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Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to discuss the evolving status of the Jewish communities in Roman Italy, first in the early imperial period, and then in Late Antiquity. The main characteristic of the legal status and the organization of the Jewish community in Roman Italy was that it mirrored similar bodies, which were taken as model. While in the early imperial period the Jewish community was molded on the collegium, in Late Antiquity the legal status and the internal organization of the Jewish communities of Roman Italy came to mirror those of the Christian Church. 
	Till the last half of the first century BCE there were no organized Jewish communities in Rome, as the Jewish presence there was minimal. In Late Republican Rome the natural framework for the Jewish community, as a legal recognized organization would have been the collegia, or corporate bodies on a voluntary basis, which were in the Roman Republic the framework for any type of communal organization. First Julius Caesar and then Augustus recognized the Jewish communities as collegia licita, with the right of internal autonomy. The Lex Julia recognized to the Jewish collegia various privileges as the permission to assemble, the right to collect contribution of money for the Temple of Jerusalem, and the permission to hold common meals. Thus, early Roman legislation defined the Jewish community as collegia licita, or legal voluntary associations, creating the right framework to fit in the Roman legal system. 
	Although the collegium remained the basic legal and communitarian framework, which defined the Jewish community, yet by Late Antiquity the hierarchic organization of the Christian Church, by then an important element in the imperial identity, became the model which deeply influenced the legal status and the organization of the Jewish communities of Roman Italy.
[bookmark: _GoBack]	Various laws, from Constantine onwards, defined the legal status of the Jewish community. By the end of the fourth century, Roman-Christian legislators ruled that, as for the Christians, the religious affiliation of the Jews was not just legal, but obligatory as well. Thus, the Roman state recognized the Jewish communities as entities entitled to the protection of the state. Moreover the juridical internal autonomy of the Jewish communities was recognized, including the right to excommunication. Moreover, as the Christian Church, also the Jewish communities were transformed in legal bodies, which were characterized by a strict hierarchical organization. Thus, the Patriarch, till his demise in 429 CE was recognized as the supreme head and source of internal law for the Jewish communities. His title and legal position mirrored that of the Christian ecclesiastic authorities. Besides, the leadership of the Jewish communities enjoyed various privileges which were quite similar to those given to the Christian clergy.


1. The Early Empire - The Legal Definition of the Jewish Communities in Italy as Collegia Licita 

The legal framework and the organization of the Jewish communities in Roman Italy were influenced by the legal status of the Jewish communities in the Hellenistic East. The Jewish community in the Greco-Roman world, often called proseuchē, was first of all a voluntary association. The Jews living in the Greek Diaspora during the Hellenistic Period were sometimes organized around a politeuma, an institution which was recognized by the ruler. According to the Letter of Aristeas, a Jewish politeuma is attested at Alexandria, and various papyri from Herakleopolis attest the presence of additional Jewish politeumata in Ptolemaic Egypt. Although the institutions of the Jewish politeuma tended to reproduce at a community level the same institutions as those of the Greek polis in which the Jews lived, the exact nature of the politeuma, political, or cultural, is unknown.[footnoteRef:2] However, by the end of the first century B.C.E., with the Roman conquest of the Hellenistic East, the situation changed. Rome, which granted to the citizens of the various Greek cities less autonomy than the earlier Hellenistic rulers, could not tolerate an autonomous institution such as the politeuma, and the various communities had to content themselves with much less influential communitarian frameworks. The thiasos, a voluntary association, more private and much smaller than the politeuma, took the place of the politeuma. Hence, by the beginning of the first century C.E., in the Greek East, the Jewish communities had to function in the more limited framework of the thiasoi and not in that of the politeumata.[footnoteRef:3]    [2:  The name politeuma appears in the Letter of Aristeas (Aristeas, Letter 310), where it refers to the political organization of the Jews in Alexandria. Moreover twenty papyri from Herakleopolis, dated to the middle of the first century BCE, attest the existence of other politeumata in Ptolemaic Egypt. On the politeuma in Ptolemaic Egypt see Joseph Mélèze-Modrzejewski, The Jews of Egypt From Ramses II to Emperor Hadrian (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 1993). On the organization of the politeuma, see Erich Gruen, Diaspora, Jews amidst Greeks and Romans (Cambridge (Mass.): Harvard University Press, 2002), 114-115. See also Victor Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilisation and the Jews (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 1979). On the Jewish politeumata, see also Aryeh Kasher, The Jews in Hellenistic and Roman Egypt. The Struggle for Equal Rights, Texts and Studies in Ancient Judaism 7, Tübingen: Mohr and Siebeck, 1985); Sylvie Honigman, The Septuagint and Homeric Scholarship in Alexandria (London – New-York: Routledge  2003. See on the papyri from Herakleopolis, James M. S. Cowey and Klaus Maresch, Urkunden des Politeuma der Juden von Kerakleopolis (144/3-133/2 v. Chr.) (P. Polit. Iud.). Papyri aus den Sammlungen von Heidelberg, Köln, München und Wien, Papyrologica Coloniensia XXIX (Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher Verlag 2001). ]  [3:   On voluntary associations in the Hellenistic Roman world see Wilson, “Voluntary Associations, An Overview,” in Kloppenborg and Wilson (eds.), Voluntary Associations in the Graeco-Roman World (London: Routledge, 1996), 1-15. On the thiasos see Kloppenborg, “Collegia and Thiasoi: Issues in Function, Taxonomy and Membership”, in Kloppenborg and Wilson (eds.), Voluntary Associations in the Graeco-Roman World (London: Routledge, 1996), 16-30. ] 

	Until the second half of the first century B.C.E. there was no organized Jewish community in Rome, for the simple reason that the Jewish presence in Rome was minimal. In the Late Republican Rome the natural framework for the Jewish community as a legal recognized organization would have been the collegium, the Roman counterpart of the Greek thiasos. The collegia were corporate bodies on a voluntary basis, which in the Roman Republic were the framework for any type of communal organization. These organizations were local, a fact which limited its political influence. These voluntary associations could include disparate and different groups such as lumping schools, professional guilds, cultic organizations, including synagogues. Often, their membership was confined to the members of the lower classes, slaves, poors, and liberti. These organizations, with few exceptions, did not require the exclusive commitment of its members. New members were coopted in the organization. Last, but not least, most of these organizations presented a hierarchic structure.[footnoteRef:4] Indeed, as Myriam Pucci Ben Ze’ev argues, the first question is whether at the time the local Jewish community was, or was not, regarded as a collegium. But, as the information concerning the Jews is quite scanty, the issue is problematic. Following in the steps of La Piana and Smallwood, Richardson states that it is commonly accepted that synagogues were viewed as collegia by the Roman authorities in the first century B.C.E. On the other hand, Williams, following the thesis of Juster, argues that the few superficial resemblances between the Jewish communitarian organization and the collegium are greatly outnumbered by some very fundamental differences. Williams is certainly right when she argues that the Jewish synagogues, which had wider and more comprehensive functions and possessed administrative and educational roles, were considerably different from Roman collegia. The issue, however, is whether the Romans authorities were aware of the peculiar characteristics of the Jewish communities. Besides, Roman collegia could vary greatly and be quite dissimilar one from another, and this could have made it possible to consider the Jewish communitarian organization as a collegium.[footnoteRef:5]  [4:  See Wilson, “Voluntary Associations, An Overview”, in Kloppenborg, and Wilson (eds.), Voluntary Associations in the Graeco-Roman World (London: Routledge, 1996), 1-15.]  [5:  See La Piana, “Foreign Groups in Rome during the First Centuries of the Empire”, Harvard Theological Review 20 (1927350-360. See also Smallwood, The Jews under Roman Rule, From Pompey to Diocletian – A Study in Political Relations, Studies in Judaism in Late Antiquity 20 (Leiden, E.J. Brill, 1997), 134. See Richardson, "Early Synagogues as Collegia in the Diaspora and Palestine", in Kloppenborg and SWilson (eds.), Voluntary Associations in the Graeco-Roman World (London: Routledge, 1996), 93 and p. 104, nt. 8. See also Wilson, “Voluntary Associations, An Overview”, in Kloppenborg and SWilson (eds.), Voluntary Associations in the Graeco-Roman World (London: Routledge, 1996), 4. See Juster, Les Juifs dans l' Empire Romain, I, Leur condition juridique, économique et sociale I-II (Paris : P. Geuthner, 1914), 418-424. See Williams, “The Structure of the Jewish Community in Rome”, in Goodman (ed.), Jews in the Graeco-Roman World (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), 216.] 

