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TheologicalPartingoftheWaysbefore７０CE:
DunnRevisedthroughJohn,Phil２:６Ｇ１１,andCol１:１５Ｇ２０

∗

LIXi∗∗

Abstract:ThisarticlerevisesJamesD．G．Dunn􀆳sinfluentialaccount
ofthe“parting(s)oftheways”betweenChristianityandrabbinicJudaism．
First,itdefendsthelegitimacyofDunn􀆳stheologicalmodelalongside
sociologicalandhistoricalaccounts,arguingthatadiscussionoftheological
partingremainsbeneficialaslongasitavoidsanoversimplifiedpictureof
“thepartings．”Then,itadvancesapreＧ７０CE,ratherthanDunn􀆳spostＧ７０
CE,dateforatheologicalpartinggroundedinhighChristologyinthe
GospelofJohn,Phil２:６Ｇ１１,andCol１:１５Ｇ２０．DunntreatsJohnasalate
firstＧcenturycompositionthatindeedportraysahighChristology,buthe
readsPhil２:６Ｇ１１andCol１:１５Ｇ２０—earlierthan７０CE—asrepresenting
merelyahumanChristology．Thisarticlebrieflyreconsidersthedatingof
Johntocautionagainstaquick dismissalofanearlycomposition．
Moreover,itarguesthatPhil２:６Ｇ１１andCol１:１５Ｇ２０attributeahigh
ChristologytoJesusthroughclaimsthathewas“intheformofGod”and
“equaltoGod” (Phil２:６)andthat“thefullness(ofdeity)dwells”inhim
(Col１:１９;２:９)．Theresultisarevisedtimeline: whilesociologicaland
ritualseparationscrisscrossunevenlyacrosslocalesandcenturies, the
theologicalpartingwasalreadyunderwaypriorto７０CE．

∗

∗∗

本文系教育部人文社会科学重点研究基地重大项目“犹太教和早期基督教‘文本、思想和社群’的

分离研究”(２２JJD７３０００１)阶段性成果.

LIXi, ResearchFellow, CenterforJudaicandInterreligiousStudies,SchoolofPhilosophyand
SocialDevelopment,ShandongUniversity．



—２１５　　 —

KeyWords:Partingoftheways,JamesDunn,Phil２:６Ｇ１１,Col
１:１５Ｇ２０,GospelofJohn

SinceJamesDunn, “partingoftheways”hasbecomeastandardphrase
fordescribingtheseparationbetweenrabbinicJudaismandChristianity, or
moreprecisely, betweentwoJewish movementsthatultimately became
rabbinicJudaismandChristianity．①AccordingtoDunn,fourpillarsfeatured
SecondTempleJudaism: Monotheism,Election,CovenantfocusedonTorah,

and Landfocused on Temple．② Dunn suggeststhatthe nonＧnegotiable
boundary markerfor both rabbinicJudaism and Christianity wastheir
understanding of Monotheism—particularly,for Christians, Christology．
Comparedto Monotheism, theotherpillarswerenegotiablebecause, for
instance,bothrabbinicJudaismandChristianitycontinuedtoflourishafterthe
destructionoftheTemple．RegardingMonotheismandChristology,thecrucial
pointwasthedivinityofJesus;Dunnarguedthatonlyin７０Ｇ１３５CEdidJesus
cometobeworshipedasdivine, makingthepartingofthewaysunavoidable．

AlthoughDunn􀆳stheoryhasbeen widelyreceived, doubtsabouthis
approachhavepersistedsincethefirsteditionofThePartingsoftheWays
(１９９１)．Forinstance, Lieuconcludesthat,forthehistoricalstudyofthe
separation, theologicalinterpretation isless helpfulthan sociological．③

Meanwhile,alternativeapproacheshavebeendevelopedtoexplainhowand
whenJudaismandChristianityseparated．AnimportantalternativeisBoyarin􀆳s
sociologicalＧheresiologicalinterpretation, whichplacesthefinal “parting”in
thethirdＧfourthcenturies．④

ThisarticlerevisesDunn􀆳stheoryintwodirections．First,Section１argues
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forthecontinuinglegitimacyofatheologicalinterpretationoftheparting(s),

emphasizingthattheologicalandsociologicalapproachescanandshould
coexist．Second,Sections２Ｇ４reviseDunn􀆳sdatingbyarguingforapreＧ７０CE
theologicalparting．For Dunn, John􀆳s high Christology violatesJewish
MonotheismandconstitutesanonＧnegotiableboundary．BecauseDunnaccepts
theprevailingviewthattheFourthGospelwascomposedlate(atleastafter７０
CE),heplacesthetheologicalpartingafter７０CE．Section２brieflyrevisitsthe
datingofJohn,notingthatthelatenessoftheGospelisincreasinglyanopen
question．Sections３and４focusontwocrucialChristologicalpericopes—Phil
２:６Ｇ１１andCol１:１５Ｇ２０—and,againstDunn,arguefortheirhighChristology．
Sincethesepassagesarewidelydatedbefore７０CE,theysupportapreＧ７０CE
theologicalparting．

Ⅰ．IsaTheologicalModelStillAcceptable?

Asnoted,DunnidentifiedfouraxiomsonwhichallformsofJudaismin
firstＧcenturyPalestineatthetimeofJesuswerebuilt．Thesefourpillars,

representinga “family resemblancein the differentsiblings of preＧ７０
Judaism,”①areMonotheism (Godisone), Election (acovenantpeople, a
promisedland), CovenantfocusedonTorah,andLandfocusedonTemple．
AccordingtoDunn,thepartingsofthewayshappenedduringtheprocessin
whichthefollowersofJesushadto “questionandredefineeachofthesefour
axiomsingreaterorlessdegree—atanyrate,toadegreeunacceptableto
mainstreamJudaism．”② Thus, regardingissuesaboutwhether, how, and
whenthepartingoccurred, “themostobviousprocedureistoexamineearliest
Christianattitudestoeachofthefourpillarsinturn．”③

Aswillbehighlightedbelow, MonotheismisthenonＧnegotiableboundary
markerbetweenrabbinicJudaismandChristianity．Forthepresentsection,it
isessentialto notethat Dunn􀆳s methodologyis primarily theological,

emphasizingthedoctrinesofcrucialelementscommontovariousgroupsof

①
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Dunn,ThePartingsoftheWays,２６．
同上,４８.
同上.
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Judaism．Inhercritique,Lieuarguesthatthe“partingoftheways”worksbest
withatheologicalagendaeven whenframedashistory．①By “theological
model” Lieu means “theabstractoruniversal” and “particulartheological
affirmations．”②Sheworriesthatatheologicalmodelisproblematicbecause“a
purelydoctrinaldefinitionisfarfromobviousoradequate．”③ Forinstance,
“Peopledocontinuetoliveandworshipwiththosewithwhom,theologically,

theyoughtnottobeabletoandseparatefromthosewithwhomtheybelieve
mostthingsincommon!”④

Lieu􀆳scommentquotedabovetacitlypresupposesatheologicalcriterion:

theclaimthatcertainpeople“oughtnot”toworshipinacertainwayalready
invokesnormsaboutwhatcountsasboundaryＧcrossing．Ifsuchacriterionis
notclear,howcouldoneknowthatcertainpeople “oughtnottobeable”to
worshipwithothers? AhistoricalcontextbehindLieu􀆳scommentdeserves
consideration:inthefourthandevenfifthcenturies,someChristiansattended
synagoguetocelebrateJewishfestivals,despitebeingtheologicallyprohibited
fromdoingso．Dunndidnotdenythatsuchthingshappened．Thequestionis
howtoexplainit．Lieuinfersthatadoctrinaldefinitionisthereforeinadequate．
Butadoctrinaldefinitionremainsadequateatleasttotheextentthatitcan
judgesuchparticipationascrossingaline．Inthissense, Dunn􀆳scommenton
thesamesituationisacceptable,whichstates,

