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Most Christian and Jewish scholars have been heavily invested in asserting the
radical difference and total separation of Christianity from Judaism at a very early
period. Thus we find the following view expressed by one of the leading historians
of dogma in our time, Basil Studer:

From the socio-political point of view Christianity fairly soon broke away
from Judaism. Already by about 130 the final break had been effected.
This certainly contributed to an even greater openness towards religious
and cultural influences from the Greco-Roman environment. Not without
reason, then, it is exactly at that time that the rise of antijudaistic and
hellenophile gnostic trends is alleged. Christian theology began gradually
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to draw away from Judaic tendencies. . . . In the course of separation from
the Synagogue and of rapprochement with the pagan world, theology itself
became more open towards the thinking of antiquity with its scientific
methods. This is particularly evident in the exegesis of Holy Scripture in
which the chasm separating it from rabbinic methods broadened and deep-
ened, whereas the ancient art of interpretation as it was exercised especially
in Alexandria gained the upper hand.?

Studer’s picture is a fairly typical one. Even as sophisticated a commentator as
James D. G. Dunn, who realizes that “the parting of the ways, if we can already so
speak, was at this point also as much a parting of the ways within the new move-
ment as between Christianity and Judaism, or better, as within Judaism,” still
feels moved to insist that “after the second revolt [132-135] the separation of the
main bodies of Christianity and Judaism was clear-cut and final, whatever interac-
tion there continued to be at the margins.™ Nor is this view confined to Christian
scholars, of course. One of the leading Israeli historians has put it thus: “With the
Bar Kokhba rising the final rift between Judaism and Christianity was complete.”

One of the clearest symbols of this separation at the theological level has been
the centrality of Logos theology in Christianity from a very early date, a Logos
theology that has been considered to have very little to do with “authentic” or
“proper” Palestinian Judaism. The name of Rudolf Bultmann has been emblem-

Basil Studer, Trinity and Incarnation: The Faith of the Early Church (ed. Andrew Louth;
trans. Matthias Westerhoff; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1993) 14.

3James D. G. Dunn, The Partings of the Ways Between Christianity and Judaism and Their
Significance for the Character of Christianity (London: SCM; Philadelphia: Trinity, 1991) 135.
Since for Dunn, and I think quite compellingly so, the major departure from anything like the
Jewish Koine of any first-century “Christian” is Paul’s rejection of the Law (for my defense of
this interpretation of Paul, see Daniel Boyarin, A Radical Jew: Paul and the Politics of Identity
[Contraversions: Critical Studies in Jewish Literature, Culture, and Society; Berkeley: Univer-
sity of California Press, 1994]), the primary gap would be between “Christian” and “Christian,”
not between “Christian” and “Jew.” Not surprisingly, in Paul’s own works his conflicts with
other Jewish Christians are much more marked than his conflicts with “Jews.”

‘Dunn, Partings, 238.

5Yitzhaq Baer, “Israel, the Christian Church, and the Roman Empire from the Time of
Septimius Severus to the Edict of Toleration of A.D. 313,” in Studies in History (ed. Alexander
Fuks and Israel Halpern; Scripta Hierosolymitana 7; Jerusalem: Magnes, 1961) 82. It should
be emphasized that a new generation of Israeli scholars, including as a representative sample
Galit Hasan-Rokem, “Narratives in Dialogue: A Folk Literary Perspective on Interreligious
Contacts in the Holy Land in Rabbinic Literature of Late Antiquity,” in Sharing the Sacred:
Religious Contacts and Conflicts in the Holy Land: Firsi—Fifteenth Centuries CE (ed. Guy
Stroumsa and Arieh Kofsky; Jerusalem: Yad Ben Zvi, 1998) 109-29 and Israel Jacob Yuval,
“Jews and Christians in the Middle Ages: Shared Myths, Common Language,” in Demonizing
the Other: Antisemitism, Racism, and Xenophobia (ed. Robert S. Wistrich; Studies in Antisemitism
4; Chur: Harwood Academic Publishers, 1999) 88-107, among others, are changing this pic-
ture dramatically.
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atic of this position.® Bultmann famously read the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel as
a hymn which came from sources outside of Judaism, from “Mandaism” or some
version of a gnostic group.” This interpretation supported Bultmann’s overall con-
viction that the Gospel ought be read as quite distant from “Judaism.”® As Dunn has
put it, Bultmann’s work led to a perception of “Christianity [that] very quickly dis-
tanced itself from its distinctively Jewish matrix and from a characteristically Jewish
Jesus.” In 1962,7J. A. T. Robinson noted that there was much in the Gospel of John
that seemed to indicate a close connection with first-century Palestinian realia, but
that “it could still be argued that the Logos theology (for which the [Dead Sea Scrolls]
provide no parallel) locates the Gospel both in place and time at a considerable
remove from the Palestinian scene which it purports to describe.”

