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Chapter 12
John within Judaism

Wally V. Cirafesi

For nearly tWO thousand years, the Gospe! of John h'fls dWelF comforgy
the halls of Christian theologlgal norrpajuwty, oc?upymg a prized place inth
formation of almost every major Christian doctrine, from the trinity to Chri:.
tology to salvation. Indefad, it is not an }mderstat.em“em 10 Suggest thyg S
Gospel has, since antiquity, been the quintessential “Christian” text, A e al
it has fundamentally shaped not only large swathes of Christian theology 1 ,
also centuries of Christian praxis—a big part of which, historically, has be::
Christian hatred of Jewish people.

We need not, although we could, look further back in time than the 20th
and 21st centuries to see John-inspired hate at its murderous apex. The worgs
Der Vater der Juden ist der Teufel—a close paraphrase of John 8:44—yer
plastered on a public street sign in Nazi-era Eschenbach to inspire hatred of
Jews among its residents.! The same text played a motivating part in two
expressions of anti-Semitism in recent American history, the 2017 rally of
the KKK in Charlottesville, Virginia, and the 2018 massacre of Squirrel Hil,
Pennsylvania, at the Tree of Life Synagogue.> While a case could be, and has
been, made that both sets of “readers” took John “out of context” by acting
out. theirl own hatred of Jews, another case could be equally made that such
anti-Jewish hatred is intrinsic to John itself. In either case, there is no denying
Zl:)en;?g;?ljﬁ ﬁbiz“;;};itstgggospel of J Ohg poses to Christian interpreters who

: way a sacred text.
(a;g_ Jlelili];h)o ioﬁ“gs_ being deeply 'rooted in the ?nnal.s pf Ch{iStii';
Inifially, for sonts ?t1v1.ty, what might it mean to read it ‘fw1th1.n Judalsrsllo-.
getic to’expiate Jc’>h n:‘]ght o Gy SIplease vyell-mtc.antxoneg aﬁ ihe
case in some formsn tfoén t.he. e 1ts. pass Certaml'y, 4thls t.las eemore
about the cong 9 “hristian thegloglcal scholarship. [ will say 5
ern of “doing apologetics” in the conclusion below. But
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ise—and affirm—the distinctiop between (| 163
e

or A
I want tistofian and that of the believer.s The

the o the reputation of ancient texts p

analytie
task of the hi )f““"' POsture

0
r demanq that they confor.m

ce in our historical imaging of “Christianity” anq «
arl centuries CE- In my view, the term “anti-Judajgp» itse s n the
Jtive categ.orles that neefis the most critica] attentjon,¢
inthe rem:clinmg part§ of this chapter, I outline an approach to John “with;
paism’” USIng a quaS1-Rlcoeurea1.1 three “worlds of the text” Sil’: lWIthln
ructuring device: 1.:he world outsu,ie John’s text, the world insids '}; ?ls,a
o, and the world in front of John’s text.” In the conclusion, | addre » 13
Jestions Of what is at stake-: and what changes when Johp i; read “\:/S' 1t]'e
judaism” rather than as Judaism’s antithesis, o

john's P12

THE WORLD OUTSIDE JOHN’S TEXT

How do we, from an analytical perspective, talk about something that John
pever does, at least not explicitly? While the term “Judaism” floods the pages
of contemporary Johannine scholarship, including my own, the Greek term
from which it derives, Joudaismos, is entirely absent in John. But, alas, it is
absent in most Greek literature from before the second century CE, and it
does not really emerge with any force until the 4th century in Christian her-
esiological literature. The author of 2 Maccabees uses Joudaismos four times,
the author of 4 Maccabees once, and Paul twice. A number of scholars over
the past decade or so have suggested that our English term “Judaism” does
not map neatly onto the ancient term Joudaismos.® This is certainly the case if,
by “Judaism,” one has in mind modern forms of Judaism, most of which trace
their origins, somehow or another, not to the Ioudaismos of the Hellenistic
and early Roman periods but to the rabbinic Judaism of Late Antiquity. From
this perspective, to talk about “John within ‘Judaism™ might actually be
machronistic, since, in and around the st century CE, there was no os.sif’ied
Zﬁzeg] of belief and practice called “Judaism’_’ fgr {,ohn tohl;et “\g’llltclz)llfllra;
i réageorf’lus‘} as, equ,a’llly, there was no “Christianity” for John t0
it sst;g convert” to.’ o
We dealp ).'of John, t'hen, the term “Judaism .
fon of g with an ethnic category, a category of re ffgl
the two? What do the terms “ethnicity” and “re