Ratherthepositionwasmorelikewhatiscommoninthedaysof
denominationalChristianity;thatis,where‘ordinaryChristians’feelfree
toattendtheservicesofdifferentdenominationswithoutthinkingthat
theyarebeinguntruetotheirmorespecificChristianheritage．⑤

As Dunn􀆳scommentindicates, Christians mightattendtheJewish
festivalswithoutbeinguntruetotheirChristianidentity．Nordidtheir
interactionswithJewsnecessarilymeantheirignoranceofboundaries．The
problembehindChristianattendanceatJewishfestivalsisnotnecessarilythe

①

②

③

④

⑤

Lieu, “ThePartingoftheWays,”１０８．
同上.
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ambiguityorinappropriatenessofdoctrinaldefinition．Therecouldbeatension
betweenknowinganddoing．Lieuhaspointedoutthatthereweresome“GodＧ
fearers” who“hoveredonthefringeof‘thesynagogue,’sufficientlyinterested
toremainthereyetunwillingtojumpthefinalhurdle, malecircumcision．”①

Bythesametoken,theChristianswhoattendedtheJewishfestivalsmightbe
unwillingtojumptheirfinalhurdle,althoughtheysawit．Thispossibility
presupposedarealhurdlethere,atheologicallynonＧnegotiablemarkerbetween
ChristianityandJudaism．

Otherscholarsalsonotepersistentinteraction．DanielStöklBenEzra,for
instance,arguesfordirectcontactbetweenJewsandChristiansatfestivals
afterthefourthcenturyandthuschooses“toapproachthegeneralquestionof
the‘partingoftheways’fromtheperspectiveofritualratherthanthatof
doctrine．”②UnlikeLieu, however, BenEzra􀆳sapproachdoesnotleadtoa
conclusionthattheologicalordoctrinaldefinitionofthepartingisnotobvious
oradequate．Rather, BenEzraconcludesthathisstudiesspeakagainst “the
conventionalview ofaonceＧandＧforＧall ‘parting ofthe ways’ between
ChristianityandJudaism” and “theviewthatthe ‘Partingofthe Ways’

happenedatthesametimeandinthesamewayinallgeographicallocales．”③

Dunnhasnoproblem withBenEzra􀆳sconclusion．Inhisprefacetothe
secondeditionofPartingsoftheWays, Dunnassertsthat“‘ThePartings
(plural) oftheWays’, wasandis, ofcourse,tomakethepointthatthe
separationofChristianityfromrabbinicJudaismcannotneatlybeidentifiedas
takingplaceataparticularpointintimeorplace．”④Notably,Dunnemphasizes
thepluralnatureof“Partings,”indicatingthatthepartingofthewaysisnot
eithertheologicalorritual/social;instead,itcouldbeboth,andithappenedat
differentperiods．Inthissense,atheologicaldiscussionremainsappropriate
andilluminatingalongsidesocialＧritualaccounts．

ItisbeneficialtoreturntoLieu􀆳sconclusionofhercritiqueofDunn,
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whichisnuanced:

The“partingoftheways”maycontinuetobeusefultoexplore
theologicaldevelopmentortodefendatheologicalinterpretation;intrying
tomakesenseoftheuncertaintiesoftheearlyhistoryofChristianityit
mayprovetobetheologicallylesssatisfyingbutsociologically more
persuasivetopictureacrisscrossingofmuddytrackswhichonlythe
experttracker,orpoacher,candecipher．①

Lieu􀆳scommentthatthepictureoftheparting ofthe waysisa
crisscrossingof muddytracksresemblesBen Ezra􀆳sobservationthatthe
partingofthewaysdidnothappenonceandforall．Likehispotentialresponse
toBenEzradiscussedabove,DunnacceptsLieu􀆳scomment,stating, “Iaccept
JudithLieu􀆳scritiquethattheimageryof ‘ways’ partingistoosimple􀆺

whereasthesociologicalrealitymightbebetterdepictedasacrisscrossingof
muddytracks．”②However,thisdoesnotmeanthattheologicalinterpretation
cannotcontributetodescribingthiscomplexpictureofthepartings．As
emphasizedabove,atheologicalordoctrinalpointofviewprovidesacriterion
orcriteriatojudgewhataparticulargroupofreligiouspeopleshouldand
shouldnotdo．Withoutthisprimaryjudgment,oneisevenunabletoclaimthat
ChristiansattendedJewishfestivalsinorafterthefourthcentury．

AnimportantalternativeapproachtoDunn􀆳scomesfromBoyarin, who
approachestheinteractions between Christianity and Judaism from the
perspectiveofHeresiology．Accordingtothisapproach, “Thequestionofwhen
ChristianityseparatedfromJudaismisaquestionwhoseanswerisdetermined
ideologically．”③Theterm “ideologically” usedbyBoyarinremindsoneof
“power．” Notsurprisingly,Boryarinemphasizestheimportanceof“power”for
investigatingtheseparation of Christianity and Judaism, assertingthat
“bordersthemselvesare notgiven butconstructed by powerto mask
hybridity,tooccludeanddisownit．”④BoyarinappreciatesLieu􀆳ssuggestion
thatseparationoccurredonlyinthefourthcentury,stimulatedbydramatic

①
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Lieu, “ThePartingoftheWays,”１１９．
Dunn,ThePartingsoftheWays,xii．
Boyarin,BorderLines,６．
同上,１５.
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changesinaccesstopower．①

Boyarin􀆳spositionmakessense,asdoesthatofLieuorBenEzra,given
thatreligionisacomplexphenomenoninvolvingnotmerelydoctrinebutalso
practice,includingthepowerstruggleforsurvivalinasociety．Inthissense,it
isappropriatetoclaim thatJudaism and Christianity werenotseparate
religionsuntilthefourthcentury．However, Boyarindoesnotdenythatone
candiscerntwoseparategroupsoffaith,stating,

InsuggestingthatJudaismandChristianitywerenotseparateentities
untilverylateinlateantiquity,Iam,accordingly,notclaimingthatitis
impossibletodiscernseparatesocialgroupsthatareinanimportantsense
Christian/notJewishorJewish/notＧChristianfromfairlyearlyon (by
whichImeanthemidＧsecondcentury)．②

Thisstatementallowsforatheologicalinterpretationofthepartingofthe
ways,anapproachthatdiffersfrom,ratherthanconflictswithorisexcluded
by,anideologicalapproachorHeresiology．Itisthetheologicalmindsetthat
helpedtodiscernseparatesocialgroupsthatareinanimportantsense
ChristianornonＧChristian,althoughsomethingmoreisneededtodistinguish
ChristianityandJudaism astworeligions, dependingonhow onedefines
“Religion．”Inotherwords,therecouldbevariouswaystodiscusshowand
whenChristianityandJudaismseparatedfromeachotherbecause,asDunn􀆳s
responsetoBoyarinemphasizes,thepartingofthewayswasongoing “overa
lengthyperiod,atdifferenttimesandplaces,asjudgedbydifferentpeople
differently,dependingonwhatwasregardedasanonＧnegotiableboundary
markerandbywhom．”③

