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Chapter 8  
Parting of the Ways 

 
8.1.  Introduction 
The previous chapter ended with the conclusion that the decisive separation 
between Judaism as we know it today and Christianity as we know it today 
took place at the end of the first century. It happened as the combined result 
of a decision by representatives of mainstream Judaism to exclude Jewish 
Christians (those who were members of mixed Christian communities) from 
the ‘congregation of Israelites’ and the Roman redefinition of the taxpayers 
to the fiscus Judaicus, excluding these same Jewish Christians.  This leads to 
the scholarly debate about the ‘Parting of the Ways’ that has been going on 
for the past few decades, which will be the main subject of this last chapter. 
In this chapter also this entire study will be summarized. I will primarily 
focus on the position of the fiscus Judaicus in the ‘parting’ debate, but also 
observe what role is ascribed to the birkat ha-minim. 
 
8.2.  A survey of the debate  
A good starting point in this respect is the book by James Dunn from 1991: 
The Partings of the Ways: Between Christianity and Judaism and their 
significance for the character of Christianity. In this book Dunn looks at 
each of the four pillars of Second Temple Judaism (Monotheism, Covenant, 
Torah and Temple) and ‘at the way in which each of them became an issue 
between the new Jewish sect (Christianity) and the rest of first century 
Judaism’.547 In his twelfth chapter about ‘The Parting of the Ways’ in 
particular, the fiscus Judaicus and the birkat ha-minim are both mentioned 

                                            
547 Dunn 2006 [1991], 301. Wander 1997, who looks at the period between Jesus’ execution 
and the destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem, speaks of ‘Trennungsprozesse’ and does not 
see a break between Christianity and Judaism in this period. The main title of his book 
suggests that he treats the entire first century, but he hardly looks at the last three decades. 
The fiscus Judaicus is mentioned only once (p. 194) and is not seen as an important factor. 
In his conclusion Wander speaks of ‘ein späteres sukzessives Auseinandergehen’ (p. 289), 
but he does not mention the conversion of non-Jews to ‘atheism’ (from a Graeco-Roman 
perspective) as the main threat that was felt by Graeco-Roman cities and Roman authorities 
alike, which was of great concern to Jewish communities as well. For the alienation between 
Jews and Christians he does, however, see a cause in the fact that Jews could be associated 
with Christianity, which was already present in the days of Paul (p. 250).   
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by Dunn as elements that somehow fit into the context of ‘when did the 
ways finally part?’, which according to Dunn (as expressed in this book) 
happened between the years 70 and 135. The conclusion that must be drawn, 
however, is that both subjects (fiscus Judaicus and birkat ha-minim) are not 
treated in great detail.548 
 Furthermore, it is important to note that Dunn sees the parting of the ways 
as something which mainly happened between Jewish Christianity and 
mainstream Christianity.549 My conclusions do not agree with this view. As 
explained in the previous chapters, this parting seems to be largely a result of 
the break between mainstream Judaism on the one hand and Jewish 
Christians, as represented by the writers of Revelation (Chapter 5), the Letter 
to the Hebrews (Chapter 6) and the gospel of John (Chapter 7), including the 
Jewish Christians among their audiences, on the other. This is why I think 
the term ‘Gentile Christianity’, which is often used with regard to 
Christianity from the early second century onwards, is a very unfortunate 
one, because of the ongoing Jewish influence within mixed Christian 
communities that can be observed.550 This use of the term ‘Gentile 
Christianity’ seems to follow from Dunn’s conclusion about the parting of 
the ways, because it suggests that somehow a break occurred along ethnic 
lines between Judaism (Jews, including Jewish Christians) and Christianity 