	However the collegia, or the corporate bodies which were in the Roman Republic the framework for any type of communal organization, were in fact forbidden in the last years of the late Republic. In 64 B.C.E. the Senate banned all the collegia, considering them a source of social turbulences. Although in 58 B.C.E. the collegia were permitted once again, when the Republic was dominated by the First Triumvirate composed by Pompey, Crassus and Julius Caesar, in 56 B.C.E. the Senate once more dissolved all the collegia, which were considered a hot bed of sedition, as these were perceived as political clubs. Besides, the following year Crassus passed a further law against the illegal activities of certain political sodalitates that were responsible for organized bribery. Yet Cicero could write that the Jews “stick together” and that “every year it was customary to send gold to Jerusalem on the order of the Jews from Italy and from all our provinces.”[footnoteRef:6] Therefore, the impression that Cicero wishes to convey to his public is that the Jews, even if collegia are illegal, somehow possess a communitarian organization. But, by then, most of the Jews living in the city of Rome were clientes of Pompey, and later on of Aulus Gabinius. Both Pompey and Gabinius waged a campaign in Judaea, defeated the Hasmonean rulers or pretenders, making them their own clientes. Pompey, after he defeated Aristobulus II, had Hyrcanus appointed as High Priest of Judaea. Clearly, at least till Pharsalus, the Judaean ruler was his cliens, as Appianus hints in his book dedicated to the Civil War.[footnoteRef:7] Hence, the Jews living in Rome would have been clientes of Pompey, as their far away ruler, the High Priest Hyrcanus II, to whom they sent each year the half-shekel, was his cliens. Besides, Jews that were taken as prisoners to Rome, once freed, if freed, became of course faithful liberti of their own patronus. Pompey was probably the only politician who could have pushed for a legalization of the right of the Jews to send money from Rome to the Temple. It is possible that some Jews later on became clientes of Gabinius as well. Although Gabinius was in the East as consul in 58 B.C.E., before this date he was one of Pompey’s legati. On the one hand, their patroni allowed the Jews to have an informal organization of the community and to send monies to Jerusalem, to pay the half-shekel; on the other hand, as clients the Jews would have fulfilled all of their obligations, including the political ones. As there were more than one patronus, there was of course more than one community. This may explain why at Rome we deal from the beginning with communities lacking a central framework, with a loose relationship with one another, if at all, contrary to Alexandria.[footnoteRef:8] Therefore the Jews probably possessed an informal communitarian organization, as they could associate and send their monies not as part of forbidden collegia, but as clientelar groups, protected by powerful patroni. Their patroni probably allowed the Jews to send their monies (the half-shekel) to Jerusalem, but as individuals, and not as a group, and also allowed them to meet together, informally, for reading the Torah on Shabbat.[footnoteRef:9] Thus it is clear, that if we wish to understand the functioning of the Jewish communities in Rome during the Late Republic, the primary step is to understand that it is the relationship patronus-cliens and not the framework of the collegium which allowed the creation of Jewish communities in Rome.   [6:  See Cicero, Pro Flacco, 28-66-69.  ]  [7:  See Appian, Bell. civ. II, 71]  [8:  See Appian, Bell. civ. II, 71. Cicero is not the only one who points at Pompey’s respect for the Temple, which was not robbed. Josephus too, in both War and Antiquities, does point to Pompey’s respect for Judaism. See Josephus, A.J. XIV, 72 and B.J. I,153. It seems that, as Josephus hints, Hyrcanus II collaborated with Gabinius as well, during the later tenure in 58 B.C.E. in his campaign against Ptolemaic Egypt. See Josephus, A.J. XIV, 98-99. See Cicero, Att. 2. 1. 6. See Gruen, The Last Generation of the Roman Republic (Berkeley (Ca.): University of California Press, 1974), 131 on the Lex Gabinia, and pp. 63, 66, 106, 110, 111, 131, 143, 144, 213, 227, 322 on the relationship between Gabinius and Pompey. There are various hints on the bad relationship between Cicero and Pompey and between Cicero and Gabinius. Thus Cicero calls Pompey the “Jerusalemite plebeian monger” in a letter to Atticus. See Cicero, Att. II, 9: 1. Cicero calls Pompey “Hierosolymarius traductor ad plebem”. See Stern, Greek and Roman Authors on Jews and Judaism I (Jerusalem: Israel Academy of Science and Humanities 1976), no. 69, 201-202. Cicero also complains of Gabinius in his oration De Provinciis Consularibus as he discriminated Roman revenue farmers in favor of native Syrian and Jews during his tenure of Syria. See Cicero, Prov. cons. 5: 10. “He (Gabinius) handed over as slaves to Jews and Syrians, themselves peoples born to be slaves.” See Stern, Greek and Roman Authors on Jews and Judaism I, no. 70, pp. 202-204. See also Cassius Dio, Roman History XXXIX, 56: 5-6.]  [9:  See Colter, “The Collegia and Roman Law: State Restrictions on Voluntary Associations – State Restrictions on Voluntary Associations 64 BCE – 200 CE”, in Kloppenborg and S.G. Wilson (eds.), Voluntary Associations in the Graeco-Roman World (London: Routledge 1996), 75-76. See Cicero, Pro Flacco, 28-66-69.  See Stern, Greek and Roman Authors on Jews and Judaism I, (Jerusalem: Israel Academy of Science and Humanities 1976), no. 68, 196-201.] 

	The Jewish communities were probably given a legal status first by Julius Caesar and then by Augustus. Clearly by then the Jewish community of Rome had switched its clientelar allegiance from Pompey to Julius Caesar, probably through Gabinius, who sided with Caesar as well.[footnoteRef:10] In fact the Jews living in Rome just followed the steps of their leader in Judaea, the High Priest Hyrcanus II, who switched his allegiance from Pompey to Caesar after the former’s defeat at Pharsalus. Thus, although first Julius Caesar and later Augustus in fact restricted the number and the activities of the collegia in Rome, the two Roman leaders viewed the Jewish proseuchai as licit and legal private societies, or collegia licita. Thus they not only allowed them, but also patronized them. In fact, according to Richardson, there is a real justification in regarding Jewish communities as collegia licita possessing a special status. Pucci Ben Zeev argues that the right of assembly given to the Jews first by Caesar and then by Augustus must indeed be considered a privilege, if seen in the political constellation which characterized the last years of the Republic. The legal and successful framework for a communitarian organization was created only during Julius Caesar’s dictatorship, which passed various laws on the organization and legitimacy of the collegia. During the years 49-44 B.C.E., with the Lex Iulia, Caesar renewed the earlier prohibitions passed by the Senate against the various corporate organizations and guilds or collegia, dissolving most of the collegia, with the exception of the oldest. It seems, however, that the Roman dictator legalized the Jewish communities in Rome as collegia licita.[footnoteRef:11] The only document, quoted by Josephus, which refers to the privileges given by Julius Caesar specifically to the Jewish communities of Roman Italy is a decree sent by Publius Servilius Isauricus to the city of Parium in 44 B.C.E., slightly after Caesar’s murder. This document is part of a collection of various decrees gathered by Josephus, which concern the Jewish communities of the Province of Asia, and are dated to the years of the dictatorship of Julius Caesar. All these documents, which record an ad hoc intervention of Roman authorities in local politics in the Province of Asia on behalf of the Jewish communities, mention the privileges granted to the Jewish communities of Asia Minor. Some of these decrees deal with the right of the Jews living in various cities in the province of Asia to associate in a voluntary corporate framework. Generally speaking these documents show that the Roman authorities granted to the local Jewish communities the right of association, the right to build synagogues, the right to decide civil cases according to ancestral law, the right to observe the Shabbat and the celebration of the “sacred services to God and the customary festivals and other religious gatherings in accordance with native laws,” without being harassed. Other rights mentioned in this collection include the right to send offerings, presumably to Jerusalem, and the right to defer court appearances on the Shabbat. Last but not least, the city’s agoranomoi were charged to bring to the market food suitable for the Jews. The decree, which concerns the Jews living in Parium, mentions only indirectly the legal privileges enjoyed by the Jewish communities in Roman Italy.[footnoteRef:12] Yet, a careful reading of the decree allows us to understand the privileges enjoyed by the Jewish communities of Roman Italy in the framework of collegia licita in the last years of the Republic. The decree states clearly that although Julius Caesar in the Lex Iulia forbade all religious societies, or collegia, which Josephus calls thiasoi, however an exception was made for the Jews living in Roman Italy, who were permitted to assemble, to collect contributions of money, probably for the Temple of Jerusalem, and to hold common meals. Thus, according to Josephus, the Jews at Rome “were permitted to gather together, according to the customs and laws of their forefathers, and to persist, therein”.[footnoteRef:13]” Therefore there is indeed a change in the legal status of the Jews living in Rome. All these various privileges mentioned in the decree have been analyzed by various scholars, such as Juster, Rajak, Richardson, and Pucci Ben Ze’ev, who argues that the Jews in fact enjoyed fewer privileges than previously thought.[footnoteRef:14] It is possible that this decree, which recognized the Jewish communities as legal entities, or collegia licita, was part of a Senatus Consultum made in the presence of the ambassadors of Hyrcanus II, which registered Caesar’s decisions concerning Judaea proper. Important is the claim made by Pucci Ben Ze’ev who considers that these decrees are indeed authentic, and not forgeries made by Josephus.[footnoteRef:15] Yet we ought to bear in mind that the dictatorship of Caesar means that the Hasmonean state, previously cliens of Pompey, by then became cliens of Julius Caesar, and therefore that both the clientes of Pompey and those of Gabinius became clients of Julius Caesar. The difference is that the Roman dictator could now provide the Jews, his clientes, with a legal framework, the collegium.  [10:  See Suetonius, Iul. I, 84: 5.]  [11:  See Richardson, "Early Synagogues as Collegia in the Diaspora and Palestine", in Kloppenborg and S.G. Wilson (eds.), Voluntary Associations in the Graeco-Roman World (London: Routledge 1996), 90-109. See also Colter, “The Collegia and Roman Law: State Restrictions on Voluntary Associations – State Restrictions on Voluntary Associations 64 BCE – 200 CE”, in Kloppenborg and S.G. Wilson (eds.), Voluntary Associations in the Graeco-Roman World (London: Routledge 1996), 31-34. On Julius Caesar and the Jews, see Josephus, A.J. XVII, 300, XIV, 216 and BJ II, 80. On the Lex Iulia, see Suetonius, Jul. I, 42. The text of the Lex Iulia is no longer extant.]  [12:  These documents include a decree from Lucius Antonius, son of Antony, proquaestor and propraetor to Sardis, see Josephus, A.J. XIV, 235. This is followed by a letter of the local magistrates of Laodicaea to the proconsul Caius Rabirius, and a letter of Publius Servilius Galba, proconsul in Asia, directed to Miletus. See Josephus, A.J. XIV, 241-246. Josephus continues quoting three decrees of the municipal authorities of Halicarnassus, Sardis and Ephesus that permit Jews to observe their rites. See Josephus, A.J. XIV, 256-264.  The decree of the praetor and consul Julius Caius, identified by Juster as Publius Servilius Isauricus is directed to the magistrates, council and people of Parium. See Josephus, A.J. XIV, 213-216. ]  [13:  See Josephus, A.J. XIV, 216.]  [14:   See Juster, Les Juifs dans l' Empire Romain I (Paris : P. Geuthner, 1914), 1-14 and 213-242. See also Rajak, “Was There a Roman Charter for the Jews?”, Journal of Roman Studies, 74, 1984, 107-123. See also Richardson, Building Jewish in the Roman East (Waco (Texas): Baylor University Press, 2004), 118-119. See also the provocative argument of Pucci Ben Ze’ev, “Did the Jews enjoy a privileged position in the Roman world?” Revue Etudes Juives 154,1-2, 1995, 23-42. Pucci Ben Zeev, “Caesar and Jewish law”, Revue Biblique 102, 1, 1995, 28-37. ]  [15:  The decree is mentioned by Josephus, A.J. XIV, 217-222. Concerning the Jews living in the Roman Diaspora, the decree ordered that any decision in the internal life of the Jewish communities living in the Roman Diaspora should be adjudicated by Hyrcanus II. See Josephus, A.J. XIV, 190-212. See also Pucci Ben Zeev, “Caesar’s decrees in the "Antiquities": Josephus’ forgeries or authentic Roman "senatus consulta"?”, Athenaeum 84,1, 199671-91. Pucci Ben Ze’ev argues that these documents are not original but are copies of copies, translated into Greek, of authentic Roman decrees.] 