Allinall,whiledifferenttheorieschallengeDunn􀆳stheologicalmodelfor
thepartingoftheways,thismodelcontinuestocontributetoscholarshipin
therelevantfield,providedonedoesnotseeitastheonlymodelanddoesnot
drawasimplisticpictureoftheparting(s)．Itisinthissensethatthispaper
aimstoreviseDunn􀆳swork,asdetailedbelow．
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Ⅱ．TheGospelofJohn:ItshighChristologyandDate

TheGospelofJohniscrucialforDunn􀆳sargumentthatthepartingofthe
waysdidnothappenuntilthepostＧ７０CEperiod．Ontheonehand,thehigh
ChristologyofthisGospelisregardedaswhatDunncallsa “nonＧnegotiable
boundarymarker”bybothChristiansandJews．Theformercouldnotabandon
thisChristology,asitwasessentialforidentifyingoneselfasafollowerof
JesusChrist;thelattercouldnotacceptthisChristology,foritstoodagainst
theJewishtraditionofMonotheism,eventhoughthefollowersofJesusdidnot
thinkso．Ontheotherhand,DunnacceptsthedominantviewthattheFourth
Gospelwascomposedlater,aslateastheendofthefirstcentury．Bycontrast,

otherNewTestamentwritingscomposedearlier,particularlyPhil２:６Ｇ１１and
Col１:１５Ｇ２０, twofamous Christologicalhymns, do notdescribe high
Christology．

ThefollowingtwosectionswillfocusonChristologyinPhil２:６Ｇ１１and
Col１:１５Ｇ２０,andthissectiondealswiththedatingoftheFourthGospel,

emphasizingthereviveddoubtaboutitslatecomposition．Beforethat,itis
helpfultobrieflydiscussDunn􀆳sexaminationofJohn􀆳sChristology．

ForDunn, theTempleisobviouslynotthenonＧnegotiableboundary
markerbetweenrabbinicJudaismandChristianity,becausebothsurvivedthe
destructionoftheTemple．AstoTorahandelection,thesetwopillars“need
nothaveprovedsufficientinthemselvestocausethefinalsplitbetween
ChristianityandrabbinicJudaism．”① Thelastpillar, Monotheism,isleft,

involvingtheidentityofJesus．Inthisregard,Dunn􀆳sdiscussionofJesus􀆳stitle
“SonofGod”deservesmentionbecauseitpointstoanessentialfeatureofthe
nonＧnegotiableboundarymarker．

Dunnpointsout, withwhichIagree,that“atthetimeofJesus‘Sonof
God’ wasawayofcharacterizingsomeonewhowasthoughttobecommissiＧ
onedbyGodorhighlyfavouredbyGod．Itwasnotnecessarilyatitleof
divinity;notonlyangelsweresonsofGod．”②Thus,accordingtoDunn,the

①

②

Dunn,ThePartingsoftheWays,２１５．
同上,２２５.
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title“SonofGod” didnotnecessarilyimplyanyovertonesofdivinity．This
observationishelpfulbecauseitsuggeststhatidentifyingJesusasdivineisthe
realchallengetoMonotheism．ForDunn,thenonＧnegotiableboundarymarker
betweenChristianityandrabbinicJudaismisthedivinenatureofJesus,which
isacoredoctrinefortheformerbutaviolationofMonotheismforthelatter．

Furthermore,DunnnotesthatthedivinityofJesusisclearlyexpressedin
theFourthGospel,where“Jesusspeakswithanuncloudedconsciousnessofa
divineexistencewithGodfrombeforehistimeonearth．”①InDunn􀆳sterms,

thepointhereisJesus􀆳s “divineexistencewithGodfrombeforehistimeon
earth,” whichisseenas“subversiveoftheunityofGod．”②

Thus, Dunn􀆳sdiscussionsofthetitle “SonofGod” andJesus􀆳sselfＧ
identificationintheFourthGospelcontributetotheexplorationoftheparting
ofthewaysbyprovidingaworkablecriterionfordiscerningwhatshouldbe
judgedascrossingtheborderbetweenChristianityandrabbinicJudaism．This
criterionisconvincing, giventhenatureof Monotheism andtheprimary
doctrineofChristianityembeddedinbiblicaltexts．

Dunn􀆳sfurtherobservationofJesus􀆳sdivinityintheGospelofJohn
deservesmoredetailedconsideration．DunnremindshisreadersthatJesus􀆳s
waysofidentifyinghimselfintheFourthGospelaremissingintheSynoptic
Gospels,arguingthat“themostobviousexplanationisthatthisisthestyleof
theFourthEvangelist,notofJesus．”③ForDunn,theuniquefeatureofJesus
intheGospelofJohn,Jesus􀆳sdivinity,didnotcomefromthehistoricalJesus
butfromtheauthorwhocomposedthestoriesaboutJesus．Itisthisauthor
whoputanunderstandingofJesus􀆳sdivinityintothemouthofthehistorical
Jesus, whoseselfＧidentificationintheFourthGospelwasmerelyaprojection
oftheauthor􀆳stheology,a“muchdevelopedtheologicalreflection．”④

Particularly,Dunnemphasizesthat“themovementtowardsafinalparting
ofthewayswasafairlydrawnＧoutprocessrunningthroughthefirstcentury．
ButhadJesusspokeninthetermsascribedtohimintheFourthGospelthe

①

②
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Dunn,ThePartingsoftheWays,２３２．
同上,２４０.
同上,２３３.
同上.
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crisismusthavecomemuchsooner．”①Dunnconcludes, “theFourthGospel􀆳s
portrayalofChristisevidenceforalaterstageofChristologyandofthe
resultingtensionsbetween‘theJews’andthebelieversinMessiahJesus,not
forthefirststage．”②

Dunn􀆳sargumentcontainstwopoints．First,thetheologyintheFourth
GospelisdevelopedincomparisontothatintheSynoptics．Second,Jesus􀆳s
selfＧidentificationintheFourthGospelmusthaveledtotensionbetweenthe
JewsandthefollowersofJesus,whichoccurredlaterinhistory．

Regardingthefirstpoint, Dunnseemstoassumethata “developed”

theologyisnecessarilylaterthan “undeveloped”theology,thoughhedidnot
sayso．However,thisassumptiononlyholdsiftheFourthGospeldependson
theSynoptics;otherwise,the “developed”theologymayreflectthespecific
perspectiveofthecomposerratherthanthedateofcomposition, asthe
discussionofthedatingofJohnbelow willfurthershow．Anindependent
argumentaboutthedateoftheFourthGospelisnecessary．

Regardingthesecondpoint,Dunn􀆳sargumentbegsthequestionofwhen
thepartingofthewayshappened．Heseemsmerelytoacceptthedominant
viewthatthecontextoftheFourthGospel,includingthetensionbetween
JewsandthefollowersofJesusdescribedinpassagessuchas９:２２;１２:４２;１６:

２,isthelatefirstcentury:

ThereisalsowideagreementthatthecontextoftheFourthGospelis
latefirstcenturyCEandthatitswritingreflectsacrisisbetweenthenew
sectandadominantformofJudaism,oratleastapartingoftheways
betweentheJohanninecongregationsandanotherform oflateＧfirstＧ
centuryJudaism．③

Theproblemisthatthe “wideagreement” hasbecomeincreasingly
doubtful,especiallyinthemostrecentscholarshipontheFourthGospel．Inan
articlepublishedin２０２５,vanKootenarguesforapreＧ７０CEdatingofthe
GospelofJohnbasedonasophisticatedanalysisofthedatingofthepoolwith

