> Dio. 42. 48-49; App. BC11. 386-96; Bell. Alex. 66-78; Plut. Caes. 51. 2; Strabo. 12. 3.
14. According to Dio, it was at that time that the tetrarchy in Galatia and the title of King of.
Bosporus was given to Mithridates of Pergamum.
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Sidon (and likely other cities) with instructions to carry out the commands concerning
Jewish privileges ordered in his edict. This covering letter and edict (§190-95) go

together and are contained in Documents 1 and 2, respectively.

1. 3. 2. Document 1: Caesar’s Covering Letter

Official Roman letters (Lat. epistulae, Gr. ypopuporo), were not so much a type of
decision as much as a way of communicating one. Epistulae were sent by the Roman
senate or magistrates to officials of a foreign city or state in order to convey to them some
decision or policy. They were critical diplomatic devices and were frequently used to
communicate magisterial decisions in the Greek East. They also tended to have specific
formulae. There is a formal greeting (salutatio) in which the writer addresses the
magistrate or magistrates and often also the council and people of the city, translated in
Greek as éipxovor Bovki] dnpe yeipew. Following the salutatio is the formula
valetudinis, in which the writer states something to this effect: “If you are in good health,
it is well, I am also well...” (Gr. &i £pwc0e &b av Eyor xayod 5& Epopot). Mention of the
wellbeing of the army in the formula valetudinis is a Roman invention and became
common in the mid-first century BCE.>® The magistrate or magistrates would also
specify the method by which their decision was to be published or made public. This is
precisely the function of Caesar’s letter in the first document.

The covering letter (§§190-91) which introduces the edict states the following:

56 The first example of it occurs in a document from 117 BCE (SIG” II. 700) but is not
common until the mid-first century BCE. It became standard in letters of Caesar and, later, the
triumvirs. For a lengthy discussion of the formal language used in a salutatio or formula
valetudinis, see introduction to Epistulae in Sherk, RDGE, 186 ff.



MA Thesis — G. Ward, Classics 26

I'&og Todhog Kaioap avtokpdtmp kol dpyepevg diktdtop 10 devtepov
Tidwviov dpyovoty Bovd SAum yaipew. el Eppncde e dv Exot, kéyd 88 Eppopot
oLV 1@ otpaTonédm. Tiig Yevopévig dvaypagiic &v Tij SéATE mpog Y pravov viov
AleEbvdpov apytepéa kai E0vapynv Tovdainv mémoupa dUiv 10 dvtiypagov, tv’
v 101 dnpociolg VUGV dvakénton ypappooty. foviopor 88 kol EAnvioTi kol
PpopaioTl &v 6EAT® oAk todto dvoredijvor. Eotiv &) Todto-

Gaius Julius Caesar, Imperator and Pontifex Maximus, Dictator for the second
time, bids greetings to the magistrates, council and people of Sidon. If you are in
good health, it is well. I also and the army are in good health. I am sending you a
copy of the decision, inscribed on a tablet, concerning Hyrcanus, son of
Alexander, the high priest and ethnarch of the Jews, in order that it may be
deposited among your public records. It is my wish that this be set up on a tablet
of bronze in both Greek and Latin. It reads as follows.”’
We begin first with the introductory sentence of the letter. The salutatio corresponds
with traditional language of official Roman correspondence. The description of Caesar
as Dictator II places the document to 47 BCE, after his victory at the battle of
Pharsalus.”® The title combination of omokpétop kol dpyepedc (Imperator and Pontifex
Maximus) was also common for inscriptions for Caesar in the East immediately after that
battle.”® Next follows the standard formula valetudinis, including mention of Caesar’s
army, which was typical during this period.*® After Caesar presents his greetings and

best wishes to the Sidonians, he orders that the copy of the decision which he is sending

them be put in their public records and set up on a bronze tablet in both Latin and Greek

37 Translations are adapted from Marcus unless otherwise stipulated.

3% Caesar was dictator for the second time from October of 48 to about April of 46. See
above, 19, n. 37, and Appendix D.

% Raubitschek, Epigraphic Notes, 13. Cf. Inscr. de Délos, no. 1587; IGR IV. 928; IG %
3229, 3271/2; IG X1L. 556; IGR 1V. 303, 307. See also E. Meyer, Caesars Monarchie und das
Principat des Pompejus (Stuttgart, 1922), 505; L. R. Taylor, The Divinity of the Roman Emperor
(Philadelphia, 1975), 59-61.

5 For the inclusion of the army in the formula valetudinis, see above, 25.
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(EXMAmvioti kol popaioTi &v 6éATe yaAxi todto éwatsGﬁvm).m The letter recorded in
Document 1, therefore, is representative of typical Roman magisterial epistulae, and

introduces the edict that follows in traditional fashion.

1. 3. 3. Document 2: Caesar’s Edict

The letter is attached to Document 2, an edictum in which Caesar grants various
privileges to the Jews and to their high priest, Hyrcanus II. Of all the decisions in the
acta, the edict is the best-preserved. There is also little debate among commentators
concerning its import, dating and purpose.®? Since it is in good céndition, it provides a
logical starting point for our investigation of the decisions concerning the Jews. The

~edict is also critical to our study, since most of edict’s decisions are consistently referred

to or confirmed by the later documents. The decision reads as follows:

‘TovAog Kaioap avtokpdrop kal dpylepedg diktdtmp 10 de0teEpOV petd
ovppoviiov yvoung Enékpiva. émel Y pkoavog AreEdvdpov Tovdaiog kol viv kol
v 101g Epmpocbev xpdvoig Ev te elpnvi kol ToAEP® TIOTV T€ KO GTOLOTV TTEPL T
npétepa mpbypata énedetaro, Mg T TOAAOL LELOPTUPNKACLY OOTOKPATOPEG,
kol &v T@ Eyyioto év AdeEavopeig ToAEp® HETd YAV TEVTOKOGIOV GTPATIOTOV
TKe oOppox0g kol Tpog MBpdatny droctodeig vn’ &pob nhvrag dvdpeiq Todg &v
ta&el VmepéPaiey, o1d TavTag ToG aitiag Y pravov AreEdvipov kol To Tékvo.
ontol 20véapyag Tovdainv sivar Bovhopal, dpyiepmciviy e Tovdaiav Sid TovTog
Eyetv kol T whTplo. E0m, elvad Te adTov Kol Todg Toidag adTol cvppdyovg Huiv
11 te kal &v Toig kat’ dvdpo eihoig dptbueiotal, Goo Te KOTO TOVC idiovg OTRV
VOpOVG E0Tiv Apylepatikd 1§ PAGVOpwTa, Tabto KEAEDM KOTEXEWY AOTOV KOl T,

5! Orders of publication were quite common in both official Roman epistulae and senatus
consulta. See below, Chapter 2, 38, n. 10.

62 For further discussion on the content this fragment, see Mendelssohn, “Senati
Consulta”, 189-197; Rosenthal, “Die Erlasse Caesars”, 178-183, 216-226, 302-306; T.
Mommsen, Romische Geschichte V, (Berlin, 1923-7) 501; Judeich, Caesar im Orient (Leipzig,
1885), 122, 129, 138; P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus, 97. T. Rice Holmes, The Roman Republic and
the Founder of the Empire, 111 (New York, 1967), 507; A. Schalit, Kénig Herodes, 148-9; Pucci
Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 31-53.
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tékvo antol- v 8¢ peta&d yévntal tig {tnoig mepl tiig Tovdainv dywyiic,
dpéoket pot kpiotv yiveoOou map’ ovtoic. mapoyepaciov 6 fj xphuoto
npaocectat 00 doxkpdlo.

I, Julius Caesar, Imperator and Pontifex Maximus, Dictator for the second time,
have decreed as follows with the advice of the council.®> Whereas the Jew
Hyrcanus, son of Alexander, both now and in the past, in time of peace as well as
in war, has shown loyalty and zeal toward our state, as many commanders have
testified on his behalf, and in the recent Alexandrian war came to our aid with
fifteen hundred soldiers, and being sent by me to Mithridates,® surpassed in
bravery all those in the ranks, for these reasons it is my wish that Hyrcanus, son of
Alexander, and his children shall be ethnarchs of the Jews and shall hold the
office of high priest of the Jews for all time in accordance with their national
customs, and that he and his sons shall be our allies and also be numbered among
our particular friends; and whatever high-priestly rights or other privileges exist in
accordance with their laws, these he and his children shall possess by my
command. And if, during this period, any question shall arise concerning the
Jews’ manner of life, it is my pleasure that the decision shall rest with them. Nor
do I approve of troops being given winter quarters among them or of money being
demanded of them.

Caesar, who again is described as Imperator, Pontifex Maximus and Dictator IL,* begins
by praising the attested loyalty of Hyrcanus, specifically citing his assistance in the recent
Alexandrian campaign.®® He then instructs that Hyrcanus and his descendants shail be
ethnarchs of the Jews ('Y pxavov AreEGvdpov kol ta Tékva ovtod E0vapyag Tovdaimv
givon - §194), retain the ofﬁce of high priest in accordance with Jewish custom
(dpyrepwovvny e Tovdaimv &1d Tavtog Exev kotd td mdTpla €6 - §194), and be counted

among Rome’s friends and allies (coppdyovg Npiv €t te Kol &v Toig kat’ dvdpa ¢idoig

8 Lat. ex consilii sententia, an “advisory board.”
64 Mithridates of Pergamum. See above, 20-21.

5 The manuscripts give odtokpérop 10 Sebtepov kai dpyiepedc. The text here is clearly
corrupted, and Niese emended it on the basis of the edict’s covering letter and because the titles
find no parallels in any decree relating to Caesar, and also makes no sense in this context. For
further discussion of this title in relation to Caesar, see Chapter 2, 52-53.

66 » J— - ’ , N ’ ’ ~o X
&v 1® Eyyiota v AleEavdpein molépug petd yAiov Teviakoosinv oTpaTOTdV 1)KE
CULLULYOG, KTA.
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Gp1Bpeican - §§194-5). It should be noted that the edict does not declare that the Jews or
the Jewish nation are to become friends and allies of Rome, but only Hyrcanus and his
family. They are to be added to the “roll of friends” (Lat. formula amicorum, Gr. ¢ihav
dwataypa) and awarded certain privileges.®” Caesar states next that Hyrcanus and his
descendants shall also possess traditional high priestly rights and privileges (dpylepoticd
7l pildvOpwna), and that the Jews shall have jurisdiction over internal affairs (xpictv
viveoBar mwap’ avtols - §195). Lastly, he commands that Judaea shall not be required to
provide winter quarters for Roman troops, and that no money may be demanded from
them (mapoayeipoaciov d¢ f| ypripata tpdcocecbor ov doxialm - §195).

The establishment of the hereditary ethnarchy and high priesthood for Hyrcanus
and his descendents is the most important of these decisions. Hyrcanus’ powers seem to
have been weakened in Gabinius’ reorganization of Judaea into five administrative
districts. By this edictum of Caesar, Hyrcanus now regained control and power over
internal affairs for the entire nation. The dating of this edict is confirmed not only by the
titles ascribed to Caesar within it, however, but also by the great number of ancient
sources which describe this period in detail. The Jews were not the only people to be
caugilt up in the civil wars of the late republic, and not the only people to whom

privileges and titles were granted by Caesar in order to secure both his and their position.

87 For the titles of amici and socii, see E. Gruen, The Hellenistic World and the Coming of
Rome (Berkeley, 1984), 47; A. K. Bowman, “The Formula Sociorum in the Second and First
Centuries BC”, CJ 85 (1989-90), 330-6; Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 41. For the process of in
sociorum formulam referre, see also Willems, Le Sénat de la Républiqgue Romaine (Aalen, 1968),
480. The privileges given to Hyrcanus and his family are possibly those described in a later
fragment, Document 5 (§210). For other examples, see RDGE 22 = RGE 66, 24; RDGE 65. 30;
IGRom. 1.118. See also H. J. Mason, Greek Terms for Roman Institutions (Toronto, 1974), 36.

88 See above, 12, n. 13.
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The grants that Caesar made issued concerning the Jews and their leader fit an overall

pattern of Caesar’s actions in the East during this period.

1. 4. Caesar’s Edict in Relation to the Other Documents

The edict that we have examined is important for a number of reasons. First, it is
our best preserved document. Second, it is the earliest evidence for decisions made by
Caesar concerning the J ews.” Third, as mentioned above, these very decisions are
frequently referenced and reaffirmed in later documents of the acta. The edict that
Caesar issued in the summer of 47, therefore, provided the basis for the senatorial
decisions concerning the Jews that followed. This is seen in Figures 1 and 2 below,

which outline the content of Documents 3-7:

Figure 1
AJ Section

Doc. 3 §196-98 Decisions confirming privileges for Hyrcanus and the Jews.
Hyrcanus and his descendents shall rule the Jewish nation and
enjoy increased territory granted by Rome; Hyrcanus, as high priest
and ethnarch, shall be a “protector” of those unjustly treated;
Roman embassies will be sent to Hyrcanus to discuss friendship
and alliance; description of the publishing of the decree and
treatment of the Jewish embassy. :

Doc. 4 §199 Decisions confirming privileges for Hyrcanus and the Jews.
Hyrcanus and his descendents shall be high priests of the Jews with
all traditional high priestly rights.

Doc. 5 §200-1 Decisions confirming privileges for Hyrcanus and the Jews. The
Hyrcanus may rebuild the walls of Jerusalem as he sees fit; taxes

% This assertion is contested only by Momigliano, Richerche, 194. See Chapter 2, 46-47.



Doc. 6 §202-10

Doc. 7 §211-12

Decision
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paid by the Jews shall be reduced; no one shall profit from the
Jews.

Decisions confirming privileges for Hyrcanus and the Jews. A
Description of the tribute that the Jews must pay to Rome;
Hyrcanus and his descendents shall be paid tithes and possess
traditional high priestly rights; the Jews shall be free from demands
of money, winter quartering or auxiliary troops; The city of Joppa
will be given to their control, for which they must pay tribute; they
are given areas of the Plain of Esdraelon, Lydda, and territories
belonging to dynasts of Syria and Phoenicia; Hyrcanus and his
descendents shall possess traditional privileges of friends and allies
of Rome, including the right to summon the senate extra ordinem
through the dictator or master of horse.

Caesar praises Hyrcanus and the Jews. The loyalty of Hyrcanus
and the Jews is praised; they should be given tokens of gratitude by
Rome.

Figure 2

Doc.2 Doc.3 Doc.4 Doc.5 Doe.6 Doc.7

Grant of hereditary ethnarchy and

high priesthood X X X X
Hyrcanus and family to enjoy

traditional priestly rights X X X
Diplomatic Privileges for

Hyrcanus, his family, and their X X X X
envoys

Military exemptions and

privileges X X X

Land grants X X
Taxation privileges X X
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The grants of the hereditary ethnarchy and high priesthood are repeated in Documents 3
and 4. The declaration that Hyrcanus and his descendents shall be enrolled in Rome’s
register of friends and allies (§ 194),” is recalled in Document 6 with the award of
specific diplomatic privileges for Hyrcanus, his descendents, and their envoys. The edict
also declares that Hyrcanus and his descendents shall possess traditional high priestly
rights (660, T€ xaTd ToVG idlovg adTdY Vopovg Eotiv dpylepatikd 1] ¢AavOpoma). This is
repeated in Documents 4 and 6.”' The edict’s final grant (§195), which states that the
Jews shall be exempt from demands of money or winter quarters, * is also elaborated in
Document 6.

The edict presented in Document 2, therefore, became the basis for the decisions
recorded in the documents that follow. As we shall see, the later documents do indeed
introduce some decisions that are not present in the edict. Most of the decisions
concerning Hyrcanus and Judaea, however, are first seen in the edict, and then confirmed
in the later documents. The next chapter will examine the form and function of these

documents, and discuss when the decisions recorded in them were made.

7 glvai te oMTOV Ko Tovg Taidag adTod ovppdyovg HUIV &t Te Ko &v Toig Kot &vopa
piloig apBpeicou.
"1 88199 and 208, respectively.

72 , oy on ; r n N o
mopoyepnaciov o€ 7| ypripoto tphooestor 0 doxtudlm.
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CHAPTER 11

Confirming Caesar’s Acta

2. 1. Official Roman Political Language and Formulae

In Chapter 1, we saw that Documents 1 and 2 are a covering letter and edict of
Caesar from 47 BCE. We must now determine the form and date of the remaining five
parts of the acta. Documents 3 to 7 contain fragments of five decisions concerning
Hyrcanus and the Jews of Palestine. Most of these decisions repeat or supplement orders
already made in Caesar’s edict (see Figure 2 above), but each document is introduced
separately, with varying titles ascribed to Caesar, making them difficult to date. We are
then left only with the language and the content of the decisions themselves. Since
recognizing and contrasting the different forms of decisions is csscntial to determiring
the structure of the Josephan documents, we must first review the different types of
official Roman decisions as well as the formal language that they employed.

Although official Roman decisions did not always adhere to strict patterns, they
were typically highly formulaic, and it is this consistency that allows epigraphers and |
commentators to rebuild damaged texts. A familiarity with the language is thus
important to our study. A common form of decision was the edict (Lat. edictum, Gr.
81('xwyua'), which uses language different from a senatus consultum and comes from a
different authority. An edict was a command or decision of an individual magistrate

(such as a praetor, proconsul or propraetor) and, like the senatus consultum, was

! There was also some elasticity with the Latin term for edict, since decretum (Gr.
émipyre) was sometimes used. See Sherk, RDGE, 195.
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authoritative and normative. It was rendered in the first person and used such language
as “it is my wish that...” (desidero...esse) and “I have decided that...” (constitui),
followed by a relative accusative. In Greek, these structures were often translated as
Bovhopon elvan and émikpive.?