» needs critical reflection. :Are
on, or some combina-
ligion” even mean in
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Jiterraneal antiquity, and what difference do e,
e 210 To provide some initial ans\,‘/ersConcemS
t

et
i udaism” approach, we
thin J also need tq 4 t 5o

make “ hn Wi

g a"Jo . ]
yestions romthat we actually do ﬁnd_m John,. and that scholars p,,, ONside,
a related tel'm] That term, of course, 15 loudaios. € arg, q

about imye,;]lslzgées have preoccupied scholarly attentiion to this terp
o 1cation' should Joudaios be rendered today with the culturg).;
is trans "or with the ethnic-z‘;eogrﬁlphlcal term “Judean”? Beyz
. i tion creates for antiquity, i
.. pinary this quESY i
problemaﬂc lry - ultimately a nonstarter." While they uv

Joudaios-trans : -
ranslation Mig t for the task of making readable translatio(:,: 0f
0

ht be importan .
ancient texts or modern read,ers, trapslatxon Shou'ld not be the e
factor for ascertaining @ word’s meaning, or even its ultimate goq], Aﬁenm
] d, every act of translation is an act of metagh r.a“,
violence. or worse, erased in the act of tr:rlcal
tion. That is to 53, nsla.

all that oudaios could refer to in antic.luity. Ne_ither term can capture

that groups of Toudaioi could form their identities around very dj fferem? fact
pretations of what it meant t0 b.e a n}ember of the ethnous loudaion 1 Inter.
in my view, Daniel Schwartz 1S ultimately right to argue that for. Thu§,
cal purposes, We need both “Judean” and “Jew” to talk abou:[ T 3“?‘?‘}-
antiquity, and that our work does not stop with making a choic aioi in
ranslation."* Rather, we need to evaluate instances of the term’s use al-)m}t
particular contex1s and attempt to discern what sorts of identity_orieit‘;’tlithm ‘
and values have been rhetorically and ideologically mapped onto a Spec(i)gz

group of loudaiot.

neit
tan Captyre

THE WORLD INSIDE JOHN’S TEXT

}The second .challen“ge——which takes us to the world inside John’s text—
Ga;ssxt)(;ﬂg)lrvilth theh'sense” of Joudaios as presented in the pages of John's
o Jewi.sh id: r?t?tei ;s 1tr}11g for us, as .scholgrs,.to acknowledge the great variation
e Ofthgt 3)_(1steq in antiquity; it is quite another thing to 2y
ol o Ols't. iversity in thfe world outside its text or cares 0 rep-
S e mo[;tscl ional standpoint. It seems to me that a common, ¢t
i e pres;rpmon, approaf:h within Johannine scholarship as
torical character group wh?n}% - loudaioi as a mainly flat, symbolic,or
it John,’s telc has ll.ttle to no connection to actual foudaioi
elif ieabie s at lextual universe. This view, in some way, shape, Of
stood John as presenting th o th'e work of Rudolph Bultmann, who under

g the Joudaioi as a timeless group that symb"“zed b
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1 of God’s revelation, ¢ i '

_ John’s loudaijy;
etio Sl aioj be
reject! ive of “Judaism” as a Whole, and thus t come rep.

he Johanp;
. . ne Jesyg’ :
resentat is framed as a conflict with “Judaism’ > conflict