①

②
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Dunn,ThePartingsoftheWays,２３４;theitalicsareoriginalinDunn．
同上.
同上,２８８;theitalicsareoriginalinDunn．
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fiveporticoesdescribedinJohn５:２．① AccordingtovanKooten􀆳sargument,

becauseacolonnadedpoolwasthereasahistoricalfact,thekeypointfor
datingJohn５:２istoascertainhowtheword “ ” (thereis)inthepresent
tenseisusedinthetext．Ifitisusedasahistoricalpresent,theauthorofJohn
５:２describesapastevent,whichmeansthattheauthorwaswritingafterthe
fallofJerusalemandthedestructionofthepoolin７０CE．Ifitisusedasa
normalpresent,theauthorwasdescribinganeventinhisowntime,namely,

beforethedestructionofthepool．VanKootenappealstolinguisticusages
internalandexternaltotheFourthGospeltoarguethat inJohn５:２is
usedasanormalpresent．Moreover,heexaminesexternalhistoricalrecords
andarchaeologicalreportstoconfirm thepool􀆳sdesolationafter７０ CE．
Together,linguisticandhistoricalevidencesupportdatingJohn５:２toaperiod
priorto７０CE．

VanKootengoesfurthertoarguethattheentireGospelofJohnmusthave
beenwritten (andedited) priorto７０ CE, as “the Gospelcontainsno
anachronismswhichnecessitatethattheauthormusthavebeenwritingafter
７０CE．”② Notably, regardingtheexpulsionsoffollowersofJesusfrom
synagoguesdescribedinJohn９:２２,１２:４２,and１６:２,vanKootenholdsaview
contrarytothatofDunn, emphasizingthatthey “wereapracticealready
knowntoPaul(１Thess２:１４Ｇ１６;cf．１Cor１５:９;Gal１:１３;Phil３:６)．”③

Amorecomprehensivediscussionofandargumentfortheearlydateof
theGospelofJohncomesfrom Mark Matson．④Inhismorerecentarticle,

Matsonsurveysarguments,includinghisown,thatsupporttheearlydateof
John,someofwhicharepertinenttothisarticle􀆳sdiscussion．Forinstance,he
concludesRobinson􀆳sargumentforthepriorityofJohn,⑤stating, “Johnisnot

①

②

③

④

⑤

GeorgevanKooten, “ThePreＧ７０CE DatingoftheGospelofJohn: ‘Thereis ( )in
Jerusalem．．．apool．．．whichhasfiveporticoes’,” NewTestamentStudies７１(２０２５):２９Ｇ５５．

VanKooten, “ThePreＧ７０CEDatingoftheGospelofJohn,”５４．
同上.

MarkA．Matson, “RevivingthePriorityofJohn,”inBen Wiebeed．, JesusandChristian
Origins:DirectiontowardaNewParadigm (Eugene, OR:CascadeBooks,２０１９),１２８Ｇ１６６; MarkA．
Matson,InDialoguewithAnotherGospel?TheInfluenceoftheFourthGospelonthePassionNarrative
oftheGospelofLuke (Atlanta,GA:SocietyofBiblicalLiteraturePress,２００１)．

JohnA．Roninson,ThePriorityofJohn (London: MeyerStone,１９８５)．
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secondarybecauseofitstheologicalsophistication,orbecauseofitsdifference
fromtheSynopticGospels．”①Thisconclusionexplainsmyabovedoubtabout
Dunn􀆳sassumptionthatJohn􀆳sdevelopedChristologyindicatesitslatedate．
OtherhelpfulpointsmadebyMatsoninclude:②１)Johnisnotdependenton
theSynoptics, butratherindependent; ２)theGospelshowsaremarkable
literarycohesiveness,whichresemblesvanKooten􀆳spointjustmentioned;３)

archaeologicalevidence has demonstrated time and again that John􀆳s
informationaboutPalestiniangeographyhasveryoftenbeenasstrong, or
stronger,thantheotherGospels,ofwhichvanKooten􀆳sarticleisastrong
proof．

ThewritingsofVanKootenandMatsondonotoverturnthedominanceof
theviewthattheFourthGospelwascomposedlaterthan７０CE．Nevertheless,

theirresearchatleastsuggeststhatscholarshavenotreachedaconsensuson
thedateofJohn．InthewordsofMatson, “itisalwaysdangeroustoassumea
consensusonanyaspectofgospelscholarship．”③ Orasanotherscholar
concludes, “giventhecurrentstateofGospelsourcecriticism,therelationship
ofJohn􀆳sGospeltotheSynopticsissufficientlyunsettledthatitshouldnotbe
usedtoeitherexcludeorfavoranypossiblerelativeorderingofthetextsin
question．”④

Therefore, Dunn􀆳spositionthatthetension betweenJewsandthe
followersofJesusdescribedintheFourthGospelreflectsacontextoftheend
ofthefirstcenturybecomeslesscompellingthanitinitiallyappears．Itis
possiblethat,asvanKootenargues,similartensionisthecontextofPaul􀆳s
writings．Ifso, whatwasthecauseofthistension? Thediscussioninthe
followingtwosectionsprovidesananswertothisquestion．

Ⅲ．TheHighChristologyinPhil２:６Ｇ１１

InadditiontotheGospelofJohn,twopericopesintheNewTestament

①

②

③

④

Matson, “RevivingthePriorityofJohn,”１３５．
同上,１３６Ｇ１６６.
同上,１３４.

JonathanBernier, Rethinkingthe Datesofthe New Testament: TheEvidencefor Early
Composition (GrandRapids, MI:BakerAcademic,２０２２),８９．
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arecrucialforDunntoargueforapostＧ７０CEdateofthepartingoftheways:

Phil２:６Ｇ１１andCol１:１５Ｇ２０．Manyscholarsarguethatthesetwopericopes
conveyahighChristology,orJesus􀆳sdivinity．GiventhatthisidentityofJesus
is anonＧnegotiable boundary marker between Christianity and rabbinic
Judaism,thedominantreadingofPhil２:６Ｇ１１andCol１:１５Ｇ２０indicatesan
earlydateofthetheologicalpartingoftheways,asnoscholars,including
Dunn,doubtthatthesetwoletterswerecomposedbefore７０CE．

However,DunnarguesthattheidentityofJesusinPhil２:６Ｇ１１andCol１:

１５Ｇ２０followstheJewishtraditionratherthanbreakingfromit．Thediscussion
inthecurrentandnextsectionsclarifiestwopoints．First,thereareindeed
Jewishelementsinbothpericopes,soDunn􀆳spositionmakesacertainsense．
Second,somethingsignificantlydifferentfromtheJewishtraditionisaddedin
thesetwopericopes,involvingahighChristologyofJesus．Fortheconvenience
ofdiscussion,thissectionaddressesPhil２:６Ｇ１１,andthenextsectioncovers
Col１:１５Ｇ２０．

Formostscholars,Phil２:６Ｇ１１isashortChristologicalhymncirculated
beforePaul,whoinserteditintohisletter．①AfewscholarsemphasizePaul􀆳s
authorship;forinstance, Barclayclaims, “inmanywaysthisisthegreatest
andthemostmovingpassagethatPauleverwroteaboutJesus．”②Forthe
presentinvestigation,theredactionhistoryofthishymndoesnotmatter;

whatmattersisitsfinalcontent,asshownbelow(Table１):③

①

②

③

G．B．Caird,Paul􀆳sLettersfrom Prison (Oxford: OxfordUniversityPress,１９７６),１００Ｇ１０４,

１１９;LarryW．Hurtado, HowonEarthDidJesusBecomeaGod? HistoricalQuestionsaboutEarliest
DevotiontoJesus (GrandRapids, MI: WilliamB．Eerdmans,２００５),８４;RalphP．Martin,AHymnof
Christ:Phil２:５Ｇ１１inRecentInterpretation &intheSettingofEarlyChristian Worship (Downers
Grove,IL:InterVarsityPress,１９９７),４２Ｇ４５．