A lex (Gr. vOpog) was a statute whose authority was based on the populus
Romanus and applied to all the people and governing bodies of Rome.? It was passed in
the popular assembly that was convened by a magistrate, and was written and eventually
published by being placed in the aerarium. The lex and a senatus consultum were
different less because of the subject of the decision than how it was enforced, since ﬁnlike
a senatus consultum, a lex did not require any additional executive power to support it.
Legislation could deal with any topic, including admission to Roman citizenship,
economic and social matters such as sumptuary laws, grain laws, foundation of colonies,
constitutional and legal enactments, and the distribution of public land.*

A senatus consultum (Gr. d6ypa) was the recommendation or advice of the senate
to a magistrate who had requested it, and it required his acceptance to be executed.
Although it lacked the legal authority of a lex, the authority and power of the senate in the

late Republic was such that it often guaranteed that its decrees carried real weight and

2 For examples of this formula, see RDGE 2, 16, 17, 20, 22, 23, 26, 28, 31, 33, 38, 57, 58.
See also T. Mommsen, Romisches Staatsrecht 1 (Leipzig, 1887), 202-9.

3 Lex est quod populus iubet atque constituit — Gaius. Inst. 1. 3.

4 A. Lintott, Constitution, 3-6, 200-1; “Democracy in the Middle Republic”, ZSS 104
(1987), 34-52; Judicial Reform and Land Reform in the Roman Republic (Cambridge, 1992), 34-
58; Willems, Le Sénat, 113-4. For a discussion on some of the different categories of leges, sce
M. W. Frederiksen, “The Republican Municipal Laws: Errors and Drafts”, JRS 55.1 (1965),
189ff.
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legitimacy. A magistrate called a meeting of the senate and presided over it. In the role
of the relator, the magistrate introduced a motion (relatio) and asked for the opinion
(sententiae) of the senate. After the subsequent vote was carried, the senate’s decision
was then enacted as a senatus consultum. There was no regular procedure, as far as we
know, for publishing senatus consulta. In the Republican period, however, decrees were
typically copied onto wooden tabulae (Gr. d¢éAtot) faced with wax and deposited in the
aerarium Saturni. They were often bound into codices and stored in order of registration.
Official copies of the decrees (Lat. exempla, Gr. dvtiypapa) were also often sent to
interested parties, especially in the Greek East. It is from these copies that we today have
many surviving sections of original senatus consulta.’

Senate decrees were typically written in the third person, although the plural
personal pronoun “we” was often employed. Also, regardless of size, they consistently
comprised the following four parts: the prescript, the theme, the decree proper, and the
mark of approval. The prescript presents the name and rank of the presiding
magistrate(s), the time and place of the meeting, and those witnesses who were present.
The theme then pronounces the relatio, the reasons or motivations prompting the decree.
It begins with the formula “Whereas (name of the magistrate) spoke concerning...” (Lat.

quod verba fecit de / uf). This was translated into Greek as mepi Gv 6 Setvo, Adyong

> T. Mommsen, “Sui modi usati da’ Romani nel conservare e pubblicare le leggi ed I
senatusconsulti”, Ges. Schriften T (Berlin, 1965), 290-313; Sherk, RDGE, 4-7; Willems, Le
Sénat, 114-16, 216-17, 515-19; J. Reynolds, Aphrodisias and Rome, doc. 8 lines 1-3, commentary
on 65-6; Talbert, Imperial Rome, 303-337, 432-3; A. Lintott, The Constitution of the Roman
Republic (Oxford, 1999), 75-85. On the normative and functional powers of the senate, see A.
Watson, Law Making in the Latter Roman Republic (Oxford, 1974), 21-30; G. Crifd, “Attivitd
normative del senato in eta reppublicana”, BIDR 71 (1968), 31{f; P. Culham, “Fraud, Fakery and
Forgery: The Limits of Roman Information Technology”, AncW 27 (1996), 173-4.
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énouooro nepl / 6mwg. It ends with “Concerning this matter (the senate) has resolved as
follows,” (Lat. de ea re ita censuerunt or Gr. nepi 100100 10D TP&ypHOTOG OVTOG ESokev).°
The decree proper is the least formulaic part, since it gives the specific decisions made
(or suggested) concerning the motion. It is, however, typically introduced with u# (Gr.
Omwg or, less commonly, tva). Recognizing the use of this dnwg formula is a key to
determining much of the form of the decisions in the acta, since most of the documents
lack a theme, and all of them lack prescripts. The mark of approval finally concludes the
decree by formally expressing the vote with the word “decreed” (Lat. censuere or Gr.
E80kev).”

Especially in regard to edicta and senatus consulta, interested parties (usually
foreign nations) often preserved only those clauses that concerned them. Lines of a
decision were simply excerpted or abbreviated to suit local the interests. The precision
regarding presiding consuls and the month and day in which the decisions of magistrates
or the senate were enacted are therefore rare in surviving texts.® In the decisions
presented by Josephus, most of these lines only partially describe Caesar’s titles, with
some titles missing or others lacking the number, so that we know only that he assumed
the relevant title sometime during the period of 48-44 BCE. The type of decisions

contained in these documents, therefore, cannot be determined through recognition of

S D. Daube, Forms of Roman Legislation (Oxford, 1956), 78-86.

" This part is often missing from extant senatus consulta, and is wholly missing from all
of the official documents in the Antiquitates. For further discussion of these formulae, see Sherk,
RDGE, 7-8.

8 Talbert, The Senate of Imperial Rome, 304-305; Culham, “Fraud, Fakery and Forgery”,
177.
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formal prescripts and marks of approval, but through a careful examination of the

language and form of the decree proper. This study will demonstrate that Documents 3-7

all contain fragments of one or more senatus consulta.

2. 2. Document 3: First Confirmation of Caesar’s Decisions

Document 3 (§§196-8) is fragmented and contains a number of corruptions, but is

also the closest in content to Caesar’s edict and covering letter. As such, it offers a

logical starting point:

Tatov Koisapog adtokpétopog dmdtov Sedopéva cuykex®pnpévo, TPOCKEKPIIEVQ
gotiv obtwg Eyoviar

6mag 10, Tékva avtot ToT Tovdainv €Bvoug Gpyn, Kl Tovg dedopuévovg
tdnovg kapmilmvtatl, Kol 0 dpyepedg avTog Kai £8vapyng tdv Tovdainv
npoiotiiton Tdv dduovpévav. téuyor 8¢ Tpdg Y pravov Tov AleEdvipov
VIOV dpyiepéa 1@V Tovdaimv Kol TpecPEVTig TOVG mEPL PLALOG KO

- ovppoyiog SwodeEopévoug: dvatebiivai de kal yoAxiiv déAtov Tadta
nepiEyovoay £v e 16 Koanetolip kol Ziddvi kal TOpw kol év Ackdiovi
Kol &v Tolg vaoig éykexapaypévny ypoppooty Popaikoig kol ‘EAAnvikoic.
mwg 1€ 1O ddypa 10010 ML TOIg KaTd THY TOAMV Toplong Kol ToTg ToUTOY
fyovpévoig ig te 1006 eilovg dvevéykmotv: kal EEvia Toig TpecPevtaig
Tapaoysiv Kol T0 diatdypoto Smépyot TovtoyoD.

The following are the grants, decrees and decisions of Gaius Julius Caesar,
Imperator and Consul:

That his children shall rule over the Jewish people and enjoy the fruits of
the places given to them, and that the high priest himself and ethnarch of
the Jews, shall be the protector of those who are unjustly treated. And that
the envoys be sent to Hyrcanus, son of Alexander, the high priest of the
Jews, to discuss terms of friendship and alliance. And that a bronze tablet
containing these decisions shall be set up in the Capitol and at Sidon and
Tyre and Askalon in the temples, engraved in Latin and Greek characters.
And that this decree shall be communicated to all the urban quaestors and
magistrates and to our friends, that hospitality may be shown to the
envoys, and that these edicts may be published everywhere.
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All of the language is in the third person, and the motions are introduced with a 8nmg
construction, immediately suggesting that this is the section of a senatus consultum. The
last sentence (§198) also begins with this same formula, and includes instructions that
this “decree be communicated to all the urban quaestors and magistrates, and to our
friends.”® Orders concerning communication and publishing were common to senatus
consulta and tended to come near the end of the decree.'® As an introductory sentence,
I'oiov Koaicopog antokpltopog DTETou Se30pEVH GUYKEYMPNIEVE TPOSKEKPILEVA EGTIV
obtag &yovra, does not conform to the language that we expect in senatus consulta or
edicta. Tt therefore does not fit with this section and seems to have been added later."!
Since no mention is made of who introduced the decree (the relator), it is unknown
whether Caesar was in Rome at the time that this decree was issued.

The text of the document is also problematic. The first part (§196) declai'es that
Hyrcanus’ descendants “shall rule over the Jewish nation” (ta tékvo avtod Tod Tovdainv
£0voug &pyn) and enjoy territories granted to them, while Hyrcanus, as ethnarch and high
priest of the Jews, shall be a “protector of those who are unjustly treated” (6 dpyepevg
a0Tog Kol £0vapyng t@v Tovdaiwv tpoiotiital tdv dducovpévav). This point is abrupt

and comes immediately after an introduction which is clearly not part of the original text,

? 8mag e 1O 6ypa ToBTO MhGL TOTg KaTd THY TOMY Tapiog Kol Tolg ToVTmVY TYoupévorg
€lg te ToVg PiAoVG AvevEYKOOLV.

Y RDGE 16, 22, 26, SIG® 748; Talbert, Imperial Rome, 306-7.

'], T. Krebs, Decreta Romanorum pro Judaeis facta e Josepho collecta, 230, and
Mendelssohn, “Senati Consulta”, 208, both argue that this was likely added by Josephus’ source,
while Viereck, Sermo Graecus, 97, claims that Josephus himself added these words. E. Taiibler,
Imperium Romanum (Rome, 1964), 174, and Momigliano, Richerche, 197, argue that such an
opening sentence may have been the heading for a dossier of documents which Josephus mistook
as part of the decree.
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meaning that there is likely an earlier part of the sentence that is missing. It also makes
little sense that Hyrcanus’ children would be declared as rulers, but not Hyrcanus
himself. The avdtod, which lacks an antecedent, suggests also that he must have been
named directly before in the original text. This phrase makes more sense, however, if we
see it as a senatorial ratification of the grant of ethnarchy that Hyrcanus and his
descendents received from Caesar’s edict in Document 2. This becomes clear with some
minor emendation. We should read “Ypkovdg AreEGvdov kod before the & téxvo.'? The
text would thus read: énwg <Y provog AreEdvopov kal> Td Téxva avtod Tob Tovdainv
g0voug Gpyn, kth. This follows closely Caesar’s command in Document 2 (§194),

Y preovov AreEGvEpov kai 16 Tékvo adtod £0vapyag Tovdoimv eivan, and is clearly
confirming this earlier decision.'

Another point of contention among commentators concerns the use of the word
pog in §197: mépyan 8¢ mpdg Y pravov tov AleEavdpov vidv dpyiepéa Tdv Tovdaimv kol
pecPevtag Tov¢ mepl Priiag kol cvppaxiog dwkeEopévoug. This implies that Rome was
responsible for sending an embassy to the Jews in order to discuss terms of friendship
and alliance (@tAMog kol coppoyiag). Judeich, among others, has suggested deleting this
word, arguing that it is unlikely that the senate would have sent envoys to Hyrcanus

rather than Hyrcanus send to Rome. ' This would make also more sense in relation to the

discussion of honours to be awarded to Hyrcanus’ envoys that are mentioned at the end

12 This has already been proposed by Reinach, Oevres Complétes, 240.
" See Appendix A for the problem of the expression £6voug &pyn.

Y W. Judeich, Caesar im Orient, 126-128, is supported by Téubler Imperium Romanum,
172-3, and Momigliano Richerche, 197, though rejected by Mendelssohn, “Senati Consulta”, 211.
For the opposing view, see Viereck, Sermo Graecus, 98; Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 58-59.
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of the document. These honours assume that the envoys will be in Rome and that any
treaty negotiations will occur there. This fits the pattern of other Caesarean treaties,
which were formally made in Rome after his “on-the-spot” decisions in the East."

Also, the odd line at the end of the document concerning the communicating of
“edicts” (kai E&via Tolg mpeoPevtais mapaoysiv Kol ta Swutdypata dwméuyor mavtoyod)
requires emendation. Although dwtdyporto may be translated as edicts or “ordinances,”'
it makes little sense in this context, and remains inappropriate decree language. In
discussion of gifts and lodging for the Jewish ambassadors, however, there is another
possible interpretation. Senatus consulta frequently order that foreign envoys be
provided with gifts (Lat. munus, Gr. Eévia). The orders were given to the urban quaestors
of Rome, who were responsible for providing for the needs of foreign envoys.!” This
was done “according to official procedure,” (Lat. ex formula or Gr. xotd 10 ddToypa). - -
With the exception of one early decree from 140 BCE or earlier,'® the formula kotd 0
Sidraypo accompanies every award of E&vio in surviving senatus consulta."”® Here is an
example from the Senatus Consultum de Asclepiade (lines 25-6): »°

TOVTOVG T€ TVO<Ko> yoAkoDv kiag év T KanetmAimt dvabeivar Buciov te

oot EE<>1, EEvid e avToig Katd <T>0 SdTa-ypa TOTOV TAPOYNV TE TOV
Topioy TOV kKatd TOAMY ToUTolg Heddoot dmoot<el>Aol Te kKeAED<c>mo.

!> Those treaties with Mytilene and Cnidus. See Mitchell, “Rome and Lycia”, 235.
16 The latter is Marcus’ translation. See Mason, Greek Terms, 127.

17 See Lintott, Constitution, 136-7; Willems, Le Sénat, 429-30.

'8 The Senatus Consultum de Narthaciensium et Melitaeensium Litibus (RDGE 9).
"” See Sherk, RDGE 12, 15, 16, 18, 22.

2 JGUR1. 1 = RDGE 22. For other examples of this formula in Greek, see Liv. XXX.21.
For discussion of munus, see P. Willems, Le Sénat de la République Romaine, (Aalen, 1968),
429-31.
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That they be permitted to set up on the Capitolium a bronze tablet of friendship
and to perform a sacrifice there, and that gifts to them according to official
procedure, and lodging and board be contracted for and sent by the urban
quaestor, (the consuls) are to order.

It is more likely, then, that kol td Swetdypota in §198 should actually be xatd 0
Sbraypa, an emendation by which the space of only one letter is dropped. The entire
line should then read: kai E&via Toig TpecPevtoic Ka<td 10> dwbtaypa{ta} or “that gifts
(be given) to them according to official procedure.” There are several problems with the
Swamépyar Tavtoyo at the end of the sentence. The wording is vague and “dangles™ at
the end of the fragment, and this statement is unparalleled in surviving senatus consulta.
Lastly, it makes little sense that the text specifically instructs that the decision be sent to
three cities in Palestine (Sidon, Tyre and Askalon) for publication, but then declares that
the decisions be “sent everywhere.” Given the corrupt state of these documents
generally, it is better to leave these last two words as an unexplainable corruption
(perhaps they were added at some later stage as the documents circulated within the
Jewish diaspora).”!

Despite missing the proper prescript, a decree theme and mark of approval, as
well as containing numerous errors, Document 3 is still clearly a part of a senatus

consultum. Its formulae correspond to decree language and its formal confirmation of

decisions made in Caesar’s edict also points to this conclusion.

21 Cf., e.g., the discussion of Eilers at “Josephus' Caesarian Acta: A History of a Dossier”,
Society of Biblical Literature, 139th Annual Meeting (Society of Biblical Literature Seminar
Paper Series 42; Atlanta), 189-213.




MA Thesis — G. Ward, Classics 42

2. 3. Document 4: Confirmation of Hyrcanus’ Position
Document 4 (§199) is the shortest within the acta. It is only one sentence in
length and is fragmentary. It has been variously interpreted as part of either an edictum
or a senatus consultum, which again declares privileges that shall be awarded to
Hyrcanus and his descendents. It reads as follows:
I"dog Koaioop avtoxpdtmp diktdtop Bmatog Tyf|g kal dpetiig kol erovBpomiog
gveke ovveydpnoev Emi m)u(pépovu Kol rﬁ GUYKM]T(D Kol T 81'1 po 1dv Popoaiov
Y provov A}»séowéipou V1OV Kol Té€Kva omtov apxtspeu; 1€ Kol iepeig Teposoddpmv
kai 10D £0voug etvar &mi toig Sikaiotg, olg ko ol mpdyovor adTdV TV
Gpytep®SHVIV SLOKOTECYOV.
Gaius Caesar, Imperator, Dictator and Consul, in recognition of the honour, virtue
and benevolence of Hyrcanus, son of Alexander, and in the interest of both the
Senate and people of Rome, has decided that both he and his sons shall be high
priests and priests of Jerusalem and of their nation, with the same rights and under
the same regulations as those under which their forefathers held the office of
priest.
We cannot date the decision’s enactment by its introduction, since there is again no
formal prescript or theme, and although some of Caesar’s titles are present, they are
missing the numbers required to date them. It has been variously dated to 48, 47, 46 and
44 BCE, while some commentators maintain that this introduction was added by
Josephus himself.?? One may note, however, that the sentence offers a short part of a
theme for rewarding privileges: kol dpetfic kol rAavOpumiog Evekey GuveEXHPNOEY, KTA.
This relatio language was used in first century BCE senatus consulta. Most interestingly,

the best parallels come from decrees in which the senate referenced and ratified earlier

decisions of grants of dictators or powerful imperatores of the first century BCE.