	Augustus continued the policy of his predecessor vis-à-vis the collegia.[footnoteRef:16] Suetonius reports that one of the first acts of Augustus was the abolition of all the corporate associations created at Rome during the Civil War. However, as Julius Caesar before, he allowed the old and venerable collegia to continue their activities.[footnoteRef:17] New collegia were required to receive the Senate’s approval, although it was Augustus who took the final decision. Moreover, all the new collegia had to take responsibility for providing public service. The result was that all the allowed collegia, or collegia licita, would have been quite conservative in character and loyal to Augustus. A good example is indeed two of the earliest recorded synagogues in Rome, which bore the name of Augustales and of Agrippienses. However, contrary to Judaism, new foreign cults were viewed with suspicion, and their members were probably denied any right to form new collegia licita. The exception was of course the foreign rites which were considered ancient.[footnoteRef:18] Hence, already Momigliano argued that the Jewish communities of Rome enjoyed the status of collegia licita, or, according to the Lex Iulia de Collegiis, dated to 7 B.C.E., the title of collegia antiqua et legitima.[footnoteRef:19] It is quite difficult to reconstruct the exact nature of the privileges confirmed or given by Augustus to the Jews, as we do not have any specific document which relates specifically to the Jewish communities of Roman Italy, with the exception of Philo, who in his Legatio is quite generic.[footnoteRef:20] The only privileges specifically mentioned by Philo are the permission to assemble for the reading of the Law, the permission to collect money (the half-shekel) and to send it to Jerusalem, and the right, for the Jews who were Roman citizens, to the distribution of the corn dole the day after Shabbat, if the distribution of the corn dole fell on such a day. Once more, various passages of Josephus can be useful to illustrate all these privileges. According to Josephus, in consequence of the renewed civil wars between Octavian and Antony, various cities in Ionia did not respect the privileges that their municipal councils previously granted to the Jews under Julius Caesar’s rule. The Jews of Ionia therefore sent a petition to King Herod, asking his help. His envoy, Nicolaus of Damascus, successfully defended the Jewish rights in front of Agrippa, who renewed the privileges of the Jews living in Asia in 14 B.C.E. At the end of his speech, Nicolaus reminded Agrippa that all these privileges were approved in previous decrees of the Senate and were as well on tablets deposited in the Capitol.[footnoteRef:21] Josephus states that the local Jewish communities of Ionia complained that the Greek cities did not allow the local Jewish communities to observe their own laws, that they were deprived of the monies to be sent as offerings to Jerusalem, that their members were obliged to pay special taxes, that they were forced to participate in military service and contribute to civic duties, that they forced them to appear in court and other places of business on their holy days, contrary to the exemptions previously granted by Julius Caesar.[footnoteRef:22] As Agrippa reconfirmed all these privileges to the Jewish communities of Ionia, it is possible to infer that Augustus also reconfirmed all the earlier privileges granted by Julius Caesar to the Jewish community of Rome, as mentioned by Philo. But which were exactly the privileges which Augustus granted specifically to the Jewish communities of Roman Italy, now recognized as collegia licita? The answer must come from a careful reading of the various decrees collected by Josephus, which concern the Jewish communities of the Province of Asia, together with the petition sent by the Jews of Ionia to King Herod and the speech of Nicolaus in front of Agrippa. It seems to me that Augustus granted the Jewish communities of Rome various privileges. First, as Augustus recognized the Jewish communities as lawful associations, or collegia licita, they were entitled to gather together and to have communal life, fully enjoying the right of association. These privileges included as well the right of the Jewish collegia “to be given a suitable place to erect synagogues. This included probably the right to erect new synagogues and to repair existing ones. The Jewish communities were also recognized an internal autonomy or the right “to adjudicate the suits among themselves.” Thus specially appointed members in a position of leadership in the Jewish collegia, as the gerousiarches of the community, could judge civil cases between the community’s members according to ancestral law. The right of internal autonomy included also the right of self-taxation as the Jews in Rome were allowed to “contribute money to common meals and sacred rites.” This probably included the right to collect money for the upkeep of the synagogue as well as the money which was sent annually as tribute to the Temple, the half-shekel. Privileges with a specific religious character included the right to observe the Shabbat and to celebrate the “sacred services to God and the customary festivals and other religious gatherings in accordance with native laws.” Thus the Jews who were part of the collegia could gather together in the synagogue for Torah reading on Shabbat and on holidays. The right to observe the Shabbat included also the right to defer court appearances on the Shabbat and the right to collect the corn dole any day which was not Shabbat. This last privilege mentioned by Philo, and previously discussed, is corroborated by the privilege quoted by Josephus, enjoyed by the Jews living in the Greek cities of Asia Minor, the right to purchase in the city market food suitable for Jews, which had to be provided by the city’s agoranomoi. Moreover the Jewish collegia in Roman Italy, till the levy of the fiscus iudaicus, were exempted from the payment of any tax to be paid by the community as a whole or by each member at an individual level. Last but not least, Jews who were Roman citizens were not obliged to take part in the municipal administration, although they were not exempted from military service.[footnoteRef:23] [16:  Augustus once more reenacted laws against collegia, but Jews were exempted, and their collegia were recognized as collegia licita, see Philo, Legat. 156-158.]  [17:   See Suetonius, Aug. II, 32. See Colter, “The Collegia and Roman Law: State Restrictions on Voluntary Associations – State Restrictions on Voluntary Associations 64 BCE – 200 CE”, in Kloppenborg and S.G. Wilson (eds.), Voluntary Associations in the Graeco-Roman World (London: Routledge 1996), 78-79. ]  [18:  See the advice of Maecenas to Augustus against foreign cults in Cassius Dio, Hist. Rom. 6.52.36. See also Suetonius, Aug. II, 93, in which Augustus shows a certain approval for ancient cults. See Colter, “The Collegia and Roman Law: State Restrictions on Voluntary Associations – State Restrictions on Voluntary Associations 64 BCE – 200 CE,” in Kloppenborg and S.G. Wilson (eds.), Voluntary Associations in the Graeco-Roman World (London: Routledge 1996), 78-79.]  [19:  On Augustus’s legislation on collegia see Suetonius, Aug. II, 32. See Josephus, A.J. XVI, 162 ff on the privileges granted by Augustus to the Jews, including the right to association. See Momigliano, “I nomi delle prime sinagoghe romane e la condizione giuridica della comunità in Roma sotto Augusto”, La Rassegna Mensile di Israel VI, 7, 1931, pp. 283-292, in Terzo contributo alla storia degli studi classici e del mondo antico II, Storia e Letteratura, Raccolta di studi e testi 109 (Roma: Edizioni di storia e letteratura 1966), 523-533, 528-529. Momigliano already at the beginning of the thirties, using the epigraphic research of Frey, point to the existence of various synagogues, those of the Augustesii, Agrippesii, Erodii, Volumnesii, Campesii, Suburesii, Calcaresii, Vernaclesii, of the Jews, of the Tripolitanians, of Elea, of the Secenians, and of Arca in Lebanon, in Rome, see pp. 524-525. Il faudrait traduire en anglais : “of the Hebrews,” etc.]  [20:  See Philo, Legat. 153-158. ]  [21:  See Josephus, A.J. XII, 125-127 and A.J. XVI, 31-62. ]  [22:  Josephus reports twice a list of privileges previously enjoyed by the Jews. In the first passage the Jews of Ionia list their privileges. See Josephus, A.J. XVI, 27-28. In the second passage, it is Nicolaus of Damascus who give a list of the Jewish privileges infringed by the Greek cities of Ionia in a speech in front of Agrippa. See Josephus, A.J. XVI, 45.]  [23:   See also Pucci Ben Ze’ev, “Did the Jews enjoy a privileged position in the Roman world?”, Revue Etudes Juives 154,1-2, 1995. She discusses specifically three privileges, the right to send money to the Temple of Jerusalem, pp. 29-31, the right of assembly, pp. 31-34, and the exemption from the imperial cult, pp. 35-42. The only real privilege, Pucci Ben Ze’ev argues, was the right of assembly. On the role and function of the synagogue in the Diaspora before 70 C.E., see also Levine, The Ancient Synagogue, The First Thousand Years (New York: Yale University Press 2000), 124-159.] 