WilliamBarclay,TheLetterstothePhilippians,Colossians,andThessalonians (Philadelphia,

PA:TheWestminsterPress,１９５９),４２．
AllEnglishtranslationsofbiblicaltextsinthisarticlearefromNRSV,unlessotherwisenoticed．
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表１　«腓立比书»２:６Ｇ１１(NRSV)

６
who,thoughhewasintheformofGod,

didnotregardequalitywithGod
assomethingtobeexploited,

７

butemptiedhimself,

takingtheformofaslave,

beingborninhumanlikeness．
Andbeingfoundinhumanform,

８
hehumbledhimself

andbecameobedienttothepointofdeathＧＧ
evendeathonacross．

９
ThereforeGodalsohighlyexaltedhim

andgavehimthename
thatisaboveeveryname,

１０
sothatatthenameofJesus

everykneeshouldbend,

inheavenandonearthandundertheearth,

１１
andeverytongueshouldconfess

thatJesusChristisLord,

tothegloryofGodtheFather．

Asonecansee,thishymncontainsseveralmessagesaboutthelifeof
Jesus,likehisincarnation(beingborninhumanlikeness),death(onacross),

andresurrection (exaltation)．Forthisarticle􀆳spurpose,thefocusisonhis
divineidentity:whetherthishymndescribesarecognitionofJesusasdivinein
nature．Inthisregard,thecrucialverseis６(Table２),
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表２　«腓立比书»２:６的希腊文和英文

Greek English

who,thoughhewasintheformofGod,

didnotregardequalitywithGod
assomethingtobeexploited,

DunnemphasizesthatPaulseemstoproposean Adam Christology,

mainlyexposedinRom５:１２Ｇ２１,to “expresstheimportanceofChristby
comparinghimandhissignificancewiththatofAdam．”①Furthermore, he
arguesthat“AdamChristologyisalsoprobablythedeterminativecluetoour
understandingofPhil２:６Ｇ１１,”listingsignificantparallelsbetweenAdamand
JesusinPhil２:６Ｇ１１,suchas:

２．６aＧintheformofGod(cf．Gen．１．２７)

２．６bＧtemptedtograspequalitywithGod(cf．Gen．３．５)

ForDunn, Phil２:６Ｇ１１merelyexpressesatheologythatcontinuesthe
Jewishtradition,justassomeJewsofthesameperiodofferedworshipto
Adam,asdescribedinLifeofAdamandEve１３Ｇ１４．②Dunnconcludes,③

Inshort,then,oneofthemaincategoriesofearlyChristologywhich
seemsatfirsttogowellbeyondJewishthought(Christasacorporate
individual,as morethanindividual)isineffectanoutworking and
developmentofthemorefamiliarAdamtheologydrawnfromGen．１Ｇ３
andfromsubsequentreflectiononthesechapters．．．Thecategorieswere
certainlybeingstretchedbysuchusage,butwecannotyetsaythatthe
newwinehadalreadybursttheoldwineskins．

Dunn􀆳sargumentoverlooksacoupleofvitalmessagesthatthetext
indicates．Ashehasnoticed,thereisacrucialdifferencebetweenChristand
Adam,despitetheparallelsbetweenthem:Christrepresentsthenewage,the
ageoflifethroughdeath,whereasAdamrepresentstheoldage,theageofsin

①

②

③

Dunn,ThePartingsoftheWays,２５２．
同上,２５５.
同上,２５６;theitalicsareoriginalinDunn．
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rulingoverhumanitytodeath．①Giventhisdifference, itdeservescloser
examinationwhetherandhow Christdiffersfrom Adamintheirnatureof
being．Inthetext,atleastonesuchdifferenceexists, whichcanbediscerned
throughtheword ．

Assomescholarshavehighlighted,thekeytermforunderstandingthe
entirehymnofPhil２:６Ｇ１１istheGreekterm , whichistranslatedas
“form．”②Thequestionimportantforthecurrentdiscussionis: Whatdoesit
meantoclaimthatJesuswasintheformofGod?Inthisregard, Hawthorne
andMartinprovideacomprehensivesurvey,pointingoutfourpossibilitiesthat
Paul􀆳stheologysupports:glory,image (Gen１:２６Ｇ２７and３:１Ｇ５), modeof
being,andcondition/status．③ Dunnseemstoacceptthesecondpossibility,

givenhisemphasisontheparallelbetweenPhil２:６andGen１:２６Ｇ２７．Inother
words,DunnarguesthatJesusisintheformofGod (Phil２:６)justas
humanitywascreatedintheimageofGod(Gen１:２６Ｇ２７)．

Itiscrucialtonotethattheterm occursonlytwotimesinthe
originaltextsoftheentireNewTestament:Phil２:６and２:７．④Toclarifythe
meaningof inPhil２:６,itisbeneficialtoconsiderhowthiswordisused
in２:７,whichstatesthatJesusemptieshimselfandtooktheform ( )ofa
slave/servant( )．The “form”inPhil２:７isunlikelytomean “glory”

becauseitdoesnotmakesensetoclaimthatJesusemptieshimselfandtookthe
gloryofaservant．The meaningof “image” doesnotmakesenseeither
because,asBarclayhasemphasized, PaulmeantthatJesusreallyandtruly
becameaman．⑤Thus,themeaningof in２:７likelydescribesthemode
ofbeing,namelytheessenceofanexistence．Thepossibilityofacondition/

statusisnotexcluded,asitmakessenseforPaultoclaimthatJesustookthe
statusofaservant．Nevertheless,thispossibilitydoesnotconflictwiththe

①

②

③

④

⑤

Dunn,ThePartingsoftheWays,２５２．
RichardR．Melick,Jr．Philippians,Colossians, Philemon (Nashville, TN:BroadmanPress,

１９９１),８８; Martin,A HymnofChrist,９９．
GeraldF．HawthorneandRalphP．Martin,Philippians(GrandRapids, MI:Zondervan,２００４),

１１１Ｇ１１４．
ItalsooccursinMark１６:１２,butithasbeenacceptedwithoutdisagreementbyscholarsthatthe

originalendingofMarkis１６:８．
Barclay,TheLetterstothePhilippians,Colossians,andThessalonians,４５．
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meaningof “modeofbeing”;instead,theydescribedifferentaspectsofa
being．Inotherwords,Jesusemptiedhimself(incarnation)tobecomeahuman
inessenceandacceptedthelowerstatusofbeingaservant．

Thepossiblemeaningsof in２:７helptoascertainitsmeaningin２:

６becausethereisacontrastbetweenv．６andv．７regardingJesus􀆳sidentities
beforeandafterhisincarnation,indicatedbytheconjunction “but” (“ ”)

inv．７．①If２:７meansthatJesusbecameahumaninnatureandacceptedthe
statusofbeingaservant, then２:６likely meansthatJesus, beforethe
incarnation,hadtheformofGodinnatureandthehighstatusofbeingequalto
God．Thus,supposeoneacceptsDunn􀆳sviewthatJesusisdescribedasthe
secondAdaminPhil２:６Ｇ１１．Thisparallelcouldhavevariousimplications．As
Feeconcludes, viewingJesusassecondAdam mayleadto “adiminished
ChristologythatseesChristasonlyhumanandnotpreexistent,” asDunn
does;thatsaid,itmayalsomove “towardahighChristologythatseesan
intentionalcontrastbetweenAdam􀆳sfailureandthedivineChrist􀆳sstepping
intothatrolewithfullsuccess．”②Mydiscussionsupportstheseconddirection,

accordingtowhich “thatJesuswasinthe‘form’ofGodmeansnothingless
thanthathewasGod．”③