22 Viereck, Sermo Graecus, 99. This agrees with O. Roth, Rom und die Hasmondier
(Leipzig, 1914), 60-61. For further discussion, see Rice Holmes, The Roman Republic, 507,
Smallwood, Jews Under Roman Rule, 37, n. 53; Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 69-73.
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2. 3. 1. References in Senatus Consulta

All kinds of decisions, whether they were proposed by the Roman people, Senate
or magistracy, often had reason for citing earlier decisions.”> This was especially true
with senatus consulta, which frequently were enacted to ratify decisions that had already
been made. Although the references to the earlier decisions employed slightly different
language, they still used formulae which can often be identified. Some of the best
parallels of the &vekev...cvvexhpnoev construction that appears in Document 4 come
from decrees that referenced or reaffirmed decisions of Sulla. One such example is the
Senatus Consultum de Tabenis.** In 81/80 BCE, an embassy from the Carian city of
Tabae came to Rome to seek confirmation of the rewards which Sulla had granted to
them while he was still in Asia. This was typical procedure, and the senate agreed to
ratify Sulla’s acts, which resulted in this decree. Here follows the relevant section (lines
7-11):

[V 1€ TPOG TNV GVV]-

[An]Tov kai Tov dfjpov 1oV Po[paiav adtdv (?) tiotiv]

[610] pvnung &xew E€ewv 1€ v2 do[ag e KOPOG THg]

[to0]twv dpetiic kol kKaTadoyiig Ev[ekev avToic)

[pnet]e ovvPBoviiov yvoung Agvkiog KJopviiiiog]

[Z0AL]og adTokpdTmp covexdpnoey v2 dnolg adt]-

[o1 ad] 701G TOig VOpOLS alpéoeaiv Te o [vmiKoot.. .. ]

(that) [both to the sen]ate and the people of Ro[me their (?) faith in] memory of
this, such vv [villages] as they hold and will hold on [account of their] courage

%% See especially J. L. Ferrary, “Chapitres tralatices et références a des lois antérieures
dans les lois romaines” in Mélanges de droit romain et d’histoire ancienne: Hommage a la
mémoire de André Magdelain (Paris, 1998), 153-67.

24 RDGE 17; OGIS 442; SEG XIX 655.
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and honour, [wi]th the advice of his council, Lucius C[ornelius] [Sulla],

Imperator, granted to them vv that [they] may be subject to their own laws and

regulations ....

The £vekev... cuveydpnoey construction here recalls a similar one at the beginning of
Document 4, and the decree as a whole is fulfilling a similar function. Another decree
from this period with a similar construction is the Senatus Consultum de
Stratonicensibus® of 81 BCE, again in which a decree was issued by the senate to
confirm rewards that had already been granted by Sulla to Stratonicea (lines 53-6):

[IIMdacdv 1e?,] ®eunocdv, Képapov, yopla [Kdpog Mpévag tpocd]-

[Sovg e TdV] TOAEWY, BV Agvkiogc Kopv[iiog ZHAag ovtokpiTop]

[tTig TovT®V] dpetiig kataroylig te E[vekey Tpoohploey covexmdpn]-

[oev, Ommg T]adta avtolg Exev EE[Ht]

Pedasos (?),] Themessos, Keramos and the places [villages, harbours and the

revenues of the] cities which Lucius Corn[elius Sulla, Imperator,] for the sake of -

their courage and honour [added (to them) and decided that] they should be
permitted to possess these things.

Although these texts belong to the age of Sulla rather than Caesar, the conditions
under which they were written were similar. Sulla, an imperator on campaign in Greece,
had issued various grants and treaties of friendship there. With his return and the senate’s
resolution to ratify his acts, the earlier decisions were now being cited in the new decree.
Some decrees that refer to prior decisions contained the Greek verb cuyywpéwm and were
commonly used during Caesar’s dictatorship. The Lycian treaty?® of 46 BCE ratifies

decisions which had been made by Caesar himself as he traveled down the coast of Asia

toward Alexandria in 48 BCE. The Lycians were to receive everything “just as Gaius

2> RDGE 18 = RGE 63; OGIS 441; SEG XXIX 1076.
2 Mitchell, “Rome and Lycia”, 169, 232,
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Caesar Imperator decreed and which the senate decided with a passed resolution” (xka8mg
Tatog Kaioap 6 avtokpdtop Ekpevey 1] 1€ cOVKANTOG doypoticooo cuvenekdpmoey).?’
The other example relates to decisions which Caesar made to confirm the right of asylum
for the Sanctuary of Artemis at Sardis. A boundary stone?® from Sardis contains an edict
of Caesar (lines 31ff.) from 4 March 44 BCE, granting privileges and asylum to the
sanctuary. The last paragraph of the inscription (lines 69-76).contains a confirmation of
Caesar’s decision, and is likely a later elaboration or citation of Caesar’s original text.”’
This confirmation was not made before Caesar’s death, and therefore belongs to the
group of documents published by M. Antonius and the senate after Caesar’s
assassination, before the enactment of the lex Antonia de actis Caesaris confirmandis.>®
The relevant text reads as follows (70-6):

[ta..5..] ka[O]épwoev(?) Edmrev cvvexdpn]-

[ogv ....c.12....]E adtdv apovesHali]

[..c.7..]E[...]A dpéoker {vac.} unte vEvVoy-

1[{oc Gu?) Téiog Ka[ioa]p avtoxpltmp kei ap[y(?7)]-

[teplevg diktdTmp T Sk Plov cuveydpn-

[og]v Edmkev kKobiépmoey Eotnoey

[mot]glv unte yiveoOan Edv.

It is pleasing (that these things) which he has con[se]crated, given and decid[ed],

be uphel[d] and that nobody [d]o or allow something contr[a]ry to that which

Gaius Caesar, Imperator, [Pontifex Maxim]us, Dictator for Life has decid[ed],
given, consecrated and established.

27 Lines 62-3.

28 P. Herrmann, “Rom und die Asylie grieschischer Heiligtimer”, Chiron 19 (1989), 127-
64; SEG 39 (1989) 1290; AE (1989) 684.

2 SEG 39. 1290.

3% For discussion of this law, see Gelzer, Caesar: Politician and Statesman (Oxford,
1968), 283, 289-290. See also Cic. Phil. 5, 10; Atz 16, 16a; App. BC. iii. 81; Dio 44.53.2;
45.23.5,
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The expression found in Document 4, then, was not only common in the language of

senatus consulta, but was often used in language catereing toward situations in which the
senate ratified decisions that had been made earlier.’! Although the introduction provides
no chronological data for the decree’s enactment, its language suggests that we have here

another part of a senatus consultum rather than an edictum.

2. 3. 2. Hyrcanus’ Titles in Document 4

Although it is likely that this decree fragment is confirming earlier decisions in
Caesar’s edict, the actual grant here has caused some confusion relating to its timing.
It begins by stating that Hyrcanus and his descendents shall be “high priests and priests”
of Jerusalem and the Jewish nation (Y pxavov AreEdvEpov viov kol Tékva aToD
dpyrepeic te Kod epeic Tepocoddumy kol tod E6voug elvor). The duplication of the grant
of priesthood seems unnecessary, and the fact that there is no mention of the titie of
ethnarch has puzzled commentators. Momigliano, for example, argued that this is the
earliest of the decisions because it makes no mention of the titles of ethnarch. He
proposed an enactment date of 48, suggesting that since only the title of high priest is
mentioned, perhaps Hyrcanus was given the title before Caesar’s Alexandrian campéign,
as a test of loyalty. Once Hyrcanus proved himself, Momigliano reasons, Caesar then

granted additional privileges to Hyrcanus and the Jews, including the hereditary title of

3 See also RDGE 23. 21, 27, 56; 44. 3. See also P. S. G. Freber, Der hellenistische Osten,
57, who comments that throughout senatus consulta, regulations of Roman imperatores were
often inserted with cuveymdpnoev introducing it. For discussion of the potential break in the text,
see Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 70-1.
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ethnarch, in his edict of 47.%% Tt is more likely, however, that this part of the text is
simply corrupted, especially since Josephus, who is narrating the events closely, does not
mention any such test. I suggest an emendation to this line similar to the one made in
Document 3. Through some minor changes,*® the line may be read as:

Y pravdv AheEdvopov vidv kal Tékva adTol dpylepeis e Kol <éBvapya>g
<Tovdai>wmwv kai Tod &Bvog givat, KTA.

By such a reading, it becomes clear that this fragment is a near-copy of the similar
statements in the senatus consultum of Document 3 and the edictum of Document 2. The
second grant of this fragment, that Hyrcanus and his children possess traditional high
priestly 1‘ights,34 is also confirming a decision first made in Caesar’s edict (§195).
Document 4, therefore, while containing some variations in language and size, is a
fragment 6f a senatus consultum that confirms decisions made by Caesar in his edict. It
also resembles Document 3 to such a degree that it would be logical to suggest that they

are alternate copies or parts of the same decision.

2. 4. Document 5: Decisions Relating to Judaea

Document 5 (§§200-201) is also fragmentary and contains two decisions made by
Caesar regarding the Jews. The decisions listed here, however, are not contained in
either the earlier fragmentary senatus consulta or in what we possess of Caesar’s edict of

47. Tt reads as follows:

32 Momigliano, Richerche, 194. This is followed by Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 71-3.
3 See Appendix B.

aA
29

émi 1o1g Sucodorg, olg kai ol mpdyovor adtdv TV dpyiepmcivY StaxoTéoyov.
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I'duog Koioop Hmatog 10 TéPmTov EKpive TOVTOVG EXEtv Kol TeLyicol TV
‘Tepocolvputdv O, Kol KaTéEXe o0ty Y pkovov AAeEavopov dpylepéa
Tovdaiwv kal E6vapynv d¢ v avtdg Tpoatpiitatl. 8¢ Te Tovdaiog &v 1
devtépw Tiig tobboewng E1e Thig TPosdOoL KOpov HTEEEADVTOL KOl pnjTe
gpyorafdoi Tiveg Pijte POPOVE TOVG OHTOVE TEADOLY.

Gaius Caesar, consul for the fifth time, has decreed that these men shall receive

and fortify the city of Jerusalem, and that Hyrcanus, son of Alexander, high priest

and ethnarch of the Jews, shall occupy it as he himself may choose. And that in
the second year of the rent-term one kor>> shall be deducted from the tax paid by
the Jews, and no one shall make profit out of them, nor shall they pay the same
tribute.

Although the document is short, it still contains enough language for us to
determine its form if not its date. The use of the verb kpive / émucpivem is common in
formal diplomatic language, used in both edicta and in senatus consulta.*® One close
parallel to the use of it in our text is in a section of the Lycian treaty with Rome, the
decree that discusses what Caesar had decided in the past as dictator and the senate was
now confirming.’” This document’s second sentence also begins with a formulaic dnwg
construction, reflecting again the language of a senatus consultum. Although it is
possible to interpret Document 5 as part of an edict, a senate decree is preferable.

The first sentence of Document 5 contains more information and is in better
condition than that of Document 4, but is still not a formal prescript. It reads: “I'énog

Koioap Hratog 10 méumtov Expive, kTA.”. Caesar is described as consul for the fifth time,

which would seemingly date the document to 44 BCE. If this is a formal prescript,

3> One kor is equal to roughly seven Attic uédiuvor. See Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights,
76-17.

36 It is used both in the sense of “to decide/decree” in judicial terminology and in
language reflecting a decision made by a magistrate. See RDGE 14, 15,22, 31.

37 Mitchell, “Rome and Lycia,” 169.
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however, it is odd that there is no mention of his dictatorship. After Pharsalus, Caesar
was dictator every year between 48 and 44 BCE, and one would expect that in a formal
prescript, such a position ought to be listed, especially in comparison with our other
fragments. Also missing are his titles of Pontifex Maximus and Imperator (dpyepede and
aOTOKPATOP). |
Commentators have also debated dating this decision to 44 BCE blacause of the
discrepancy with Josephus’ own narrative in relation to the order to refortify Jerusalem.
Josephus claims®® that Antipater rebuilt the walls soon after Caesar’s departure from
Alexandria in 47 BCE, almost three years before this apparent confirmation by the
senate. A few possible solutions have been raised to address this apparent discrepancy. >
One is that the dating of this fragment is incorrect and that Caesar should be described as
“Consul for the second” or “third time” Vmazog 10 [devTepov or Tpitov], so that the
confirmation was made closer to 48 or 46, thereby complementing Josephus’ narrative.*’
Others have suggested that Josephus himself made an error in his narrative.” The most

favoured reason, however, is that Caesar allowed the fortification to begin in 47 BCE, but

the order was not confirmed by senate decree until 44.* This entire argument, however,

38 4T XIV. 144, 156; BJ1. 199-201.

% For a discussion of the traditional arguments, see Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 78-9.
See also Tatibler, Imperium Romanum, 172 {f; U. Baumann, Rom und die Juden, 77, n. 28;
Ereber, Der hellenistische Osten, 58-9.

0 Krebs, Decreta Romanorum, 170; Mendelssohn, “Senati Consulta”, 197. For dates of
Caesar’s consulships, see Appendix D.

4 Momigliano, Richerche, 198, 200 ff; Smallwood, Jews Under Roman Rule, 42-3, n. 68.

*2 Niese, “Bemerkungen iiber die Urkunden bei Josephus Archaeol. B. XIII. XIV. XVL.”,
Hermes 11 (1876), 487; Shiirer, History of the Jewish People, 273-4, n. 23; Rice Holmes, The
Roman Republic, 508. See aiso Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 78-9.
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is again based on the tradition of reading Caesar’s titles in the introductory sentence as
the primary evidence for the decree’s enactment date. We should not distrust completely
the accuracy of the first sentence, but since it does not contain the proper introductory
formula for a senatus consultum and seems to be missing information relating to Caesar,
it cannot be used as solid evidence for an enactment date.

Since the content of this decree fragment does not contain any decisions
mentioned in Document 2, there are two possibilities for interpreting its function. It
might be a part of the same decree which confirms a missing part of Caesar’s edict of
47. The other possibility is that it is a part of a different decree which confirms a later
decision of Caesar now lost to us. Whichever it is, it marks a turning point in the content
of the acta, since it is the first document that does not discuss hereditary titles for
Hyrcanus and his family. This leads to the next and largest document of the entire

dossier.

2. 5. Document 6: Land Grants and Tax Exemptions for Judaea

Document 6 (§§202-210) finally presents us with a detailed list of many specific
grants made in favour of Hyrcanus and the Jews. It seems to record one or more
fragments of senatus consulta which grant privileges and specify new regulations
concerning the Jews, some of which have not yet been encountered in the dossier. It
reads as follows:

IN'wog Kaioop avtokpdtmp 10 de0TEpoV £0TN0E KAT® EVIAVTOV dteg TEADOY DRLEP
iig Tepocolvutdv ToAems Tommng dmeapovpévng xwpic Tod ERdoHoL €Tovg, OV

* See below, 62-3.
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caPPotikdv Eviavtdv Tpocayopedovaoty, Emel Ev avTd prfte TOV Amd iV dévopav
KapmOv Aopfdavovoty punte oneipovotv. kol tva &v X18dvi 1@ devtépm E1el TOV
P6pov AToddBGY TO TETOPTOV TMV OTEWPOUEVHV, TPOG TOVTOLS ETL Kol Y provd
Kol Toig Tékvolg avTod Tag deKdTag TEADOY, ¢ ETEAOLY Kal TOlG TPOoydvolg
anT@dVv. Kol 1o Pndeilg pfte dpywv Pite AvIapy@V unte oTpatnyog i
npeoPevtg v 10ig Opoig TdV Tovdainv dviotds cvppayiov kol oTpatidtag eEf
To0TQ ¥pripato. eiontpdriecdor §f eig mapayeyaciov f| GAAD Tvi dvopott, GAN
glval movtoy60ev dvennpedotovs. 8oo te petd todto Eoyov i énpiavto kol
Swaxatéoyov kal vepndnoay, Tadta tdvo avtodg Exewv. 1onanv te noAw, fiv dn’
apyfig Eoyov ol Tovdaiot motovpevor v Tpdg Popaiong @iiav adTév sivan,
KkaOg Kol o TpdTOV, MUV APECKEL POPOVG TE VTEP TOVTIG THG TOAEWS Y pKOVOV
AleEdvdpov viov kol maidag oavTol Tapd TV TV Yiiv VEHOUEVOV YDPOS AMUEVOG
g€aymyiov ko1’ Eviantov Ziddvi podiovg dtopvplovg e€axociong fdovpnkovia
névte VmeEoupovpévou Tol EfSdHov Etovg, dv cofpatikov kahodot, kad’ & obte
dpodov obte 1OV Ao TV dEVOP®V KaPTOV AapPavovoty. Tag Te KOOGS TOG &V T
neyaim medim, dg Y pravog kol oi Tpdyovol TpodTePOV aTod SLOKATETYOV,
dpéoket Tij cvyrM T Todto, Y provoy kol Tovdaiovg Exewv éni Toic Stcaiolg oig
kol TpdTepov elyov. Mévety 88 kol o dm’ dpyfig Stkara, Soa mpdg dAARAOVG
Tovdaioig kol Toig dpylepedoty kol iepedotv fiv 1. te PiévOpona. oa T Tod
d1Lov ymoetoapévou Kol Tiig ovykAntov £oyov. ént TovTolg € Tolg dtkaiolg
¥pTioBor adtoic £Eeivar év AHdO01G. TV TE TOTOVG KAl YDpav Kol Emoikia, Soa
Booiiedor Tupiag koi Dowvikng copudyolg odol Popaiov katd Sopedy Onfipye
koaprobobor, Tabta doxipalet 1) ovykAntog Y pravov Tov £8vapynv kol Tovdaiovg
Exewv. AedocOon 8¢ Y provd kol st Toig anTod kol tpecPevtaig Toig v’ avTod
meppleiow &v e moypf] povoudywv kol Onpiov kabelopévorg petd tv
oVYKANTIKGV Bempelv: kol attnoapévoug mapd diktdropog fi mapd inmhpyov
napeAOElv gig v odyiintov icdywotv kol Té dmokpipato adtolg dnodiddot év
fuépong Séka Toig dmbooic, e’ fig dv 10 oYU YéviTat.