	As Mario Attilio Levi rightly wrote, Augustus, in the Italic tradition of the Roman patrician aristocracy, was thus the patronus of an ecumenical clientela that included both the Roman people represented in all its classes as well as the provincials and allies of Rome. Their relationship was ruled by the respect of the fides, or sanctified pacts. At the beginning of his rule Augustus was primus inter pares: he directed but did not dominate the Roman political system, which remained unchanged at least in theory.[footnoteRef:24] Hence the patronus – clientes framework that the Jews could choose to set up their collegia licita was quite wide. This is mirrored by the names of the collegia, which reflect the names of their respective patroni as illustrated in Late Antique epigraphy. The various synagogues dated to the Augustan period, the Synagogue of the Hebrews, the Synagogue of the Augustenses, the Synagogue of the Agrippaeans, the Synagogue of the Herodians, and the Synagogue of Volumnius are therefore a proof that the Jewish communities of Rome, and probably of Italy as well, indeed enjoyed the right to set up a communitarian framework. Momigliano rightly argues that these synagogues, which bear the names of Augustus, Agrippa, Herod and Volumnius, were not created by liberti of the four public figures mentioned, but are in fact four different collegia licita, which stood under the protection and tutelage of each of these public figures. According to Momigliano, the order of creation was first the Synagogue of the Augustenses, erected after 27 B.C.E., then the Synagogue of the Agrippaeans, his heir, erected no later than 12 B.C.E., when Agrippa died, then the Synagogue of the Herodians, erected before 4 B.C.E., possibly during one of Herod’s travels to Rome, then the Synagogue of Volumnius, erected after 7 B.C.E.[footnoteRef:25] Contrary to Momigliano, Richardson argues that all these synagogues were founded at the same time.[footnoteRef:26] The Synagogue of the Hebrews was probably the earliest synagogue. The generic name probably indicates that this was the earliest synagogue.[footnoteRef:27] The Synagogue of the Augustans was evidently under the direct patronage of Augustus. This is easily explained as Augustus was one of Herod’s patroni. Besides he enacted or reconfirmed Julius Caesar’s enactments concerning the collegia, which legalized the Jewish communities as collegia licita. Moreover, for Augustus it would have been politically wise to accept the patronage of one of the synagogues, as it gave him power and influence, “auctoritas,” as patronus of his Jewish clients, binding them to his policy.[footnoteRef:28] As most of the inscriptions come from the Monteverde Catacomb, it seems that the Synagogue of the Augustenses was located in the Transtiberinum. The third known synagogue was named Synagogue of the Agrippaeans. The synagogue was probably named in honor of Marcus Vipsanius Agrippa, who acted in favor of the Jews of Ionia in 14 B.C.E. Moreover Agrippa was in very friendly terms with Herod, the king of Judaea. To honor Agrippa as patronus would have meant also to honor King Herod. It is also possible, albeit less plausible, that these synagogues were named in honor of Agrippa I or Agrippa II.[footnoteRef:29] The fourth synagogue, the Synagogue of the Herodians, was clearly patronized by Herod himself or one of his sons. The royal house of Judaea, a client state, could secure patronage in the capital of the Roman Empire. Thus, at least in theory, the Synagogue of the Herodians could play as an instrument of influence in the hands of Herod or his sons, when there was tension between the Herodians and Rome.[footnoteRef:30] It seems that the Synagogue of Volumnius was named in honor of Volumnius, who was active in Syria between 9 to 7 B.C.E.[footnoteRef:31]  [24:  See Levi, Augusto e il suo tempo (Milano: Rusconi, 1986), 245-311. At the beginning of his rule Augustus “directed” the Roman political system, as it followed often Augustus wishes, although Augustus was only one of the main political figures. The consuls, for example were still elected by the comitia, or the popular assemblies, although the wishes of Augustus were clear to all. His political foes could still act freely. Most of his political enemies were followers of Caesar and later of Antony, such as Asinio Pollio and Caius Sosius. Augustus wanted them involved and they were included in his political system, often as magistrates. Only towards the end of his rule, Augustus, although in theory still primus inter pares, directed and dominated the Roman political system as an absolute ruler.]  [25:   See Momigliano, “I nomi delle prime sinagoghe romane e la condizione giuridica della comunità in Roma sotto Augusto”, La Rassegna Mensile di Israel VI, 7, 1931, pp. 283-292, in Terzo contributo alla storia degli studi classici e del mondo antico II, Storia e Letteratura, Raccolta di studi e testi 109 (Roma: Edizioni di storia e letteratura, 1966), 525-526. ]  [26:  See Richardson, “Early Synagogues as Collegia in the Diaspora and Palestine”, in Kloppenborg and S.G. Wilson (eds.), Voluntary Associations in the Graeco-Roman World (London: Routledge 1996), 95. ]  [27:   See on the Synagogue of the Hebrews, Noy, Jewish Inscriptions of Western Europe vol.2, The City of Rome (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), nos. 2, 11-12, 33, 35-36, 578, 459-460, 579, 460-461. See also Richardson, Building Jewish in the Roman East (Waco (Texas): Baylor University Press), 120.  See also Momigliano, “I nomi delle prime sinagoghe romane e la condizione giuridica della comunità in Roma sotto Augusto”, La Rassegna Mensile di Israel VI, 7, 1931, pp. 283-292, in Terzo contributo alla storia degli studi classici e del mondo antico II, Storia e Letteratura, Raccolta di studi e testi 109 (Roma: Edizioni di storia e letteratura, 1966), 531-532. However Momigliano argues that this collegium was quite late. See Leon, The Jews of Ancient Rome, Updated Edition (Peabody (Mass.): Hendrickson, 1995), 147-149.]  [28:  See on the Synagogue of the Augustenses, Noy, Jewish Inscriptions of Western Europe 2, The City of Rome (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), nos. 96, 79, 169, 135, 189, 151-152, 194, 156-157, 542, 425-426, 547, 429-430.  See also Richardson, Building Jewish in the Roman East (Waco (Texas): Baylor University Press), 120. See Leon, The Jews of Ancient Rome, Updated Edition (Peabody (Mass.): Hendrickson, 1995), 142.   ]  [29:   See on the Synagogue of the Agrippaeans, Noy, Jewish Inscriptions of Western Europe 2, The City of Rome (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), nos. 130, 109-110, 170, 135-136, 549, 431-433, 562, 446.  See also Richardson, Building Jewish in the Roman East Waco (Texas): Baylor University Press), 120. See Leon, The Jews of Ancient Rome, Updated Edition (Peabody (Mass.): Hendrickson, 1995), 140-141.]  [30:  On the Synagogue of the Herodians see Noy, Jewish Inscriptions of Western Europe 2, The City of Rome (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), no.  292, 252-254. See also Richardson, Building Jewish in the Roman East, (Waco (Texas): Baylor University Press), 121-124. Although I accept the interpretations of the inscription proposed by Frey, Momigliano and Richardson, the subject is open to discussion. Thus Leon and Noy argue for a personal name and Schürer proposed a reference to the island of Rhodes. See Leon, The Jews of Ancient Rome, pp. 161-162.  See also Schürer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ III (Edinburgh: T & T Clark LTD 1987), 73-81 and 97-98.]  [31:   On Volumnius see Josephus, A.J. XVI, 369. On the Synagogue of the Volumnians see Noy, Jewish Inscriptions of Western Europe 2, The City of Rome, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995)nos. 100, 82-83, 163, 129-130, 167, 133-134, 577, 457-459. See also Richardson, Building Jewish in the Roman East (Waco (Texas): Baylor University Press), 121. See Leon, The Jews of Ancient Rome  Updated Edition (Peabody (Mass.): Hendrickson, 1995), 157-160. ] 

	Who were the head of these Jewish communities or collegia? We should expect the presence of liberti of the imperial house. We do not have any contemporary inscription coming from Rome. Yet there is ample epigraphic material coming from Roman Italy. A good example is an inscription from Marano, near Naples. The inscription in Latin records the name of a certain Tiberius Claudius Philippus, who was a life officer and a member of the gerousia of a local community, probably Puteoli. According to Noy, this person was probably a libertus of Claudius or Nero. However his titles as life officer and gerousiarch of the local community draw our attention. This points to the existence of a local, well organized Jewish community, probably under the supervision of an elders’s council or gerousia, and to the fact that it was an imperial libertus who was one of his most respectable members.[footnoteRef:32] Another inscription from Campania records the name of Tiberius Claudius Proculus, an imperial libertus, who took care of the epitaph of Claudia Aster, a prisoner from Jerusalem. The inscription must probably be dated after 70 C.E., yet this Tiberius Claudius Proculus was an imperial libertus of Claudius or Nero.[footnoteRef:33] A third inscription from Ostia, dated to the late first century or early second century C.E., records not just the community of the Jews living in the Roman colony of Ostia, but also a gerousiarch named Gaius Julius Justus, and another life officer named Antonius. Besides, we learn that in Ostia there was an organized Jewish community, led as in Puteoli by a gerousia, or council of the elders. The gerousiarch Gaius Julius Justus was probably a libertus, or the descendant of a libertus, emancipated by the early Julio-Claudians. His tria nomina hint to a Jewish name. Justus was probably the translation of the Hebrew Zadok. His name as well as his task inside the Jewish community also indicates that Justus was probably a priest.[footnoteRef:34]  [32:  See Noy, Jewish Inscriptions of Western Europe. Vol.1, Italy excluding Rome, Spain, Gaul (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), no. 23, 40-42.]  [33:  See Noy, Jewish Inscriptions of Western Europe 1, Italy excluding Rome, Spain, Gaul (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), no. 26, 43-46.  ]  [34:  See Noy, Jewish Inscriptions of Western Europe 1, Italy excluding Rome, Spain, Gaul (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), no. 18, 32-35.
] 

	In concluding this part, it is clear that the collegium would have been the obvious legal and communitarian framework for the Jewish communities created at Rome and in Roman Italy. As most of the Jews were immigrant from the Hellenistic East, the collegium could have been perceived as the Roman counterpart of the Greek thiasoi and politeumata, which were the framework of the Jewish communities in the Greek East. Besides, the fact that their patrons were often relevant figures in the Roman political life, or that some of its leading members were liberti, and, therefore Roman citizens, could probably confer to these bodies a certain influence.  