]

tout coypy 1 :
jith them 1 1T : e © ~ONcomitapg
““h‘s strategies concerning the Institutions of the Ioudaioi, such ag thye;

le, synagogues, the Law, holy days, and
[emp ’ J 13 G e

rstood in terms of “replacement, Propriation,”
his followers

I 0i rhetorical functi
ohn’s oudaiol serve a h, fi

; gatiVC example in John’s story. Furthe
ne

- efforts to restrict the Joudaioi in John simply to the “religious leaders”
teﬂtn’ a particular sociopolitical party within ﬁrst-century Judea have been
= 01 unpersuasive. On the other hand, if we could move beyond the term
!argl‘} an to consider what types of identity-orientations Jophp has discursively
s d on to this group, we might, indeed, see that the Johannine Joudgioi
mapp’?ientity-values that other groups of Jews outside John’s text also shared
i ere hotly contested in the world of Jewish antiquity. In other words,
L loudaioi might be broad and indefinite, but the ideology with which
5 teil:nnbues it might not be.'® That is to ask, might John’s Joudaioi represent
i ression of Jewishness, not “Judaism” as a whole? : ;

g this perspective, we would be wrong to reduce “Judaism” in John-
men erformance of Jewish ethnic identity—down to John’s use of
s theal’) ioi. Similarly, the non-use of Joudaioi for other characters and
i I(?Ilcl)hcrll s}'lould not be immediately taken to mean that John doesn’t
g be “Jewish.” While it is true that none of Jesus’s followers
o toll 3 n Ioua’;zios neither are Caiaphas, the chief-priests, the
' icitly called a ’ 4 :
arevigls)l;fxlall};dea and Jerusalem, and, arguably, the lilhar.lseesr,t Wn}i; :tn?;?t:i
e Ithough this is certai
ted as a separate group, a ; 2
seem to b;ar;;rs]e?g' 13-17; 11:45-52). Conversely, Jesus hlmSel.deS :?;;esv l'cgl1
;) : lgtjg;rb the Samaritan woman, a label he seems .hapﬁg to ; fr?ember of
ir(;u4';2 1153;8 the first-person plural “we' 0 mazk hlmtsf ugfls character, is
; i Ni Ithough a bit more of an ambig h
the Joudaioi; Nicodemus, althoug his sisters, Mary and Martha,
Db hicisbe; and: Jouedatossasiads Lazarns af;d hfvz very, close relationships
while not called Joudaioi themselves, clearly PR TeSRay
ith Joudaioi. Thus, to me, it might be better to unde competing ideas
WIth loudaioi. . ’ ith cha_racterS Who have :
Jon’s text as g populated M member of the Jewish ethnos,
ot CHstoom g it’ mealills tt}?aEZe? what it means to be “truly an
oras the Johannine Jesus describes ?icitly célled o Jaidaios
Israelite,” whether or not they are exp
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point, being a part of thf‘: Jewish
gically meaningful. For example, in Johy, 1. 49\5§0nu%
s propheSieq to be forltlzie bdeneﬁt of the laos, oy
ish people and for Gigte S ke for the f, N

the JeW’ rrative world, being in the orbit of Jewishnegg o on.JevM
ohn’s ni d soteriological criterion, upon which oneg enCOunS lo gy
4. The Greeks mentioned in J.ohn 7:35 and thoge Who Ice[: Wi
wsee” Jesus in 12:20 are, before encountering Jes.us, eNVsioneg {, e? o

dary-crossers who are already participating in Jewish |if, 1 at P
bounJ i{rzizerS' and John gives us no indication that thejy “Come. b by
are Ju A t’o say, functions to turn them away from this estabnshedO-JeSUs
@omin ,Samaritan woman, the only non-Ioudaios in John wj, b
10‘1’;;1 tz also being a “true Israelite,” is both critiqued by Je

n John’s vantage ethnog

Frot :
to be soteriolo .
impending deat :

I§, /(1"

inJ
a presuppos
Jesus is base

Khy,
0 had o s
e i NN i, us for som
n her Samaritan identity and invited into a salvatiop” that co;T‘

g
sy ]

ived lack i i
‘cszl;fneans of the Joudaioi” (4:22). Worshiping Israel’s god Jewi

an option for her; it’s mandatory. So, one could S2Y that, in the op ingig
John’s text, there might be J ewishness without salvation, byt there is sy
tion without Jewishness, without attachment to th'e Jewish ethngg,