Gaius Caesar, Imperator for the second time, has established that they shall pay a
tax for the city of Jerusalem, Joppa excluded, every year except in the seventh
year, which they call the sabbatical year, because in this time they neither take
fruit from the trees nor do they sow. And that in the second year they shall pay
the tribute at Sidon, consisting of one fourth of the produce sown, and in addition,
they shall also pay tithes to Hyrcanus and his sons, just as they paid to their
forefathers. And that no one, whether magistrate or pro-magistrate, praetor or
legate, shall raise auxiliary troops in the territories of the Jews, nor shall soldiers
be allowed to exact money from them, whether for winter-quarters or on any other
pretext, but they shall be free from all molestation. And whatever they may
hereafter acquire or buy or possess or have assigned to them, all these they shall
keep. It is also our pleasure that the city of Joppa, which the Jews had held from
ancient times when they made a treaty of friendship with the Romans, shall
belong to them as at first; and for this city Hyrcanus, son of Alexander, and his
sons shall pay tribute, collected from those who inhabit the territory, as a tax on
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the land, harbour and exports, payable at Sidon in the amount of twenty thousand
six hundred and seventy-five modii every year except in the seventh year, which
they call the sabbatical year, wherein they neither plow nor take fruit from the
trees. As for the villages in the Great Plain, which Hyrcanus and his forefathers
before him possessed, it pleases the Senate that Hyrcanus and the Jews shall retain
them with the same rights as they formerly had, and that the ancient rights which
the Jews and their high priests and priests had in relation to each other should
continue, and also the privileges which they received by vote of the people and
the Senate. And that they be permitted to enjoy these rights at Lydda also.** As
for the places, lands and farms, the fruits of which the kings of Syria and
Phoenicia, as allies of the Romans, were permitted to enjoy by their gift, these the
Senate decrees that the ethnarch Hyrcanus and the Jews shall have. And that to
Hyrcanus and his children and to the envoys sent by him shall be given the right
to sit with the members of the senatorial order as spectators of the contests of
gladiators and wild beasts; and that when they request permission of the Dictator
or Master of Horse to enter the Senate chamber, they shall admit them and shall
give them an answer within ten days at the latest from the time when a decree is
passed. '

Like the previous three fragments, this docu'ment has no prescript, theme or mark
of approval, while the introductory statement is confusing and does not conform to the
formal language of a decree. First, the only title given to Caesar is adtokpdtmp
(Imperator) for the second time, which was declared for him some time during his wars in
Gaul, and thelzf;fore cannot be correct in this context. Although Caesar was often given

this title in letters and decrees, it usually appears without numbers.*> The title

avtokpdtmp has also occasionally been used in Greek to represent the office of dictator,

4 The text is corrupt here. Schalit suggests reading [év Apaipéporg koi] &v AHSSorg [icoi
év Popaboap], proposing that since the districts of Ephraim and Ramathaim were likewise
brought back into Jewish control. See Kdnig Herodes, 756-9.

% Caesar was acclaimed three times, in 57, 55 and 52 BCE, with supplications decreed
for him in Rome (Caes. BG 2. 35.; 4. 38; 7. 90; Dio 39. 5; 53. 2; 40. 50). He also used this title in
letters to Cicero (4#z. 9. 6a). See also MRR, 11, 306; Weinstock, Divus Julius (Oxford, 1971), 104-
105.
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but the majority of Greek inscriptions distinguish the two titles or offices.*® The
traditional answer to this titular problem that was first proposed by Niese and is now
generally accepted is to read avtokpdtop <dwtdtwp> 10 dedtepov, giving us a date of 47
BCE."

The abrupt shifting between orders and textual corruption af the beginning have
also led many commentators to suggest that there may be more than one original decisioﬁ
present, or that there are pieces of an edictum here. The use of the verb fotnut to begin
the list of commands is not common for senatus consulta, and according to Mendelssohn,
resembles more the beginning of an edict than a decree. He suggested that there are two
separate decisions here, with the first (§§202-204), containing decisions made by Caesar
in an edictum from 47 BCE, while the rest of the document may be dated to a senatus
consultum of a later period, likely 44."® He even went so far as to suggest that the exact
division between the two decisions occurs with 6ca 1¢ petd tadta Eoyov, kA in §205.

There are a number of objections, however, that should be raised to the idea of

multiple decisions being present in Document 6. First, if there is an edictum and a

¢ Diodorus Siculus (12. 64. 1) uses adTokpatop to translate dictator. Other examples of
this usage of abtokpdtwp may be found in H. J. Mason, Greek Terms, 117-9. See, however,
Raubitschek, “Epigraphic Notes”, 65-75, who notes that adtokpdtop and diktdtwp appear
together three times. Cf. IGR 1V, 929; IGR 1V. 304-1677; IG 1. 3222. See also S. Mitchell,
“Rome and Lycia”, 177.

47 Fudeich also suggested Suctérop 10 8, which would point to a date of 44 BCE. See
Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 84. Regardless of which year it was, Caesar must have been
dictator, since the final sentence declares that a Jewish envoy may address the senate through the
permission of the dictator or Master of Horse (mopa diktdtopog i mapd inndpyov).

8 Mendelssohn, “Senati Consulta”, 197. He is followed by Viereck, Sermo Graecus, 99-
100; Schiirer, History of the Jewish People, 274, n. 23. That there are more than one decisions
here is supported by Momigliano, Richerche, 196 ff; Taiibler, Imperium Romanum, 173. For
discussion of the change in grammatical construction, see Freber, Der hellenistische Osten, 57-8.
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senatus consultum here, there actually is no clear division between them, and because of

the existence of the émwg construction that occurs early in the document, it is arguable

that there is not any evidence for two separate documents, but rather one document

whose introductory sentence is corrupted or has been added at some point.* The use of

the verb fotnut here might also not be as strange in a decree as has been believed.>

Translated in a way similar to the Latin statuit or constituit,"

the aforementioned decree of Sardis®? from March 44:

[ta ..5..] xa[Bi]épwaev(?) Edmrev cuveydpn]-

[oev ....c.12....]E adtdv dpovecdo[i]

[..c.7..]E[...]JA dpéoxel {vac.} prjte vrevoy-

t[{]og Gu?) Tdiog Ka[ica]p avtokpérop kai dp[y(?)]-
[teplevg dwctdrmp e d1d Piov cvveympn-

[oe]v Edwkev kabiépmoev Eotnoev

[ro]gly unte yivesOon &dv.

there is a parallel to it in

It is pleasing (that these things) which he has decide[ed], given, consecrated and
established, be uphel[d] and that nobody [d]o or allow something contr{a]ry to
that which Gaius Caesar, Imperator, [Pontifex Maxim]us, Dictator for Life has

decid[ed], given, consecrated and established.

The language of the rest of the section is also unmistakably that of a senatus consultum.

The 6mwg construction present in the first section is repeated later in the document. Also

present are the formulaic lines “It pleases us” or “it pleases the senate” (Lat. nobis

placere or senatui placere), translated in Greek as dpéoxel tf] cvyKATo or Hiv

* This is in agreement with Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 95. For the use of nwc in

senatus consulta, see introduction in Sherk, RDGE, 14-5.

% For Mendelssohn’s comment, see above, 53, n. 48. See also Freber, Der hellenistische

Osten, 58, who claims that £otnoe is contrary to the otherwise usual £xpivev in decrees.

S In Politician and Statesman, 258, n.3, Gelzer’s discussion of this document refers to
this word. His translation is based upon Caesar’s B. Alex. 65.4 and BC. 3.1.2, respectively.

2 See above, 45.
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dpéoker.” In Caesar’s edict in Document 2, he declared that Hyrcanus and his
descendents would be numbered among Rome’s friends and allies (§195).>* We see
some of benefits of this in §210, where it states that Hyrcanus, his sons and their envoys
be given certain diplomatic privileges, including the right to summon the senate extra
ordinem (Gr. éxtdg 10D o1iyov), and senatorial seating at gladiatorial games and beast
hunts. These privileges are commonly granted in senatus consulta, and they finds
parallels in diplomatic rights granted in other decrees. The right to summon the senate
extra ordinem is granted in the Senatus Consultum de Stratonicensibus> (lines 65-7):
Omwg te TPeofeutais Tolc Tapld Xrpatovikénv ig Pouny
Tapecopévolg kTog 1ol otiyov ol dpyovies chykAnTov S18dc[1v:]
wepl ToVTOL ToT TPAypoTog oVTOG Edokey
That to the envoys coming from Stratonicea to Rome the magistrates should give
(audience before) the senate outside of regular procedure. About this matter a
decree was passed as follows....
Senatorial seating at gladiatorial games or beast hunts is also granted to the envoys in

lines 74-81 of the Senatus Consultum de Plarasensibus et Aphrodisiensibus:>®

[aipbprov dvapépev? dvopo kol Eévia 1@ mpecPevtfi v ITAapacénv kai
Agppodet]ciémv dodvor anocTellal T€ Ke-

>3 This form of senatui placere is less common, but the first-person plural pronoun is
common in Greek literature and is also often used to refer to the senate in the language of senatus
consulta. For examples, see RDGE 9, 10, 14, 15, 26, 31.

> elvai te adTOV Kol TodE TAEdag adToD cuppdxovg Tpdv & Te Kol &v Toig kot EvSpa

oiroig apOuciobo.
% RDGE 18 = RGE 63. See sim. in Senatus Consultum de Plarasensibus et

Aphrodisiensibus, 78-3; Lex de provinciis praetoriis, Delphi Copy, Block B, 11. 8-27: Crawford,
Roman Statutes (London, 1996), 254.

56 SEG XXXII, 1097; AE (1984), 862. For commentary, see Reynolds, Aphrodisias and
Rome, doc. 8, 88-9.
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[Aevcmov Gmd? ONOTEPTIOV VOH®DV .evverrerrenes C34rrnene Omwc 1]e €v Toig dydol
T€ Kol ToAg PLOVOHLa-

[xioug ET1 T KVVMYiotg, Kol &dv abAntal dywvilovtar &v torel Pouy minoiov te
wOA]emg Phung pthiov évog, &v d Tdv

[cuvidnTikdv 1670 T8 ? TpeoPevutii [Mhopacimv kol Appodeiciénv kabfjcOat,
Oe]opeiv T° €0V 1)

(that the urban quaestors) [register? the name and that to the ambassador of the
Plarasans and Aphrodi]sians they be [ordered] to give and pay [gifts to the sum
of..7.. and that the ambassadors of Plarasa and Aphrodisias be allowed to sit] as
spectators in the [area reserved for Senators] at contests and gladiatorial combats,
[also hunts and athletic competitions, should any occur in the city of Rome or
within] one mile of the city of Rome.

As awkward and corrupted as Document 6 is, therefore, we nonetheless have here

a large part of a single senatus consultum. The order of the decisions is generally clear,

and language used is again closer in form to that of a senatorial decree than an edict.

Like Document 5, this document contains decisions that both echo those of the earlier

fragments, yet also new ones not previously mentioned.

2. 6. Document 7: Caesar’s Relatio Concerning Jewish privileges

Document 7 (§§211-212) is the final document of the acta Caesaris recorded by

Josephus and also presents commentators with a number of challenges. 1f it is part of a

senatus consultum, it possesses no prescript or decree proper. It reads:

I'dnog Kaicap avtokpdtop ductdtop 1o 1€taptov Hmatdg T 10 TEUTTOV SIKTATOP
dmodederypévog 81 flov Adyoug Emorcozo epl TV dkaimv TdV Y piovod tod
AdeEavdpov dpylepéag Tovdainv kai 8vipyov TolovTovg: TAV PO EHOD
avTOKpaTOP®V &V Taig Emapyiong paptupnodviny Y pkavd dpyiepel Tovdaimv kol
Tovdaioig éni Te svyKANTOL Kai Moy Popainyv, edyaplotinoavtog 6€ Kol Tod
dNLov Kol Tfig cVYKAMTOV aDTOTG, KAADG £xEl Kol UGG GOV LOVEDELY Kol
TPOVOELY, 67tm¢ Y provd kol 1@ EBver 1dv Tovdaimv kol Toig Y pkavod morciv vmd
cuyKMToL Kod S1pov Popciov dEia 1fig Tpog fudic edvolog adTdv kai dv
gvepyétnoav Nudg xapig dvromodobi.
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Gaius Caesar, Imperator, Dictator for the fourth time, Consul for the fifth time,
designated Dictator for life, made the following speech concerning the rights of
Hyrcanus, son of Alexander, the high priest and ethnarch of the Jews: “Inasmuch
as the high commanders in the provinces before me have testified on behalf of
Hyrcanus, the high priest of the Jews, and of the Jews themselves before the
senate and the people of Rome, and the people and Senate have expressed thanks
to them, it is fitting that we also be mindful of this and that there be given by the
senate and people of Rome to Hyrcanus and the Jewish nation and the sons of
Hyrcanus a token of gratitude worthy of their loyalty to us and of the benefits
which they have conferred upon us.”

This appears to be a relatio made by Caesar.”’ It declares that since Roman
commanders have come before him to testify as to the excellence of Hyrcanus and the
Jews, and the senate and the people have given thanks to them, Hyrcanus and the Jews
deserve a token of gratitude (yépig dvtomodobii) worthy of their loyalty and the benefits
which they have shown to Rome. Caesar is introduced as “Imperator, Dictator for the
fourth time, Consul for the fifth time, designated Dictator for life” (adtoxpdtmp
dikthtop O TéTapTov HIoTOG 1€ TO TEUTTOV SikThT™p dmodederypévog Sl Biov). The
latest recorded reference to Caesar as dictator for the fourth time only was on 26 January
of 44 BCE, while the earliest reference to him as dictator for life was 15 February. >®
This means that the relatio as recorded by Josephus in Document 7 was made sometime
in between these two dates. The language of the text that follows is consistent with that

of senatus consulta. The first line contains Adyovg Eémomcato (verba fecit), the formulaic

phrase by which the relatio of a decree is introduced. The language praises and

T Niese, “Bemerkungen”, 486; Mendelssohn, “Senati Consulta”, 232; Rosenthal, “Die
Erlasse Caesars”, 139; Viereck, Sermo Graecus, 101; Schiirer, History of the Jewish People, 273;
Smallwood, Jews Under Roman Rule, 42, n. 68; Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 105.

58 Broughton, MRR 11, 317-18; Crawford, Roman Republican Coinage (Cambridge,
1974}, 490-95; Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 103.
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commends Hyrcanus and the Jews for past and present deeds in a fashion typical for the
theme of a senate decree,”” and implies an introduction to rewards or grants to be given to
Jews in the missing decree proper.*°

Another argument for interpreting this text as the relatio of a senatus consultum
relates to its dating. That Caesar’s titles confirm a date of early 44 BCE is important,
since we have another document later in the Book XIV of the Antiquitates which
discusses this period. The document in §§219-222 is part of the decree registered by
consuls M. Antonius and P. Dollabella in April of 44 BCE, declaring that decisions made
by Caesar regarding the Jews which had been enacted as a senatus consultum five days
before the Ides of February (9 February) be registered and recorded. The relevant section
reads as follows (§§221-2): |

émhog AohaBérhag Mapkog Avidviog tratol Adyovug émomcavto. mepl Gv
doypatt ovykAntov I'nog Kaioap vmép Tovdainv Ekpive kol €ig 10 Tapgiov obk
EpOacev dveveydijvar, tepl To0TOV dpéokel Uiy yevéohar, dg kol ITomAie
AohoBEXAY kol Mépko Aviovig Toig vrdtolg Edo&ev, dveveykeilv te Todta gig
déNTOVG Kot TPOG TOVG Katd TOAY Tapiog dtmg ppoviicmot kol avTol v déATOoIg
avobetvar Surtoyolg £yéveto mpd mévie eiddv Defpovapinv év & vad tiig
‘Opovolac. ol 8 mpeoPedovieg wap’ Ypravol 1od dpyepéog ooy odtor
Aveipoyog Iavoaviov, AAEEavdpog Bcodmdpov, [Tatpoxrog Xapéov, Tovadng
‘Oveiov.

As for the decision rendered by Gaius Caesar, ratified by the senate, concerning
the Jews, which there was not time to have registered in the Treasury, this matter
we wish to be disposed of as the consuls Publius Dollabella and Marcus Antonius
have decided, and that these decisions be recorded in tablets and brought to the
urban quaestors, and that they take care to have inscribed on two-leaved tablets
what was decided on the fifth day before the Ides of February in the Temple of

* See RDGE 17, 18; Reynolds, Aphrodisias and Rome, doc. 7, 49 ft.
% For a discussion on the standard language of a relatio, see Sherk, RDGE, 14ff.
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Concord.® The envoys from the high priest Hyrcanus were the following:

Lysimachus, son of Pausanias, Alexander, son of Theodorus, Patroclus, son of

Chaireas, and Jonathan, son of Onias.
This decree was doubtless enacted through power granted to Antonius by the senate in
the days following Caesar’s death.®? It would make sense to assume that Document 7 is
the relatio of the senatus consultum mentioned in §§219-22 that had not yet been
registered.®

One of the few problems with accepting Document 7 as a relatio is the fact that
the singular pronoun £uod conforms more to the language of an edict than a decree. It is,
however, quite possible that the text could have been corrupted by either an ancient or
later copying error. The npd €uod might have been npotepov or “before”, so that the text
could read “Inasmuch as the high commanders have before testified on behalf of
Hyrcanus....” It is easy to see how this mistake could have occurred, and amending the
text in this way makes the remainder of Document 7 Viewéd more preferébly as a decree
theme.