‘Rudolf Bultmann, The Gospel of John: A Commentary (trans. G. R. Beasley-Murray;
Oxford: B. Blackwell, 1971) 21.

"For an especially clear, concise, and convenient version of Bultmann’s approach, see Rudolf
Bultmann, “The History of Religions Background of the Prologue to the Gospel of John,” in The
Interpretation of John (ed. John Ashton; Studies in New Testament Interpretation; 1923; repr.,
Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1997) 27-46, esp. 43. “If my supposition is correct, then in the Gospel
of John we have fresh proof of the extraordinarily early impact of eastern gnostic speculations
upon early Christianity.” As Bultmann remarks, in a passage cited below, these “eastern gnostic
speculations” come from anywhere but “Judaism.” In contrast to this, Moshe Idel, “Metatron:
Notes Towards the Development of Myth in Judaism” [in Hebrew], in Eshel Beer-Sheva: Oc-
casional Publications in Jewish Studies [Beer-sheva, Israel: Ben-Gurion University of the Negev
Press, 1996] 41), traces direct continuity from biblical angel speculation down to the Kabbalah,
“so much so that it is difficult to see the necessity for gnostic influences that stimulated the
development of Jewish thought.” See also much later and more definitively: “The Logos concept
of the Prologue does not have its origin in the philosophical tradition of Hellenism, but in
mythology” (Bultmann, Jokn, 13 n. 1), by which Bultmann surely means something “Oriental”
and “gnostic,” as is seen explicitly in 24-31 of the Commentary, and especially 29, to wit, “It
[the Prologue to John] belongs to the sphere of early oriental Gnosticism.”

!Bultmann, John, 21. Part of the issue is that for Bultmann “Judaism” is a reified entity,
such that one could make the claim that “the Wisdom myth was not as such a living force in
Judaism; it was only a mythological and poetic decking-out of the doctrine of the law. Every-
thing that the myth related of Wisdom was transferred to the Torah: the Torah is pre-existent;
she was God’s plan of creation and instrument of creation; Wisdom, being in some sense
incarnate in the law, has found in Israel a dwelling, prepared for her by God. But the Wisdom
myth does not have its origin in the OT or in Israel at all; it can only spring from pagan
mythology; the Israelite Wisdom poetry took over the myth and de-mythologized it” (Bultmann,
John, 23). The very limitations of the “history of religions” method are here approached with
its apparently clear distinctions between “pagan,” “Israelite,” “Jewish,” and “Christian.” Thus,
according to Bultmann, even the Book of Daniel doesn’t quite make it as authentically “Jew-
ish”; it is “syncretistic” (Bultmann, John, 27).

°Dunn, Partings, 9.

“James A. T. Robinson, “The Relationship of the Prologue to the Gospel of St. John,” NTS
9 (1962) 128. Once again, in fairness, I wish to point out that the judicious Robinson qualifies
his statement appropriately.
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The lion’s share of the Hellenic thinking of early Christianity —and most cen-
trally, Logos theology —was, however, an integral part of the first-century Jewish
world. The following (almost contrary) narrative seems at least equally as plau-
sible: “Judaism(s)” and “Christianit(ies)” remained intertwined well past the first
half of the second century until Rabbinic Judaism in its nativist attempt to separate
itself from its own history of now “Christian” logos theology began to try to imag-
ine itself a community free of Hellenism.! In some areas, western Asia almost
certainly one of them, Gentile converts began to overwhelm —in numbers — Chris-
tian Jews at a fairly early date. They brought with them, almost inevitably,
“hellenophile” and then “antijudaistic” tendencies.!> But Jewish theology itself
had been for centuries “open towards the thinking of antiquity,” and the binary
opposition between the Jewish and the Hellenistic (as well as the binary opposi-
tion between Palestinian and Hellenistic Judaism) requires major rethinking.
Judaism is, from the very beginning, from its very origins, a Hellenistic form of
culture.”® Rabbinic Judaism, on the other hand, can be seen as a nativist reaction
movement that imagines itself a community free of Hellenism.

