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Summary

The following work is an examination of the allegation that there has existed a
world-wide Jewish Conspiracy, by which it 1s said that Jews have taken various
actions aimed at achieving world dominance. I have taken as my starting point
the death of William of Norwich in 1144, following which Jews were first
accused of having a conspiracy plan and I have ended with the present day
Holocaust deniers. The work is divided into two sections. The first concerns the
Religious Conspiracy, and deals with the accusations that Jews conspired to kill
Christ through means of a substitute child, as in the cases of Ritual Crucifixion
and the Blood libel, or by means of host and image desecration; and secondly
that Jews conspired to kill all Chnstians by means of mass poisoning. The
second section deals with the Modern Conspiracy Theory and examines the
processes that gave rise to the twentieth century forgery, The Protocols of the
Learned Elders of Zion; the Conspiracy Theory in Germany, with emphasis on
conditions that led to Hitler's attitude towards Jews; and finally examines the
state of the Conspiracy Theory in the post-Holocaust world. Overall I attempt to
discover just what causes an accusation as outrageous as the Conspiracy Theory
to endure throughout history.



This book is dedicated with love to the memory of my mother,
Sylvia Gwyther Lloyd.
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Section 1

Religious Conspiracy



Introduction

Everyone loves a conspiracy story. Most of us know at least one tale that
intrigues, entertains or even baffles us. The cult status of the Canadian television
series The X Files, the tale of two FBI agents who investigate unexplained
events in the face of extreme opposition and cover-ups from the government,
and from within their own ranks, testifies to the allure that a conspiracy tale can
hold for us. In many cases these tales are unimportant - a few minutes
entertainment, a puzzle to keep us occupied. We may laugh at the flat-earth
society, which firmly believes that we have been duped by higher agencies into
believing the world 1s round, when all along 1t has been totally flat. We may
wonder what possesses people to claim that man never landed on the moon, and
that shots we saw of Neil Armstrong taking that "giant leap for mankind" in
1969 were, in reality, filmed in an American desert, as part of an elaboratc
government cover-up for the failure of the mission. Perhaps at times we even
pause over these stories and wonder if they are true. Was Elvis Presley a
member of the Mafia or an FBI double agent? Is he really dead or just forced
into hiding himself? What about the numerous sightings? Questions like these
can build the most outrageous story into something even the sanest person has
to think twice about.

Often a conspiracy tale is more than a mere puzzle. In many cases it
provides a sort of comfort. For example following the death of Pope John Paul
I in September 1978, after just thirty-four days in office, rumour abounded that
the immensely popular Pope had been murdered. Claims that he had uncovered
a conspiracy involving the Vatican bank and the Mafia, and had died because of
his wish to make these findings public, followed in the wake of his demise.! A
more likely explanation is that Pope John Paul I was a sick man when he took

office and died, cither through stress, or from neglecting his illness while he

came to terms with his new role. Whichever is true, it is more realistic to believe

that the Pope died from natural causes than from unnatural ones. So why all the
fuss? Even though he had been in office just 34 days, Pope John Paul I, with

his friendly and spontancous manner, won immense affection almost



immediately. His death therefore came as a huge shock. It was difficult to
understand why a man who offered so much should die so suddenly. It raised
too many questions. Here was God's chosen, a good man, a man of the people,
oone all too soon. It brought into sharp reality man's own fallibility, for if this
could happen to a man chosen by God, what hope was there for the rest of us?
It also called into question the benevolence of God in giving us a Pope such as
John Paul I, in making the promise we saw in this man, and then taking 1t away
almost immediately. To believe that the Pope died at the hands of the Mahia, or
some equally shady and evil group, is far more comforting for us.

Whatever our reasons for believing conspiracy tales, two things are
constant throughout them all. There is always an "Us" and an "Other". The
"Us" refers to the victims deceived by the conspiracy, the "Other" are the
deceivers. The "Other" can refer to anyone or any organisation, it is essentially
an abstract label, definable only in general terms. For example in the above
conspiracies the term "Other" covers the government, the Mafia, and so forth,
yet there 1s never a specific member of any of these groups named. The "Other”
is essentially an abstract threat, an evil force menacing the existence of the "Us",
the good force. Fundamentally a conspiracy tale thercfore boils down to the
eternal battle between good and evil, albeit an unidentifiable ewvil.

Conspiracy tales are entertaining, intriguing, comforting and as long as
the evil "Other" remains unidentifiable, they are, in essence, harmless enough.
Problems arise only when the "Other" 1s 1dentifiable, that is when he, or they,
move out of the realm of the abstract, into reality. Such a problem occurred 1n
the Middle Ages when a conspiracy tale grew up around Europe's Jews. The
tale first appears as a harmless conspiracy story revolving around a shadowy
Jewish senate, said to meet together to plot terrible deeds. But, although it may
have seemed harmless, the Jewish Conspiracy Theory appeared at a time when
antisemitism was at its peak, and immediately spread beyond the abstract Jewish
body to encompass Jews everywhere.

The following work 1s an examination of the so-called Jewish

Conspiracy Theory. It is intended to demonstrate what happens when the

perception of the "Other" leaves the realm of fantasy and enters the real world.



It looks at what happens to those labelled "Other" and the reasons why they are
chosen. It examines the individual Conspiracy charges charting their possible
origins, their growth, their genuiness and the effects they have on later charges.
A further intention is to examine whether there are any genuine factors which
led to the inception and growth of the conspiracy theory, such as social,
economic or political conditions, religious antagonism and so forth. Finally, an
attempt will be made to determine the possible reason why the Jewish
Conspiracy Theory, which was ongmally very much a Medieval phenomenon,
continues to exist even in the present day.