The discussion in Document 7 of the “testim'ony of high commanders 1n the
provinces” (a0ToKpaTOPOV €V TOIC Emapyiong uupmpndéwtcov) also references Caesar.’s

similar statement in his edict of 47 (®bg adTd TOALOL LEPAPTLPTKACTY ADTOKPATOPES).

8! Translation modified from Marcus. Cutham is skeptical about this clause, arguing that
the reference to diptychs makes little sense in this context, and that Josephus or his source has
confused diptych with tabula. See “Fraud, Fakery and Forgery”, 181.

62 See above, 45, n. 30.

% Senatus consulta were only considered valid when a copy was deposited into the
aerarium. See Cic. De Leg. 3. 20. 46; Plut. Cat. Min. 17.
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Although Rosenthal® suggested that this may simply be empty diplomatic language and
demonstrate little reality beyond Hyrcanus’ personal loyalty to Caesar, this statement
should perhaps be taken seriously. Testimony of commanders or governors was not
necessarily empty language in either senate decrees or edicts, and might denote real
favour or high opinion of Jewish support for the Roman cause. This statement no doubt
refers to commanders such as Isauricus, Pompey and Gabinius, as well as to Caesar
himself, who was aided at different times by Jewish troops.®> The language between the
two documents is, therefore, strikingly similar and conveys a sense not of empty
diplomatic language but real appreciation of an ally.

Document 7, then, although containing no prescript, decree proper or mark of
approval, is best interpreted as the relatio of a senatus consultum. Unlike the previous
decree fragments (§§196-210), this one is also generally in good condition. Although
missing a dating prescript, the theme, which adheres to the proper formal language, gives
us a date of 44 BCE. Combined with what we know from the later document in the
dossier (§§219-22), it is likely that this is the relatio of the senate decree of 44 which

confirmed decisions that Caesar had made before his death in March of that year.

2. 7. Numbering and Dating the Decisions
To summarize, the acta Caesaris in Josephus contain Caesar’s edict and letter of

47, together with a number of senatorial decree sections of disputed date which confirm

64 «Die Erlasse Caesars”, 226.

% Krebs, Decreta Romanorum, 291-2; Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 104,
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his earlier edict. The question that remains is whether these sections presented by
Josephus were part of one senatus consultum or more. Commentators have traditionally
assumed that there are sections from more than one decree present in the acta, with 47
and 44 BCE enjoying the most attention for possible dates in which they were enacted.
This interpretation is based primarily on the assumption that the varying titles ascribed to
Caesar in introductory sentences of the decree fragments may be used to date the
fragment, and that both 47 and 44 BCE are indicated. As I have shown, however, dating
the enactment of the decisions in these documents by their introductory sentences is
problematical, and still does not argue strongly for more than one decree. Documents 3
and 4 are introduced in a fashion that presents no chronological data whatsoever. The
introduction to Document 5 is missing the majority of Caesar’s titles, while what is left
suggests decisions made in 44 BCE.® The only introductory line which could support a
date other than 44 is that of Document 6, but this is only with emendation, reading it as
I'drog Kaicap avtokpdtop <Swtdtop> 10 devtepov. Even with an emendation,
however, the sentence is not a formal prescript, and one should be cautious to use to date
what follows. In fact, the final sentence of that document, that Hyrcanus or his
ambassadors be granted permission to summon the senate extra ordinem through the
dictator or magister equitum, suggests that the decision was made in 44. Permission to
summon the senate in this manner was typically done through a higher magistrate, such

as a consul, praetor or quaestor.®’ That the grant gives this power to the dictator and

88 $motog 1o TépmTov (§200).

87 See above, 34-36.
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magister equitum assumes that in the next year and those following that there will be a
dictator in Rome on whom a Jewish embassy could rely to bring them before the senate.
This perhaps means that Caesar had already been designated as dictator perpetuus by the
time this decision was made.

The only evidence for a decree of 47 concerning the Jews is not even in the
. documents, but in Josephus’ narrative. He claims that when Caesar returned from Zela in
September of 47, envoys of Hyrcanus were waiting for him in Rome in order to confirm
his recent treaty of friendship and alliance (Tépyog 8 Y pkavog Tpdg adTOV TOPEKAAEL
BePodoacdon Ty Tpdg ovTdv iiiay kal coppoyiav).”® The documents by themselves,
however, show no evidence that such an embassy was at Rome in September of 47, nor
that there ever was a decree enacted in that year to confirm Caesar’s decisions at that
time. The only date firmly suggested by any of the decree fragments is 44 BCE, given in
the relatio of Document 7. By itself, this would be shaky evidence, but this date is also
supported by the decree of Antonius and Dollabella in April of 44.

Are these decisions coming out of one document or more? As shown abO\Are,69 a
majority of the decisions contained in Documents 3 to 7 are present first in Caesar’s
edict. Only Documents 5 and 6 confirm some decisions which are not present, those
ordering the refortification of Jerusalem, a change in taxation, and land grants in

Palestine. This does not, however, provide an argument for more than one senate decree

in the acta. First, it is possible that our primary edict is actually incomplete. The edict

58 ATXIV. 185.
% See Chapter 1, Figure 2.
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ends in §195 very abruptly with a single sentence about winter quartering
(mapoayepociov 8¢ §j ypAunoza tpdocecai ov SOKLud(;m).m This statement, coming
immediately after discussing some new internal legal rights, is vague and seems
incomplete, especially in comparison to the later and more developed discussion of it in
Document 6 (§204). It is quite possible that our edict originally contained much more
than what survives in Josephus, and that this missing half or third provided detail on taxes
and land grants. It is also noteworthy that the land grants in the decree fragment come
immediately after the discussion of winter quartering, and likewise could have followed
the same grant in the edict. Caesar certainly had had no difficulty in making quick and
broad decisions concerning land allocation while he was in the East during. this period, a
fact demonstrated by his beneficia to Mithridates of Pergamum and his punishment of
Deiotarus of Galatia.”' Although what survives of the edict is in relatively good
condition, given the state of the rest of the actq, it is entirely possible that this decision
was not quoted to its conclusion, a decision made either by Josephus or another writer.
Even if Caesar had issued additional edicts which contained new privileges for
Hyrcanus and the Jews, this does not demonstrate that the senate issued more than one
decree. Multiple decisions might have been made by Caesar yet only ratified once, in an
all-encompassing decree, much like the senatus consulta discussed above, which simply
confirmed decisions that Caesar or Sulla had already made. Of the two possibilities,

then, it seems preferable to assume that we have one rather than two or more Caesarean

7 This was noticed first by Viereck, Sermo Graecus, 97.

"I See above, Chapter 1, 23.
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decisions present in Documents 3-7. This position will only be strengthened when
instead of asking how many decrees there were, we consider rather when one could have
been issued.

Based on the content of the documents, we know that Caesar was dictator at the
time that he presented the decree relatio to the Roman senate, meaning that he was
present in Rome when the decree was first enacted. This limits our pool of possible dates
for the decree to two. As mentioned above, Josephus claims that 47 BCE is one
possibility. After his victory over Pharnaces, Caesar returned to Rome on 24 September
of 47, and departed for his campaign in Africa near the end of November. Since his
second dictatorship was completed in October of that year, and was not renewed until the
Spring of 46,7 only in early to mid-October could he have had the senate confirm his
decisions concerning Hyrcanus and the Jews. One could argue that in this brief time he
possessed, Caesar might have wanted to settle and legitimize his decisions made in the
East before continuing the war against the anti-Caesareans in the West.

One could also argue, however, that with all that Caesar was compelled to do
during this short stay in Italy, having the senate approve his settlement with one small
Eastern ally might not have been a priority. Also, the senate in Rome was especially
depleted during this period, with many still fighting on the side of Cato and Scipio, and
others either dead or in exile. Lastly, it seems that through his second dictatorship Caesar

was exercising the right to decide matters without having to consult the people or the

™ Dio 43.14; Raubitschek, “Epigraphic Notes on Julius Caesar”, JRS 44 (1954), 70;
Broughton, MRR 11, 272, 284-5.
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senate,”” and his relationship with the senate during this time seem to be confined to
appointing the magistrates for the following year, and filling the senate with his
supporters.74

The only period that is both politically likely and supported by our documents
was during the winter of 45/44 BCE. First, Caesar’s titles in the relatio of Document 7
suggest this date. We know from Antonius and Dollabella’s April decree presented in
§§219-22 that a decree concerning the Jews had been enacted at this time. After the final
victory over Pompey’s sons in Spain in 45 BCE, Caesar had been in Rome for six months
and was soon to assume his title of Dictator for life. It is also noteworthy that in the last
century of the Republic, February became the customary month during which the senate
gave audience to embassies from foreign states.” Lastly, Caesar was planning his
Parthian campaign, and was preparing to leave on 18 March.”® That Caesar would wish
to secure the support and loyalty of Eastern allies at this time is obvious. Caesar wanted
the senate to ratify all of the decisions that he had made concerning the Jews and the
Hasmonean family during the civil war, none of which had yet been confirmed by
senatus consultum.

If our senatus consultum does indeed belong to the period around the time of

Caesar’s assassination, then a new variable is introduced to our interpretation of these

 Dio 42. 20. See also Willems, Le Sénat, 722-3; Gelzer. Caesar, 277.
™ Dio 42. 51. 3-5; 55. 4; 43. 1-3; Caes. Bell. Afr. 28. 2; Gelzer, Caesar, 263-4.

75 This tradition existed in 70, and evidence of it may be found in Cic. Verr. I1. 3. 31/76;
I1. 1. 35/90. The lex Gabinia, probably completed in 61, provided a legal basis for this (Cic. 4d
Q. fr. 1. 13/3 54). For more on this rule, see Willems, Le Sénat, 156-7.

7S App. BC 2. 460, 3. 92; Suet. Div. Aug. 8. 2.
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documents: the role of Antonius. To enact and register the decisions of the former
dictator concerning the Jews, Antonius must have either recovered the minutes’’ of the
senate meeting from 9 February or collected together the decisions from Caesar’s own
comentarii. He then had them enacted and registered as part of his overall acta Caesaris
in the Spring.78 This raises the question as to the ways in which Antonius may have
altered or combined these decisions, and whether such methods are detectable in the
documents as recorded by Josephus. The next chapter will explore these possibilities and

present some new ways through which we might now interpret these documents.

" Suetonius (Div. Tul. 20) records that In 59 BCE, Caesar as consul introduced the
procedure of recording the minutes of senate meetings: inito honore primus omnium instituit, ut
tam senatus quam populi diurnal acta confierent et publicarentur. This was discontinued by
Augustus (Suet. Div. Aug. 36). See Talbert, Imperial Rome, 308-9; Sherk, The Municipal Decrees
of the Roman West (Buffalo, 1970), 83.

" App. BC. 2. 135, Cic. Phil. 1. 2-6; See also J. T. Ramsey, “The Senate, Mark Antony,
and Caesar’s Legislative Legacy”, CQ 44.1 (1994), 139-44; Lintott, Imperium Romanum, T7-8.
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CHAPTER III

Antonius and Jewish Privileges

3.1. Antonius and the acta Caesaris

The complete history surrounding Antonius’ actions and objectives in passing
various laws and edicts of Caesar in 44 BCE is complicated and contentious, and beyond
the scope of this thesis. As we shall see, however, Antonius’ actions are directly relevant
to the Josephan material, and so a short account should be given. Cicero claimed that
Antonius forged documents, deceived the public, and intimidated the senate after
Caesar’s death as part of his campaign to destroy the Republic,’ claims that came to be
reflected in the narratives of Dio and Appian. This allegation has been repeated for other
problematic documents of this period.” The notion, however, that Antonius ran
roughshod over the senate and manipulated and fabricated sections of Caesar’s
comentarii, has been challenged,® and justifiably so.

Antonius had acquired Caesar’s acta within days of his assassination, and the
senate was summoned (perhaps under duress)4 on the 17" of March to decree a general

amnesty and to confirm everything which Caesar “established, decreed, decided”

! Dio’s major source was Cicero’s Philippics.

2 E. Gabba, “Cicerone e la Falsificazione dei Senato consulti”, SCO 10 (1961), 92-5;
Moehring, “Acta Pro Iudaeis”, 131-3; Culham, “Fraud, Fakery and Forgery”, 178-83. For
skepticism and criticism of this approach, see Syme, Roman Revolution (Oxford, 1960), 1071f;
Rajak, “Roman Charter”, 111; M. Frederiksen, “The Republican Municipal Laws: Errors and
Drafts”, JRS 55.1 (1965), 194, makes this point concerning the lex Rubria, Tabula Heracleensis
and our own documents.

3 See especially John T Ramsey, “The Senate, Mark Antony, and Caesar’s Legislative
Legacy”, CQ 44.1 (1994), 130-45.

“ Cic. A1, 15. 4. 3; 14. 14. 2; App. BC. 2. 135; Dio. 44. 34. 1.
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(statuisset, decrevisset, egisset).” This confirmed Caesarian measures already in force, as
well as (although not explicitly) decisions in his commentarii that had not yet been
deposited in the aerarium.® Another senatus consultum, or possibly two,’ was passed
within a few weeks, which specified which unpublished documents were to be legitimate.
This decree established a consilium to examine Caesar’s comentarii and determine their
authenticity. Antonius and Caesar’s consular replacement, P. Cornelius Dollabella, were
themselves entrusted with broad powers to review, decide, and pronounce on Caesar’s
measures (cum consules oportoret ex senatus consulto. de actis Caesaris cog,fno_scere)_.8
The report of the consilium was later delayed by the consuls until the Kalends of June.’
Antonius was able to increase his control of this crucial body of documents through the
lex Antonia de actis Caesaris confirmandis, which was passed sometime between 20
March and 3 June.'® This /ex superseded the earlier senatorial decrees and gave complete
authority to the consuls to decide what acfa to publish.

The issues arising out of these efforts are directly reflected in the senatus
consultum quoted by Josephus in §§119-22. Enacted on 11 April, this decree revisited a

“decision made by Gaius Caesar, ratified by senate decree, concerning the Jews, for

3 Cic. Att. 16. 16C; Phil. 1. 1; Suet. Div. Iul. 82. 4; App. BC. 2. 126-35; Dio. 44. 22-34.

6 Ramsey, “Mark Antony”, 133, n. 11, following A.v. Premerstein, “Die Tafel von
Heraclea und die Acta Caesaris”, ZGR 42 (1922), 132; Fredericksen, “Municipal Laws”, 194;
Willems, Le Sénat, 740.

7 Only Dio seems to suggest that there were two, and this may likely be the result of a
misinterpretation of his evidence. See Ramsey, “Mark Antony,” 138-40.

8 Cic. Att. 16. 16C.
? Cic. A1z, 16. 16C; Phil. 2. 100.

10 (e e of < i S e
Cic. Att. 16. 16C: lege et senatus consulio permissum eral ut de Caesaris aclis

“cognoscerent, statuerent, iudicarent. See also Cic. Phil. 5. 10
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which there had not been time to deposit in the aerarium.” !' This is referring to the
earlier senatus consultum from 9 February, whose relatio is contained in Document 7.
This decree had ratified Caesar’s decisions pertaining to the Jews but had not been
published before his death one month later. It was now being reaffirmed by Antonius and
Dollabella as part of their overall publishing of Caesar’s acta. This raises the question of
whether Antonius’ collection and organization of these decisions left any “fingerprints”

in the text as it has been reproduced by Josephus.

3. 2. Embedded Fragments

We have already seen in Chapter 2 that Roman measures, whether approved by
the senate, its magistrates, or by the people in a legislative comitium, often found it useful
to restate or re-affirm decisions that had been made before. The decisions of magistrates,
even when having made them by virtue of extraordinary commands, required senatorial
confirmation.'? Pompey’s primary goal on his return from the East in 62 had been to
acquire senatorial ratification of his acta.”> This had also been case with Caesar, as we
see from contemporary documents such as the boundary stone of Sardis. We find the city
territory delimited by a decision of Caesar, later justified on the grounds that on 17
March, two days after his assassination, the senate had confirmed “everything which

Caesar had “decided, given, consecrated, and established” (cuveydpnoev Edmkev

114, 221: 36ypatt cuyrkMitov T'énog Kaicop dngp Tovdaimv Expive koi &ig 10 Topusiov
ovk &pBacev dveveydijvar

12 Frederiksen, “Municipal Laws”, 189. Seager, Pompey, 74-5, 79-82.
B App. BCIL, 9; Dio. 37. 49. 1-2.
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kafiépwocev Eotnoev). 4" This decree belongs to the set of decisions enacted by Antonius,
and echoes Cicero’s statement of the senate’s new general resolution to confirm
everything which Caesar had “established, decreed and decided” (statuisset, decrevisset,
egisset).

It was also the case that some earlier decisions, whether in the form of epistulae,
edictum, lex, or senatus consultum, were obtained from the treasury or from magisterial
commentarii and then quoted or paraphrased in newer measures.” A result of this
process is that fragments of earlier measures can sometimes be identified in newer
decisions. These “embedded fragments” sometimes reaffirmed earlier decisions, and
sometimes cited precedents relevant to the issue at hand.'® A good example of embedded
fragments is the Senatus Consultum Aliaque Acta de Oropiorum et Publicanorum

. 17
Controversiis.