Seeing the world insidc? Johnts tfaxt as a witness to the ideological]\«
congested universe of JerS'h aptlc_lulty sugge;sts t_hat We understanq Johr
engagement with Jewish institutions not in pl.nary terms—rejeep
“accept”—but rather as part of its own competitive negotiation of Jewigh
identity. This is where the concept of self-identification in the interpref
process of categorization is worth highlighting.! John does not neeg ot
doing exactly the same things as other Jewish texts for us, as moder iner
preters, to speak of “John within Judaism.” We need to resist our normatie
impulses, being careful not to have a “fixed” or “ideal” vision of the ances
customs we call “first-century Judaism” and then attempt to measure iy
against “that,” whatever “that” is. As Anders Runesson has noted, there vas
no “original,” “pure,” “fixed,” or “ideal” *J udaism,” no “universally acceptt
authoritative melody on which variations elaborate. There is no ‘st
point’; we have only variations.”?

On the other hand, a self-professed loyalty to the Jewish god seems &
keep all the variations of Jewish ancestral customs together as a recognizté
group. And, to me, it seems fairly clear that, despite its differences from ofte
variations both inside and outside the text, John itself claims such lqyﬂ_“?’
(John 8:54). Yet this loyalty is expressed through a textualized negols”
of Jeyvishness using strategies of meaning-making that we, arguably.ﬁ
used in other Jewish texts and among other Jewish groups. As John negol‘
ates categories of ancient ethnicity that many, if not most, Jews cared d??n'
about~~§uch as notions of kinship and genealogy, ancestral laws and tem\lﬂ '
and “nation” cylt—it does so by asking its readers not to leave the

y
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entirely but t0 imagine its mgjoy sites of meap; |
in

- what Jonat!n}n Z.dSmith has called
t is envisioned around indivi : ,
Jation; Jewish ancestral laws ar;i IViduals, communities, apq a‘h: Jewm-h
revelation: logical i 1C ot statutory regyja; Pocalyptic
(hical Of eschatological in nature; reg] political territopy ;
oriented toward anoth.er wogd; and kinship relations ;)r' elsc
Dy s
t the sam ) ohn’s approa, .

ne:otiation of J.ewish. ejthnic identitypsuovt/::1 ;(; iZW;Sh:eS§ as a textualized
“Separation,” “disaffiliation,” or even “Supersessionisnl:fiﬁcj‘aﬁ the sense of
have long detected, but to do so from a “withip Judaism” 0] that scholars
tive. There is 10 d0}1bt that John intends, on the textualalleliylt‘cal perspec-
separation between 1ts _Christ-confessors and Joudaioi who a:e’ to facm.taFe
toward Jesus, and that it places Jesus himself at the hermeneuti arlltagomsnc
Jewish institutions. John’s use, for example, of aposynagégos 1;8 center of
of the vine and the broken branches, and its depiction of its ,antz ";et.aph(.)r
diabolical terms are certainly strategies of disaffiliation, as Adele %{e?;lsl:;n
argues.”> However, all of them are strategies used within intragrou cOnz
flict, and none of them can be easily reduced to John’s rejection ot? Jew;
and Judaism in tofo. Aposynagogos has to do with John’s Christ-confessors’
conflict within and expulsion from the Jerusalem public assembly, not expul-
sion from the Jewish ethnos.** And the vine and branch metaphor, as well as
the diabolical depiction of Jesus’s opponents, are helpfully seen through the
lens of populist or “anti-establishment” discourse, by which a minority group
presents itself as constitutive of the whole—we are the “true Canadians,” the
“rue Swedes,” the “true Americans,” the “true Israelis”—while their enemies
are associated with the cosmic forces of evil.”® In John, it is Jesus and his fol-
lowers who are the “true Israel,” and, perhaps in typical apocalyptic fashion,
their enemies are not simply the Joudaioi who have jurisdiction over Judean
public institutions but the cosmos itself.