For the most part the study of the Jewish Conspiracy Theory, as a
phenomenon scparate from the history of antisemitism, has been sadly
neglected. That is not to say that no mention is ever made of the subject; there
is in fact a wealth of material. But, this material tends to be confined to specific
topics, or lost in the general study of anfisemitism. There are many examples of
the study of specific areas of the Conspiracy Theory. In 1891 Hermann Strack
published a pioneering study of Jews and the ritual murder accusation, The Jew
and Human Sacrifice.* The work, which reached its final form in 1909, is one
of the most concise examinations of the history of ritual murder from its origins
to the end of the nineteenth century. The many other studies on the same topic
include R. Po-Chia Hsia's study of ritual murder after the Medieval period, T/e
Myth of Ritual Murder,” Gavin Langmuir's study of the first ritual murder case,
that of William of Norwich, in Toward a Definition of Antisemitism,* and Cecil
Roth's examination of the possible origins of the blood libel, "The Feast of
Purim and the Origins of the Blood Accusation".® There is also Joshua
Trachtenberg's excellent study of the Medieval period, The Devil and the Jews,
which considers all aspects of the Medieval Conspiracy Theories,® and Malcolm
Barber's examination of the first charge of well-poisonihg in his essay ,"Lepers,

Jews, and Moslems: The Plot to Overthrow Christendom in 1321."’
Foremost among the studies of later aspects of the Conspiracy Theory must be

Norman Cohn's, Warrant for Genocide, the most definitive study of the The
Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zioi® and Jacob Katz's ground-breaking



studies of the ongins of the link between Jews and Freemasons, Jews and
Freemasons in Europe 1727-1939.°

Of the studies of the Conspiracy Theory in modern Germany Paul
Rose's German Question/Jewish Question: Revolutionary Antisemitism from
Kant to Wagner contains a wealth of material on the subject of the Young
Hegalians'%; whilst Little Man What Now?: Der Stiirmer in the Weimar
Republic, by Dennis E. Showalter, gives an excellent insight into the type of
conspiracy propaganda that dominated public consciousness in the pre-Nazi,
and the Nazi eras."! With regard to the latter era there is of course a plethora of
material which alludes to the Nazi attitude towards Jews and the place of the
Conspiracy Theory in that attitude. Of these Eberhard Jickel's study, Hitler's
Weltanschauung, gives a concise and thorough insight into the mind of Hitler,!?
as does Robert Wistrich's Hitler's Apocalypse.’” Studies of the contemporary
development of the Jewish Conspiracy include Gill Seidel's pioneering thesis,
The Holocaust Denial,* and among more recent works are Deborah Lipstadt's,
Denying the Holocaust,"® and Assassins of Memory '® by Pierre Vidal-Naquet.

Amongst more general topics the Encyclopaedia Judaica'’ and The
Universal Jewish Encyclopedia® provide a wealth of detail on the various
conspiracy accusations. For an examination of the place of the Conspiracy
Theory 1n the overall history of antisemitism, Leon Poliakov's four volume 7he
History of Antisemitism is without equal.”

As I have said, however, all these works either allude to part of the
Jewish Consptracy Theory or freat that theory as just another part of the overall
history of antisemitism. That is not to say that the history of antisemitism and
the Conspiracy Theory are two totally separate entities; often they are

intrinsically intertwined, with one contributing to the other. Before we begin a

study of the Conspiracy theory it is important that we first understand the status
of antisemitism prior to the inception of the Conspiracy Theory in the Middle
Ages.

The dawn of the Middle Ages brought with it a sudden shift in fortunes
for Jews in Christendom. In the centuries that preceded the Middle Ages

Jews had existed in conditions that can be considered reasonably stable.
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Anti-Jewish hostility without doubt existed, but such hostility tended to be
sporadic in nature and, more often than not, confined to the denunciations of
various clergy. On the whole the Christian masses lived side by side and
relatively peacefully with their Jewish brothers. This situation ended abruptly at

the close of the eleventh-century, as Gavin Langmuir points out:

The first major massacre gf Jews in Europe, in the

Rhineland in 1096, demonstrated that Christian

anti-Judaism had, for the first time, gained

merciless mass support. <
In little more than three centuries antisemitism became widespread in northern
Europe. The Jew became a symbol of subhumanity, hated for characteristics
that he did not possess, tortured and killed for crimes he did not commit. By
1350, the Jew, once considered nothing less than an errant brother, was
perceived as a Satanic being no longer capable of rational thought, who
conspired to overthrow Christendom, who committed ritual murder, consumed
blood, profaned the host, and who caused the Black Death by poisoning wells.
It mattered liftle that no-one ever observed these crimes, for antisemitism
flourishes on irrational beliefs and very rarely on facts.

As has alrcady been mentioned, prior to the eleventh century the lot of
Jews was totally different from what they experienced during the following
centuries. Duning the cntical period that followed the establishment of
Christianity as the religion of the Roman Empire the future of Judaism hung in
the balance. Ordimary Christians got on well with Jews and at times were drawn
by their religious practices. Because of this the religious authornities felt the need
to curb the influence of both Jews and their synagogues. To this end they
preached against both Jews and their religion. Some ¢ven went as far as to
encourage and suppoit the destruction of synagogues. Indeed St. Ambrose of
Milan threatened Theodosius I with excommunication i1f he punished the
perpetrators of one such incident.!
Despite the denunciations and the incidents of violence, Church policy

tended towards the Pauline theology of the providential role of Jews, and the

Roman laws of toleration for others religions. Early in the fifth century these

ideas were elaborated upon by St. Augustine, one of the most profound and
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influential thinkers among the fathers of the Latin Church. He presented a
two-sided picture of Jews. On the one hand, h¢ depicted them as carnal,
preferning their earthly ways to the spiritual path, which led to salvation and
peace of the soul through Jesus. Because of this rejection of the true way, all
Jews, he said, were punished by God and considered enemies; a depiction much
favoured by bishops and monks who felt the need to curb Jewish influence.
But, said Augustine, their punishment was that of Cain: they were to be seen
and learned from, but never to be harmed. Jews he claimed should be tolerated
as Jews, because through their scriptures, and in their rejected status, they bear
witness to the truth of Chnstianity.