Inshort,readingPhil２:６and２:７togetherpointstoacontrast:whilethe
firstAdamwascreatedintheimageofGod(inthesensethathewasnotGod)

buttemptedtobeequalwithGod,thesecondAdam,Christ,wasintheform
ofGod(inthesensethathewasGod)butgaveupthisstatusofbeingequal
withGod．SuchacontrastconstituteswhatCairdcallsthe“rhetoricalbalance
ofthepassageasawhole:hewhorenouncedequalitywithGodtobecome
mancanbeadequatelycontrastedonlywithamanwhoaimedatequalitywith
God．”④HurtadoarguesthatthecontrasthereisnotbetweenJesusandAdam

①

②

③

④

Foranemphasisonthiscontrast,seeGordonD．Fee,Paul􀆳sLettertothePhilippians (Grand
Rapids, MI: WilliamB．Eerdmans,１９９５),１９６;PaulineChristology:AnExegeticalＧTheologicalStudy
(Peabody, MA: HendricksonPublisher,２００７),３７５．

Fee,PaulineChristology,３７５Ｇ３７６．
F．C．Synge,PhilippiansandColossians:IntroductionandCommentary (London:SCMPress,

１９５１),３０．
Caird,Paul􀆳sLettersfromPrison,１２１;theitalicsareoriginalinCaird．
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butbetweenJesusandfoolishhumans．① Eveninthisreading,thecontrast
betweenhumanityanddivinitystands．

Notably,theterm “equalto” ( )inPhil２:６occursrarelyintheNew
Testament,onlyeighttimes,andtheexpression “equaltoGod”occurstwo
times:Phil２:６andJohn５:１８．ThecontextofJohn５:１８suggeststhatthere
wasaquarrelbetweentheJewsandJesusregardinghealingontheSabbath:

Jesushealedasickman, whothentookhismat, besidethepoolwithfive
porticoes(John５:２)．Asaresult, “theJewswereseekingallthemoretokill
him,becausehewasnotonlybreakingthesabbath,butwasalsocallingGod
hisownFather,therebymakinghimselfequaltoGod” (John５:１８)．Inthe
versesfollowingJohn５:１８,Jesusgavealongdiscourse,which,asmentioned
inSection１above,DunnseesasaclearindicationofJesus􀆳sconsciousnessofa
divineexistencewithGod．Thus,ifDunnseestheChristologyinJohnashigh,

theparallelbetweenJohn５:１８andPhil２:６onthephrase “equaltoGod”

suggeststhattheChristologyinPhil２:６isalsohigh．
In conclusion, this section􀆳s discussion supports reading a high

ChristologyinPhil２:６Ｇ１１．EvenifoneacceptsDunn􀆳sviewthatPhil２:６Ｇ１１
expressesanAdamChristology,thetextsindicatethatthisChristologymoves
towardadirectionoppositetowhatDunnthought:itdescribesChristasdivine
insteadofasmerelyhuman．BecauseinDunn,Jesus􀆳sdivinenatureisthenonＧ
negotiableboundarymarkerbetweenthefollowersofJesusandthegroupof
JewsthatlaterbecamerabbinicJudaism,thetheologicalpartingoftheways
mightoccurasearlyasthedateofPhilippians．Itmakessensetoassume,as
vanKootendoes,thatPaulknewtheexpulsionsoffollowersofJesusfrom
synagoguesdescribedinJohn９:２２,１２:４２,and１６:２．

Ⅳ．ThehighChristologyinCol１:１５Ｇ２０

LikePhil２:６Ｇ１１,Col１:１５Ｇ２０isalsowidelyseenasaChristologicalhymn
circulatedbeforethecompositionofColossians．② Whileitiscontroversial

①

②

Hurtado, HowonEarthDidJesusBecomeaGod?,１００．
Caird,Paul􀆳sLettersfrom Prison, １７４; DavidHay, Colossians (Nashville, TN: Abingdon

Press,２０００),５０．PeterT．O’Brien,Colossians,Philemon (Dallas,TX: WordBooks,１９８２),３２．
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whethertheauthorofthisletterisPaul,itislargelyagreedthatitstheologyis
distinctivelyPauline,①especiallygiventhesimilaritiesbetweenColossiansand
Ephesians．②Forthispaper􀆳sdiscussion, whatmattersistheChristologythe
textsexpresses,nomatterwhowroteitandwhereitstheologycamefrom．As
ahymn,itsentirecontentisasfollows(Table３):③

表３　«歌罗西书»１:１５Ｇ２０

１５
HeistheimageoftheinvisibleGod,

Thefirstbornoverallcreation,

１６

Forinhimallthingswerecreated,

Inheavenandonearth,

Thingsvisibleandinvisible,

Whetherthronesordominions,principalitiesorpowers,

Allthingswerecreatedthroughhimandforhim;

１７
Andheisbeforeallthings,

Andinhimallthingsholdtogether．

１８

Andheistheheadofthebody,thechurch．
Heisthebeginning,

Thefirstbornfromthedead,

InorderthathemightbepreＧeminentineverything,

１９ Forinhimallthefullnesswaspleasedtodwell,

２０
Andthroughhimtoreconcileallthingstohim,

Whetherthingsonearthorinheaven,

Bymakingpeacethroughhisbloodshedonthecross．

ThestatementthatJesusisintheimageofGod(Col１:１５)resemblesthe
assertioninPhil２:６thatJesuswasintheformofGod．Thus,ifPhil２:６Ｇ１１
hasahighChristology,asdiscussedabove,Col１:１５Ｇ２０alsoexhibitsasimilar

①

②

③

Caird,Paul􀆳sLettersfromPrison,１７４;Hay,Colossians,５３;O’Brien,Colossians,Philemon,

４０Ｇ４１．
Synge,PhilippiansandColossians,５３Ｇ５９．
O’Brien,Colossians,Philemon．
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Christology;onecanarguethatCol１:１５Ｇ２０setsoutacontrastbetweenAdam
andChrist．①However,themessageofCol１:１５Ｇ２０ismuchmorecomplicated
becauseitisrelatedtoseveraldifferenttraditions, includingtheJewish
traditionconcerningWisdom, whichDunnemphasizes．AsDunnseesit,this
passage,aswellas１Cor８:６andprobablyPhil２:６Ｇ１１,usesWisdomlanguage
thatistypicallyJewishtraditionconcerningdivineWisdomtodescribethepreＧ
existenceofChrist．②SometypicalJewishtextsDunnmentionsinclude(Table
４):③

表４　犹太文本中先存的“智慧”

Prov８:２２Ｇ２３

TheLORDcreatedmeatthebeginningofhiswork,

thefirstofhisactsoflongago．
AgesagoIwassetup,

atthefirst,beforethebeginningoftheearth．

Sir２４:９
Frometernity,inthebeginning,hecreatedme,

AndforeternityIshallnotceasetoexist

Wisd７:２６
Forsheisthereflectionofeternallight,

thespotlessmirrorofthepowerofGod,

theimageofhisgoodness．

Ⅱ Enoch３０:８ OnthesixthdayIcommandedmywisdomtocreateman．

DunnalsoarguesthatJesusseemstolinkhimselfwiththefigureofdivine
Wisdombecause,inLuke７:３５, hecallshimselfachildofWisdom．④For
Dunn,thepointisthatthestatementsaboutafigureofdivineWisdomwere
widespreadduringSecondTempleJudaismwithoutbeingseenasanythreatto
thedoctrineofMonotheismbecauseWisdomwasnotseenasanothergod．⑤

WhiletheparallelsbetweenCol１:１５Ｇ２０andtheJewishtraditionof

①

②

③

④

⑤

Fee,PaulineChristology,５１８．
Dunn,ThePartingsoftheWays,２５７．
同上,２５８.
同上,２３１.
同上,２５９.