2. The Late Empire: In the Shadow of the Patriarch

The administrative reforms of Diocletian and Constantine, which gave to the Roman Empire a more centralistic imprint, were also reflected in the legal position of the Jewish communities of the Roman Empire, and thus of those of Roman Italy, at least from the rule of Constantine onwards. If till then the loose relationship between the Roman government and the Jewish communities was reflected by the status of the collegia and by their internal autonomy and self-government, which included the election of the communitarian magistrates, or at least their cooptation by the members of the community, from the 4th century onwards, the Roman Late Antique imperial government became much more involved in the internal life of the Jewish communities. Although the collegium remained the basic legal and communitarian framework, which defined the Jewish community, yet by Late Antiquity the hierarchic organization of the Christian Church, by then was an important element in the imperial identity, became the model, which deeply influenced the legal status and the organization of the Jewish communities of Roman Italy. As we shall see, the Jewish leadership, by then had to answer to the supreme authority of the Patriarch, who was closely bound to the imperial authorities. Hence, the Roman Late Antique state did control the Jewish communitarian frameworks closely, through the communitarian leadership, to whom were given a series of privileges. As discussed later on, the position of the Jewish communitarian leadership closely resembled, and in fact was molded, on that of the burgeoning Christian clergy. The Roman Late Antique state involved itself deeply in the life and the institutions of the Jewish communities, slowly reducing and eroding their autonomy. Indeed, by the end of the period, the emperor Justinian endeavored to impose the reading of the Pentateuch only in Greek or in Latin, as against the spreading of a reading in Hebrew.
	The Roman Christian state recognized Judaism as a permitted religion, although it was no more considered a religio, a title reserved only to Orthodox Christianity, but a superstitio. Yet, contrary to the laws enacted by the previous, “pagan” emperors, in which Judaism was discussed in a completely neutral way, no matter the character of the law, positive or hostile to the Jews, certain laws of Christian emperors presented Judaism in a negative way. Thus, as early as 329 CE the term secta was used to refer to Judaism. Besides, all these laws were framed with the use of a negative rhetoric as well as the use of pejorative adjectives such as impietas amentia, sacrilegus, et alienam Romano imperio, supernae maiestati et Romanis legibus inimici. The purpose of the Roman Emperor as Christian Lawgiver was to provide a clear distinction between the two religions, Christianity and Judaism, and while recognizing the common ground, to give an inferior status to Judaism, a legal discrimination totally unknown in previous Roman legislation concerning the Jews.[footnoteRef:35] Therefore, as Linder states, while the Classical jurists from Hadrian onwards used criteria free of religious content, the Christian legislators increasingly adopted religious criteria and discriminated between Orthodox Christians, those who followed the Nicean Creed, and non-Christians, Pagans, Jews, Samaritans, and those Christians who were labeled heretics. This is very clear in the terminology used in the legal texts. If the Classical jurists adopted both the terms religio and supersitio in reference to Judaism, the Christian jurists tended to differentiate. Therefore the term religio, which had a much more positive value, was reserved for orthodox Christianity, while the term superstitio was used when referring to all other religious groups.[footnoteRef:36] Yet, Judaism continued to receive the protection of the Roman state. Theodosius I, who in 380 CE had declared Catholic Christianity the only legitimate imperial religion, in a law enacted in 393 CE, whose primary purpose was to annul any interdiction on assemblies of Jews and to protect synagogues from destruction and spoliation, could state that “it is sufficiently established that the sect of the Jews is prohibited by no law.”[footnoteRef:37] Some years afterwards in 397 CE, the Eastern Emperor Arcadius, in a law that confirmed the exemption of office-holders in the communities and in the synagogues from curial liturgies, could declare that “the Jews shall be bound to their rites.”[footnoteRef:38] Even Justinian, who in 553 CE enacted the Novella 146, took for granted the lawful character of the observance of the Jewish religion and of its cult, although the imperial law resulted in a direct and unprecedented interference of the state in Jewish liturgy.[footnoteRef:39]  [35:   See Linder, "The Legal Status of the Jews in the Roman Empire", in StevenT. Katz (ed.), Cambridge History of Judaism IV, The Late Roman - Rabbinic Period (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2006), 144-146.]  [36:   Both terms, religio and superstitio, were used by Pagan jurists for Jews and both terms retained till 417 C.E. As early as 329 CE the term secta was as well used to refer to Judaism. All these laws were framed with the use of a quite negative rhetoric as well as the use of pejorative adjectives as incredulitas, impietas amentia, impiissimi, nefarius, sacrilegus, turpitude, perversitas, contagium, polluere, pestis, Adtaminiet, foedare, inquinare, execrandus, caeno confundere, sensibus excaecatus, Iudaeae impietatis amentia, perversitatem Iudaicam, et alienam Romano imperio, supernae maiestati et Romanis legibus inimici. See Linder, "The Legal Status of the Jews in the Roman Empire", in StevenT. Katz (ed.), Cambridge History of Judaism IV, The Late Roman - Rabbinic Period (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2006), 148-150.  Linder argues that from 390 C.E. the Jews were associated with the Samaritans, see p. 150, although by 531 CE the difference of their legal status was evident. Jews and Gentile - Pagans were associated from 383 CE; at the beginning of the fifth century, the Jews were associated with heretics. Thus in 408 CE Jews were associated with Donatists and other heretics. In most of the laws from 408 C.E. till 545 CE, Jews were associated together with Gentile - Pagans, and heretics in a triple pattern, pp. 150-151.]  [37:  See Cod. theod. 16:8:9. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 189-191.]  [38:  See Cod. theod. 16:8:13. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation, Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 201-204. ]  [39:   See Nov. 146. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 402-411. ] 

	On the other hand, Jewish leadership in the Land of Israel and in the Diaspora was closely dominated by the Patriarch until 429 CE. Although legally, the Patriarch could control the appointment of the communitarian leadership, probably, he would hardly have been meddled in the communitarian life. This would not have been practical. Thus, the supremacy of the Patriarch was recognized through the payment of a special tax, the aurum coronarium, which was collected mainly in the communities of the Diaspora. On the other hand, whenever necessary, the Patriarch would have intervened and interceded with the Roman government on behalf of the Jewish communities of the Diaspora. It is during the third century that the Jewish Patriarch, known in this period as the ethnarch, rose to preeminence. Thus, the bond between the Jews of Roman Italy and the Land of Israel was renewed, as the Roman authorities recognized to the Jewish Patriarch the right to levy taxes from the Jews living in the Land of Israel and in the Roman Diaspora, including of course Roman Italy.[footnoteRef:40] All along the fourth century, the figure of the Jewish Patriarch increased in its importance in the eyes of the Roman imperial authorities. Therefore in this period, this powerful figure symbolized the deep bond of affection between the Jews living in Italy and in the Land of Israel. Moreover, by the end of the fourth century the Patriarch was quite an important figure in the imperial hierarchy and bureaucracy. A member of the senatorial class, the Patriarch held an honorary position in the Late Roman administration, as praefectus praetorio. Thus, the Patriarch was addressed with the titles of spectabilis, clarissimus, illustris.[footnoteRef:41] The close bond between the Patriarch and the Jewish communities of Roman Italy is confirmed by an inscription from Catania, dated to 383 CE, which specifically refers to the Patriarch. The Latin inscription, found at Catania, is a funerary inscription. The epitaph mentions Aurelius Samuel and his wife Irene. Rare among Jewish inscriptions from Roman Italy, it is possible to date exactly the inscription, as it mentions the year “when Merobobaudes, for the second time, and Saturninus were consuls, thus 383 C.E. The deceased requests “by the victories of the rulers”, probably the emperor, as well as by the “honors of the patriarchs” not to open the tomb and “put someone else’s body on top of his bones and that of his wife.[footnoteRef:42] According to Noy, the “Patriarchs” mentioned are unlikely to be local officials. Although a plural forms, probably the term Patriarch refers to Patriarch from Syria-Palaestina.  It is not clear the use of plural while referring to the Patriarch. Possibly it mirrors the previous reference to the “rulers”. Or possibly, it refers to the ruling Patriarch together with the appointed heir. Besides, Noy argues that it is indeed in this period, the end of the fourth century C.E., that the Patriarch reached the peak of his power and influence. Last but not least, till 399 CE, he could collect the aurum coronarium, a voluntary tax paid to the Patriarch.  [40:   Judah I, ha Nasi, the compiler of the Mishnah, was probably the first Patriarch recognized as such by the Roman authorities. On the Patriarch see Rabello, "The Legal Condition of the Jews in the Roman Empire", Aufstieg und Niedergang der römischen Welt 2/13 (Berlin: Walter De Gruyter), 712-713. See on the condition of the Patriarch in the third century, Levine, “The Jewish Patriarch (Nasi) in third century Palestine”, Aufstieg und Niedergang der römischen Welt II, 9, 1 (Berlin: Walter De Gruyter), 649-688. See also Goodman, “The Roman State and the Jewish Patriarch in the third century”, in State and Society in Roman Galilee (Totowa (N.J.): Rowman & Allanheld, 1983),11-118. See also Goodblatt, The Monarchic Principle, Texts and Studies in Ancient Judaism 38 (Tübingen: Mohr and Siebeck, 1994), 131-137 on the position of the Patriarch in the third century.  ]  [41:  In a law enacted in 415 CE by Theodosius II and Arcadius on the demotion of the Patriarch Gamaliel VI and restriction of his authority, is mentioned the honorary prefecture of the Patriarch. See Cod. theod. 16.8.8; 16.8.11; 16.8.13; 16.8.15; 16.8.22. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 186-189, 196-197, 201-204, 220-222, 267-272. ]  [42:   See Noy, Jewish Inscriptions of Western Europe 1, Italy excluding Rome, Spain, Gaul (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 187-192.] 