                                            
548 About the birkat ha-minim, Dunn 2006 [1991], 312: ‘Whatever its earliest form, it is 
remembered in rabbinic tradition (b.Ber. 28b) as stemming from the time of Rabban 
Gamaliel at Yavneh (probably the mid-80s), and certainly must be judged as marking a 
decisive step forward in the attempt to define rabbinic Judaism over against other forms of 
Judaism as heretics (minim)’. Furthermore, the birkat ha-minim is also mentioned by Dunn 
on pages 289-290. With regard to the fiscus Judaicus, Dunn 2006 [1991], 316-317, makes 
use of Goodman 1989, concluding about the reform under Nerva: ‘such a change in policy 
meant that a clearer definition of apostasy could become possible’ (italics his). He also 
adds: ‘there is something both sad and modern about the likely conclusion that government 
taxation policy played a significant part in the final parting of the ways.’ 
549 Dunn 2006 [1991], 313: ‘The parting of the ways was more between mainstream 
Christianity and Jewish Christianity than simply between Christianity as a single whole and 
rabbinic Judaism’ (italics his).  
550 Despite his conclusion in the previous footnote Dunn 2006 [1991],  307, also observes 
that after the year 70 CE ‘Christianity remained Jewish Christianity’ (italics his), adding: 
‘As we move into the second century not only certain Christian sects can be described as 
“Jewish-Christian”, but Christianity as a whole can still properly be described as “Jewish 
Christianity” in a justifiable sense.’ This can be explained quite well if a substantial number 
of Jewish Christians were still part of this ‘Christianity as a whole’, although they no longer 
could lay claim to the label ‘Jewish’.   
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(Gentiles).551 Below we will see the use of this term ‘Gentile Christianity’ 
return in articles by Philip Alexander and Paula Fredriksen, which seems to 
lead to a wrong assessment of the character of Christianity after 96.  
 A year after his Partings of the Ways, another book was published with 
Dunn as the editor: Jews and Christians; The Parting of the Ways A.D. 70 to 
135. This volume is a collection of papers read at a conference in Durham in 
1989. The most important conclusion that came out of this meeting, 
according to Dunn, was the realization that the period ‘A.D. 70 to 135’ was 
perhaps too limited for this subject. This observation was primarily based on 
the contribution by Philip Alexander. Dunn concluded from his paper:  
 

The main point to emerge from PA’s paper is that we may have to 
date ‘the parting of the ways’ much later than the period under study, 
because of the evidence in rabbinic tradition of continuing 
interaction between rabbis and Jewish Christian minim.552 

 

                                            
551 This is also the view of Zetterholm 2003, about the specific separation between Judaism 
and Christianity in Antioch: ‘primarily between Jesus-believing Jews and Jesus-believing 
Gentiles’ (233). My main criticism of Zetterholm’s approach is the fact that he bases his 
case very strongly on the incident in Antioch (Gal. 2.11-18). He assumes that (1) after this 
incident there was already a (very neat) separation between ‘Jesus-believing Jews’ and 
‘Jesus-believing Gentiles’ in Antioch; that (2) these Gentile Christians nonetheless remained 
exclusively monotheistic and pretended to be Jews in relation to the authorities. With regard 
to the Jewish tax Zetterholm assumes that Jewish Christians in Antioch paid this to the 
fiscus Judaicus and Gentile Christians also paid ‘in order to maintain their disguise as Jews’ 
(233). My conclusions in this study have been quite different. Furthermore, one should not 
interpret the contrast that Ignatius makes between Judaism and Christianity in the early 
second century in an ethnic way, but in a religious way. (Also see Skarsaune 2007b, 505-
510). It is highly likely that on the Christian side there were also ‘ex-Jews’ in Antioch in the 
days of Ignatius (perhaps even Ignatius himself, cf., the writer of the Gospel of John!). 
Spence (2004) sees an early break between the synagogue and the church in Rome (before 
the Neronian persecution). In his view the fiscus Judaicus did not affect the Christian 
community in Rome at all (160-163), because of this early distinction. In Spence’s case I do 
not find all elements of his thesis convincing. The fact that he views the status of 
Christianity in pagan Rome as ‘yet another Eastern cult’ (e.g., 324, 355, 359) does not do 
justice to the fundamentally different character of Christianity with regard to its pagan 
environment and the tensions it created. The Jewish and Christian communities may have 
led relatively separate lives for a number of decades, but this does not mean that informers 
for the fiscus Judaicus under Domitian would not have targeted members of Christian 
communities in Rome as well (see my Chapter 2). 
552 Dunn 1992, 363. 
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The question that might emerge in relation to this quote, however, is 
whether these Jewish Christian minim were perhaps groups like the 
Ebionites. We know that they remained faithful to the Mosaic Law and thus 
stayed within the boundaries of Judaism for a longer period of time. But 
when they were expelled by mainstream Judaism (according to Alexander 
not before the third century, when one can ‘begin to talk of a “triumph of 
Rabbinism”’553), they did not converge with mainstream Christianity, as far 
as we know: they were regarded as heretics by the latter as well. Therefore, 
with regard to the break between Christianity as we know it today and 
Judaism as we know it today, the break between these Jewish Christian 
minim and the Rabbis does not seem to be that relevant.  
 It is useful to take a closer look at the arguments that Alexander brings 
forward. Early in his article he uses a metaphor that seems to be an apt 
description of the break between Judaism and Christianity. He pictures 
present-day Judaism and Christianity as two separate circles that do not 
overlap. Going back in time, we see these circles start to overlap somewhere 
around the fourth century and ‘sometime in the mid-first century’ we will 
observe that the Christian circle is completely within the Jewish one,  
according to Alexander.554  However, bearing in mind the remarks I made 
above about the relative irrelevance of the break between groups like the 
Ebionites and Rabbinic Judaism for the parting of the ways between 
Judaism and Christianity as we know them today, I would strongly criticize 
this metaphor. It is very well conceivable that an important group of Jewish 
Christians had already been pushed out of the circle of Judaism by the end 
of the first century and now formed the group of proto-orthodox Christianity 
together with non-Jewish ‘Gentile’ Christians. Therefore, I do not agree 
with Alexander’s main claim that Jewish Christianity (which, according to 
Alexander, stayed within the Jewish circle until at least the third century 
when it was evicted after the ‘triumph of Rabbinism’) played a central role 
in the parting of the ways.555 In this respect one should also remember that 
the group that he labels ‘Gentile Church’ and ‘Gentile Christianity’ in 
reality contained a very strong Jewish element. 