This position was later adopted by the founder of the Medieval papacy,
Gregory the Great. He held that non-believers should be led to the faith by the
"sweetness of preaching” and not by persecution. Those who used force to

bring others to the baptismal font were, he claimed, pursuing their own ends,

not those of God. It was Gregory who formulated the statement that appears in
the preamble of all the papal bulls of protection of the Jews from 1120 to the
end of the Middle Ages:

Just as licence ought not to be allowed for the Jews
fo do anything in their synagogues beyond what is
permitied by law, so also they ought to suffer no
injury in those things that have been granted to
them.”

Gregory thus declared that Jews, whilst remaining politically and socially

subservient to thewr Christian neighbours, had the nght to live as Jews in
Western Society.

For some five centunies after Gregory, Jews settled throughout Europe
and were, on the whole, left alone. The only exception was Visigothic Spain
during the seventh century where a radically different policy was essayed,
including a royal edict mandating compulsory baptism of all Jews in the realm.
"This experience," as Saperstein observes "dramatically points to what might
have been the fate of all Jews in Europe but was not. For most rulers it was the

road not to be taken."*



Many of them, recognising the value of Jewish communities, followed a
policy that was vigorously and consistently pro-Jewish. In their realms, Jews
prospered, enjoying a legal status not materially different from that of their
Christian neighbours. They obtained a prominent role in frading, particularly
from the eighth century onwards, they owned land, engaged in a wide range of
occupations and professions (including agriculture, the military, and public
office), and in general lived next to Chrstians without noticeable popular
antipathy. The complaints of various churchmen seem to have had little effect
on the secular rulers. For example, in the ninth century, Archbishop Agobard of
Lyons was shocked to observe that in the avowedly Christian society of
the Carolinian Empire the common people and nobles seemed to favour Jews as
much as Chnistians. He tried to persuade Charlemagne's successor, Louis the
Pious, to enforce the anti-Judaic laws of the Church, but without success.
Among the rulers and the people there was no significant animus against Jews
and no reason to enforce anti-Judaic laws. What little anti-Judaism there was
existed amongst a handful of clergy who held on to the fourth century
stereotype of the evil, demonic Jew.

This situation, however, came to an end very abruptly with the first
Crusade mm 1096. In November 1095 Pope Urban II called upon all
Christendom to liberate the Holy Land from Moslem domination. He
envisioned a carefully prepared fighting force, under the command of one
leader, namely the bishop of Le Puy.?® However, every aspect of this papal
plan was nullified. Crusading tervour gripped the people, who were provoked,
no doubt, by countless stories of Moslems and their treacherous auxiliaries,
Jews, 1ll- treating Christians in the Holy Land. Furthermore, many believed that
the Crusade marked the end of the world and that the Second Coming was
imminent, thus it became an urgent necessity to win themselves grace and
remission of sin. With this in mind, and "God wills it" on their lips, great
ill-organised hordes assembled and set out from northern Europe before the
official forces. These mobs consisted prnimarly of peasants, although among
them also were knights, monks, the old and feeble, women and children. These

people believed, as Leon Poliakov noted, that they were



God's avengers, appointed to punish all infidels,
whoever they might be. . .. Therefore, what could
be more natural than to take revenge, along the way,
upon the various infidels living in Christian
ferritories?”

A contemporary chronicler, Guibert de Nogent, quoted the Crusaders

of Rouen as saying:

We desire to combat the enemies of God in the East;
but we have under our eyes the Jews, a race more
inimical to God than all the others. We are doing
this whole thing backwards.”

This logic was tumed quickly into action. The massacres began in Rouen in
France, and in the spring of 1096 spread to the Rhineland cities. Every Jewish
community in the line of march was at risk from the crusading horde. Wherever
Crusaders found Jews they offered them the choice of Christianity or death.
At Speyer, a crazed band from Count Emicho de Leinigen's force, broke into
the locked synagogue and killed a dozen ternfied Jews. Further massacre was
prevented by the intervention of Bishop John who halted the riots and
hanged the ringleaders. Other bishops and archbishops tried to hide Jews within
their own palaces; some, such as the Archbishop of Cologne, with a measure
of success. Many, however, found that the stronger forces of the Crusaders
prevailed and the Jews they tned so hard to protect were more often than not
massacred. A few chose baptism over death but many Jews committed suicide
in sanctification of their faith (kiddush ha-shem) rather than submit to
conversion. Others had little choice, especially in Ratisbon where the Crusaders
forced the whole Jewish community into the Danube and baptised them.
Massacres occurred at Treves, Neuss, in the cities along the Rhine and the
Danube, in Bohemia and finally in Prague, despite the efforts of Bishop
Cosmas to shield the local Jews. In 1099, at the joumney's end, the soldiers of
Godfrey de Bouillon celebrated the conquering of Jerusalem by burning down a
synagogue with Jews still inside. By the end of the Crusade between a quarter

and a third of the Jewish population in Germany and Northern France had been
killed.*’



The Crusade marked a new turning point in the attitude of Christians to
Jews. As Langmuir observes, "The worst hostility was no longer Mediterranean,
ecclesiastical and official; 1t was northern, popular, and defied both ecclesiastical
and secular prohibitions."® The ordinary Christian who had once lived side by
side with his Jewish brother now viewed that brother in a different ight. New
attitudes prevailed, the Jew became an enemy to be viewed with hostility and

suspicion. Thus, as Johnson points out:

The antisemitic ideology and folklore which helped
lo defonate the first crusader riots proved to be
simply the plinth on which a vast superstructure of
hostile myth and rumour was built.”