	His physical power was indeed felt in the far away communities, including those of Late Roman Sicily.[footnoteRef:43] In 429 CE, with the end of the Patriarchate, the bond between the Land of Israel and the Jews of Roman Italy as well as those living in the West was in part severed, in consequence of this lack of central leadership.  [43:   At least three laws refer to the Patriarch in this period. See Cod. theod. 16.8.8; 16.8.11; 16.8.13.
See also See Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation, (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 186-189, 196-197, 201-204. It is in this period that the Patriarch corresponded with Libanius, and, according to Jerome, Epist. lvii 3, it is in this period that the Patriarch Gamaliel secured the downfall of a provincial governor. On the aurum coronarium see Cod. theod. 16.8.14. See Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 215-217. ] 

	The legal position of the Patriarch allowed him to impose on the communities of the Diaspora a tax, the aurum coronarium, which was collected by his envoys or apostoloi in each community of the Diaspora. Indeed, the power and centrality of the Patriarch, who stood at the head of the Jewish communitarian organization, was mirrored by the centrality of the aurum coronarium. It seems that by the third century, the Jews of the Diaspora, and possibly also the Jews living in Syria-Palaestina, had started to pay a voluntary tax, which was much similar in its character to the half-shekel once paid to the treasure of the Temple in Jerusalem. According to Schwartz, this tax was paid only by the Jews living in the Diaspora, and thus the Jews living in Roman Italy, but not by the Jews living in Syria-Palaestina. The Jews living in the Diaspora, often artisans and merchants, were far richer than the quasi indigent Jewish peasantry in Galilee. Schwartz argues that the main motivation behind this voluntary contribution by the Diaspora Jews was that the payment of the aurum coronarium gave them a corporate identity. Besides this tax was justified by the fact that, as once the Hasmonean ethnarch and the Herodian kings, the Patriarch acted as intercessor for the Diaspora communities vis-à-vis the Roman government. The Patriarch possibly reminded the Diaspora communities that there was a Jewish authority, who could advance their interests vis-à-vis the imperial government and forwards their pleas; on the other hand, he was maybe viewed as the embodiment of the Torah, by the Jews living in the Diaspora.[footnoteRef:44] According to Juster, the aurum coronarium consisted in a fixed and annual contribution. It was paid by Jews in Syria-Palaestina in nature and by Jews living in the Diaspora in money. It was the Patriarch who fixed the exact amount of money to be paid annually. The money was collected in the various Jewish communities in the Diaspora by the archisynagogoi and the presbyteres. Then it was delivered to the Patriarch’s envoys, the apostoloi.[footnoteRef:45] It seems that the aurum cornarium soon became a source of abuses from the Patriarch. Indeed Julian the Apostate tried to convince the Patriarch to levy a lesser sum of money.[footnoteRef:46] By the very end of the fourth century C.E., in 399 C.E., the Western Emperor Honorius, answering to a petition of Jews, who complained that their communitarian leaders forced upon them the payment of this tax, forbade its collection, pretending that it was too onerous for the Jews living in the Western Empire, including the Jewish communities of Roman Italy.[footnoteRef:47] The amount of money collected was evolved to the imperial treasury. However, in 404 C.E. this interdiction was abrogated.[footnoteRef:48] After the Patriarch’s dismissal in 429 C.E., the Iudaeorum primates, or the most important and respected members of the Jewish community, could not continue to collect it, but its collection passed to the imperial treasury. It seems that the comes sacrarum largitionum, one of the most important officials, responsible for taxation, was responsible for the collection of the aurum coronarium on behalf of the Roman state. The money was collected, as before, by the archisynagogoi and the presbyteres in each Jewish community and then given to the representatives of the Roman government. Juster emphasizes that legally the aurum coronarium was a privilege of the Patriarch. Once the patriarchate was extinguished, the aurum coronarium was devolved to the Roman state.[footnoteRef:49] The apostoloi are mentioned in an inscription from Venosa, dated to the early sixth century, together with some rabbis. The inscription records that two apostoloi, as well as two rabbis, made a funerary eulogy for a certain Faustina, a member of a prominent local family. But who were these apostoloi? As the inscription is dated to the early sixth century, it is quite improbable that these are the apostoloi sent by the Patriarch, who was dismissed one hundred years before in 429 CE, as Graetz and van der Horst wrongly argued. On the other side, Bognetti, who dates the inscription to the early seventh century, argues that the apostoloi came as representatives from the Exilarch of Babylon. However, according to Noy, who is probably right, these apostoloi were the representatives of important Jewish centers of learning from Syria-Palaestina, most notably Tiberias. Therefore these apostoloi were probably emissaries from the rabbinic academies that strived to collect money from the most important members of the Jewish community of Venosa, when Italy was dominated by the Ostrogoths.[footnoteRef:50] [44:   See Schwartz, "The Patriarchs and the Diaspora", Journal of Jewish Studies 50, 2, 1999, pp. 208-222. The Patriarch had his influence felt through letters of recommendation as those requested by Libanius. See Libanius, Epist. 914, 917, 973, 974, 1084, 1097, 1098, 1105, 1251. See Stern, Greek and Roman Authors on Jews and Judaism II (Jerusalem: Israel Academy of Science and Humanities, 1976), no. 496, 589-590, no. 497, 590-591, no. 498, 591-592, no. 499, 592-593, no. 500, 593-594, no. 501, 594-595, no. 502, 595-596, no. 503, 597, no. 504, 598-599.]  [45:   See Epiphanius, Pan. 30.11 on the apostolos Joseph who leaved to collect money from Jewish communities in Cilicia. See Juster, Les Juifs dans l' Empire Romain I (Paris, P. Geuthner, 1914), 385-388.  ]  [46:   On the Letter of Julian to the Patriarch Iulus (Hillel?), Julian, Ad Communitatem Iudaeorum, no. 204. See Stern, Greek and Roman Authors on Jews and Judaism II (Jerusalem: Israel Academy of Science and Humanities, 1976),, no. 486a, 387.]  [47:   See Cod. theod. 16.8.14. See Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 215-217. ]  [48:   See Cod. theod. 16.8.17. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 224-225. ]  [49:  See Cod. theod. 16.8.29 and CJ 1:9:17. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 320-323. The fact that the Eastern Emperor enacted the law may reflect the fact that the Patriarch resided in the Eastern half of the Empire. See Juster, Les Juifs dans l' Empire Romain I (Paris, P. Geuthner, 1914), 287-288. ]  [50:   See Noy, Jewish Inscriptions of Western Europe 1, Italy excluding Rome, Spain, Gaul (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), no. 86, 114-119, from Venosa. See Bognetti, “Les inscriptions juives de Venosa et la problème des rapports entre les Lombards et l’Orient, CRAI 1954, pp. 193-202. See also van der Horst, Ancient Jewish Epitaphs, An Introductory Survey of a Millennium of Jewish Funerary Epigraphy (300 BCE - 700 CE), Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology - CBET 2 (Kempten: Kok Pharos Publishing House, 1991), 35, 98, no. 55, 100, 146-147, no. IV.  ] 