With regard to the birkat ha-minim Alexander is of the opinion that this 
curse did play an important role in the break between Jewish Christians and 

                                            
553 Alexander 1992, 21. 
554 Alexander 1992, 2. 
555 Alexander 1992, 3, 24. 
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the Rabbis.556 But he also notes: ‘it would be wrong to imagine that Yavneh 
was in any position to force it upon the synagogues of Palestine, let alone of 
the Diaspora’.557 I already stated against this argument (when used in a late 
first century context) that excluding Jewish Christians who were members 
of mixed Christian communities from mainstream Judaism probably did not 
require a strong central Jewish leadership at the end of the first century.558 
Rather this was felt to be an urgent matter under Domitian and Nerva, 
particularly in the diaspora. It can be concluded that in all of this Alexander 
does not consider the Roman factor at all and leaves the fiscus Judaicus 
unmentioned. 

The only scholar who does mention the fiscus Judaicus in this context is 
Goodman. In previous chapters I already referred to his conclusion that 
‘after A.D. 96 (…) the definition of a Jew by the Roman state was, for the 
purpose of the tax, a religious one’, so no longer an ethnic one.559 I agree 
with his view on the reform of the Jewish tax by Nerva. So also his next 
observation is very important: ‘It seems to me no accident that a clear 
distinction between Jews and Christians begins regularly to appear in pagan 
Roman texts after A.D. 96’,560 but these arguments have not been given 
much room during the 1989 conference, so it seems, and it must be 
concluded that the overall feeling coming from this volume is one of strong 
doubt whether we are able to pinpoint a single moment in time for the 
parting of the ways between Judaism and Christianity. The fiscus Judaicus 
played a very minor role in this debate, as it does in Dunn’s own Partings of 
the Ways. 
 Besides the criticism as expressed by, e.g., Alexander, further criticism on 
Dunn’s approach has been given by Judith Lieu in an article with the title 
‘”The Parting of the Ways”: Theological Construct or Historical Reality?’561 
Lieu’s main criticism centres on the use of ‘the abstract or universal 
conception of each religion, Judaism and Christianity, when what we know 
about is the specific and local’.562 At the same time she acknowledges that 
Christianity sees itself as the Church at a very early stage and is recognized 

                                            
556 Alexander 1992, 6-11. 
557 Alexander 1992, 10. 
558 See pp. 181-196 and particularly note 510. 
559 Goodman 1992, 34; Goodman 1989; 1990. 
560 Goodman 1992, 33. 
561 First published in JSNT 56 (1994) 101-119; reprinted in: Lieu 2002, 11-29. 
562 Lieu 2002, 18. 
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as a separate religion in the early second century by Roman authorities.563 
And about Judaism she notes: 
 