If the Johannine Jesus and his followers are also Jews competing for the
status of “true Israelites,” or, in the case of Samaritans and Greeks, have
access to “salvation” via Jewishness; and if John, like other Jewish texts,
ideologically interprets Jewish institutions without rejecting them, then, to
me, it is unlikely that Jo/n intends by its rhetoric of separation or disaffilia-
tion to move its readers away from Jewishness and roward something other
than Jewishness, toward something other than loyalty to the Jewish et{mo,s’
and its ethnic deity. The move, rather, is from one expression 9f “Judz‘i‘lsm
to another expression of “Judaism.” John, from the perspective of “self-
identification,” intends to stay on the spectrum of Jewish identity.

ethnos vion
: . B=Making 4
diasporic rellgion”“-t5 Wb

Metaphorized ang
onstructed cultur-
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{{E WORLD IN FRONT OF JOHN'S Ty
T

X hich bri jeW.\Sh

tjon of John’s audience—WhICh brings us to the worlg ; ation ©
Lastly, the quest Jayed an important role_: recently in how SOme Sr\ fron | me
of John's textflba:dpthe Gospel’s relationshlp‘ to Judaism, T, be g :ho\ars possit
have concethaT‘Z tament texts, clearly came, in later Centuries, tg e : Yohy, stand
like other New Tes s from a vantage point outside of and i, Oppogi by their
non-Jewish Chrlstlz}n some scholars have asked, h owever, is P 1tiop to ates ¢
Judaism. The questlog1 non-Jews themselves. The mention of Greek:r-hh“‘s of Je
intended readers Wer he interpretive center here. In this view Johp? M Johy is us
7:35 and 12:23;;?;;@ for its gentile readers.?® On the one, hang if-‘:a\ . inch
to cor.lStr'uCtdiasaﬁ‘lliated from Jews, but,_ on the qther hand, it ig COnstru‘;::é tally
identity 1 f a colonized or expropriated Jewishness: Jewigl instityg o
aita ey t between the Jewish god and the Jewigh o o
including the covenars iated to non-Jewish read il o
usurped from Jews and appropriated to -

S. The SUPpositioy

of a gentile audience, then, becomes the hermeneutical key to uphold pe

paradox of John’s being both “Jewish” and “an’gi-] ewisb.” :
[ want to make two brief comments here. First, while, in the Ricoeurean
sense, the world in front of a text—that is, the needs of itg readers, thej;
values and attitudes, and their historical and cultural situatedness—ig just ag
important as the other “worlds” in the interpretive process, it is also the most
difficult to access for any ancient narrative that lacks an explicit addressee.
How do we really determine the identity of John’s audience, let alone the
values and presuppositions they would have brought to their reading or listen-
ing? If the view of a gentile audience for John is mostly based on two small
passages in which Greeks are mentioned, a similar—or perhaps even stron-
ger—case might be made for a Samaritan audience, which has, in fact, been

made plenty of times in the history of Johannine scholarship.”

Second, it is important to note that a “John within Judaism” approach does
not actually require that the Gospel have a Jewish or Jewish Christ-following
audneqce, A gentile audience is possible, too, and 1 actually think it has a num-
ber things going for it, Historically speaking, many ancient Jews, whethet
E’ hrist-followers or not, were concerned with issuing instruction concerniog
r ;r:*;en:t{l-Jews could or should relate to Jewish communities. There af:;‘f
i izl(lircfe's that suggest that Jews invited—or could require—a ra'n%\” ¢
i alzing behaviorg from gentiles, from full ethnic “conv.erst? i

igm havﬂflathy' My colleagues working in the “Paul within ]Pda}sm éﬁo .
for gentijeg b writings represent a form of Jew1.sh mStrda'\S &
i Iready in some way sympathetic t0 lu

ho were Jike|
Paul’s i : i i
the Jewri]stﬁn;eto Include gentiles i the covenant between the Jewish g\(v;\/e\ 0
rist—adherence, and thus through some

ople through
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. 1 { J P i it
pavior, is not a program of Jewish cyltyr

ich beh .
jewish la Fredriksen |
d qs Paula I en has argued, a progra
" o . o ’. m Of enti )
ion “Paul within Judaism™ here simply tq illustrgateliLeeJH({u’
poin