The First Crusade taught the Christian masses that 1t was correct 1n the
eyes of God to persecute His enemues. It further taught them that those enemies
were Jews. Persecution, as Litvinoff correctly states, "has at least one attribute
in common with love: it invests the reciptent with whatever characteristics are
ascribed to him."™° This was the situation in 1144 when there occurred in
England an incident, which not only gave rise to a charge that would haunt Jews
everywhere for cenfuries, but which also served to invest Jews with the
characteristics of an archconspirator, plotting always to dominate, to control and
ultimately to destroy Christianity and overthrow mankind. A myth that can bend
and change as needs demand, the Conspiracy Charge became the backbone of
antisemitism in 1144 and has remained so ever since.

Thus we come once more to the Middle Ages, when Litvinoff's
antisemitic plinth erected during the earlier centuries was finally ready to be
built upon. The Christian masses had learnt to see themselves as persecuted and
they had already marked their persecutors as being Jews. The "Us" was in
place, the "Other" 1dentified, all that was now needed was a suitable accusation
to create a devastating Conspiracy Theory. What follows is a study of that

Conspiracy Theory and the horrors it caused, and continues to cause, the

Jewish nation.



Chapter 1

Conspiracy Against Christ

Ritual Murder

i. Background

In 1144 the death of a young boy in Norwich gave rise to a charge that
for Jews everywhere was to prove devastating. Willam of Norwich was the
first of a number of victims of accidental death, homicide and, in some cases,
natural death, around whom the fantasy of nitual murder developed. Once
unleashed this fantasy spread quickly throughout England and to the Continent
where 1t lodged firmly in the minds of the Chrnistian masses, and no amount of
reason could dislodge it. Between the twelfth and twentieth centuries there were
over 150 recorded trials, where Jews, and often entire Jewish communities,
were accused of engaging in rifual murder. In almost every instance Jews were
tortured into confessing the crime and then put to death.!

Before we can begin any study of ntual murder, we must first define

and examine what this phenomenon actually 1s. Langmuir defines it as :

The Kkilling of a human, not merely from motives of

religious hatred but in such a way that the form of

the killing is at least partly determined by ideas

allegedly or actually important in the religion of the

killers or the victims.*
Beyond a definition, however, the study of ntual murder is often difficult,
due to a lack of understanding and ofien ignorance of the fact that there
was mor¢ than one form of ritual murder. From 1144 to 1235, the ritual murder
accusation against Jews was that annually, at Eastertide, they crucified a
Christian boy as an nsult to Christ. This act I will define as "ritual crucifixion."
However, 1n 1235, a second type of nitual murder appeared, whereby Jews were

accused of killing a Christian child to acquire blood which they needed for
rituals, medicinal purposes or for practising magic. Unlike ritual crucifixion this
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second type of murder, which I will define as the "blood accusation”, was not
connected with Easter. Indeed, the very first blood accusation was made on
Christmas Day.” However, this accusation did eventually become connected
with Passover and the idea that the blood was used in the makig of Passover
bread. Unlike nitual crucifixion the blood accusation could also have more than
one victim, as in the first case at Fulda (1235) where it was claimed that five
children were murdered. The blood accusation also both stood on its own, or
could be combined with ritual crucifixion, as in the case of Simon of Trent
(1475).°

Confusion starts when we attempt to study the two accusations
separately. Indeed Langmuir is perhaps one of the few modern scholars who 1s
clear on the point and who distinguishes between what he terms "ritual murder”
and "ritual cannibalism".> On the whole scholars tend towards defining the two

crimes either under the heading of "ntual murder" or, more confusingly, as
"blood libel" without distinguishing between the two.

On consulting The Universal Jewish Encyclopaedia, one finds under
the heading "Blood Accusation" that "in the twelfth cent. the blood accusation
flared up 1in England, and spread from there all over Europe. The earliest case
was that of Wilham of Norwich." This is stated despite the fact that there 1s no
hint that Willam of Norwich was anything other than a case of ritual

crucifixion. Indeed, the explanation continues, "the fiction of the blood murder
now appeared on the continent, with accusations in Blois, France, in 1171, and
in Erfurt, Saxony, 1n 1199." Again both these murders were ritual crucifixions
without mention of blood. The first blood accusation, which took place in Fulda
in 1235, 1s mentioned only in passing; "the notion of the healing or curing
properties of blood, a basis of some of the medieval blood murder accusations
(e.g. Fulda 1235) is an old one."® Again no mention is made of the departure
from the pattern of nitual crucifixion, or of the unique nature of the accusation
made at Fulda. The historian Paul Johnson makes much the same mistake.
Recounting the murder of Willlam of Norwich, he correctly states that this was
a "rtual murder of a Christ-substitute." (1.e. a nitual crucifixion), but then goes

on to claim that Jews murdered a Christ substitute every year "to get the
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necessary blood, with which to make their curative Passover bread." This latter
claim dates from the fourteenth century. During the century after the events at
Fulda it was believed that the Jews bled their victims in order to obtain blood to
use for medicinal purposes. This, however, does not deter Johnson who goes on
to say, "One Theobald of Cambridge . . . mamed this tale to the murder of
William. . . Thus from this one cnme flowed two distinct, but intermingled
accusations against the Jews - the ritual murder charge and the blood libel."’
Johnson 1s night in saying that from the death of Willam two distinct
accusations flowed, but these were the charges of ritual crucifixion and Jewish
conspiracy; the blood accusation played no part. Even Solomon Grayzel,
incorrectly asserts that the charge that Jews used Christian blooad for ntual
purposes "made 1ts first appearance in 1144 in Norwich" and "caused the
destruction of the Jewish community in Blois, France, in 1171."8

In the Encyclopaedia Judaica all ritual murders are discussed in the
entry for "Blood Libel". There Hiam Ben-Sasson informs us that "the first
distinct case of blood libel against the Jews in the Middle Ages [was] that of

Norwich in 1144." Ben-Sasson however, recognises that the crucifixion libel

had played a central role in the accusations before Fulda in 1235. But,
nonetheless, he considers those accusations to be best labelled "blood libels" and
confuses the issue further by stating that "the crucifixion motif explains why the
blood libels occurred at the time of Passover."™ Ben-Sasson does emphasise that

Fulda was an important case, but only because that there for the first time Jews

were accused of taking blood for medicinal purposes. He does not recognise it
as the first blood libel.