Whatever the fuzziness at the edges, the use of the term I)oudai=oi 
without apology both in pagan literature and in Jewish inscriptions 
implies a coherent perception from outside and from within.564 

 
Thus, very early on, as also acknowledged by Lieu, we seem to observe 
quite universal conceptions of the two religions. However, with regard to the 
perspective of the outside world concerning Judaism and Christianity, Lieu 
seems to miss a very important point, which seems to belong to this realm of 
the ‘universal’ and not to the ‘specific and local’. When she discusses the 
issue of ‘pagan perceptions of Christians in relation to Jews’, she writes: 
 

Whatever Luke’s own theological agenda, for Gallio in Acts 18 and 
for the Ephesian crowd in Acts 19.33-34, Christians are still Jews.565  

 
Lieu is right about the fact that Paul is regarded as a Jew and that his 
opponents in Acts 18 are also Jews, as is Alexander, who ‘tried to make a 
defence before the people’ in Ephesus. The issue in both cases, however, 
seems to be the way Paul, as a Jew, had been converting non-Jews to the 
God of Israel by insisting that they should give up their traditional religions 
(Chapter 2, esp. pp. 50-55). In this way these converts became 
fundamentally different from other sympathizers with Judaism. Gallio does 
not yet seem to understand this distinction between God-fearers and non-
Jewish Christians as different groups of sympathizers with Judaism. The 
Ephesian crowd already does understand what is going on and is furious 
about the way Paul had allegedly ‘drawn away a considerable number of 
people by saying that gods made with hands are not gods’ (Acts 19.26).  

Also in relation to the persecution of Christians by Pliny, Lieu fails to see 
this point. In her view Pliny regards them as ‘a group associated with certain 
unspecified crimes and responsible for the lamentable collapse in the 
sacrificial meat trade’,566 but the sacrifice test that Pliny uses for people who 
deny that they were ever Christians and those who confess that they were 

                                            
563 Lieu 2002, 19. 
564 Lieu 2002, 19. 
565 Lieu 2002, 21. 
566 Lieu 2002, 22. 
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Christians at some point in the past, clearly points to the crime of ‘atheism’ 
or ‘contempt of the gods’. Pliny’s only question is whether he should punish 
the latter group for having been Christians in the past. He does not think so 
himself, since they cannot be charged with any other crimes and have 
proven to him that they have given up their exclusive monotheism. His 
views are confirmed by the emperor Trajan in his response to Pliny: this 
group can also be released without further punishment. 567 

From the year 96 onwards it was possible for Roman authorities to 
recognize Christians, because they were exclusive monotheists, who did not 
pay the Jewish tax. After the distinction between Jewish and non-Jewish 
Christians had disappeared, they could all be punished for the former crime 
(exclusive monotheism) and no longer for the latter (tax evasion). If people 
who were suspected of being Christians were brought before a court by 
informers, they were first asked if they were indeed Christians. In case they 
confirmed this, they could be convicted immediately without further proof. 
If they denied, they needed to prove that they were no ‘atheists’ by 
sacrificing to idols of gods and/or emperor. This seems to me how they 
could be recognized ‘as a single and definable body’, something Lieu thinks 
is missing from the theory that the fiscus Judaicus played an important role 
in separating Jews and Christians.568 It should also be clear that not all 
groups that we often label as ‘Christian’ were seen as such by the Romans, 
because some of them would not be considered to be ‘illegal atheists’. This 
is true for, e.g., the Ebionites, who could probably still qualify as Jews, and 
also for members of all kinds of docetic and Gnostic sects, who did not mind 
sacrificing to idols, because this was either allowed within their religious 
system in order to save their lives or because their religious system was not 
exclusively monotheist.569 All of these groups were seen as heretics by 
proto-orthodox Christianity. 