3. 2. 2. The Oropian Decree
When Sulla was in the East, he declared by edict that the land around the temple
and sanctuary of Amphiaraus in Boeotian Oropus was inviolable, and that certain

revenues were to be turned over to the temple to celebrate games and sacrifices for the

11 ines 74-6 of the Sardis Boundary Stone. See Chapter 2, 45.

1> Sherk, RDGE, 18-19; Mommsen, Romisches Staatsrecht I (Leipzig, 1887), 1015-21;
Willems, Le Sénat, 204-6; Ferrary, “Chapitres tralatices et références”, 158-60; In opposition to
this view, see Culham, “Fraud, Fakery and Forgery”, 173ff.

16 See, for instance, the Ephesus Customs Law of CE 62, which revised a series of
decisions relating to the lex portorii provinciae Asiae: H. Engelmann and D. Knibbe, “Das
Zollgesetz der Provinz Asia”, E4A 14 (1989); AE (1989), 681; SEG 39 (1989), 1180.

" RDGE 23 = RGE 70; SIG® 747; IG VII 413. For full text, see Appendix C.
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god and for Rome. Sulla’s grant was confirmed on his return to Rome by senate decree
(80 BCE). Within a few years, however, publicani began to ignore this grant, and the
Oropians sent an embassy to Rome. Following an inquiry, the senate decided in October
73 in favour of Oropus. The inscription in which the decree is quoted has a complicated
structure that we need not elaborate upon here. Especially relevant to our present
investigation are lines 29-59, where we find an extended relatio that quotes earlier

decisions. It begins by quoting a /ex censoria, described in the following passage (35-
42):

gv 16 Tic poddoeng voum dmetetpnuévipv Soxel elvar obtwg vwv

£K10G 1€ ToVTOV 1] €1 TL d0Yp0. cVVIANTOV 0DTOKPATOP AOTOKPATOPEG T[E]
nuétepot kataroyfig Oedv dBavitmv iepdv Tepevdy 1€ GUACKTG Vv
kaprilecbal Edwkay, KatéMmov' vy éktdg 1€ TovTOV 8 AgdKiog vwyy
KopvinAiog ZoAlag avtokpdtop and cvvBoviiov yvodung edv vvvy
dBaviTmv iepdv tepevdv te pviaxiig Evexev KopmileoOar Edmkev v

0 10 010 1 oVVKANTOG Enekbpmwoev otte petd Tadta SdyHaTL vvy
oLVKANTOL dxvpov EyeviOn:

In the law of the (state) contract the exemption appears to run as follows: “except
for those (lands) or any (land) which a decree of the senate or general or generals
of ours out of respect for the immortal gods and for the protection of their sacred
precincts have given or left for them to enjoy, v and except for those (lands)
which Lucius Cornelius Sulla, Imperator, according to the decision of his
advisory board, for the protection of the immortal gods and their sacred precincts,
has given to them to enjoy, and which (gift) has also been ratified by the senate
and which has not afterwards by decree of the senate been made invalid.”

Next, it quotes a part of Sulla’s initial edictum concerning Oropus, which was later
ratified by the senate (43-5):

Agbkiog KopviAtog ZoAAag 4md cvv-
BovAiov yvapng yvouny sipnrévor dokel: vv Tijg evyfic dmoddoeme vvv
Evekev T lep®d Apprapdov ydpov tpootiOnpu navrn mhvrobev wddag
wdiovg, tva xal abtn M xdpa Vdpyn EovAog
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Lucius Cornelius Sulla according to the decision of his advisory board appears to

have made his decision (as follows): vv “For the sake of fulfilling a vow T grant to
the temple of Amphiaraus land everywhere in all directions for one thousand feet,
in order that this land too may be inviolate.”

The relatio briefly discusses what else Sulla “seems to have consecrated” (line 45-51),
before returning to Sulla’s earlier measures, and quoting an earlier senatus consultum that

had ratified Sulla’s grants (lines 51-9):

Tepl 100~
Tov 10D TPAYNaTOG ddYH cuviKATov vy éml Agukiov XOAAn Eragpoditov,
Kotvtov Metédhov Evoefolc vmdtav vv emikekupopévov Sokel elvol vwv
bmep 1) ovvkAnTog €doypbTioey kal glg ToHTOVG TOVG AdYoLS Boa 18 Bedt
Aporopdot kai tdt iep® avtod v Agvkiog Kopviiog ZOAAag dmd cu<v>Boviiov
V YVOUNG TPOCMPLOEY GUVEXDPTGEY, T0 a0TA 1] GOVKANTOG TovTMOL T Oedt
dobfjvar cuvywpnbijvar fiyricato.

Concerning this matter a decree of the senate v when Lucius Sulla Epaphoditus
(and) Quintus Metellus Pius were consuls v appears to have been sanctioned,
which the senate decreed {and} in the following words: “Whatever to the god
Amphiaraus and to his temple v Lucius Cornelius Sulla according to the decision

. of his advisory board assigned and decided, these same (properties) the senate has
deemed to have been given and granted to the god.”

After quoting these earlier decisions, the decree proper is presented (59-64), deciding in
the favour of the sanctuary’s exemption.'®

Especially noteworthy here is the way in which these “embedded fragments” (as
we shall call them) are handled. Each reference reflects the language of the kind of

decision, whether lex, edictum or senatus consultum, which is being quoted rather than

that of decision into which it has been inserted. This suggests that the decisions were

18 Sherk, RDGE 23, commentary on 136.
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quoted directly rather than paraphrased. 19 They are also introduced with simple phrases,
such as “the exemption appears to run as follows” (bnekeipnuévny Sokel etval obtwc) or
“according the decision of his advisory board (he) appears to have made tﬁis (following)
decision” (4md cLVBOLALOL YvOUNG YVOUNY ElpNKEVOL Soxel).?’ The refefehce itsélf
contains only what words are required as evidence for the relatio, with no prééunble.
Were the text of the Oropian decree in poorer condition, what function these references
served and how they were organized would doubtless be difficult to interpret. Their

existence in this decree, however, may tell us something of the Josephan documents.

3. 3. Embedded Fragments in Josephus

Documents 3-7 contain a series of senatorial decisions. Some of them, as we shall
see, exemplify the ways in which fragments could become embedded within later
decisions. This will be seen in two ways. The first is the way in which the decisions in
the documents are handled, that is, how the decisions are introduced within the text. As
we have seen, the wording of the introductory sentences of a few of the documents is not
typical for decree language, and serves-only to introduce quickly the decisions that

follow. The most obvious examples are found in Documents 3, 5 and 6.

1% Culham, “Fraud, Fakery and Forgery”, 177-8, 180, sees only lines 54-7 as citing
Sulla’s decision with his concilium, drawn from his magisterial commentarii, arguing that the
remaining references are simply paraphrased. In the case of the latter, however, the verb (line 44)
is in the first person, suggesting that the edict was quoted rather than paraphrased. The lex is also
introduced with oUtwg (Lat. ifa) in 35, which would seem unnecessary if the line were being
paraphrased.

20 1 ines 35 and 42-3, respectively.
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3. 3. 1. The Grants of Caesar in Document 3

The opening sentence (§196) of Document 3 declares, “The following are the
grants, decisions, and decrees of Gaius Julius Caesar, Imperator and Consul” (Toiov
Kaicopog avtokphropog dwdtov dedopéve cuykeympnpéva Tpookekpipeva £otiv obtmg
&yovta). Several commentators have recognized that this line introduces a decision of
which it was originally not a part, some of whom have suggested that these were added
by Josephus or one of his sources.”! 1 will argue, however, that these are best interpreted
as the byproducts of measures taken by Antonius and the senate in 44 BCE: that is, that
these words introduce embedded fragments. The phrase dedopéva cvykeywpnuéva
npookekpipeva announces that the following text is a collection of decisions of Caesar.
This statement parallels line 35 of the Oropian decree, which (as we have seen)
introduces an embedded fragment of a lex censoria. The quoted fragment has no
preamble, but begins with a dmwg clause that bestows the ethnarchy on Hyrcanus and his
descendents, a clause that begins abruptly in mid-sentence.**

The embedded fragment is introduced as Caesar’s “grants, decisions, and
decrees.” This again recalls Cicero’s statement of the senate’s general resolution in the
senatus consultum on 17 March 44 to confirm those things that Caesar had “established,
decreed and decided” (statuisset, decrevisset, egisset). Another decree of the very same
day, mentioned in a boundary stone from Sardis, reaffirmed everything that Caesar had

“decided, given, consecrated, and established” (cuveydprnoev Edmwikev kabiépmoey

2 See above, Chapter 2, 38, n. 11.
*2 See above, Chapter 2, 38.
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gotnoev) in relation to the Temple of Artemis. This language reflects the circumstances
that followed Caesar’s death, when the legacy of Caesar, which included many half-
completed initiatives, was contested. The introductory sentence of Document 3 shares
this feature with other documents of these months. This argues for two points. First, the
introductory words are later than the decision itself. Second, the decision is a fragment
that had become embedded into a later measure. The fragment is from a senate decree, as
we have demonstrated.”> The only senate decree concerning the Jews known before
Caesar’s death belongs in February 44 (It is mentioned in the senatorial decree of April
11: §§219-22). Taking these factors together, then, this section is best explained as a
fragment that had become embedded into whatever measures Antonius ultimately
approved on the basis of the authority given to him on April 11. That is, the senatus
consultum of April gave Antonius the authority to collect Caesar’s earlier decisions,
including the unpublished senatus consultum of February, and re-affirm them as law.

That process embedded earlier decisions, including our fragment.

3. 3. 2. The Use of Tovtovg in Document 5
The decision recorded in Document 5 is probably also an embedded fragment.
The first sentence (§200) states:
I'drog Kaioop Bratog 10 mépmtov Expive
TovTOVG ExEv Kal teryioon TNV Tepocolvptdy TOAY, Kol KATEYEW ADTHV

Ypravov AreEavdpov apyiepéa. Tovdaimv kol e8vapynv dg Gv adtog
mpoopfital.

2 See above, Chapter 2, 38ff,
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Gaius Caesar, consul for the fifth time, has decreed
that they shall receive and fortify the city of Jerusalem, and that Hyrcanus,
son of Alexander, high priest and ethnarch of the Jews, shall occupy it as
he himself may choose.

At first glance, the wording seems unproblematic. The word tovtovg, however,
“dangles” and lacks an antecedent. Clearly this records part of an original decision, and
the tovtovg refers to those who had already been mentioned in the original document, **
perhaps indeed in the same sentence: that is, Hyrcanus and his sons. The fragment then
moves on to define Hyrcanus’ individual authority in more detail.

If we view these words as an embedded fragment, however, then the first sentence
makes more sense. The to0tovg “dangles” because the quotation begins in mid-
paragraph. The difficulty presented to us, however, comes from the fact that whatever
document quoted this embedded fragment has subsequently disintegrated. Some of what
we find in Josephus’ acta are the remains of this measure. The words I'diog Kaicop
Uratog to mépmTov Expuve is another example. They were written to introduce the
embedded fragment, a part of that earlier senatus consultum from February 44 that
confirmed Caesar’s decisions relating to the Jews. This decision has then been embedded

into Antonius’ later measure.

>4 Tt has been variously interpreted as referring to Hyrcanus and his descendents,
Hyrcanus and Antipater, or, more broadly, the Jews generally. For a discussion of these
possibilities and their proponents, see Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 75-6.
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3. 3. 3. Document 6: The “Ruling” of Caesar
As we have already seen,” commentators have argued that the first few lines of
Document 6 are highly problematic, and that there seems to be no logical connection
between the first part of the phrase and the second. %° The first sentence (§202) reads as
follows:
I'og Koloop avtokpdtmp 10 devtepov E6TNoE
kat’ €viantov Ommg teEddoty vrep TG Teposorvuttdv moAewms Ténmng
vme€opovpévg yopic 1ot £f8opov Etovg, dv caPPatikdv EviawTov

TPOGOYOPEVOVOLY, €Ml &V AOTH UNTE TOV GI0. TRV dEVEpmV KAPTOV
AapPavovoty pfte oreipovov.

Gaius Caesar, Imperator for the second time, has established
that they shall pay a tax for the city of Jerusalem, Joppa excluded, every
year except in the seventh year, which they call the sabbatical year,
because in this time they neither take fruit from the trees nor do they sow.

As we shall see, the reason for this confusion is that the first few lines are not part of the -
same decision. This large section of a senatus consultum confirming Caesar’s prior
decisions concerning the Jews is introduced only by a short sentence that states, “Gaius
Caesar, Imperator for the second time, has established...” (I'tog Kalcap adtokpldtmp 10
devtepov Eotrog, kTA). Although it does not contain expressions typical to senatus
consulta, the text that follows does. The next part of the sentence is a dmwg construction
that describes new taxation rules for the Jews. It reminds us of the second sentence of

Document 3 by how it begins abruptly and in mid-sentence, with no immediate preamble

2 See above, Chapter 2, 50.
2 pycci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 85.
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to what is being discussed. The use of the verb {otnu here is not common for senatus
consulta, but as we have already seen, this word (and its Latin equivalent, statuere)®’
were used in official decisions after Caesar’s death in which the Senate ratified his acta.
The way it is used here is shared by other documents of this period.

This document is likely another one of Caesar’s “rulings” that was revisited after
his death, and it is introduced as such. The émwg commences the quoted fragment.
Similar to the first sentence of Document 5, the introduction to the embedded fragment
| and the first line of fragment itself seem to have been conflated at some point, creating
one sentence that makes little sense. The remainder of the document is part the original
decision, likely the senatus consultum from February of 44. We know that it must have
been drafted before Caesar’s death, since Hyrcanus and his embassy would not have been
granted entrance to the senate extra ordinem through the dictator and magister equitum if
the decrec had been enacted after 15 March. This part of that decree was then embedded

within a new decree by Antonius and the senate.

3. 3. 4. Document 4: Priestly Rights
The process of embedding fragments within a new measure has also left its marks
on Document 4 (§199). The decision reads as follows:
IN'wog Kaioap avtokpdrmp diktdtop Hmotog
TIpig kol dpetiig kol piiavBpamiog Evexey cuveydpnoey £ml GOUPEPOVTL

kol ff cvykMTe Kol 7@ M 16V Popaiov Y provov AleEdvopov viov
kol Tékva o1l dpyiepeis Te kol <€Bvapya>¢ <Tovdai>wv kol 1o £0voug

27 Gelzer, Politician and Statesman, 258, n. 3. See also above, Chapter 2, 50-51.
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etvor &7l Toig Sucoiotg, oig kai oi Tpdyovor odTdY TV dpyLepoolivny
doKaTEGYOV.

<gBvapyo>g <ITovdai>wv Reinach; Oevres Complétes 240, mss.

Gaius Caesar, Imperator, Dictator and Consul,
in recognition of the honour, virtue and benevolence of Hyrcanus, son of
Alexander, and in the interest of both the Senate and people of Rome, has
decided that both he and his sons shall be high priests and <ethnarchs> of
the <Jews> and of their nation, with the same rights and under the same
regulations as those under which their forefathers held the office of priest.

As discussed before,?® the &vekev. ..cvveydpnoev clause was common to the language of
senate decrees and was commonly employed in decisions that referenced or reaffirmed
prior decisions. Although the sentence makes sense grammatically, certain aspects of the
sentence are also consistent with what we have seen in text that introduces an embedded
fragment. There is a brief and incomplete reference to Caesar’s titles, followed by the
decision itself, with no preamble. It appears abrupt and is likely missing an earlier part of
the sentence. The I"'Gtog Koioap avtokpdtop dtktdtop Bmotog is not part of the original
sentence, but a later addition that had introduced a fragment of an earlier decision.
The introductory sentence has since been conflated with the embedded fragment that it
had quoted. The quoted fragment thus begins with a genitive in a way that recalls the
quoted edict in lines 442-4 of the Oropian decree:

Agbkiog Kopvijiiog ZoAlag Gnd cov-

BovAiov yvdpung yvoduny eipnkévar dokel: vv Tiig edyfic dnoddoewg vvv
Everev TdL iep®d Apelapov xOpav TpooTidngi, KTA.

28 See above, Chapter 2, 41-43.
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Lucius Cornelius Sulla according to the decision of his advisory board appears to
have made his decision (as follows): vv “For the sake of fulfilling a vow I grant to
the temple of Amphiaraus land....”

Document 4, therefore, should be interpreted as an embedded fragment, a quoted section
of the February decree which confirmed Caesar’s decisions concerning the Jews, which

had become integrated into the later decree of Antonius.

3. 3. 5. The Relatio of Document 7

Certain features of Documents 3, 4, 5 and 6, then, are consistent with being
fragments that had become embedded in a later Antonian measure, a document that is
now lost to us, but was the ultimate source for these sections of the dossier. Documents 1
and 2 (Caesar’s letter and edict), by contrast, are self-standing, and were added to the
dossier separately. Document 7, the relatio of the senatus consultum of 44, is more
difficult to interpret. As discussed above,? the formal and diplomatic features of the text
correspond with the traditional language of a relatio in a senatus consultum, most likely
that of February 44. The introductory sentence of the document is seems complete and
uses the formal language that one would expect, suggesting that it is not a later addition.
It is possible that the relatio is nonetheless a fragment embedded in the Antonian
measure, but there is no way of determining this based on its language alone.