- of a gentile audience for John do

posslbﬂll;yaospel to be in the business of dies?nr}ll(:ri?ian oot W mu
st . covenant status.” After all, as mentioned above
t s ‘-Salvation”. with the Je’wish people (John 4:22) ;1
" Jesus (0 be “in behalf of” the Jewish ethnos (11:51

s J). As John 7:35 and 12:20 hint at, John does have an interest in the

P o of gentiles. But a mission aimed at gentile ; P 4

inclusion iR A : gentile inclusion is fun

ally different from a mission aimed at gentile appropriation and usu(rjan;e.:n-

of Jewish covenantal identity. Thus, a gentile audience for John would ngthn
,in

: der John “outside Judaism?”
4 of itself, render Je ; a1sm” but rather establish i
i?ewish e ofuniversalism s ablish it as another

al
and Covenantg| expropri-

Zation,™
t that the
St under-
g the Jewish

people of
John explicit e
nd interprets the death
—52; 18:14, where laos

CONCLUSION: WHAT IS AT STAKE?

For some scholars, reading John “within Judaism” is perceived to be sim 1
“doing apologetics,” a convenient and comfortable way for Christian schoer}sl
o avoid the hard question of John’s anti-Judaism.*' In this view, regardless
of how many “Jewish features” John has, because of its harsh statements
about Joudaioi and its assertion that salvation is only attainable through Jesus
scholars should simply accept that John is incommensurate with “Judaism »
and take its espousal of anti-Judaism as self-evident and a foregone 001,1-
clusion. Furthermore, by claiming “John for Judaism,”? scholars actually
make things worse; they turn John into a text that validates and promotes
the Christian missionizing of modern Jews, which is, indeed, a form of anti-
Judaism, since it presupposes that something is inherently wrong with non-
Christ-believing Jews and Judaism. In other words, a “John within Judaism”
approach is vulnerable to the same accusations of anti-Judaism as are con-
temporary movements like “Jews for Jesus”; while such groups might claim
a Jewish identity, they also assert that Jews who reject Jesus are somehow
lost or condemned. Hence, these groups are, like the old adage about John’s
Gospel, both Jewish and anti-Jewish.

The accusation that reading “John within Judaism” is, and can only be,
“apologetic” seems to stem from the assumption that scholars who read John
this way think they have “rescued” John from its unethical attitudes toward
Jews. As | mentioned in the introduction, however, this does not have to be
the case: a “John within Judaism” approach does not mean that we, all of
a sudden, have an “ethical” John, at least not in the sense of our medem
conception of that term. John is obviously not a document of modern liberal
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oted); but, as an ancient text, neithey shoy
. n .’
ronism

, ch ore than we should expect e

]uralisi“tq tf)agi, certainly noga?;gsg; or the early rabbis to be‘aueo?umra”

the Jew1§h apo and (intra-Jewish) supersessionist ideol()gieom'

103‘?,,] that turn the Johannine Jesus into g o, :I I

g guided in this regard.” ; - .

hand, in MY VIEW e - JOh.n Within Judajgpy

an ’tion whether the term “anti-Jewish/Jy daisp o

o describe analytically John’s hostilit

y
towg
olars t : .y Y Oardy
the right way i S?:ology of “anti-Jewish/Judaism” is deepl.y footed jp Mo e
Joudaiol {heetzgg normativizing discourses on the boundaries of “Judajgy
ern normaty

. ow poth in antiquity and today. To say tha SOmethj,
and “Christianity, be “Jewish” is also “anti-Jewish” meang that
someone who cla1m.s toOf what “Tudaism” was and was not whatiti
a clear and stable v1ewlf in a position of power to adjudicate anq
not; one has put o}r:ers p erson’s or group’s own self-identification,
legitimagy of gzﬁith even hesitate to assert that modern “Jews for Jegye
perspectln‘/t:’ a(;e “anti-Jewish,” since that would presuppose—ang impose__,
g;;‘;?nm;ormative view of “Judaism” and a dismissal of the self-i‘dentiﬁcation
of such groups as “Jewish.” To be sure, these .types of groups, llk.e John, are
certainly “anti-something,” and one might think that th.ey are “intoleran;”
“exclusionary,” and “unethical”; but are they “anti-Jewish”? A competition
or debate over the question of “who is truly a Jew?” between two groups
simultaneously claiming a Jewish identity is, in my view, quite a different
story than, for example, the horrific Jew-hatred we see spewing from the
pens and mouths of non-Jewish Christians (or other Others) in antiquity and
the middle ages, and from far-right white supremicists today. The latter are
legitimately described as “anti-Jewish” (and “anti-Semitic™) because they

hurl their hate from the position of outsiders, from a position that does not
self-identity as Jewish.