                                            
567 Pliny, Ep. 10.96; 10.97. 
568 Lieu 2002, 19: ‘Martin Goodman has sought to argue recently that it is only after the 
time of Nerva, when the fiscus Judaicus was limited (or extended) to those practicing the 
Jewish religion, that pagan writers become aware of the Christians as separate from the Jews 
[Goodman 1989]. Even if true, what his theory does not explain (…) is why they recognize 
them as a single and definable body.’ Her original article of 1994 is here referring to 
Goodman 1989. 
569 See Ehrman 2003, 137-140: ‘it is no accident that Tertullian uses proto-orthodox 
martyrdoms as a point of differentiation between true and false believers. As he indicates, 
“heretics” refuse to pay the ultimate price for their faith. In his essay “The Remedy for the 
Scorpion’s Sting” (the scorpion being “heresy”), Tertullian indicates that Gnostics – not true 
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The growing tendency to speak about the issue of the parting of the ways 
in terms like ‘complexity’, ‘bitty’ and ‘long drawn out’570, has found its 
climax in the volume edited by Adam H. Becker and Annette Yoshiko Reed, 
which bears the telling title The Ways that Never Parted: Jews and 
Christians in Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages. Perhaps it is no 
surprise to find that the fiscus Judaicus has now disappeared completely, 
even in the contribution by Goodman, to which I will return shortly. First I 
will discuss the introduction of the book and the contribution by Paula 
Fredriksen. 

In the introduction by Becker and Reed to this volume, which was 
published in 2003, it becomes clear that the purpose of this book is to 
challenge the traditional view of the ‘Parting of the Ways’. In the preface to 
the paperback edition, which followed in 2007 (of which it is not clear who 
wrote it), it is stated that the volume has already served this purpose:  
 

No longer can scholars assume that there was a single historical 
moment after which the texts, beliefs and practices of Jews became 
irrelevant to those of their Christian contemporaries – nor the 
converse. Too much is lost when we study the two in isolation from 
one another.571 

 
In this volume there is a great stress on ‘the interactions between Jews and 
Christians’ in later centuries,572 but there seems to be a bit of a twist in the 
arguments as presented by the editors. Their description of the traditional 

                                                                                                                
believers in any sense for Tertullian — avoid martyrdoms, reasoning that Christ died 
precisely so that they would not have to and that it is better to deny Christ and repent of it 
later than to confess Christ and pay the ultimate price’ (140). But also see Hoheisel (1993) 
on the confession of faith in front of authorities, with a focus on sincerity and lie in the 
Gnosis. He observes ‘dass die Ansichten gnostischer Gruppen zum heilsnotwendigen 
Bekenntnis vor der Obrigkeit in Vervolgungszeiten erheblich weiter auseinandergehen, als 
man vor Erschliessung der Nag-Hammadi-Codices ahnen konnte. Mit dieser Vielfalt 
verschwimmen zwangsläufig die angeblich so scharfen, eindeutigen Grenzen zur 
Grosskirche.’ (59) 
570 Lieu 2002, 4: ‘this model of a “parting of the ways” (…) may imply a precision which 
obscures the complexity of the data it seeks to interpret’; Dunn 1992, 367: ‘”The parting of 
the ways”, properly speaking, was very “bitty”, long drawn out and influenced by a range of 
social, geographical, and political as well as theological factors’. 
571 Becker and Reed 2007, xi. 
572 Becker and Reed 2007, x. 
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view seems to the point. This is the theory that there was an early split in the 
first or early second century CE, after which:  
 

(1) Judaism and Christianity developed in relative isolation from one 
another and (2) the interactions between Jews and Christians (…) 
were limited, almost wholly, to polemical conflict and mutual 
misperception.573 

 
The editors do succeed in convincing their readers that there is much value 
in ‘studying Judaism and Christianity as traditions that continued to impact 
one another’ in later centuries as well, even ‘into the Middle Ages’,574 but 
these lasting ‘interactions’ and the ‘interchange between Jews and 
Christians’ seem to be presented as proof that there was no ‘single, pivotal 
moment of separation’ or ‘early and decisive split between the two 
religions’.575 In contrast to this suggestion, it is very well conceivable that 
there was a historical moment at which a formal decisive split took place 
between these two religions (i.e., in 96 CE), after which it was still possible 
that moments or even periods of interchange and interaction happened, but 
to speak of ‘meaningful convergences’ or even of a pattern of ‘parting and 
joining and parting and joining again for many centuries’ from the second 
century onwards, seems to overstate the editors’ case.576 I will return to this 
issue below. 

