
Essay topic:
 'The roots of anti-Judaism lie firmly within the New Testament texts themselves'. 
Evaluate this statement with reference to the contribution of Jewish-Christian dialogue to the study of the Gospel of John  
Anti-Judaism is the absolute or partial opposition to Judaism and to its adherents; certain Judaic beliefs and practices are rejected and considered less superior, especially in their particular perception of God. It is not to be mistaken for or confused with anti-Semitism, for anti-Semitism is affiliated with racial hostility against the Jewish people.
When considering whether there’s anti-Judaism substance in the New Testament, the seemingly blatant “anti-Jewish” book, the Gospel of John undoubtedly comes to the centre of discussion. From its narrative, language and conceptual framework, it is clear that the Gospel of John tells a Jewish story. The main characters are mostly Jewish, including the Gospel’s protagonist, Jesus, is presented as behaving in Jewish ways. For instance, he quotes from the Torah and prophets; his argument even resembles the midrashic arguments that appear later in rabbinic literature; and he is intensely engaged with ‘God the Father’ of the Jewish scriptures (Reinhartz 2018, p.121). However, hostile statements made by Jews towards Jesus or Jesus towards the Jews are evident in the Gospel, possibly delivering its anti-Jewishness through the emotional impact on the audience. Moreover, through the antagonistic interrogation (John 2:18-21), the persecution (5:16), attempting to stone (8:59; 10:31-33) and even to kill Jesus (5:18; 7:1), and the successful plot for his crucifixion (11:49-52; 18:1-19:16), the author presents escalation in Jew’s enmity towards Jesus and at the same time, shapes a negative charactierisation of the Jews for their hostility and violence towards Jesus and his followers. If perceived this way, one could consider that the author’s intention is to distance the audience from the Jewish non-believers. Tom Thatcher once stated that John is the most Jewish and the most anti-Jewish gospel in the New Testament (Culpepper 2017, p. 339). Whether roots of anti-Judaism lie in the Gospel of John is subject to and dependent on many factors; to name a few, the historical setting, the intended audience, and the author’s purpose for writing the gospel. This paper will reflect on these areas and examine closely, from the Jewish and Christian perspective, the aspects and events that instigated conflict between Jesus and the Jews, the identity of the Jews mentioned in John, and the author’s relationship to Judaism.
Historical Settings
The historical context may have a heavy influence on the language used to describe the events in the gospel and on the author’s true purpose for writing the gospel, yet it is difficult to confirm the exact time of the origin of the gospel. There is a considerable consensus of the view that John’s Gospel was written in the last decade of the first century (Dunn 2001, p.43). If the gospel was composed during a period of intense Jewish/Christian conflict after the expulsion from the synagogue, then it may reflect the trauma of the Jewish-Christian community. 
Concerning the true identity of the author, similarly, there has been extensive discussion, but for the purpose of this paper, the author shall be recognised as the apostle of Jesus, John.
The gospel was written to an audience with specific purposes, there’s a close correlation between the two. C.K. Barrett proposes three possibilities for the audience to which John wrote this gospel. Firstly, it could have been for a primarily Hellenistic audience as a form of “missionary tract” for the non-Christians. The second group of audience could have been the Christians who were confronting problems as the church faced change of environments. Thirdly, it was a response targeted at the Jews who were defaming the Christian Messiah (Probst 2002). Barrett concludes that the setting could not have been entirely Jewish, it could have also been partly Hellenistic and pre-Gnostic. There is certainly Jewishness in the language of the gospel, but this is not sufficient to say this audience was solely or primarily Jewish (Probst 2002). According to Köstenberger’s posit, Diaspora Jews and Gentiles attracted to Judaism could have possibly been another group of intended audience (Probst 2002). The purpose of the gospel for this group may aim at converting them to follow the teachings of Jesus. The Jewish community, at the time, was struggling in the aftermaths of the temple’s destruction in 70CE, this could have been seen as a great opportunity for Jewish evangelism.
Conflict Situation in the Gospel of John
The gospel describes events and situation that seem to demonstrate and cause dissension between Jesus and the non-believers, who are Jews. The polemic tone used and the events themselves can cause speculation of John’s anti-Jewishness and are often used against the gospel as anti-Judaism materials. This paper will attempt to investigate and address some of these issues.