Documents 3-6, and possibly 7, therefore, contain features that are consistent with
sentences that introduce embedded fragments. In the case of Document 3, the

problematic first line had been added later by Antonius and the senate, and it introduces

» See above, Chapter 2, 57-8.
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the decision that follows in a way that is similar to the embedded fragments in the decree
concerning Oropus. The introductory sentences of Documents 4, 5, and 6 were also not
part of the original text, but had been added later when the decisions were integrated into
the Antonian decree as embedded fragments. They were later conflated with the quoted
fragment, creating problematic or illogical sentences. As we shall see, the process by
which these fragments of senatus consulta were embedded has also affected how Caesar

is described in the documents.

3. 4. Caesar’s Titulature in the Documents

In Chapter Two, I discussed the problem of dating the enactment of the decisions
recorded by Josephus based solely on their introductory sentences. As we have seen, the
first sentences in Documents 3-6 (§§196-210) are not formal prescripts in their form or
language. The titles that describe Caesar are also inconsistent and lack the details
necessary for dating the decision’s enactment. Document 3 describes the grants of
“Caesar, Imperator and Consul” (I'atov Koeicopog adtoxpéropog dmétov). He is later
described only as “Imperator, dictator and consul” (atoxpdTmp 61K'céwcop Umatog),
“Consul for the fifth time” (brmatog t0 néuntov), and “Imperator for the second time”
(odTokpdTop 10 devtepov) in Documents 4, 5 and 6, respectively. The only decree
fragment which presents all of Caesar’s titles in a formal way is Document 7, the relatio,
in which Caesar is declared as “Gaius Caesar, Imperator, Dictator for the fourth time,
Consul for the fifth time, designated Dictator for life” (I'diog Koioap adtokpdrop

diktdTmp TO TETAPTOV VITOTOG TE TO TEUTTOV SIKTATOP ATodederyeEvog o1l flov).
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If, however, we interpret Documents 3-6 as fragments of a senate decree that have
been embedded in a later Antonian measure, Caesar’s titles (or lack thereof) make more
sense; the introductory sentences are not prescripts, and therefore do not require that all
of his titles be listed. This is true in the Oropian decree discussed above. It is noteworthy
how inconsistently and ambiguously Sulla is referred to in this decree. He is first
A described simply as “Lucius Sulla” (line 20). He is referred to as “Lucius Cornelius Sulla
Imperator” in line 39, and as “Lucius Sulla Epaphroditus” in 52. His dictatorship, which
he held from 82-79 BCE, is never mentioned. Although the text refers to the earlier
decree passed in favour of the Oropians as being enacted in the consulship of Sulla and

Q. Metellus, Sulla is never described as “Consul for the second time.”’"

We may assume
that in contrast to formal prescripts in senatus consulta and the salutationes in epistulae,
fragments embedded within a decree were not required to list a magistrate’s titles in the
same formal matter.

Examples of this imprecision in titulature are found in other decrees from
Caesar’s age, especially those that reference to his prior decisions. In the Lycian treaty
with Rome, Caesar is presented in the prescript as “Dictator for the third time” (Siktdwp

0 Tpitov).*? He is neither described as Imperator nor Pontifex Maximus (a title by

which he was often identified in other inscriptions of this period), nor as consul. When

3% Broughton, MRR 11, 66-85; Bickerman, Chronology, 180.

31 Qulla was consul for the second time and dictator for the third time in 80 BCE. See
MRR1I, 74-85.

32 The text here is damaged and is the only section of the treaty where there is some doubt
about how to read the text. In Mitchell’s 1estoration Caesar is described as dictator rather than

cnncenl hacance af tha af tha diceniaginn AL tho maacictor ariitiimn Qaa D anaa o

A
ConNsuUL 0eCause o1 tie PLUMIIALL)' O1 e QiSCuUssion 01 tae U Ler cquubun wEC  NOMIC ana

Lycia”, 175-6.
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referring later to his decisions, however, lines 62-3 simply read, “just as Gaius Caesar,
Imperator has decided” (kafdg 'atog Kaloap 6 avtokpdtwp Ekpevey, ktA). Likewise, in
the decree inscribed on the Sardis boundary stone, Caesar is first referred to as
“Imperator and Pontifex Maximus, Consul for the fifth time, Dictator for life”
(oToxpbTop Kal dpyipede, Bratog o Téumtov, Siktdto[p] [t]e St Biov).”® His
consulship, however, is not mentioned in later descriptions of him in the text.>*

That Caesar’s or Sulla’s titles are not mentioned in these decisions clearly does
not mean that they ceased to be occupy their respective positions or hold their titles, but
that it was often not necessary for the text to list all of them. This implies that sentences
that refer to prior decisions or introduce embedded fragments were not required to list all
of the magistrate’s formal titles, and we should not, therefore, expect to find all of them
in the fragments recorded by Josephus. The emendations that some commentators have
made to the introductory titles in the documents in order to provide an enactment date,
then, might not only be questionable, but also unnecessary. Only Documents 5 and 6
contain titles with a numerical value. In Document 5 (§200), Caesar is described only as -
“Consul for the fifth time” (bratog to TépmTov), suggesting a date of 44 BCE. Since this
date corresponds with the year of the only known decree concerning the Jews before
Caesar’s death, this interpretation might be correct.”® It is more likely that Antonius,

authorized by the decree of April 44, later cited in a new measure a decision either that

33 Lines 31-2.
3 Lines 31-2, 73-4.
3% MRR 11, 315-19. See also Appendix D
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the senate and Caesar had first made or confirmed when he was Consul for the fifth time,
and introduces the decision accordingly. The title in Document 6, “Imperator for the
second time” (avtokpdTmp 10 devTEPOV), In contrast, makes no chronological sense, and
the emendations that some commentators have suggested reading Caesar as Dictator for
the second or fourth times are highly problematic.*® While being described only as
avTokpaTop is typical for Caesar,”’ the existence of 0 devtepov by itself here is likely
the result of later textual corruption, and it is difficult to suggest a chronological reading
of it.

Mochring, then, is correct in challenging the way in which some commentators
have emended the text in order to correspond with a preestablished narrative. ** He goes
too far, however, in claiming that the text itself is a forgery based on the problems in the
introductory sentences. Rajak has rightly challenged this assertion, arguing that because
of the complex transmission process, it is unsurprising that some pumbers or titles are
missing, but that this does not make a case for doubting the overall authenticity of the
text.”® While it is true that the transmission of the text doubtless is partly responsible for
the obscurity of Caesar’s titulature, I suggest that the primary reason for it is not the
result of copyist error, but of the process of embedding fragments of the Caesarcan

senatus consultum within a new Antonian measure.

36 See above, Chapter 2, 52-53. See also Appendix D.
37 See above, Chapter 2, 52, n. 45.
8 «fcta Pro Iudaeis”, 135-7.

¥ See “Roman Charter”, 111.
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3. 5. Summary: The Form of the Caesarean Acta

In this Chapter, we have seen how Antonius acquired the legal power to revisit
and to reaffirm some of Caesar’s finished or unfinished measures in the weeks after his
death. The Senate was no doubt wary of the power that Antonius might wield through
Caesar’s acta, and so had passed another decree to-establish a senatorial consilium to
oversee the process. Although Cicero later portrayed this process as dishonest and
illegitimate, some of these measures, such as the one concerning the Jews that was
enacted on 11 April, were confirmed by senate decree. To assuage the fears of some
senators and to strengthen the legitimacy of this decree, Antonius incorporated actual
fragments of the earlier decisions concerning the Jews into the new measure. As we have
also seen, there is precedent for this sort of process. The Oropian decree of 73 BCE also
quoted sections of earlier decisions, in the form of an edict, law, and senate decree.
These earlier decisions had been made when Sulla was dictator, and were presented again
in order to provide legitimacy for a new decision after his death.

The Caesarean decisions recorded by Josephus should be viewed in this context.
The introductory sentences of Documents 3-6, the most problematic in the Caesarean
acta, share features with sentences that cite embedded fragments. They are not
prescripts, but short sentences meant only to cite fragments within a larger decree. This
is also reflected in the titles ascribed to Caesar. No exact titulature was required in these
sentences because they were neither formal prescripts nor stand-alone decisions, but

simply references made in a later measure.
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The narrative for the Caesarean acta recorded by Josephus, thus, proceeds as
follows. In the summer or autumn of 47, Caesar issued an edict concerning the Jews and
sent copies of his resolutions to various eastern cities, including Sidon. Documents 1 and
2 are copies of these decisions. For whatever reason, Caesar’s edict was not confirmed
by senatorial decree until 9 February 44. After Caesar’s death, a decree authored by
Antonius was enacted on 11 April to reaffirm the former one’s legitimacy and to “take
care to record on diptychs that which was decided on 9 February in the Temple of
Concord.”*® Antonius did just that, and cited sections of earlier decisions into the new
measure. Documents 3-6, and possibly 7, record the remains of this disintegrated
measure. In addition, through the process transmission, sentences that were meant to
introduce the quoted fragments have become conflated, jumbled together, and later
understood as sepﬁrate decisions of varying date. As we shall see, this interpretation -
helps to answer some of questions concerning the documents’ organization, and opens-

new avenues of exploration.

40 bnog ppoviicwot Kai adTol &v 6EAToLg dvabeivar SimTvyolg £yEveto mpo TEVTE EI0GV
DePpovapiov &v 1 vad tijg Opovoiag (§§219-222).
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CONCLUSION

This thesis has set out to address a number of issues concerning the Caesarean
acta recorded by Josephus. The first was to determine genres of the decisions present in
the documents. My approach has differed from earlier commentators, in that, typically,
their interest in the introductory sentences of Documents 3-6 has primarily been in their
usefulness for establishing chronology: that is, for dating each of the fragments. In
contrast, I have argued that these fragments both reveal history and have a history of their
own, and part of that history can be recovered if we consider the formulaic language of
these sections. This has allowed us to establish a legislative and temporal context for
these fragments.

Document 1 (§§190-91) is a letter of Caesar to Sidon, which (as all commentators
recognize) belongs to 47 BCE. The letter accompanies his edict concerning the Jews
contained in Document 2 (§§192-95). The first chapter of this thesis placed these in their
narrative context. The Jewish state was in turmoil, both because of internal dynastic
struggles and because of the constant need to switch political allegiance with Roman
magnates. Caesar made his decisions regarding Judaea with this in mind. He praised
Hyrcanus for his timely assistance in the recent Alexandrian campaign and cited
witnesses of his loyalty in the past. He also established Hyrcanus as the legitimate
Hasmonean ruler, confirming him in the position of ethnarch and high priest, though
denying him the title of king, which the Hasmoneans had enjoyed until Pompey’s
reorganization. In recognition of Hyrcanus’ services, and given that Caesar also required

a stable and loyal Eastern ally for Rome (or for himself), he also awarded Judaea various
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privileges, including military exemptions, some autonomy in internal affairs, and
possibly other privileges.1

The first chapter also offered an account of Caesar’s movements and decisions
between Pharsalus and Thapsus in order to show that the decisions concerning the Jews,
although serving a specific function, nonetheless correspond with changes he made to
many other Eastern cities or states. In Caesar’s voyage from Tﬁessaly to Egypt, he had
granted immunity and inviolability to Mytilene, Cnidus, and Rhodes. Ilium was granted
these privileges as well as increased territory. Pergamum was especially honoured and
granted immunity, inviolability and new sWathes of territory at the expense of Galatia..
The Roman treaty was made with Lycian cities by senatus coﬁsulz‘um in 46 BCE and was |
based on decisions made by Caesar in this period.> We also know that Aphrodisias and
Plarasa were freed (39 BCE) by the triumvirs based on decisions that Caesar made during
his dictatorship.” Caesar’s letter to Sidon and the accompanying edict of 47 is yet
another example of this process. Judaea, like Pergamum, Rhodes, Mytiléne, and other
Eastern states, was compelled to abandon the Pompeian cause and aid Caesar actively in

his Alexandrian campaign. For Caesar’s part, the goal was to establish an Eastern ally

! This is contingent on whether the edict as it survives is complete. See above, Chapter 2,
62-3.

* See Mitchell, “Rome and Lycia”, 235-6.

3 Sherk, RDGE 28, commentary on 166-9; Reynolds, Aphrodisias and Rome, doc. 8,
lines 40-42; doc. 35; Jones, Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces, 63. Tac. Ann. 111, 63 also
refers to Caesar’s role in establishing Aphrodisias’ freedom.
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that would be loyal to him and to Rome, first while he settled affairs in Rome and

defeated the remnants of the opposition,4 and for the long term.

These decisions in the edict formed the basis for Judaea’s status during Caesar’s
dictatorship, and would later be confirmed by a senatorial decree. Unlike the relatively
complete letter and edict of the first two documents in the acta, Documents 3-7 (§§196-
212) are fragmentary. The aim of the second chapter was to determine the original genre
of each of the fragments: that is, whether they had been once part of a senatus consultum,
an edictum, or a lex. Despite the fragmentary nature of the text and the missing prescripts
and marks of approval, by examining closely the language and form of the decisions, we
were able to conclude that these decisions are fragments of one or more senatus consulta.
Document 3 (§§196-98) uses language typical to senatus consulta, such as the énwg
clause, the reference to itself as a decree (86ypa), and the bestowal of gifts “according to
official procedure” (kotd 0 ddtaypa), which is typical of senatorial decrees dealing
with ambassadors. Documents 4 and 5 (§§199-201) also use the dnwg construction, and
the former employs the formulaic phrase, “on account of...he has decided”
(Bvekev...ovveydpnoev), which was common in decrees that referenced or confirmed
prior decisions. Document 6 (§§202-10) is clearly a large fragment of a senatus
consultum, containing the émwg clause, as well as the formulaic phrase, “it pleases the
senate” (dpéokel Tf] ovyxM|T®). Its content is also reflective of a senatus consultum,
awarding common diplomatic privileges such as senatorial seating at games and the right

to summon the senate extra ordinem. Document 7 (§§211-12) is the relatio of a senate

* Rice Holmes, The Roman Republic, 210; Gelzer, Caesar, 257-61; Meier, Caesar, 402.
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decree. It contains the formulaic introduction, “He spoke these words” (Adyovg
émoujcoro), and its phrasing finds parallels in other extant relationes of senatus consulta.

The second chapter not only proves that Documents 3-7 are fragments of a
senatus consultum, but also identifies a senatorial decree, no longer extant, that had dealt
with the Jews and probably included the decisions that these fragments record. We know
from the senate decree of 11 April 44 recorded by Josephus (§§219-22) that a decree
regarding the Jews had been enacted on 9 February of that year. This date is also
consistent with the relatio in Document 7, in which Caesar is described as “Imperator,
Dictator for the fourth time, Consul for the fifth time, designated Dictafor for life.”

This decree, however, was not published before Caesar’s death. On April 11, 44,
Antony called a meeting of the senate to authorize its publication (§§221-2). Chapter
Three recovers further Antonian steps in this process. We know from Cicero that
Antonius and a consilium of senators were authorized to revisit and reaffirm Caesar’s
acta, both complete and incomplete, including presumably the decree of 9 February.
This process naturally involved the quotation and excerpting of prior decisions, and this
chapter discusses how senatorial decrees could do this. One cited example is the senatus
consultum concerning Oropus, which quotes sentences of a /lex censoria, an edictum of
Sulla, and a senatus consultum. Such embedded fragments have two features relevant to
our study. The first is that the fragments were incorporated with short introductory
sentences, with little differentiation from the main text. This makes distinguishing

between the new and older decisions more difficult. The second is that the text was

* For Caesar’s titles, see Appendix D.
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quoted rather than paraphrased, meaning that the language used was that of the original
decision, not that of the one into which it had been incorporated.

The third chapter then argued that Documents 3-6 as recorded by Josephus are
such embedded fragments. They are decisions from the senate decree of 9 February that
had become incorporated into a later Antonian measure. The process of embedding the
text deprived each decision of its documentary context, resulting in introductory
sentences that either seem abrupt, with key pieces of text missing, or sentences that make
little sense. The Antonian measure itself has also disintegrated, and it is this fragmented
text that is recorded by Josephus. This interpretation also helps to account for the vague
and inconsistent way in which Caesar is described at the beginning of these fragments.
Dating the decisions on the basis Caesar’s titulature problematic, since it is unclear
whether the offices mentioned were held at the time that the decision was actually made,
the time that they were announced (if they were), or at the moment that the senatorial
decree finally confirmed them.

The results of this study may allow us to make some preliminary conclusions to
some of the questions posed in the Introduction. First, this helps put to rest any lingering
doubt as to their authenticity. As discussed above, the argument that either Josephus or
his source forged the documents has already been discredited. Moehring’s doubts over
the authenticity of Documents 3-7 are based primarily on the inconsistent and inadequate
language of their introductory sentences. We have demonstrated, however, these
sentences are typical of the process of embedded fragments, and further suggest that their

fragmentary nature probably contributed to further errors in copying and transmission.
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The grants accorded to Hyrcanus and Judaea also do not describe a unique and
privileged position for the Jews. Many of the decisions concerning the Jews, such as
military exemption, territorial enlargements and diplomatic privileges, not only have
parallels with decisions made for other states, but are actually typical of Roman policy in
the East. A close study of the documents reveal, in fact, that Hyrcanus and his nation
actually received very little. Hyrcanus seems to have received little more from Caesar
than from Pompey in 63, and he did not re-assume the ancient kingship. Judaea was not
awarded immunity from taxation, and no territory was made inviolate. The Jews were
not declared friends and allies of Rome. These are privileges and statuses that Caesar had
granted to other states mentioned above. The decisions recorded by Josephus are
therefore reflective of Caesar’s foreign policy in the East only insofar as the state of
Judaea was a fairly minor player in Caesar’s overall Eastern diplomacy.