	A series of laws recognized the autonomous position of the Patriarch and of the Jewish communitarian leadership in the whole Empire, including of course Rome and Italy. Even the demise of the Patriarchate in 429 CE, did not change the situation. Although the Jewish communities were now lacking a central unifying institution, they continued to function, albeit in a less centralized way. The Roman Late Antique state prescribed to the Jewish leadership, which was appointed or whose nomination was influenced by the Patriarch, closely controlled by the Roman authorities, certain areas of activity.[footnoteRef:51] In a law enacted by Constantine in 330 CE, Jews who were holders of religious office in their community could be exempted from civic liturgies or from municipal office. However, in this framework this law is important because the imperial legislator defined the nature of the autonomous Jewish leadership as “those who dedicated themselves with complete devotion to the synagogues of the Jews, to the Patriarchs or to the Presbyters, and while living in the above-mentioned sect it is they who preside over the law.” Then the law refers specifically to the office holders as the “priests, archisynagogoi, fathers of the synagogue, and the others who serve in synagogues”.[footnoteRef:52] These centralistic measures enacted by Constantine and his successors remolded the hierarchy of the Jewish community, from the Patriarch downwards to the elders of the community, in such a way that it reflected the “parallel” hierarchy of Roman Late Antique bureaucracy and that of the Christian Church. Indeed, in this law, Constantine granted to the leadership of the Jewish communities a series of privileges which were quite similar to those of the Christian clergy, for example the exemption from liturgies. This policy begun by Constantine was followed by his successors. Gratian, who in 383 CE enacted a law which repealed the exemption from liturgies of the Jewish community leaders, compared the legal position of the Jewish “clergy” to that of the Christian clergy, also till then exempted from liturgies, and ordered that “therefore anyone who is genuinely consecrated to God, should provide another man with his property and establish him to perform the liturgies in his place”.[footnoteRef:53] According to Linder, Gratian was influenced by Ambrosius, the powerful bishop of Milan. Yet Jews were not alone as the law clearly stated that Christian decuriones had similar obligations.[footnoteRef:54] This law, promulgated by a Western Emperor, was valid in Italy. The Eastern Emperor Arcadius enacted in 397 CE a law nearly identical to that of Constantine, in which the Jewish communitarian leadership was exempted from curial liturgies. However, he went even one step further when he emphasized the equivalence between the privileges granted to those subject to the rule of the Patriarchs, that is “the archisynagogues, the patriarchs, the presbyters…” and those granted to “the first clerics of the venerable Christian law.”[footnoteRef:55] As Arcadius was an eastern Emperor, one could ask legitimately if this law was also recognized in the western half of the Empire, where Italy was located. Probably it was, as in the next year in 398 CE, Honorius did not abrogate this law in the west, and therefore in Italy. It is possible that one of the motivations that brought Honorius to this decision, namely to confirm the previous law, were problems, probably of economic order, encountered by the municipal councils, or curiae, of Southern Italy in Apulia and Calabria. According to the law, already discussed, Honorius abrogated the previous law, because “it is harmful to our regions.” According to Roth, Honorius did not recognize the previous law enacted by Arcadius from the beginning.[footnoteRef:56] Once more, in 404 CE, Arcadius from Constantinople enacted a law that confirmed the privileges previously granted by Theodosius I to the Jewish Patriarchs and to the office holders nominated by them. According to Linder, this law can be interpreted as a revocation of the previous legislation of Honorius in the west, and thus the Jews who were holders of religious offices were once more exempted from curial duties. Yet it is questionable if this law had any influence on the situation of the Jews in Italy, or if it was legally binding only in the east. [footnoteRef:57]  [51:  See Cod. theod. 16:8:2. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 132-138. ]  [52:  See Cod. theod. 16:8:4. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 132-138. See also on laws concerning the attitude of the Roman government in Late Antiquity to Jews vis-à-vis their involvement in municipal life, Capucine Nemo-Pekelman, “The involvement of the Jews in municipal life during the Late Roman Empire”.]  [53:  The text of this law is conserved in two fragments, Cod. theod. 12.1.100; 12:1:99.  See also Cod. justin. 1.9.5. See Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 164-168. See also Rabello, "I privilegi dei Chierici sotto Constantino", Labeo 16, 1970, 384-392.  ]  [54:   See Cod. theod.  12.1.49; 12.1.63; 12.1.104. See Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 164-165.]  [55:   See Cod. theod. 16:8:13; Cod. Justin. 1.9.10. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 201-204, 218-220. See also De Bonfils, I Patriarchi nella legislazione Tardo Antica (Bari: Cacucci, 2011).  ]  [56:  See Cod. theod. 12.1.158 (on Jews); 12.1.157 (general rule). See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 212-215. ]  [57:   See Cod. theod. 16:8:15. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 220-222. ] 


Besides, the Roman state recognized the synagogue as the main center for religious life. Thus, in virtue of the legal recognition and fiscal privileges which the Roman Late Antique State gave to the Jewish leadership, the imperial legislation enacted by the Roman Christian emperors extended the recognition and protection of the state to synagogues, the physical center of the Jewish communities all over the Roman Empire, and thus in Roman Italy. A series of laws enacted from 393 till 423 CE stated clearly that the synagogues were to be protected against violence, arson, spoliation, seizure, and conversion to churches. Yet, the episode of Callinicum, when a fanatic mob, under the leadership of the local bishop and monks, burned down the local synagogue, showed that the state was not always successful in facing the increasingly aggressive Church. Thus Theodosius in 393 CE enacted a law which forbade the destruction and spoliation of synagogues, menacing with severe punishment the possible perpetrators of wrongdoing.[footnoteRef:58] This law was reiterated by Honorius in 397 and in 412 CE, and by Theodosius II first in 420 CE and in a series of three laws enacted in 423 CE.[footnoteRef:59] However, by the beginning of the fifth century till the reign of Justinian, Roman imperial legislation enacted a series of laws which prohibited the erection of new synagogues. Thus in 415 CE, Theodosius II in a law addressed to Gamaliel VI forbade the erection of new synagogues and ordered him to destroy the synagogues in unpopulated places.[footnoteRef:60] In 423 CE, Honorius, the Western Emperor enacted a law which stated that no synagogues should be constructed from then onwards, although the old ones could remain. Thus with this law, the previous specific prohibition was by now turned into a general law.[footnoteRef:61] Once more in 438 CE, Theodosius II, in a law which in fact was a statement of the imperial policy towards Jews, Samaritans, Pagans, and Heretics, enacted once more that it was prohibited to construct new synagogues, although this was followed by a permission to repair the existing ones.[footnoteRef:62] A similar statement, which included restrictions and prohibitions towards Pagans, Jews, and Heretics in Africa, which by then had been conquered from the Vandals, was enacted in 535 CE by Justinian, who ordered the conversion of synagogues into churches. Some years afterward, in 545 CE, Justinian once more reiterated the general prohibition of constructing new synagogues, while in the same law he also forbade the alienation of churches to Jews, possibly having in mind that these churches could have been turned into synagogues.[footnoteRef:63] The fact that these laws were repeated as well as the material evidence, clearly illustrates that in fact new synagogues were built, albeit less than before.[footnoteRef:64]   [58:  On the episode of Callinicum see Ambrosius, Epist. XL, xvi. 1101 et seq. See also Linder, "The Legal Status of the Jews in the Roman Empire" in StevenT. Katz (ed.), Cambridge History of Judaism IV, The Late Roman - Rabbinic Period (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2006), 153. See C.Th. 16:8:9. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 189-191. ]  [59:   See on the law enacted in 397, Cod. theod. 16:8:12. See on the law enacted in 412, Cod. theod. 16:8:20. See on the law enacted in 420, Cod. theod. 16:8:21 and Cod. justin. 1:9:14. See on the laws enacted in 423, Cod. theod. 16:8:25; 16:8:26; 16:8:27. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 197-198, 262-267, 283-286, 287-297. ]  [60:   See Cod. theod. 16:8:22. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 267-272. ]  [61:  See Cod. theod. 16:8:25. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 287-289. ]  [62:   See Theodosius II, Nov. 3 and Cod.  justin. 1:9:18. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 323-333. ]  [63:   See Justinian, Nov. 37 and 131. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 381-389 and 398-402. See also Rabello, "Justinian and the Revision of Jewish Legal Status", in Steven T. Katz (ed.), Cambridge History of Judaism IV, The Late Roman - Rabbinic Period, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 1073-1076.]  [64:   See Linder, "The Legal Status of the Jews in the Roman Empire", in StevenT. Katz (ed.), Cambridge History of Judaism IV, The Late Roman - Rabbinic Period (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2006), 155-156.] 


The Roman Late Antique state did not only give to the Jewish communitarian leadership privileges, it also recognized their legal power inside the communities, as with their counterpart, the Christian Church. Till the end of the fourth century, the Christian jurists, as their Pagan predecessors, recognized the internal autonomy of the Jewish communities, which included the right to autonomous courts of law. Thus religious as well as civil cases in which both parties were Jews could be settled by a Jewish court. The best example is a law enacted in 392 CE by Theodosius I, which recognized the validity of the excommunication enacted by a Jewish Court, and the provincial governor was prohibited from interfering.[footnoteRef:65] Thus the law stated that the primates of the Jews “are manifestly authorized to pass judgment concerning their religion, under the authority of the…Patriarchs.” However already in 398 CE, Arcadius enacted a law which curtailed the judicial powers of the Jewish authorities. This law recognized the existence of two possibilities for Jews to settle their disputes between themselves, the use of a regular court of law, as Jews were Roman citizen, and the use of Jewish courts, including the supreme court of law, the Patriarch’s court. The law differentiated between two areas of jurisdiction raised by Jews in litigation from then onwards: cases of superstitio, or religious matters, the exclusive domain of a Jewish court of law, and civil cases, determined by civil laws and rights (leges et iura), pertaining to the state courts, or fora. Hence, from then onwards, a Jewish court could judge only religious cases, except for those civil cases in which both parties agreed to be judged by a Jewish court. In such a case the verdict of the Jewish court was valid, albeit it had the value of the verdict of a regular court of arbitration. From the various prohibitions imposed by this law, it is indeed possible to deduce that until then, Jewish leadership had enjoyed a considerable judicial autonomy, both in terms of legal topics and in terms of persons subject to its jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:66] By the reign of Justinian the local internal autonomy of the community was further reduced. His Novella 146 warned the Jewish communitarian leadership, “archipherekitae…, the presbyters and the didaskaloi” not to impose excommunication upon those who wished to read the Torah in Greek. It is then possible to infer that until the middle of the sixth century, the Jewish communitarian leadership still enjoyed this authority.[footnoteRef:67] [65:   See Cod. theod. 16:8:8. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 186-189.  ]  [66:  See Cod. theod. 2:1:10. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 204-211.]  [67:  See Justinian, Nov. 146. See also Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 402-411. ] 