Jesus as the New Moses in John
Twelve references to Moses are given in the first nine chapters of John and another reference in the added scene in 7:53-8:11(8:5) (Culpepper 2017, p. 191). At the very beginning, the author demonstrates a connection between Moses and Jesus in saying: “The law indeed was given through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ (1:17).” The comparison continues in the next verse: “No one has ever seen God. It is God the only Son, who is close to the Father’s heart, who has made him known (1:19).” Those words are reminiscent of God’s words to Moses on Mount Sinai, not consenting to Moses’ request to see God (Exod 33:20). 





Moreover, the signs Jesus does, as describe in the gospel, are also strong reminiscent of the signs Moses performed. Changing water to blood (Exod 4:9; 7:17-19), speaking to the people what he had heard from God (Exod 4:12; 6:28-7:2), crossing the sea (Exod 14:21-22), providing the paschal lamb (Exod 12:46), and providing manna and water in the wilderness (Exod 16:12, 15; 17:6). All of the aforementioned passages remark the Mosaic overtones in the portrayal of Jesus. And the author says: “If they believed Moses, they would believe him, because Moses wrote of him (5:45-46). Clearly, John affirms Moses as an important witness to Jesus (Culpepper 2017, p. 192). That appears to be the message the gospel wishes to deliver from an early Christian period. From the Jewish perspective, among the authorities, such as the Pharisees, these claims caused much opposition against Jesus; they refused to identify the connection between Jesus and Moses. In a conversation with the blind man whose eyes were opened by Jesus, they said to the blind man: “You are his disciple, but we are disciples of Moses. We know that God has spoken to Moses, but as for this man, we do not know where he comes from (9:28-29).” The authorities imposed forced choice. As stated by Alicia Myers, ‘John’s portrait of Jesus is not meant to force the audience to choose between Jesus and Moses like the Pharisees do (Culpepper 2017, p. 193).’
Fulfillment of the Scriptures
Making the juxtaposition of Moses and Jesus marks the beginning of Jesus’ fulfillment of the Jewish Scripture in the gospel, the theme of the fulfillment of Scripture is further discussed in the second half of John.  
When John the Baptist underwent interrogation by the religious authorities (1:19-23), he denied his identity as neither the Messiah, nor the Elijah, nor the prophet, instead, references and titles from the Old Testament are used for Jesus, including “Lamb of God” (1:29, 36), “Son of God” (1:34, 49), “Messiah” (1:41), “King of Israel” (1:49), “Son of Man” (1:51), and “him about whom Moses in the law and the prophets wrote” (1:45). Most evidently, John often connects what Jesus did or said with passages from the Old Testament, particular with the “I am” sayings (Thatcher 2017, p.9), with the objectives to defend Jesus against those who opposed or do not accept him by showing evidence from the Scriptures.
Jesus and the Temple in the Gospel of John
Another controversial aspect of John’s Gospel is its claim of Jesus as the embodiment of the Jerusalem Temple, which was perceived by the Jewish people as the utmost holy place where God dwelt among them, allowing them to be a holy people through cult. In John, at Passover, in the Temple Jesus found people buying and selling. He confronts them: “Stop making my Father’s house a marketplace (2:16).” They demand Jesus to show a miraculous sign to prove his authority for such command and Jesus responds: “Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up (2:19).” Jesus was in fact referring to the temple of his body, but the Jews in this passage evidently did not understand this reference. After Jesus’ resurrection, his disciples came to realise the true meaning of the episode. Sanders sees this episode as one of the crucial reasons that Jesus is later tried and executed ((Probst 2002).
John provides a parallel to the embodiment of the temple from Jesus’ conversation with the Samaritan woman at the well. Jesus reassures her that：”the hour is coming when you will worship the Father neither on this mountain (in Samaria) nor in Jerusalem (at the temple)...the hour is coming, and is now here, when the true worshipers will worship the Father in spirit and truth, for the Father seeks such as these to worship him (4:21-23). ” This passage is reminiscent of Jesus’ declaration in 2:19. Both allude to Jesus’ replacement of the Jerusalem temple as the place of true worship.
Post 70 CE, after the destruction of the temple and the cessation of its worship, rabbinic Jews identified a heightened obedience to Torah as a replacement of the temple, while the Johannine Christians considered Jesus’ relation to the temple as the continuation of God’s presence and atonement to Christ himself (Thatcher 2017, p.11). In the church, the adherents worshipped Christ’s divine presence and revelation, Coloe thinks this has allowed the Jewish-Christians readers of John to identify themselves as “the real inheritors of all that Judaism promised” (Coloe 2001, p.214). In light of this, it is fair to say John’s theological conceptions draw on the central ancient Jewish thought, demonstrating a sense of Jewishness with inherent Jewish-Christian dialogue.