The primary goal of this study, however, was to focus on the documentary aspects
of these decisions rather than their content. We have seen that there are documentary
features present in the acta, that is, some of the documents are introduced by sentences
that make clear that they are citing earlier decisions. Noticing and understanding these
features have led us to reinterpret the historical context in which these decisions were
enacted and recorded. Documents 3-7 do not record fragments of Caesarean edicts or
decrees of varying date and form, but quoted sections of an Antonian decree that
reaffirmed decisions that were never published. Not only does this hypothesis help to
answer questions regarding the organization of these particular documents, but its

conclusions lead to other questions.
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One question that deserves further attention is whether a similar process may have
affected other Caesarean acta: that is, that decisions acquired from Caesar’s commentarii
were later edited and published after Caesar’s death. One possible example is the
aforementioned Sardis boundary stone,® which presents a Caesarean edict from 4 March
44, and also details part of a senatus consultum from 17 March 44 that elaborates on this
text. It uses some of the same documentary language’ as the decree fragments recorded
in Josephus and belongs to the same period. This might have been a pattern; the unsure
constitutional status of Caesar’s complete or incomplete acta after his death motivated
Antonius and the senate to present them as Caesar’s decisions, which resulted in a more
quotation than was typical. Far from Cicero’s charge that Antonius forged decisions
away from the eyes of the Senate, he might have been even more meticulous in adhering
to precedent than was customary in senatorial legislation.

The methodology employed in this study also may have further uses. Focusing on
the formulaic language and documentary aspects of these texts has yielded some
interesting results in regard to the Caesarean acta recorded by Josephus. Such a method
might also prove useful in re-examining the text of other official Roman decisions. We
have seen that the key to understanding the chronology of the decisions recorded by these
documents is to examine closely their first and last sentences. It is in these places that we

find traces of archival filing, citations, or other kinds of documentary appendages. To

8 See above, Chapter 2, 45.

7 uiee drevayfilog Gu?) Téiog Kafioa]p adtoxpatop kai ap[x(?)]-[teplede Sictdrmp te
Ot Blov ovveywpn-[oelv Edwxev kabiépwoev Eotnoey [rollglv punTe yiveobou £dv.



MA Thesis — G. Ward, Classics 94

study official documents with an eye toward these elements is critical to revealing the fuil
history behind the development of official Roman documents, and it is the goal of this
thesis to persuade other writers to adopt a similar focus when examining other ancient

texts.
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APPENDIX A
Emendation to £€0voug dpyn

One of the fragments (Doc. 3, §§196-8) discussed in Chapters 2 and 3 is
introduced as the “grants, decrees and decisions of Gaius Julius Caesar,’.’I and as we saw
this introduction, it is not part of the original decision being quoted, but is a vestige of the
process by which that decision became embedded in another measure.> The first line of
this fragment is corrupt. The original text reads as follows:

6mwg <Y pravog AheEdvipov kat> 1a tékva anTod Tod Tovdainv EBvovg Gpyn,

Kol ToVG 8edoévoug TOToVg Kopmilmvral, Kol O apylepevs anTog Kol £0vapyng

@V Tovdaiwv mpoiotijTol TdV AduKovVUEVOY.

<Ypxavog Are&avdpov ko> Reinach; om., mss.

That his children shall rule over the Jewish people and enjoy the fruits of the

places given to them, and that the high priest himself and ethnarch of the Jews,

shall be the protector of those who are unjustly treated.
We have already seen that Hyrcanus’ name must have fallen out of the text.> This is not
the only problem, however. The expression &0voug &pyn is at first glance logical and
idiomatic. The use of &pyo with a genitive in this sense is common,” but its use with
g0vog is unparalleled in documentary evidence and is found in literature only here.

Although the expression is unparalleled, the grant of ethnarchy is well represented

elsewhere in these documents. At §194 of Caesar’s edict Hyrcanus and his children are

also appointed as ethnarchs. It reads as follows:

' Tafov Kaisopog adtoxpéropog HmiTon SeSousva cuykeympuéve. TPOCKEKPILEVL.
? For embedding, see esp. Chapter 3, Section 3. 2.
? See above, Chapter 2, 39.

* 00 yp dv wpoomtaicag Tig Gpyn Aoxedatpoviev (Plut. Lys. 22. 6. 4). For other
examples, see Gpyw in LSJ (9th ed.), 254, IL. 1.
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d1h TodTag tag aitlog Y pravov AheEGvdpon kol td Tékvo adtod 0vapyog
Tovdoimv etvon Bovhopor, pyiepacdvny e Tovdaiwv, KTA.

For these reasons it is my wish that Hyrcanus, son of Alexander, and his children
shall be ethnarchs of the Jews and shall hold the office of high priest of the
Jews....
This clearly resembles the first line of our fragment. The unparalleled construction,
however, could be removed by emending £0voug &pyn to (e.g.) &0véapyor dot. (A
misreading of €0vdapyon as some kind of abbreviation of £€0v(ovc) may lie behind the

corruption). The reformed sentence would read thus:

émog <Y pravog AleEdvoou ko> td tékve antod Tol Tovdainv £0vépy<al dor>,
KTA.

That <Hyrcanus, son of Alexander, and> his children <be ethnarchs> of the
Jews....

This would make the sentence (in the subjunctive following 6nwg) conform to Caesar’s

earlier edict both in its subject matter and in its phrasing.
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APPENDIX B
Emendation to “iepsic Tepocsorvpmv”

Another problematic reading is found in the primary grant of Document 4 (§199),
the key part of which reads as follows:

Y pxavov AreEavdpov viov kol tékva antod apyepeic te kal iepeig Tepoooidpwmy
kol 10D EBvoug etvon &mi Toig Sikaiotg, oig ko oi Tpdyovor adTdV T
Apy1EpOEVVIV S1OKATECYOV, KTA.

(That) both Hyrcanus and his children shall be high priests and priests of
Jerusalem and of their nation, with the same rights and under the same regulations
as those under which their forefathers held the office of priest.

The odd duplication of the priesthood in this line, with Hyrcanus and his sons being both
high-priest and priest, has been often recognized as problematic' and is in need of
emendation.

Again, the similarity to the grant in Caesar’s edict is obvious (§§194-195):

S0, TavTag Tag aitiog Y pravov AleEavdpov Kol T, Tékva adTol E8vapyag
Tovdaiwv givar Bovropa, Gpyepmcivny te Tovdaimv 1t mavtdg Exewv KoTd Td
nérpio E0m, etvai Te 0dToOV Kol TG Teidag adToD cvpubyoug fuiv £t T Kol &v
Toic Kat’ Gvdpa eihoig apBpeicbar, doa 1€ kaTd Tovg idlovg avTdy vopovg oty
dpyepoTikd eAGvOpoTa, Tadta KeAeD® KoTEXEW aOTOV Kol T TEKVA, aDTOD"

For these reasons it is my wish that Hyrcanus, son of Alexander, and his children
shall be ethnarchs of the Jews and shall hold the office of high priest of the Jews
for all time in accordance with their national customs, and that he and his sons
shall be our allies and also be numbered among our particular friends; and
whatever high-priestly rights or other privileges exist in accordance with their
laws, these he and his children shall possess by my command.

In both texts we find: Hyrcanus and his descendents (listed identically); they are awarded

two positions (though only one is identical); the traditional rights of the high-priesthood

" Mendelssohn, “Senati Consulta,” 208; Pucci Ben Zeev, Jewish Rights, 71-3.
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are confirmed. Clearly these are two versions of the same decisions, but the text of
Document 4 has become badly corrupted and requires major emendation.

The first step is to accept Reinach’s proposal to replace iepeig with é@vdpxag,2
which produces parallel versions of the double grant. The next is to replace Tepocoivpmv
with Tovdaimv. Limiting the domain or jurisdiction of Hyrcanus’ high priesthood to
Jerusalem only is unparalleled and at odds both with Josephus’ narrative and with his
documents. The replication of iep- in dpyiepeic, iepeig, and Tepocordpmy suggests
multiple dittography. With the proposed emendation, the lines would read:

Y pkavov AreEdvopov vidv kal Tékve antod dpylepeis te kol <€Bvipya>g
<Tovdat>wv kai 10d £Bvoug etvar, KTA.

(That) both Hyrcanus, son of Alexander, and his sons be high priests and
<ethnarchs> of the <Jews> and of their nation....

Similar to emendation proposed in Appendix A, this again makes the sentence recorded
in this document confirm Caesar’s earlier edict, which conferred the ethnarchy and high

priesthood on Hyrcanus.

% Reinach, Oevres Complétes, 240.
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APPENDIX C'
The Oropian Decree

M[é&ap]kog Tepévtiog Madipiov vidg Ovdppav Agdkolhog, T'diog Kaowog Aguki[ov vivg] Afov]-

yivog Bratot vv ‘Qpaniav Epyovotv, Bovdfi, S1umt xaipewv: el Eppmcde £B v Exfol vvvy]
opdc eidévan BovAdpeda, udc katd TO THG CLVKANTOL 86YNO TO Yevopuevoy &[mi Agvki]-
ov Aucviov Madprov AvpnAiov dndtav éneyvokévar Tepl Avihoydv Tdv dvap[ecov]

@&t Aprapamt kal tdv dnpociovdv yeyovotav {éneyvokévol} vvv pd wig ei[dvév]

‘Oxropfpiov & Bacthixi] Hopkig: v cvvPfovdiot vv tapfioav Maaprog Kiabdiog Madpk[ov]

vidg Apvrioong Madpkerdrog, vvv T'diog Khavdiog Foiov vidg Apvijoong TAéfep, v
Méopiog Kéoiog Madprov vidg Iopevriva, vv T'diog Aikiviog Tafov vidg

{Tlopevriva, v Téiog Atkiviog afov vidg} Ttnlotiva {Z} Taxépdwcg, vac.

Agbvkiog Ovolvoxiog Agvkiov viog Apvioong, vv Agdkiog Adptiog Agvkiov vidg v
[nmpia, vv Téiog Avvaiog Tafov vidg Kivtopiva, vv Méapkog THAM0g Modpiov vidg v
KopvnMa Kiképav, vv Koivtog A&iog Madprov vidg Kupiva, vv Kéivrog ITopmiiog Kotv-
1oV ViOg Apviioong Polgog, v Abhog Kaokéhog ABAov vidg {6 vidg} Popiria, vac.

K 6ivtog Muvokiog Kotvrov vidg Tnpnpntiva @éppog, vv Maapkog MomAikiog vv
Madpiov vidg Opartia Zxaiovag, vv Titog Maiviog Titov viog vv Agpmvia, v- Agdkiog v
Kro0810g Agvxiov vidg Aepwvia: vwvv niepi v Eppodopog ‘OAvvaiyov vidg iepedg v
Avoiapbov 8otig pdtepov VIO TG CUVKAITOL COVHOXOG TPOCTIYOPEVHE- '

vog £otiv, kel Aleidnpog ®eoddpov vidg, Anpaivetog Ocotélov VidS, TpesPev-

toi Qpaniny, Adyoug énorcavto vvv n<e>i &v 1 tiic obhoeng voumt ovtal of vv
Xdpor {o<m>elerpnpévan giciv}, dc Aevkiog ZOAAog Be®dv dBavitov iepdv Tepevidv
@uAokiic Evekev cuvexmdpnoev, Oneeipnuévor eiotv, vv tadtag 1€ Tag TPOo-

680ug, mept v Gyeton o Tpdypa, Asdriog ZOAAAC TdL Bedt ApQLoplml Tp<o>cdipl-
ogv OnMG VIEP TOVTOV TV YOPHOV TPOG0J0V T@ML SNUOGLHVY| Ut} TEABOY VVVVY

Kod mepl MV Agvkiog Aopétiog AivoparPog vvv dmép dnpocioviy elney vvv

énel v 1L Tfig lobdoemg vopmt odtan ai xdpar dreEeipnuévon eiciv vvy

g Agbdkrog ZOAAag Oedv dbavatav lepdv tepevdv Qulakiic vekev vvvv

cuvexdpnoev, vv olite 6 Augiépoog Gt adtol ol ydpot cuVKeXOPTUEVOL V

Aéyoviau, Bedg Eot, Smwg TaTag oG Ydpog kapriclecbar sEfj v

!'See Sherk, RDGE 23 = RGE 70; SIG® 747, IG V11 413.
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TOUG INUOCLOVOG VVV Gmd GLuVBOVALOL YVAUNG YVdUNY GTeEPnVi-

peda & énéyvapeyv, Tt cuvkAT@L Tpocavoicopey, vv Todto 6 kol vv

gig v TV vropvnpdTmv EAToV Katexmpioauey: vvv mepi xdpog v

‘Qpaniag, nepi fig dvriloyia v Tpdg Tovg Spocidvac, KoTd TOV T v
webhoewng vopov v avtn vmeeipnuévn éotiy, tva un 6 dnpoociod-

N TV KoprilnTon kato, t0 T ouvkANTOL SOy EnéyvapeV:

&v 1 1fig pobdoemg vopm dmeEepnuévny Soxel elvan obtmg vvv

£xT0G Te TovTV § €l Tt SOYHA GUVKATITOL adTOoKpPAT®P AOTOKPOTOPES T[E]
nuétepot katahoyfig Osdv dBovizmv lepdv Tepev@dv 1€ GAKTG VvV

koprilecOon Edmkav, kKatéMmov' vv EkTog Te ToVT®V 6 AgOKIOg VVVV
Kopviiiog ZOAAag adTokpltep amd cvvBovAiov yvoung Osdv vvvy

dBavatmv tepdv Tepevdv € pLlaxi]g Evekev kaprilecbor Edwkev v

8 70 aT0 N odvichnTog Enexbpwaoey obte petd Tadto S0yHaTL vvy

ovvkAnTov Gicvpov Eyeviin” vv Agdxiog Kopvijiiog ZoAag drd cuv-

BovAiov yvodung yvouny sipnkévor Sokel" vv 1iig edyflg dnoddoewg vvv

Evexev Tt iep® Apgrapdov ydpav Tpootinu méven nhvtobev THS0G

FAiovg, tva kai attn 1 xopa dndpyn doviog doavTmg T@dL B Aperapbot vvv
kabieporévor Tiig ToAemg kol Tfig xdpog AMpévav e Tdv Qponioy v

TAG TPocddovg andoog eig Tovg aydvag kol tag Ovoiag, dg ' Qpdniot v
ovvteholoty 0e® Appropdmt, opoimg 68 xai dg v petd Tadto V7eEp T

vixng kot tfig fiyepoviog Tod dipov 1od ‘Popaiov cuviedécovoty, vvvvvv

£kt0g dypdv 1@v Eppoddpov ‘Orvvaiyov viod iepémg Apgrapdov tob v

A1l Téhovg &v 1] prAig tod drjpov Tod Popaiov pepevnikdtog nepi tov-

Tov 10D Tphypatog 66ypa cuvkAntov vv éni Agvkiov ZoAlo Exappoditov,
Kotvtov Metéhov Edoefolic Dndtov vv émixekupmpévov Sokel elvot vvv

Omep 1) ouvkAntog édoypdTicey kal gig TovTOVG TOVG AdYoug S0 TE Bedt
Apgropamt kol Tt iepd avtod v Agdkiog Kopvihog ZoAlag 4o cu<v>Bovdiov v
VOUNG TPOCHPIOEY GUVEXDPTCEV, TA AOTA 1] COVKANTOC ToVTML TdL Ol vv Sobijvan
cuvyepnOfivar iynoaro’ év tdt cupPfoviimr mapiicav v ol avtol ol &p mpaypdtmv
ovppepovievpévay SEATOL TPOTNL V

KNPOLOTL TECOOPECKODERATOL SOy GLVKATTOV T0TTO YEVOUEVOV VV

gotv’ Tpo Nuep®V dexoentd KaAavddv NoevBpiov év kopetior v
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ypogopévov napficav vv Titoc Maiviog Titov vidg Aspmvia, vv
Kéivtog Péyriog Kotvrov vidg Kiandia, I'diog Ovséihog T'aiov vv
1idg Kupiva Oddppmv: vv nepi v Maapkog Agdroihoc, I'éiog Kéoog
Hratol émryvdvreg dmnvyetday mepl Qpaniog xHpog Kol Tdv
dnuoctov@y £00Tovg Eneyvorévol ®oadTeg TV Qpotioy v

ydpav dreEepnuévny Sokelv slvar kot TV i obdosmg vopuov

pn dokelv Tovg dnpociivag Tadta kaprilecbar oltmg vvy

Kobag v avtoic ék Tév dnpociov Tpaypdtov tiotedg e Tfig v

idiag épatveto, 60Eev. Vacat.
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APPENDIX D
Chronology of Caesar’s Titles and Honours'

BCE

69 - Quaestor of Further Spain

65 - Curule Aedile

64 - Tudex Quaestionis

63 - Pontifex Maximus

62 - Praetor

61 - Proconsul of Further Spain; hailed Imperator

59 - Consul

58 - Proconsul of Cisalpine Gaul, [llyricum, and Transalpine Gaul

57 - Imperator II

55 - Imperator 111

54 - Renewed Proconsulship of Cisalpine Gaul, Illyricum, and Transalpine Gaul
52 - Imperator IV

49 - Declared Dictator (abdicated in December 49)

48 - Consul II; declared Dictator II (October)

47 - Dictator II (abdicated in September 47)

46 - Consul I1I; appointed Dictator I1I (late April 46), designated Dictator for the
following ten years (rei gerendae)

45 - Consul IV; appointed Dictator IV (April); Imperator V

44 - Consul V; proclaimed Dictator perpetuus (Jan. 26 — Feb. 15)

" Broughton, MRR 11, 132, 158, 173, 180, 187-318, contains full details and sources of
Caesar’s positions and titles.
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