—２３４　　 —

Wisdomareexplicit,asotherscholarshavealsonoted,①itisnotsoexplicit
thatCol１:１５Ｇ２０continuesoracceptstheJewishunderstandingofWisdom．In
mydiscussionofAdamChristologyinPhil２:６Ｇ１１,IarguedthatPaulmight
usethetraditionofAdamtodevelopaChristologydifferentfromoreven
contrarytotheJewishunderstandingofAdam．ThisargumentappliestoCol
１:１５Ｇ２０aswellbecause,inBeetham􀆳sinsightfulwords, “Thecomposerofthe
hymnorpoem [Col１:１５Ｇ２０],however,hastakenhisdescriptionofChristin
thelanguageofWisdom/Wordanastonishingstepbeyondanythingsaidabout
theWisdom/WordfigureintheearlyJewishliterature．”②

Beetham mentionsacoupleofplaces whereCol１:１５Ｇ２０goes “an
astonishingstep”beyondJewishliteratureaboutWisdom．Hearguesthatin
Col１:１６, allthingswerecreatedinhim ( ),insteadofmerely
throughhim,and “thisislanguagethatelsewhereintheNTisreservedfor
Godalone (seeRom１１:３６;１Cor８:６; Heb２:１０)．”③Thisexampleisnot
sufficientlyconvincingbecausethestatementsinRom１１:３６;１Cor８:６and
Heb２:１０aredifferent,involvingnotcreationbuttheexistenceoftheworldin
him (God)．A moreconvincingexampleis Beetham􀆳sobservationthat
“WisdomfigurehasbeenconnectedtothecrucifiedandresurrectedJesus
Christ,anactualhistoricalfigure．Thisinterpretationstoodinstrongcontrast
totheJudaism oftheapostles’ day, whichidentified Wisdom withtheir
Scriptures,theTorah．”④

Thislatterexampleismoreconvincingbecauseabriefcomparisonofthe
WisdomofSolomonwithCol１:１５Ｇ２０regardingtheirconnectiontoProv８can
clarifythepoint．First, asBeetham hasobserved, whiledivine Wisdomis
personifiedinthe Wisdom ofSolomon,itisnotconnectedtoahistorical
person􀆳sentirelife．Second,thepersonifiedWisdomfunctionsdifferentlyfrom
Jesus．TakeWisd８:１６asanexample,wherethenotionofpersonifiedWisdom

①

②

③

④

See,forinstance, MarianneMeyeThompson, ColossiansandPhilemon (GrandRapids, MI:

WilliamB．Eerdmans,２００５),２９．Hay,Colossians,５４; O􀆳Brien,Colossians,Philemon,３８Ｇ３９．
ChristopherA．Beetham,EchoesofScriptureintheLetterofPaultotheColossians (Leiden:

Brill,２００８),１３７．
Beetham,EchoesofScripture,１３７．
同上,１３９.
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hasherereacheditspeak:①Wisdomaccompanieshumanstobringpleasureand
joy,avoidingharshnessandpain．Jesusfunctionsmorebroadlyanddeeply:he
istheheadofthechurchandthefirstbornfromthedead;hereconcilesall
thingsandmakespeacethroughhisblood．Itisnotmerelyaboutjoyand
pleasurebutisconcernedwithreconciliationandsalvation．Lastly,andmost
importantly,Col１:１９describesJesusinawaythatdoesnotoccurinany
Wisdomliterature: “Inhimallthefullnesswaspleasedtodwell．”

Therehasbeenadebateonthesourceofthetermfullness( ),

whichalsooccursinCol２:９todescribeJesusinasimilarbutmorepreciseway
(seeTable５below):

表５　«歌罗西书»１:１９和２:９的希腊文和英文

Greek English

Col１:１９
Forinhim allthefullness
waspleasedtodwell

Col２:９
Forinhimthewholefullness
ofdeitydwellsbodily

Somescholarsarguethat isatechnicalterm ofChristian
Gnosticismtodescribealltheaeonsoremanationswhichcamefrom God．②

Otherscholarsdisagree．Forinstance, Melickpresentstwocasesthatcounter
thisinterpretation．First, Gnosticism wasasecondＧcenturymovement, and
thereisnorealevidenceforawidespreadGnosticＧlikeworldviewnearthe
middleofthefirstcentury．③Second,sinceemanationsaredistinctfromGod,

thephrase“fullness( )ofdeity”indicatesanonＧGnosticinterpretation
of ．ThesecondpointissimilartothatofHay, whostates, “Unlike
laterGnosticism, thehymn makesnodistinction between Godandthe

①

②

③

TakamitsuMuraoka,TheWisdomofSolomonintheSeptuagint (Leuven:Peeters２０２４),８８．
Barclay,TheLetterstothePhilippians, Colossians,andThesalonians,１３６Ｇ１３７; E．Lohse,

ColossiansandPhilippians(Philadelphia,PA:Fortress,１９７１),５７．
Melick, Philippians, Colossians, Philemon, ２１３; see also E．Yamauchi, PreＧChristian

Gnosticism:ASurveyofProposedEvidences (２nded;GrandRapids, MI:Eerdmans,１９７３)．
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‘fullness’,”①andMoule, whoarguesthat“fullnessofdeity”cannotpossibly
beequatedwiththeGnostics’hierarchyofbeingslyingbetweenGodandthe
world．②Asdiscussedbelow,whetherthistermisfromGnosticismornot,the
readersofCol１:１９and２:９mayunderstandJesusasdivine．

If isnotatechnicaltermfromGnosticism,onecanunderstandit
accordingtoitsliteralmeaning．Inthiscase,asMelickpointsout,theterm
maymeansimply“totality,”anditexpressesthat“JesuswascompletelyGod．
EverythingthatGodis,Jesusis．”③Itishelpfultonotethat,the“dwellingof
thefullness”ismodifiedbytheadverb “bodily” ( ), whichoccurs
onlyonceintheNT．InO’Brien􀆳shighChristologicalreadingofCol１:１９and
２:９, “theadditionof (“bodily”)indicatesthemannerinwhichthe
fullnessdwellsinChrist．”④Accordingtothisreading, GoddwellsinJesus
completelyinaphysical,substantial,andontologicalsense．Itisnotmerelya
functionaltermdescribingtheideathatGodcompletelysavesthroughJesus,

as“afunctionalChristologypresupposes,andfindsitsultimatebasisin,an
ontologicalChristology．”⑤

Cairdputsforwardfourpossiblemeaningsof“bodily” ( ):⑥(a)
“inbodilyform,”i．e．,incarnate; (b) “embodied,”i．e．,inthecorporatelifeof
thechurch; (c) “inorganicunity,”andnotdiffusedthroughoutahierarchyof
powers; (d) “insolidreality．” Cairdarguesfor (d)andagainstothers．
Differently, Wrightstatesthatonedoesnothavetochoosebetween (a)and
(d)because“partofPaul􀆳spointisthattheincarnation,thetakingof‘bodily’

formbyGod, wasandisthe ‘solidreality’inwhichwerefulfilledallthe
earlierforeshadowings．”⑦ Wright􀆳scommentalsoappliestootheroptions,

althoughhedoesnotexaminethem．Forinstance,itispossiblethatPaulsaw

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

Hay,Colossians,６２．
C．F．D．Moule, PaultheApostletotheColossiansandtoPhilemon (Cambridge: Cambridge

UniversityPress,１９５７;reprint１９９１),１６６．
Melick,Philippians,Colossians,Philemon,２１３．
O’Brien,Colossians,Philemon,１１１．
同上,１１２.