The Law and Sabbath
Jesus’ relationship to Judaism can also been seen through His relationship to the Law of Moses in John. As stated earlier, John claims the law was given through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ (1:17). According to George Brooke, the five of the Ten Commandments appear in the primary text, in the context of murder, adultery, false witness, coveting and honouring of father and mother (Probst, 2002). In this manner, Jesus was in dialogue with reference to Torah rather than revoking it.
According to Culpepper, “references to the law in John function to vindicate Jesus against charges from the religious authorities (Culpepper 2017, p.99).” Jesus’ healing of man on two occasions on Sabbath was challenged by the Pharisees and caused much dispute, the healing of the man at the Pool of Bethesda (5:1-18) and the healing of the man born blind (9:1-41). Jesus was accused of breaking the law of Sabbath on these two occasions. In John 5:17, Jesus defends his healing by saying: “My father is still working, and I also am working.” This is considered legitimate given Philo’s statement that divine rest does not mean abstention from good deeds (Cherubim 98, trans. Colson 1954). From the Jewish perspective, latter rabbis agreed to the same idea that God rested from the work of creation but not from “moral government of the universe” (Dodd 1953, 322). Dodd comments further that if Jesus is fulfilling the work of life-giving, as commanded by the Father (5:21-22), then this instance of divine activity should be exempted from the Sabbath restrictions (Dodd 1953, 323). 
In addition, John 7:23 points out that if circumcision is allowed on Sabbath, why wouldn’t Jesus be allowed to heal a man’s body on the Sabbath? Therefore, according to John, what is permissible on the Sabbath should be a matter of appropriate judgment and interpretation of the law; it should not be the case of choosing between Moses and Jesus. In Raimo Hakola’s comment (2005, 143), this is the Christological affirmation that dominates John’s interpretation of the Sabbath.
Ironically, John reveals that those who claim to live by the Law of Moses do not follow the law’s prescriptions themselves (7:19). The religious authorities demand the crowd as ignorant of the law, but they fail to follow the legal procedures themselves. There is neither a hearing nor two witnesses present upon the judging of Jesus, which are required by their own law (7:51, 8:17; Deut 19:15). 
John’s viewpoint towards the Law is not as oppositional as some would think. It is rather defensive of Jesus’ good deeds than being polemical towards the faith system.
The Children of the Devil
The apex of the controversy of anti-Judaism without a doubt rests on passage 8:44 with Jesus claiming the opponents at the scene are children of the Devil. It is often used to imply that Jesus thinks the Jewish are linked with the Devil. However, is the true intention of the author to portray the Jewish people as the children of the Devil? This has garnered much attention with respect to the study of anti-Judaism in John.
Starting from chapter 7, Jesus has to change travel plans as the conflict with the Jews have escalated, and the Jews were planning to take his life. After examining closely the text in Chapter 8, including the preceding chapter, it is not difficult to see that Jesus is not condemning all first Century Jews to the identity of the Devil’s children, but those who do not believe he is the Son of the Father and those who attempt to kill him. The Jews at the scene rejects Jesus’ identity as the Son of God and insisted that Abraham is their Father (8:39). Jesus said to them, “If you were Abraham’s children, you would be doing what Abraham did, but now you are trying to kill me, a man who has told you the truth that I heard from God. This is not what Abraham did. You are indeed doing what your father does (8:39-41).”  Next, Jesus injects the claim of the children of the Devil. So evidently, 8:44 is not the condemnation of the entire faith system of Judaism and of all Jews; but when interpreted out of context, serious consequences and harm such as Christian anti-Semitism can emanate from such assumptions.  However, the Gospel should not be responsible for individual false interpretation.
Jewish Responsibility for Jesus’ Death
Further conflicts remain after the heightened tension in chapter 8. In chapter 9, Jesus heals a blind man, then appears the confrontation of the Pharisees (9:13-17), followed by the Jews (9:18ff). In chapter 10 (19:39), Jesus is accused of blasphemy as he was making himself God. They stoned Him. However, not all Jews acknowledge this accusation. Again the Jews were divided. Many of them were saying: “He has a demon and is out of his mind. Why listen to him?”  Others were saying, “These are not the words of one who has a demon. Can a demon open the eyes of the blind (10:19-21)?” There is a division of those who believed in Jesus, and of those who did not believe in Him.