Thus, the very “Alexandrian” art of interpretation—named by Studer as his
prime exemplum of how “theology itself became more open towards the thinking
of antiquity with its scientific methods,” originated in the world of Philo Ioudaios,

17 shall be defending this interpretation in the larger work for which this essay is a study,
tentatively entitled, Making a Difference: How Christianity Created the Jewish Religion.

2The impact of the early Pauline congregations in this area would have been, ex hypothesi,
one of the leading factors in the production of this kind of Christianity, in opposition, perhaps
to the Petrine Christianity that typified Palestine and Syria. Justin, one of the earliest mani-
festations of this form of Christianity, may have been significantly influenced by the Pauline
letters, as argued recently by David Rokéah, Justin Martyr and the Jews (in Hebrew, Kuntresim:
Texts and Studies 84; Jerusalem: Hebrew University, Dinur Center for Research in Jewish
History, 1998). Although this position is contra the consensus of Justin scholarship today, my
own research on Galatians and Justin suggests to me that it is, at least, arguably the case. It
is in Justin’s writing that we find for the first time several topoi of a distinct anti-Judaic
Christian identity, among them the notion that Israel has been replaced for its sins by a new
Israel and also the notion that the “Jews” are responsible for pagan hostility to Christians
(Dialogue 17.1, in Justin Martyr: The Dialogue with Trypho [trans. A. L. Williams; Transla-
tions of Christian Literature; London: SPCK, 1930] 34-35), a topos that would appear frequently
later in west Asian texts (Judith Lieu, “Accusations of Jewish Persecution in Early Christian
Sources, with Particular Reference to Justin Martyr and the Martyrdom of Polycarp,” in
Tolerance and Intolerance in Early Judaism and Christianity [ed. Graham N. Stanton and Guy
G. Stroumsa; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998] 279-95). For a reconstruction
similar to mine, however without marking its specifically west Asian nature, see Birger Pearson,
“The Emergence of the Christian Religion,” in The Emergence of the Christian Religion:
Essays on Early Christianity (Harrisburg, Pa.: Trinity Press International, 1997) 17.

B3“Hellenistic ways of life, thought and expression were integral to Jewish Palestinian
culture from at least the mid-third century [B.C.] on, and these tendencies affected Pharisaism
and later Rabbinic writings. Hellenistic schools were especially influential on Jewish modes
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not, after all, medieval legend to the contrary, with Philo Christianus.!* Christian
exegesis, insofar as it continues this, follows from a “Judaistic” world. Rabbinic
methods, too, can be shown to have been known to the earliest Christian writers.
Along with logocentric interpretation, Logos theology originates in the world of
Philo Ioudaios, and, moreover, is not an idiosyncrasy of only that writer.

B The Logos of the Jews

In dualistic circles of thought, where the tendency was increasingly to
represent the Deity as the Absolute in order to free Him from all asso-
ciation with matter, the Reason of God, tending toward, but not yet
properly having become, a separate personality, that phase of God which
connected God’s otherwise Absolute nature with the world[, . . . the]
Logos then in all circles but the Stoic . . . was a link of some kind which
connected a transcendent Absolute with the world and humanity. The
Logos came into general popularity because of the wide-spread desire to
conceive of God as transcendent and yet immanent at the same time.
The term Logos in philosophy was not usually used as the title of a

of organization and expression. The emergence of definable sects, Pharisees, Sadducees, etc.
and more importantly the attention given to them fits most comfortably into the Greco-Roman
world with its recognized philosophical schools, religious societies and craft assocations”
(Anthony Saldarini, Scholastic Rabbinism: A Literary Study of the Fathers according to Rabbi
Nathan [Chico, Ca.: Scholars Press, 1982] 19). My only emendation to this important state-
ment would be to abandon language of “influence” and simply understand that “Judaism” is
itself a species of Hellenism. See the formulation in Saldarini, Scholastic, 21, which comes
closer, I think, to this perspective. Cf. most recently Lee 1. Levine, Judaism and Hellenism in
Antiquity: Conflict or Confluence (The Samuel & Althea Stroum Lectures in Jewish Studies;
Seattle, Wash.: University of Washington Press, 1998). This perspective entails a revision of
such formulations as, “It has often seemed plausible that a Hellenistic Judaism, like Philo’s
but less sophisticated, was the background for Justin’s and Theophilus’ writing” (Alan F.
Segal, Two Powers in Heaven: Early Rabbinic Reports about Christianity and Gnosticism
[SJLA 25; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1977] 167). See now also M. J. Edwards, “Justin’s Logos and
the Word of God,” JECS 3 (1995): 261-80. Raymond E. Brown already understood this point
well in his introduction to his commentary on John (The Gospel according to John [2 vols.;
AB; Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1966] 1:1vi). See also Larry W. Hurtado, One God, One
Lord: Early Christian Devotion and Ancient Jewish Monotheism (2d ed., 1988; repr., Edinburgh:
T&T Clark, 1998) esp. 7-9: “So, if we use the term ‘Palestinian Judaism’ to mean the religion
and culture of the Jews living in Palestine at that time, it designates a bilingual phenomenon
which included within it significant variation.”