There 1s little excuse for these mistakes. Both The Universal Jewish
Encyclopaedia, and the Encyclopaedia Judaica list in their bibliographies on
ritual murder, a book which first appeared in 1891, The Jew and Human

Sacrifice. In this book, Strack, emphasised with italics that "it should be
carefully noted, that even in the case of the twelfth century, the utilisation of
Christian blood by the Jews is not mentioned by any ancient writers." A

hundred pages later he repeats the point: "We read nothing about a Jewish
blood nitual for much longer than a thousand years, till right into the thirteenth
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century. It is mentioned for the first time in 1236 on the occasion of the Fulda
case.™® The same point was made in 1943 by Trachtenberg. Again his book
The Devil and the Jews, is in the bibliography of the Encyclopaedia Judaica.
Trachtenberg discusses at some length the twelfth century cases 1n England and
France and demonstrates beyond all doubt that they did not involve blood.

Indeed, he emphasises that, "the collecting of blood was first mentioned in a
case at Fulda, in 1235."" Moreover, in 1954, Cecil Roth noted in his more
general Jewish history that the blood accusation had appeared some time after
the earlier crucifixion accusation.’? Likewise, in a number of recent articles and
later in his book Toward a Definition of Antisemitism, Gavin Langmuir added
his voice to those who defined the different types of ritual murder.”

Whilst the names of Strack, Trachtenberg and Roth appear in a number
of bibliographies they seem on the whole to have been ignored by later
historians. As a result, the Jewish encyclopaedias and general histories have
totally ignored the fact that for the century between 1144 and 1235, Jews in
England and France were accused of the crime of rtual crucifixion, but

not of any crime involving blood.

ii. Ritual Crucifixion

During the twelfth century there arose a strange fantasy, whereby it was
claimed that Jews crucified Chrstian children during Passion week in order to
re-enact the crucifixion of Jesus and to mock and insult the Christian faith.
Every one of the twelfth century charges were based upon this motif and
hkewise a number of thirteenth century accusations took the same form. The
only exception 1s perhaps the case of Robert of Bury St. Edmunds, concerning

which we know little more than the simple statement that "the boy Robert at St.
Edmund is martyred by the Jews on June 10."*

This crucifixion fantasy first developed after the discovery, on Easter
Saturday 1144, of the body of 12 year old William, an apprentice skinner, in
Thorpe Wood, Norwich. The body was discovered by a nun and a peasant, the
latter of whom mnformed a forester, Henry of Sprowston. Henry wviewed the

body but decided to leave it in the open until after the weekend. Over the next
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two days others came to look but likewise left the body in the open. On Easter
Monday, Henry retumed and buried William where he had been found. The
following day, William's relatives, having heard that a body had been buried 1n
the wood, came and dug 1t up and identified it as Willam. But, instead of
removing the body to consecrated ground and seeking immediate justice, they
reburied it on the spot and lefi.

It was some three weeks before the family sought any justice and 1t was
from them that the first hint of "martyrdom" comes, although they mention
neither crucifixion nor a Jewish conspiracy. At an open synod of the diocese,
Godwin Sturt, the boy's uncle, claimed that Jews had murdered William. He
recounted a curious tale, alleging that on the Monday before William was found
a mysterious emissary, claiming to be the archdeacon's cook, had induced the
boy's mother to let him take William to work in the kitchen. She consented and
was given some money. Godwin's wife then claimed that the man and William
visited her briefly the next day, after which the child was never seen again.
Godwin made vague references to wounds and punishments before asserting
that the so-called "cook" was "a very cunning messenger of the Jews."" He
then told of a remarkable vision that his wife had had, which he claimed proved
that Jews had killed William."® The bishop presiding at the synod however,
concluded that the matter was unclear and neither he, nor the secular
authorities, whom he asked to look into the case took any action.'’

The family's claims, however, stirred up a certain amount of interest.
Indeed, the visiting Prior Aimar, of the abbey of St. Pancras at Lewes begged to
be allowed to take Wilham's body to the abbey where he would make it a
famous treasure. His request served to draw the attention of the authonties to
the potential value of William's remains, and they refused Aimar's request and
buried the body in the monks' cemetery, an act, which Langmuir presumes,
marked the remains as a potential relic, for, as he iaoints out, if it was seen as

the relic of an indubitable martyr, the body would have been buried in the

cathedral.’®

The tale of William might well have ended there. It had not been proved
that there was any Jewish involvement in the boy's death, the family profited a
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little from their connection with the "martyr","” and the church gained by having
the relics and a few associated miracles. However, some five yecars after
William's death, Thomas of Monmouth was transferred to the prory at
Norwich. The alleged martyrdom had drawn very liftle attention but Thomas,
for some reason was attracted to the story and became almost obsessed with
proving William's sanctity. He collected all the information he could about
William, and was highly influential in the development of his cult, eventually
becoming sacristan of his shrine. From the mnformation he had gathered,

Thomas wrote a record of events surrounding William, enfitled 7he Life and

Miracles of St. William of Norwich® Central to Thomas' account is a belief
that Jews were not only guilty of murdening Willlam, but that they actually
cructfied him. Thomas' record is somewhat dubious, for it is based entirely on

hearsay evidence and as Langmuir states:-

He had no disposition to be sceptical of his story,
and he accepted anything he heard that could be
used to support his conviction that William was a
saint. He was sure - and badly wanted to be sure -
that he had discovered what had happened to little
William. The Life tells us what he wanted to believe

happened, but not necessarily what really did
happen. *!