In chapter 11 (11:1-54), Jesus raises Lazarus from the dead, some Jews begin to put more faith in Jesus (11:45), while others notify the Pharisees what has happened, leading to events that eventually lead to Jesus’ trial and death. The religious authorities called a meeting of the council to plot Jesus’ death; they believed the signs performed by Jesus are threatening the safety of their holy place and their nation (11:47-48). 
Who are the Jews (the ioudaioi) in the Fourth Gospel?
The term “ioudaios/ioudaioi (Jews) has approximately seventy occurrences in the Gospel of John (only 16 times in the Synoptics). But who are those Jews mentioned in the narrative? The interpretation of the identity of the Jews is fundamental to confirming the level of anti-Jewishness, if at all exists, in John.
According to Reinhartz, seventeen occurrences are descriptive and neutral, eight are references to the Passover and other Jewish festivals, seven are individuals, groups, leaders and Jesus’ addressees, thirteen are Jews who ponder the Christological claims made by or about Jesus among themselves, and twenty-nine express hostility of the Jews towards Jesus or Jesus’ hostility towards the Jews  (Reinhartz 2018, p.123).
Although the tension between Jesus and "the Jews" is evident in many occurrences, but not all of them are unpleasant. Some of which have already been discussed in previous sections. Many Jews begin to put faith in Jesus while others become cautious. The differences in opinions among the Jews in John remind the readers not to see them as a monolithic group (Reinhartz 2018, p.123). So when the term is used in John, it is not referring to all Jewish people.
By observing closely to the narrative’s mention of “the Jews” who are associated with hostility, one would find these are the Jewish non-believers (do not acknowledge that Jesus is the son of the Father) and the religious authorities. Hakola states that most scholars today think the term “ioudaioi” in John refers to the hostile Jewish authorities (Hakola 2013, p.12). Smith reconfirms this conclusion in his statement that “the Jews” is a term used to describe a group of Jewish leaders who exercise great authority among their compatriots and are particularly hostile to Jesus and his disciples (Smith 1990, p.82). So when ioudaioi is used in Johannine environment, it is with reference to certain authorities rather than to the people as a whole. In this sense, it is rational to contend that the anti-Jewishness of John is not as strong as some may propose.
The fear of “the Jews” is a concern for Jesus’ followers, or even for Jesus, as a result, Jesus had secret followers. In 7:13, ‘no one [in the Temple at the Feast of Tabernacles] would speak openly about Jesus for fear of the Jews.’ The parents of the blind man were afraid of speaking about Jesus’ healing of their son’s blindness, because “the Jews” demanded for anyone who confessed Jesus to be the Messiah to be put out of the synagogue (9:22). To have the authority to put people out of the synagogue, this is an allusion to the religious leaders, namely the chief priests and the Pharisees.
The authoritative figures appear again in John’s Passion Narrative and carry a significant role. ‘So the soldiers, their officer, and the Jewish police arrested Jesus and bound him (18:12). When Pilates asks: “Shall I crucify your king?”(19:15), the chief priests denied and said they had no king but Caesar, infringing their loyalty to God as King. The chief priests even try to change the inscription of ‘The King of the Jews’ on the cross, but Pilates refused to do so (19:21-22). John portrays the religious authorities as the ultimate persecutors of Jesus’ death, from the earlier confrontations to the plotting of the arrest, to the final execution. In terms of the Passion narrative’s anti-Judaism elements, Edwards suggests John’s account of the procedures leading to Jesus’ execution is less anti-Jewish than Mark’s and Matthew’s (Edwards p2014, p.136). For instance, Roman soldiers were involved in Jesus’ arrest (18:12), while Mark and Matthew portray the Jewish leaders as sending the arresting party (Mark 14:43; Matt 26:47); Matthew’s self-curse of the people (27:25) at Jesus’ execution, ‘His blood be on us and on our children’, which has opened a door for the descendants of the fellow Jews to be blamed for Jesus’ death.
Lastly, was Jesus considered a Jew in John? He is called a ioudaios only in 4:9, in which the Samaritan woman addresses Jesus as a Jew when he asks her for a drink (4:9). The same applies in John 4:22, where Jesus says: “You worship what you do not know; we worship what we know, for salvation is from the Jews. (4:22)” Although the meaning is not entirely clear, Reinhartz suggests that the context exclude the idea that only Jews will be saved. It could be Jesus’ affirmation to the Samaritan woman who has identified Jesus as a Jew that he would be offering salvation to those excluded by “the Jews”(Reinhartz 2018, p. 124). Apart from these mentions, John 1:11 states, ‘He came to what was his own, and his own people did not accept him’, this is an explicit statement; also, the title ‘King of the Jews’ also implies Jesus’ ioudaios identity. Given the indication of Jesus’ Jewish identity in John, it would be contradictive of the author to emphasise the polemic with all the Jewish people, for Jesus is one of them. 