This trend of deep involvement of the imperial government in the life of the Jewish communities is also reflected in the communitarian organization of the Jewish communities in Roman Italy, which by now was strictly hierarchic. Thus, in the Late Antique period, at least till the demise of the patriarch in 429 C.E., all the Jewish communities of Rome were in a way or in another, probably organized around a central body, which controlled and directed each community. Yet, as epigraphic sources cease at the beginning of the fifth century, we cannot be sure that that was the situation in the fifth century. Thus for both the praefectus urbis, who by now was responsible for the administration of the city, as well as for the Patriarch, on whose behalf the apostoloi collected the aurum coronarium and transmitted to each community his directives, it would have been much easier to work together with a centralized body, which coordinated the activities of all the Jewish communities of Late Antique Rome. This body, or maybe a single person, coordinated the activities of the thirteen congregations which composed the Jewish community of Late Antique Rome. Besides, as the Jewish community of Rome was much more dispersed than before, a ruling body was by now more necessary than in the past. In fact, of the thirteen congregations, nine were located in Regio XIV – the Synagogues of the Agrippensium, Augustensium, Hebrews, Herodians, Volumnesians, Calcarensium, Tripolitani, Vernaclensians, as well as the Synagogue of Severus –, two were located in Regio I – the Synagogue of the Elesians, and that of the Campesians –, while the remaining two, the Synagogues of the Seceni and that of the Siburensians, were located in Regio VI.[footnoteRef:68] Yet whether this ruling body was a gerousia or a single delegate, maybe bearing the title of prostatēs, or patronus, is difficult to establish. The hierarchy and communitarian organization of the Jewish communities of Late Antique Rome is documented in many funerary epitaphs, left to posterity by some of their members, all along the third and fourth centuries. The titles used in the epitaphs are sometimes those reflected in the imperial legislation, and sometimes they are different. According to epigraphic evidence coming from the catacombs, there were various communitarian officials, such as the archisynagogos, the archōn, the gerousiarchēs, the grammateus, the hyperetēs, the phrontistēs, and the prostatēs. Some of the titles, as pater synagogae and mater synagogae, were honorary. Last but not least, some members of the community were priests or hiereis, and this probably gave them an important position inside the hierarchy of the community, even if they were not exactly elected or appointed magistrates. All the names of the Jewish community’s officials were still in Greek in the third and fourth century CE. Thus the titles of the various officials appear in Greek on the inscriptions. However the titles are spelled following all possible variations, and some inscriptions transliterate in Latin the Greek titles.[footnoteRef:69] The use of Greek Eastern titles to define community officials is mirrored in the various legal texts, dated to the fourth and the beginning of the fifth centuries, later collected in the Codex Theodosianus and in the Codex Iustinianus. The text of these laws, which refer to the legal status of the Jewish communities, was written in Latin, but it lists the same Greek titles attributed to the officials of the Jewish communities of Rome, which are found in the epigraphic evidence in Rome. Thus, in the law (previously discussed) which exempted the holders of religious offices from liturgies, the Jewish communitarian leaders are referred to as “hiereis, et archisynagogis et patribus synagogarum, et ceteris, qui in eodem loco deserviunt”. The terminology used is definitely Greek. Moreover, Late Roman legal texts are also helpful to classify the exact hierarchy of the officials of the Jewish community. Thus, according to the Roman government, the most important community leaders are the priests, the archisynagogoi, and the “fathers of the synagogues” (patres synagogarum), which here are mentioned in an official capacity and not in an honorary one. In an ulterior law of Arcadius, dated to 397 C.E., which confirmed the exemption of holders of offices in the Jewish communities from curial liturgies, the Jewish community officials are termed “archisynagogis…ac presbyteris ceterisque”. Although once more the archisynagogos (or archisynagogus in Latin) appears as the main office in the Jewish community, instead of the hiereis and the patres synagogarum, the presbyteres, or the elders of the community are mentioned as the most important community officials, immediately after the archisynagogus. In a law dated to 399 CE, in which the Jewish community officials are forbidden to collect taxes for the patriarch, the most important officials of the Jewish community are once more termed as the “archisynagogi sive presbyteri Iudaeorum”. However, Roman imperial legislation mentions not only the most important officials of the Jewish community, but also lesser officials, according to the need of the legislator. Thus a law enacted by Justinian, dated to 553 CE, which permitted the use of all languages in the synagogue, refers to the archipheretikae, the presbyteres, and the didaskaloi, which were minor officials, but whose task was connected with the Torah reading in the synagogue.[footnoteRef:70] The hierarchy of the various officials found in the different Jewish communities scattered in Italy, mirrors a situation that is very similar to that of the Jewish communities in Rome. The main difference between the city of Rome and Roman Italy is the chronological framework. If in Rome the epigraphic sources are all concentrated in the third and fourth centuries CE, the epigraphic data from Italy is much more widely distributed, creating a vaster chronological framework. Of all the communities, Venosa takes a special place because it permits the reconstruction of the hierarchy and the organization of the community in detail. As in Rome, probably the most important official in the Jewish communities of Roman Italy was the archisynagogus. All the other officials, such as the gerousiarchai, the presbyteroi, the archontes (this specific official is less documented than in Rome), the pater synagogae and mater synagogae, the phrontistes, the prostates, and the didaskalus are documented in the various communities of Late Roman Italy.[footnoteRef:71]  [68:  See Leon, The Jews of Ancient Rome, Updated Edition (Peabody (Mass.): Hendrickson, 1995), 135-166. ]  [69:  See Noy, Jewish Inscriptions of Western Europe 2, The City of Rome (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), Index 538-539.  ]  [70:  See Linder, The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 132-138, 201-204, 215-217, 402-411. ]  [71:  See Noy, Jewish Inscriptions of Western Europe 1, The City of Rome (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995),328-329.] 




Conclusion

Early Roman imperial legislation defined the Jewish community as collegia licita, or legal voluntary associations, creating the right framework to fit in the Roman legal system. First Julius Caesar and then Augustus recognized the Jewish communities as collegia licita, with the right of internal autonomy. It is the Lex Iulia de Collegiis dated to 7 BCE that probably granted the Jewish collegia various privileges, mentioned by Josephus and Philo, as the permission to assemble, the right to collect contributions of money for the Temple of Jerusalem, and the permission to hold common meals. All these privileges and rights just mirrored those of the other collegia. There are indeed many similarities between Jewish communities and Roman collegia, which cannot be overlooked. First, according to later epigraphic evidence, many Jewish communities took their names from their patronus, to emphasize their clientelar bond. Indeed Augustus, Agrippa, as well as the powerful Herodian royal family could be numbered between the patroni of the Jewish communities of early imperial Rome. Besides, according to first and second century CE epigraphic evidence, it seems that imperial liberti fulfilled important tasks inside the Jewish communities. 
	In Late Antiquity, the outer framework changed dramatically, and the legal status and the internal organization of the Jewish communities of Roman Italy came to mirror that of the Christian Church. Hence, by the end of the fourth century, Roman-Christian legislators ruled that, as in the case of the Christians, the religious affiliation of the Jews was not just legal, but was obligatory as well. Moreover, the Roman authorities recognized the Patriarch as supreme head of the Jewish communities of the Roman Empire. He was recognized, until his demise in 429 C.E., as the supreme head and authority for the Jewish communities. His title and legal position from Constantine onwards mirrored that of the Christian ecclesiastic authorities. Besides, from the rule of Constantine onwards, Roman laws formulated a series of privileges which were bestowed on the leadership of the Jewish communities, which were quite similar to those given to the Christian clergy. Likewise, in a similar way in which it dealt with Christianity, the Roman State recognized the legal power of the Jewish leadership inside the communities in religious matters, including the right of excommunication. 
	In conclusion, the Jewish communities of Roman Italy present a striking case of mimesis with the surrounding world. While during the earlier Empire, this mimesis resulted from the communitarian efforts to attain a legal organization, which could fulfill the communitarian needs, without any interference from the outside world, it is clear that in Late Antiquity, it was the Roman legislator who imposed on the Jews a communitarian organization molded on that of the Christian Church. In the early empire any influence on the fate of the community itself, as a body, or on that of its single members, in fact stemmed from the power of the patroni, the Roman emperor, or the powerful Herodian princes, who held Roman citizenship. On the other hand, as most of the members of the community were not Roman citizens, at the local level, only liberti could have exercised some influence. The edict of Caracalla, which granted Roman citizenship to most of the inhabitants of the empire is reflected in the use of the nominative Aurelius amongst the Jews of Rome. Yet, by the middle of the third century, the Roman society was even more hierarchized than before. By now, the Roman legal system differentiated between the honestiores, or the most powerful and rich, and the humiliores, or the poorest members of society. Thus, the Jewish communities had to search for a powerful patron. This was found in the figure of the Patriarch, living in Syria-Palaestina. The Jews as a collective body paid him a consistent tax, the aurum coronarium. In exchange the patriarch exercised his outmost influence vis-à-vis the Roman government. However, the use of patronship as well is a clear reflection of how the Roman world functioned. Once more, we can speak of a mimesis of the surrounding world on the part of the Jewish communities. 
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