In conclusion, I want to

i re
my views
universalist are sur

On the other :
approach does do is ques

One hgg
Sand jg
eject fhe
From g

: state clearly that, while, naturally, any interprefa-
tion of any text should be subject to critical examination, the charge that any
attempt to read John “within Judaism” by interrogating the categories thl
have .shaged both scholarly ang religious normativizing discourses is aki
:ﬁ doing apologetics” 45 0pposed to “scholarship” does nothing to advanee

€ academic conversatiop, Not only is this an ad hominem argument, bu !

also reproduces the e . : :
[ : normativizing discours as historians, seek ©
INterrogate in the fipg g es that we, :

“John within Judaism"plac?. e t‘his, to me, is what is really ‘at e in"ct:l
OF Moral agendy: | Project, It IS not about having an ulterl.or .theologlmd
Prevent me frop, vieww hold religious convictions that, in principle, Wﬂ:.nk
the Johanpine Je Ng John as “anti-Jewish,” and | certainly do not
SUS provides ap ethical mode| for contemporary speech I
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avior Rather, what is. at stake is challen
Lt have fed .for centun.es. the notion that John is somehow « »

Christia“ity v{a the”Chrls.tla-n canon, that John is, ang must t:)wned' -
«Christian SC,rlpture that is incommensurate with “Judaism.” Toe lrc?ad o
o 2 JeW}Sh text and_ can be .read “within Judaism” create;s a rf);llm e
e pormative categories anfi lm}?ulses; it creates a hermeneut!i)cal ‘?m =
metry” 8 Runesson h.as.descrnbed it,** for both modern Christians dasym-
o Jevs. Indeefl, c’h.nstlans do not typically like to hear claims tt?’: moq-
Jiew of “salvation’ mherently envisions a life lived “Jewishly”: y dJ ek
(end 0t 10 be comfortable with the claim that a te i

: _ Xt that has been used
enturies as vile tool of Jewish oppression is actually an expressionfg;

Second TEple parior Jevw'/ishness: My experience tells me that a “within
Judaism” 2P proach to John is anything but comfortable or convenient for both
Christians and Jews to engage.

ging the Normativizing impulses

NOTES

LA photograph of this street sign is accessible on the website of the United States
Holocaust Memorial Museum (photograph number: 74571, https://collections.ushmm
,org/search/catalog/pal 179582).

2. According to a report in Time Magazine by Andrew Katz, photographer Jill
Mumie captured a powerful image on July 8, 2017, of a black police officer named
Darius Nash protecting a group of white supremacists who were demonstrat-
ing at a rally of the KKK in Charlottesville, Virginia (https:/time.com/4899668/
charlottesville-virginia-protest-officer-kkk-photo/). This image would go viral only
after another such rally held a few weeks later, on August 12, which was widely
covered by American media outlets and involved the death of Heather Heyer. In the
background of the photo, seen over the right shoulder of Officer Nash, a man carries
a Confederate flag in one hand and a poster board in the other with the words “Jews
are Satans [sic] children.” Three passages from the New Testament are cited on the
post board; John 8:31-47 is the first. The massacre of Squirrel Hill, during which
eleven worshipers at a Pittsburgh-area synagogue were shot and killed in cold blood,
took place on October 27, 2018. The killer, Robert Gregory Bowers, had apparently
used John 8:44 as a biographical description on a social media account. See https:/
Www.chsnews.com/news/ jews-are-the-children-of-satan-john-8-44-danger—of-taking
biblical-passages-out-of-context/.

3.R. Alan Culpepper, “Anti-Judaism in the Fourth Gospel as a Theological.Prob-
lem for Christian Interpreters,” in Anti-Judaism and the I ourth Gospel, ed. Relmupd
B,ie’inger, Didier Pollefeyt, and Frederique vVandecasteele-Vanneuville (Louis-
ville: Westminster John Knox, 2001), 61-82.