Caird,Paul􀆳sLettersfromPrison,１９１．
N．T．Wright,ColossiansandPhilemon:AnIntroductionandCommentary (DownersGrove,

IL:IVPAcademic,２００８),８９．
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theincarnationasGod􀆳srealdwellinginJesustomakehimtheheadofthe
Church(Col１:１８)．Thepointisthatallthepossiblereadingsof “bodily”
( ) donotexcludeeachother,including (c), thefocusofthe
followingdiscussion．

Asemphasizedabove,manyscholarsnowadaysdonotsee inCol
１:１９and２:９asatechnicaltermcomingfromGnosticism．Cairdevenargues
thatGnosticism borrowedthisconceptfrom Paul．①Forthisarticle, what
mattersisthetheologicalmeaningofthisterm, ratherthanitshistorical
origin．Itisnotharmfultoassume,accordingtotheviewofafewscholars,

that inCol１:１９and２:９isaGnosticorGnosticＧliketerm．Evenifthis
isthecase,readersmaystillreadJesusasdivineratherthanhumanbecause
theauthorwasusingthisterminanantiＧGnosticsense,asindicatedbythe
warningagainstfalseteachingsinCol２:８: Seetoitthatnoonetakesyou
captivethroughphilosophyandemptydeceit,accordingtohumantradition,

accordingtotheelementalspiritsoftheuniverse,andnotaccordingtoChrist．
TheauthorofColossianswasteachingsomethingdifferentfromwhatwas

circulated,includingphilosophy,humantradition,andtheelementalspiritsof
theuniverse．Whateverthosefalseteachingsare, theauthorwarnedhis
audiencetorejectthem．Thus,ifGnosticismorGnosticＧlikethoughtwasone
ofthefalseteachings,theauthorwasusingatermfromthisthoughttoargue
againstit—which makessense oftheabove (c) reading of “bodily”
( )inCaird．BecauseGnosticism understoodJesusasoneofthe
emanationsorevenalltheemanations (Gnostic ),Jesuswaslower
thanGod;incontrast,theauthortaughtanoppositeunderstandingofJesusas
completely(Christian )divine．

Returningtotheentirehymn,onemayalsofindsomeparallelsbetweenit
and othercontemporary thoughts, such as Platonic cosmology, which
describesthecosmosasthevisibleimageofanintelligiblegod．② However,

suchparallelsarefarfromsuggestingthattheauthordescribedaPlatonic

①

②

Caird,Paul􀆳sLettersfromPrison,１８０Ｇ１８１．
MarkusBarthand HelmutBlanke, Colossians: A New Translation withIntroductionand

Commentary (New Haven, CT: YaleUniversityPress, ２００８),１６０．Hay, Colossians, ５８．Lohse,

ColossiansandPhilippians,５０．Wright,ColossiansandPhilemon,４７．
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Jesus．SimilarcommentsapplytothepossibleimpactofStoicphilosophyon
thishymnbecausesomescholarshavenoticedthat “therearecloseparallels
andalsocrucialdifferencesbetweenStoiccosmologyandthehymnicmaterial
ofCol．１．１５Ｇ２０．”①ThewarninginCol２:８suggeststhattheauthormightbe
teachingagainstaPlatonicorStoicunderstandingofJesus,althoughaPlatonic
orStoictermmightbeused．SuchawritingstrategyresemblestheonePhil２:

６Ｇ１１suggests．Asdiscussedintheprecedingsection,aparallelbetweenAdam
andChristdoesnotimplythatPaulproposedanAdamtheologythatinterprets
Jesusasmerelyahuman;rather, PaulsetupacontrastbetweenAdamand
ChristtohighlightJesus􀆳sdivinenature．

Allinall,acloserexaminationofCol１:１５Ｇ２０,especiallyitsdescriptionof
JesusastheimageofGod(Col１:１５)andthestatementsthatthefullness(of
deity)dwellsinJesus(Col１:１９;２:９),indicatesahighChristologythatraises
JesusashighasGodinsteadofalow ChristologythatinterpretsJesusas
human．Together,Phil２:６Ｇ１１andCol１:１５Ｇ２０pointtowhatDunncallsanonＧ
negotiableboundary markerbetween ChristianityandrabbinicJudaism—

Jesus􀆳sdivinity．

Ⅴ．Conclusion

Thisstudy has argued thattheology and sociology are notrival
frameworksbutcomplementarylensesfordescribingtheongoing “partings”

betweenemergentChristianityandrabbinicJudaism．Because,asDunnhas
pointedout, Monotheism/ChristologyprovidesthenonＧnegotiableboundary
markers,theologicalcriterialegitimatelyhelpusdiscernwhenspecificclaims
crossaline—evenwhensocialpracticeremained “muddy,”overlapping,and
locallyvariableforcenturies．AccordingtoDunn,thetheologicalpartingdid
nothappenuntilpostＧ７０CEbecause１)ithasbeenwidelyagreedthatthe
GospelofJohn,whichcontainsahighChristologythatcouldserveasthenonＧ
negotiableboundarymarker,wascomposedattheendofthefirstcenturyand
２)Phil２:６Ｇ１１andCol１:１５Ｇ２０,althoughcomposedbefore７０CE,portraya
lowChristologywithintheJewishtradition,notdescribingJesusasdivine．

① VickyBalabanshi,Colossians:AnEco—StoicReading (London:T&TClark,２０２０),７４．
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WhilethearticledoesnotclaimconsensusonanearlyJohanninedate,it
highlightsreasonstodoubtaconsensusonalatedate, decouplinghigh
Christologyfromanecessarilylatecompositionalsetting．Doingsoweakens
Dunn􀆳scaseforpostponingthetheologicalpartingandaligns withthe
possibilitythatexpulsionsandsynagogueconflictsreportedbyJohn were
alreadyknowninthePaulinehorizonbecause,textually,Phil２:６Ｇ１１andCol
１:１５Ｇ２０supportahighChristologythatmighthavecausedthelinetobe
crossed．ThestatementsthatJesuswasintheformofGodandequaltoGod
(Phil２:６)andthatfullness(ofdeity)dwellsinJesus(Col１:１９;２:９)indicate
anontologicalelevationofJesusthatstretchesandsurpassestheextantJewish
categorieslikeAdam/Wisdom motifs．Thesepassagesthereforerelocatethe
theological parting earlier than Dunn􀆳s ７０Ｇ１３５ window, even while
acknowledgingtheJewishresonancesbothauthorsemploy．

Thecaseofferedhereiscumulativeratherthandefinitive,foritrelieson
cautionagainstdrawingasettledconclusionaboutthedateofJohnand
simultaneouslyargumentsforahighChristologyinPhil２:６Ｇ１１andCol１:１５Ｇ
２０．Takentogether, theselines ofinquiry can refinea more nuanced
chronology:multiplesocial“partings”acrossthelongsecondＧfourthcenturies,

groundedinanearlier,preＧ７０theologicalpartingmarkedbytheconfessionof
Jesusassharinginthedivineidentity．