In Thomas' reconstruction we are given an entirely different version of
events from all earlier accounts. The glanng problem in Godwin's case was that
there was nothing to link any Jew with William's disappearance, only his wife's
bizarre dream. However, by 1149, Godwin's wife had more to offer. She told
Thomas that when Willam and the "cook" had wisited her she had been
suspicious and had told her little daughter to follow them. The child, she claims,

saw them enter a Jew's house. Such a testimony would have greatly enhanced

the case put forward in 1144 but, as it was not used in testimony we can be sure
that the tale surfaced at a much later date.** Likewise Thomas produced another

dubious witnesses who could link Jews with William. Aelward Ded, claimed

that he had seen the Jew, Eleazer (who had been killed by a debtor in 1146),
and another Jew, with the body of William in Thorpe Wood. This statement

was said to be Ded's deathbed confession, made some five years after the event.
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He had, it was claimed, been forced to keep silent by the shenff, who had been
bribed into supporting the Jews. It is, however, strange that the atorementioned
sheriff had managed to force Ded's silence for three years after his own death.”

There is still a gap in Thomas' story, however, for having made the
connection between Jews and William, he still had to prove that the boy was
crucified. Thomas himself claimed that when the body of little William was
finally removed from its grave in Thorpe Wood and brought to the monks'
cemetery, it was discovered to have all the marks of crucifixion. He stated that
there were thorn wounds on the head and "even pieces of actual thorns," and
evident signs of martyrdom in the hands, feet and side. He also claimed that the
there were indications that the body "had been plunged into boiling water."*
How had Wiliam got these marks and where had he been between his
disappearance and the disposal of his body? Thomas found an unnamed
Chnistian wwoman who could supply the answer. She said that she had been a
servant in the house of the Jew, Eleazer (mentioned by Ded) and, had witnessed
events during the week before Easter. She claimed she had been ordered to
bring boiling water from the kitchen and having done so had curiously spied
upon the room where, to her horror, she saw a young boy attached to a post.
Again her story 1s somewhat unbelievable, for she had never come forward at
any of the inquiries, and had only told her tale some time later after apparently
being questioned by Thomas. Her statement may not be totally reliable because,

as Jacobs reminds us, "readers of Silas Marner will remember how rustic

witnesses get to believe they have seen whatever they have been asked if they

have seen."

Thomas, however, believed the story, for he needed to prove his
crucifixion theory. Godwin's references to wounds and punishments were too
vague to be used as evidence, and likewise the condition of the body, despite
Thomas' assertion that it showed the marks of crucifixion, was not clear
evidence. No doubt there were wounds, but they were on a body that for three
days had lamn in the open exposed to the elements and all manner of wild
creatures; had been buried, dug up and reburied in the space of two days; had

lain in the ground for a month and had been dug up again before being
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examined. Thomas was forced to rely on witness evidence. But, even that was

never conclusive. In the case of the Christian woman, Thomas visited the house

of Eleazer with her, and there found marks on a post. From Thomas' account it
seems that the marks did not fit exactly with the concept of crucifixion, for in
his narrattve he states that Jews had nailed William's left hand and foot, but had
tied his right hand and foot, so that if the body was discovered its condition
would not be recognised as evidence of a Jewish crime.?® Thomas' explanation

stretches his theory to the limits, for, as Langmuir points out:

Since no one in 1144 thought that Jews crucified
children, the motive alleged is ridiculous, but what
Thomas unintentionally reveals is that no one could

have known from the wounds that William had been
crucified”

Despite the flimsy evidence, and the fact that the monk's tale did not at first

meet with the approval of his superiors, the theory of ritual crucifixion was

quickly accepted as fact. So much so that five years after Thomas first told his
tale, the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, wrtten at Peterborough, not far from

Norwich, contained this brief report:

In his [King Stephen's] time, the Jews of Norwich
bought a Christian child before Easter and tortured
him with all the torture that our Lord was fortured
with; and on Good Friday hanged him on a cross on
account of our Lord and then buried him. They
expected it to be concealed, but our Lord made it
plain that he was a holy martyr, and the monks took
him and buried him with ceremony in the monastery,

and through our Lord he works wonderful and
varied miracles, and he is called St. William. %

As well as introducing the notion of ritual crucifixion into Medieval
soctety, Thomas of Monmouth was also responsible for introducing the idea of
a Jewish Conspiracy. Thomas had stated that William was crucified at the hands
of Jews. However, if his theory had ended there, then the boy would be seen
simply as the victim of a cruel murder brought about by some form of religious
animus - an unfortunate victim, but hardly a saint. The tale needed a small

modification which could alter it dramatically. If it could be proved that an
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innocent boy of twelve had died at the hands of Jews during Easter, or Passover
week, not simply because he was a Christian but as a recognised Christ
substitute, then he would truly be the saint that Thomas longed for.

Thomas' search for this final proof brought him to Theobald, and "from
the lips" of this monk came the most infamous and damaging testimony of all.
Theobald, who had hived in Cambnidge at the time of William's death, was a
newly baptised monk. More importanily, he was a converted Jew. His evidence
was valuable because it was "uttered by one who was a converted enemy, and
had also been privy to the secrets of our enemies."” Theobald told Thomas that
every vear the Jews of Spain assembled at Narbonne in order to arrange the
annual sacrifice prescribed in the ancient wrifings of theiwr fathers. For it had
been written that Jews "must sacrifice a Christian 1in some part of the world to
the Most High God in scorn and contempt of Chnst, so that they might avenge
their sufferings on him."° Thus through the sacrificial blood of a Christ figure,
Jews who had been made slaves in exile by Chnst's death obtained their
revenge, their hope of freedom and of a return to their own land. Theobald
told how at Narbonne Jewish leaders and Rabbis from all over Spain cast lots to
decide in which country the sacrifice must take place that year. Then, when a
country was chosen, the Jews of that place in turn cast lots to decide the town
where their sacrifice was to be performed. In 1144 the choice had been
Norwich, and all the synagogues of England had known about and consented to
the act. This was how Theobald of Cambridge claimed he had learned of it.