Synagogue Expulsion
Jesus frequently visited the synagogue, but as followers begin to be put out of the synagogue, only “secret believers remained. Evidence of conflict between believers and the synagogue can be found in John (9:22, 12:42, 15:18, 16:2). At the time, Pharisees held equal positions as the Jewish authorities, and those authorities are able to voice who belongs within the synagogue and who must be excluded. The Pharisees in John only acknowledged a religion of law and absolute monotheism, and strongly rejected sectarianism based on charismatic inspiration and divine prerogative. (Smith 1990, p.83).
In light of other aspects for John’s Gospel’s anti-Jewishness, Twentieth and Twenty-First century scholars argue that John’s portrayal of the Jews may reflect the trauma of a Jewish-Christian community (late first century) that had been expelled from the synagogue under the circumstances of their confession of Jesus as the messiah. There may display language of anger engaged with the exclusion from the synagogue for this group of audience, as their natural resentment of how they had been treated. In this sense, one who believes that the Gospel was written in the aftermath of the synagogue expulsion may understand the hostile comments as rhetorical payback for the suffering of the Johannine community (Reinhartz 2018, p. 133). Other scholars have also demonstrated their work in the areas of Jewish or Jewish-Christian milieu and affinities in John. In fact, scholars have not had to bypass the dimension of its historical setting, but to treat the Jewishness of John’s Gospel as an important element for Jewish-Christian dialogue, with the understanding that it may trigger disagreement. From the Jewish perspective, the Jewish dimension no longer sees the Fourth Gospel as a book of the past, Christian in today’s world live in the presence of Jews just like the Christians of the Johannine community. In light of this, John’s Gospel provides the basis for Jewish-Christian dialogue.
Contemporary Jewish-Christian Dialogue
In the past, the presence of the Jews was often perceived as an account for the historical setting of Jesus’ ministry within Judaism (Bultmann 1985, p.68). Scholars are generally more interested in theological theme in John’s Gospel rather than the setting. Dodd, who had taken into account the conceptual background of the Old Testament in John, also considers John a book addressed not only to Christians, Jews or Jewish Christians, but to a non-Christian public. There have been considerable developments in the past few decades, especially Martyn’s thesis that delivered a significant change in Johannine exegesis and interpretation (Smith 1990, p.92).
Smith suggests that the disagreement and differences may be somewhat mitigated by an appreciation of the dire historical circumstances experienced by the ancient Jews and Christians (Smith 1990, p.93). Although historical circumstances have changed, however, ‘Jewish survival’ is still perceived as a threat, especially after the painful memory of the Holocaust. The resolution to solid differences seems impossible during a dialogue, but for the necessity of mutuality and coexistence, dialogue needs to continue.
Conclusion:
Hostile comments may exist in the Gospel of John’s narrative, symbol system and rhetoric, but it is those that have a much stronger emotional impact than the other categories and are able to capture the attention of the audience, especially the description of murderous intents and extreme behaviour ((Reinhartz 2018, p.125). When interpreted under the correct context, and when the identity of “the Jews” is recognised, the purpose of John’s gospel can be considered to defend Jesus against hostility from the religious leaders and to present Jesus to the world as the saviour, the Son of God. The focus is on Jesus, rather than antagonizing the Jewish people or Judaism as a faith system. 
The level of anti-Judaism in the Gospel of John is dependent on individual interpretation, but to focus on the positive elements rather than the negative, can enhance and facilitate successful Jewish-Christian dialogue. The Second Vatican Council issues a “Declaration on the Relation of the Church to Non-Christian Religions” in 1965. Section 4 of the document emphases the spiritual and historical bonds that tie “the people of the New Covenant to Abraham’s stock”, spiritually, both faiths began “among the Patriarchs, Moses and the prophets”; “most of the early disciples who proclaimed Christ’s Gospel were themselves Jewish.  The historical circumstances do not make “the Jews of today” responsible for Jesus’ death. The church had always believed that Christ underwent His passion because of the sins of men and out of infinite love. So the Jews are not to be blamed for his crucifixion (Thatcher 2017, p.3
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