4. As pointed out by Adele Reinhartz recently: https://ww
Iread johnwithinjudaism.
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John Van Maaren, The Boundaries of J.ewishness in -the South.ern Levani, 99 Be
_ 132 CE: Power, Strategies, and Ethnic Configurations (Berlin: Walte de Gy
2Oﬁ?'Daniel R. Schwartz, Judeans and Jews: Four Faces of Dichotomy i Ancigy
Jewish History (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2014).

15. The concept of “sense and reference” has been used by some scholars
varying degrees of success in the study of John’s loudaioi. See especially John Ag,
fon, “The Identity and Function of the "lovdaiot in the Fourth Gospel,” NovI 27,
1 (1985): 40-75. It seems to me that a common, or perhaps even the most commo,
approach within Johannine scholarship has been to posit a great chasm betwen
usense” and “reference” in John’s use of Joudaios. Thus, a term’s “reference” is i
object, in the case of John’s loudaioi an ethno-religious people group known from
antiquity. Its “sense”—whether positive, negative, or neutral, its relationship to it
groups, and its defining features of identity—is entirely dependent on literary contt

16. Rudolf Bultmann, The Gospel of John: A Commentary, tis 0
R. Beasley-Murray (Oxford: Blackwell, 1971), 86.

17. For Bultmann, specifically, real Jews and Judaism were not even on Jobns
mind. They represent for John the existential category of cosmic unbelief

18. For example, see | Macc. 14:44, where loudaioi and priests ar¢ meni
alongside each other,
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A43.
12}’2 i detailed treatment of each of these sites of me

John within juc?aism, chs. 3-6.

23. Adele Reinhartz, Ca‘s t Out of the Covenant: Jews ang Anti
ldf John (Lanham: I.Je)fmgton/'Fortress Academic, 2018),

24, Cirafesi, John fwzthm]../udarsm(i 269-717.

on features of populism used to interpret the Gospel
erjthington! “populist Features of the.Gospel of Matthev]\:,” i?lfcl};lait;lg‘:;;;zg ],3,: ‘:;2
New Testament, €d. gobert 3 lees.(aneapolis: Fortress Academic, 2021), 153-67

%, See, ©g- Jorg Frey, Heiden—Griechen—Gotteskinder: Zu Gesalt il
Funktion der Rede von den Heiden im 4. Evangelium,” in Die Heiden: Juden
Christen und das Prf)blem des Fremden, ed. Reinhard Feldmeier and Ulrich Heckei
(Tﬁbi]’]gen: Mohr Slepeck, 1994), 255; Adele Reinhartz, “Forging a New Iden-
tity: Johannine Rhetoric and thg Au_dlence of the Fourth Gospel,” in Paul, John, and
Apocalyptic Eschatology: Studies in Honour of Martinus C. de Boer, ed. J. Krans
ot al. (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 124.

27, John Bowman, “Samaritan Studies,” BJRL 40 (1957-1958): 298-327; Edwin
D. Freed, “Samaritan Influence in the Gospel of John,” CBQ 30 (1968): 580-87:
Charles H. H. Scobie, “The Origins and Development of Samaritan Christianity,” NT§
19(1972-1973): 390414 (407).

28, Paula Fredriksen, “Judaizing the Nations: The Ritual Demands of Paul’s Gos-
pel,” NTS 56, no. 2 (2010): 232-52.

29, As is argued throughout Reinhartz, Cast Out of the Covenant.

30. To invoke the subtitle of Terence Donaldson’s book, Judaism and the Gen-
tiles: Jewish Patterns of Universalism (to 135 CE) (Waco: Baylor University Press,
2007).

31. As noted by Adele Reinhartz in https://www.ancientjewreview.com/read/
johnwithinjudaism.

32. The phrase “John for Judaism” here is Reinhartz’s, used in her Ancient Jew
Review piece.

33. On this point, I am in full agreement with Reinhartz.

34, Runesson, “What Does ‘Within Judaism’ Mean?”

aning-making, see Cirafesi,

~Judaism in the Gos-
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