Theobald's tale was the final piece of evidence that Thomas needed to
prove his case. Yet it is so false that it contradicts everything we know about
both ancignt and modern Judaism. Moreover, if such a deed was performed
annually, and was known to every Jew in Europe, then there would have been
far more evidence of it than this one murder and the word of a renegade Jew.
Such 1s the dubious nature of the evidence that some scholars have suggested
that Theobald did not even exist, and that his tale was the product of the
imaginative Thomas. However, as Jacobs pointed out in 1897, the tale is given
authenticity by the fact that it was unlikely that Thomas, a simple monk, would

have known that Narbonne was the chief seat of Jewish learning at the time.*
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We can only speculate as to why Theobald told such a fantastic tale.
Possibly he was expressing contempt for his former religion, or maybe he
wanted to prove the sincerity of his conversion. Whatever his reason, he took a
Jewish idea, namely Old Testament sacrifice, mixed in the Christian notion of
sacrificial blood, and gave to Thomas, and ultimately to Christians everywhere,
a reason to see the unfortunate death of a child during Easter Week, as a ritual
crucifixion, performed as part of an international Jewish conspiracy. Out of one
man's blind desire to prove, or even to create, a saint, two distinct, yet
intrinsically linked, charges - that of ritual crucifixion and of Jewish Conspiracy

- flowed. Where there was a ritual crucifixion charge, and thereafter any
accusation of ritual murder, there was in the background the reminder of
Jewish Conspiracy.

The charge of mtual crucifixion, once launched in Norwich, spread
throughout England and to the continent. Ritual crucifixion brought with 1t
many advantages. For the church such a charge meant a moment of sanctity
and fame, and occasionally, where shrines were erected there was the glory of
having a saint and martyr. In the churches where shnnes were formed there
were tales of miracles, which drew pilgrims, who also brought money. Thus a
nitual crucifixion could provide both fame and a temporary prosperity to the
church in question.

For the Christian populace the charge of ritual crucifixion also brought a
number of advantages. On the surface 1t provided a seemingly legitimate means
of attacking, torturing and putting to death individual Jews, and sometimes
entire Jewish communities. On a much deeper level the act provided a measure
of reassurance. It demonstrated that the crucifixion was not only a historical,
unrepeatable event, but a recurring tragedy or "crime" perpetrated by Jews,
both ancient and contemporary. Thus it brought the salwvific nature of the
crucifixion out of history and into the immediate world of the Christian, making
it all the more real, more so than the Mass ever could. Furthermore, as Hsia
points out, "by exposing the 'crimes' of the Jews and avenging the 'murders’,

sacrificing the evildoers to the offended deity,” the Christian masses “celebrated
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the triumph of Christianity and avenged and vindicated the historical crucifixion
of Jesus.*

The appeal of this conspiracy libel was almost immediate, as was the
effort to establish shrines. In 1168 a case almost identical in form to that of
Norwich led to a cathedral shrine for Harold of Gloucester.” Around 1171, a
similar accusation led to the establishment of the shrine of Richard of Pontoise
at Paris®® whilst in 1181 a shrine was established at Bury St. Edmunds to
Rabert, who was supposedly killed secretly by a Jew. Some sixty years later a
shrine was established in London after the body of a baby boy was discovered
in the cemetery of St. Benet's, in 1244. The corpse bore none of the signs ot
crucifixion but there were a number of marks on his arms, legs and chest which
were thought to be Hebrew letters. A number of Jewish converts were charged
with deciphering the letters, but unlike their predecessor Theobald, they
evidently were unable to furnish a suitable fantasy, for although all the Jews of
England were ordered to pay a large fine, no one was executed for the crime.™

Of course not every attempt at accusing Jews of ritual crucifixion led to
a shrine. But this did not act as a deterrent; indeed, rumours seem to have
increased, one suspects simply because of continual attempts to establish
shrines. For example, in Winchester in 1192 a rumour circulated that the Jews
there had murdered a Christian child. No shrine was established, neither was
one created in 1225 when a Winchester Jew was accused of killing a girl later
found to be still alive. But, one's suspicion that Winchester wanted a ritual
murder shrine is strengthened by the imprisonment of Jews there in 1232 on
suspicion that they were responsible for the death of a boy whose broken body
had been discovered. They were freed, however, before their trial, whereas the
mother who had also been arrested was kept in prison.*® The frequent attempts
to establish shrines and the increase in rumoured killings meant that whenever
the body of a child was discovered, Jews were naturally suspected of having
committed the murder.

As the rumours increased, so too did the theme of a Jewish conspiracy

aimed at mocking Christ and Christianity. Echoes of Theobald's fantasy can be
clearly seen in the tale told to Philip Augustus, the future Philip I of France, by
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playmates, sometime around 1179. They related that Jews annually cut the
throat of a Christian boy in the catacombs under Paris to insult Christ and as a
quasi-sacrifice. In 1205, Innocent III reported in all seriousness that Jews 1n
France, because of their evil nature, seized the opportunity of living among
Christians to kill their hosts secretly, "as recently said to have happened to a
poor scholar found dead in their latrines."’