4], E. Bruns, “Philo Christianus: The Debris of a Legend,” HTR 66 (1973) 141-45. It is
not even absolutely and entirely clear that Philo had no Nachleben at all in some Jewish
writing. See S. Poznanski, “Philon dans I’ancienne littérature judéo-arabe,” REJ 50 (1905)
10-31.
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unique attribute of God, but rather as the mogt important single name
among many applicable to the effulgent Power of God which reason-
ably had shaped and now governs the world. (E. R. Goodenough)

What Goodenough does not emphasize enough, however, is how thoroughly
first-century Judaism has absorbed (or produced!) these central "Middle Platonic"
theological notions.™ The idea that the Logos/Sophia (and other variants as well)
wasthe site of God's presence in the world—indeed of God's Word or Wisdom as
amediator figure—was a very widespread one in the thought-world of first-cen-
tury and even second-century Judaism.’® Rather than treating Logos theology,
therefore, as the specific product of "Christianity," with Philo a sort of Christian
avant la lettre,™1 wish to explore the evidence for Logos theology as a common
element in much Jewish, including Christian Jewish, religious imagination. As
Dunn has recently written of Wisdom christology: "the usage is Jewish through
and through"*

A comparative study of Philo's Logos, the Memra of the Targum, and the Pro-
logueto the Fourth Gospel supportsthis suggestion. Although the targumic material
and Philo have been much discussed as contiguous with the Johannine Logos,
these linkages are currently out of favor,” so it seems not beside the point to re-
hearse in brief the considerations in favor of these affiliations. One possible
implication of this suggestion would be to counterbalance such aremark asthat of

Erwin Ramsdell Goodenough, The Theology of Justin Martyr: An Investigation into the
Conceptions of Early Christian Literature andItsHellenistic andJudaistic | nfluences (Amsterdam:
Philo, 1968) 140-41.

18| eslie W. Barnard, Justin Martyr: His Life and Thought (London: Cambridge University
Press, 1967). To the evidence that | shall be offering below in some detail, we might add the
figure Yaho®el, in the probably second-century Apocalypse of Abraham, 10.3 and passim (ed.
and trans. G. H. Box; Apocalypse of Abraham [TED; London: SPCK, 1918] nn.). See the
important discussion in Darreil D. Hannah, Michael and Christ: Michael Traditions and Angel
Christology in Early Christianity (WUNT; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999) 52-54. Also:
" Apparently, Justin Martyr also knew of Jews who allowed one name of God to refer to
something like aLogos, but refused to identify the Logos with Jesus as he had done" (Segal,
Powers, 13). See also W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism: Some Rabbinic Elements in
Pauline Theology (2d ed.; 1955; repr., London: SPCK, 1965) 147-76 and Siegfried Schulz,
Untersuchungen zur Menschensohn-Christologie imJohannesevangelium zugleich ein Beitrag
zur Methodengeschichte der Auslegung des 4. Evangeliums (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1957). | wish to thank Prof. Frangois Bovon for directing my attention to this last source.

Bruns, " Philo Christianus." See also David T. Runia, Philo in Early Christian Literature:
A Survey (CRINT; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993) 3-33.

®Dunn, Partings, 195 (emphasis original).

' Memra is ablind alley in the study of the biblical background of John's L ogos doctrine"
(C. K. Barrett, The Gospel According to St. John: An Introduction with Commentary and Notes
on the Greek Text [London: SPCK, 1978] 128), and why? Simply because of the assertion that
" K1CD however was not truly a hypostasis but ameans of speaking about God without using