By the middle of the thirteenth century, five shrines to alleged victims of
ritual murder had been established, of which four were in England, the land
where the fantasy had originated. They there were constant reminders of the
belief that Jews, as part of some ancient conspiracy, did commit murders in
order to mock Christ. The tales and rumours were fully supported by local
ecclesiastical authorities who used the stories to stir up a "mighty wave of
superstitious credulity, unreasoning hate, and insatiable ferocity,"’® Yet, no
responsible secular authority had acted on the charge. Louis VI had not
believed the charge made at Blois 1n 1171, and no English king had condemned
Jews for ntual murder, despite many opportunities. Furthermore, even the
Medieval popes condemned the tales as baseless and inconsistent with Jewish
teaching. Indeed in 1247 Innocent IV issued a bull, which while it did not pass a
final judgement on the question of ritual crucifixion, was intended to remind the
faithful of the commandment "Thou shalt not bear false witness against thy
neighbour." He himself obviously did not believe that there was any truth in
these stories, which were rapidly becoming connected with the hornble trathc
in dead bodies. Yet, his protest against these abominations had little effect on
the passions and prejudices of the time.

In 1255, eight years after the publication of the papal bull, there arose
in Lincoln a charge of ritual crucifixion which had a profound impact on the
Jews of England. In 1255 a large number of Jews were in Lincoln to attend the
wedding of Belaset, daughter of Magister Benedict fil'Moses, an eminent Jew.
The day after the wedding the body of Hugh, a Christian boy who had been
missing for three weeks, was discovered in a cesspool into which he had fallen,
most probably by accident, But, a more¢ dramatic explanation immediately

suggested itself. There were a large number of Jews, a dead Christian boy, and
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had not Theobald referred only a century previously to Jews meeting, plotting,
casting lots, conspiring to crucify? Tales of Ritual Murders, no doubt,

immediately sprang to mund. Indeed, the contemporary chronicler Matthew

Paris wrote what he and other Christians believed had happened. The Jews of
Lincoln, he said, stole an eight year old boy, and

Having shut him up in a room quite out of the way,
where they fed him on milk and other childish
nourishments, they sent to almost all the cities of
England where the Jews lived, and summoned some
of their sect from each city to be present at a
sacrifice to take place at Lincoln, for they had, as
they stated, a boy hidden for the purpose of being

cricified.

Having gathered under the pretext of a wedding, the Jews set about re-enacting

a mock cructfixion with the child playing the part of Christ and a specially
chosen Jew as Pilate. So, said Matthew, having tortured the boy

They beat him until the blood flowed and he was
quite Ivid, they crowned him with thorns, derided
him, and spat upon him. They crucified him and
pierced his heart with a lance. After the boy expired,

they took his body down from the cross and

disembowelled it.”’

Subsequently, a Jew named Chopin was arrested, and under torture confessed
that "the Jews had crucified the boy 1in the manner that the Jews had once
crucified Jesus."*Chopin, despite the promise that his life would be spared, was
"tied to a horse's tail and dragged to the gallows." Ninety-six other Jews were
arrested and taken to London, where eighteen of them, "the richer and higher
order of the Jews of the city of Lincoln . . . were hung up, an offering to the

winds."!

Matthew Paris hints that the whole story of Hugh of Lincoln was

concocted by Christian moneylenders intent on ridding the city of rival Jewish

lenders. Whatever the reason, it had the greatest impact of all the ritual

crucifixion accusations. The boy became known as Little Saint Hugh of
Lincoln; a church was dedicated to him and pilgrims came from all over

Christendom to marvel at the miracles wrought there, to pray, and no doubt to
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refresh their hatred of the Jews, who had conspired to crucify the child. A
century later, Chaucer provided inore permanent publicity for the gruesome
tale in "The Prioress's Tale" in his classic Canterbury Tales. In the nineteenth
century, one of the leading essayists in England, Charles Lamb, wrote: "I
confess that I have not the nerve to enter their synagogues. Old prejudices cling
about me. I cannot shake off the story of Hugh of Lincoln." **

iii. The Origin of the Accusation

In httle over a century it became natural to believe that Jews were
conspiring to mock Christ and Christianity through annual sacrifices of Christian
children. We have seen how the myth of ntual crucifixion and Jewish
Conspiracy, orniginated in Medieval England; likewise we have seen how the
spread of the ntual crucifixion charge helped spread the conspiracy idea. But,
we must consider how these charges originated. Were they conceived in an
earlier age, or were they nothing more than a couple of imaginative stories
concocted by a medieval cleric playing at being a detective and a renegade Jew,
who, in attempting to prove himself a good Christian, was led into making false
accusations agamst his former people?

The earliest recorded accusation of nitual murder made against Jews
came from Apion of Alexandna m the first century C.E. The text itself 1s now
lost, but we know of part of it through the refutation which the historian Flavius
Josephus felt it necessary to write. In his book, Against Apion, Josephus
recounts a tale in which Apion claimed that when Antiochus Epiphanes entered
the temple 1in Jerusalem, he found there a certain Greek lying on a bed beside a
table of dainties. The Greek told the king a hornible tale in which he claimed
that while he was travelling in the province, he was kidnapped by foreigners,
and conveyed to the temple and "fattened by the curious provisions set before
him.""At first he had enjoyed them immensely, but after a while he had
become suspicious and enquired of a servant the reason for this treatment. He

was told that in order to fulfil one of thewr laws, Jews

Catch a Greek foreigner, and jatten him thus up
every year, and then lead him to a certain wood, and
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kill him, and sacrifice with their accustomed
solemnities, and taste of his entrails, and take an
oath upon thus sacrificing a Greek, that they would
ever be at enmity with the Greeks.”

Josephus pointed out to his readers that this was an absurd tale, and concluded

that, "it was a great shame for a grammanan not to be able to write true history.

. unspeakable mischiefs have been occasioned by such calumnies that are

raised upon us."?
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