In the contribution by Paula Fredriksen, there are some aspects that I 
would like to highlight. She argues that the contra Iudaeos tradition of 
ancient Christian (proto-) orthodoxy does not reflect the social reality in 
those early centuries and she concludes, that: 

 
to conceptualize relations between ancient Jews and Christians in 
terms of a ‘Parting of the Ways’ is to misconstrue the social and 
intellectual history of Judaism, of Christianity, and of majority 
Mediterranean culture at least up through the seventh century, and 
possibly beyond.577 

 

                                            
573 Becker and Reed 2007, 2. 
574 Becker and Reed 2007, 3. 
575 These qualifications can be found in respectively Becker and Reed 2007, x, 23, 16, and 
17.  
576 Becker and Reed 2007, 22-23. 
577 Fredriksen 2007, 38. 
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This conclusion is, of course, right if one tries to answer the question (as 
posed by Fredriksen): ‘At what point did relations between Jews and 
(Gentile) Christians irretrievably, unambiguously break down?’578 This 
question is remarkable in itself, because in this case we are apparently 
considering relations between two groups that can already be relatively 
clearly distinguished. However, there are also arguments in her contribution 
that could support my thesis that a pivotal parting of the ways (a formal 
break between Jewish Christians and mainstream Judaism) took place at the 
end of the first century, which actually made possible a distinction between 
Jews and Christians. In the following paragraphs this will be clarified. 

Fredriksen starts her argument by describing the pagan views on Jews and 
Judaism. One of her (correctly drawn) conclusions about pagan enmity 
towards Judaism is: ‘Converts, not “native” Jews, stimulated the greatest 
hostility’.579 With this conclusion in mind Fredriksen brings up the subject of 
the alleged proselytism of Judaism in antiquity, which she thinks did not 
exist on a grand scale.580 This topic is described by her in the context of ‘the 
balance within the religious ecosystem of the ancient city’:581 

 
Jews won exemptions from civic and imperial cult through 
persistence and negotiation. Majority culture tolerated their 
exclusivism out of its general respect for ancestral traditions. To 
have actively pursued a policy of alienating Gentile neighbours from 
their family gods and native civic and imperial cults would only have 
put the minority Jewish community at risk. 

 
In a nutshell she here describes the very reason why Jewish Christian 
missionaries like Paul met with so much opposition: they were the ones 
actively pursuing ‘a policy of alienating Gentile neighbours from their 
family gods and native civic and imperial cults.’ Thus, because they were  
putting ‘the minority Jewish community at risk’, there was also a strong 
Jewish opposition in the diaspora against them.582 Fredriksen sees this 
delicate ‘balance within the religious ecosystem of the ancient city’ as the 

                                            
578 Fredriksen 2007, 35. 
579 Fredriksen 2007, 47. See also pp. 50-55.  
580 See also pp. 61-62. 
581 Fredriksen 2007, 55. 
582 Goodman, 2005b: ‘The persecution of Paul by Diaspora Jews’.  
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reason why ‘the early Gentile churches’583 could no longer count on the 
tolerance of the ‘majority culture’, but there is no reason why these early 
churches should be given the label ‘Gentile’, when the Jewish element was 
still so strong (a number of Christians could still be ethnically regarded as 
Jews in the early second century) and had been responsible for this mission 
in the first place.  

This state of affairs could very well explain why, after the issue of Jewish 
identity had become acute in the days of Domitian as a consequence of the 
administration of the fiscus Judaicus, it was in the interest of Domitian’s 
successor Nerva and the Roman authorities in general to be able to make a 
clear distinction between Judaism and Christianity; and why it was in the 
interest of Jewish communities to distance themselves strongly from 
Christianity, particularly from those Christians who had still been regarded 
as Jews by the fiscus Judaicus under Domitian.584 A real parting of the ways 
between an important group of Jewish Christians and mainstream Judaism 
happened exactly as a consequence of what Fredriksen describes in her quote 
above.  

I do not deny her conclusion that we keep seeing ‘strong indications of 
persistent, intimate interactions’, but we should also keep taking into full 
account — also observed by Fredriksen — that ‘an awareness of separation 
(…) seems clearly attested in some early to mid-second century writers’.585  
However, I strongly disagree with her conclusion that the later contra 
Iudaeos traditions ‘changed the past’ and that the ‘ideology of separation 
was initially an optative principle’, developed by ‘an intellectual minority 
(…) beginning, perhaps in the early second century CE’.586 The inner Jewish 
tensions of the late first century that I have described in the previous three 
chapters very likely stood at the basis of the contra Iudaeos tradition, or 
perhaps they even started it. This option is not considered by Fredriksen in 
her contribution to The Ways that Never Parted, because she fails to see an 
early parting of the ways.587 For her the ‘matrix’ of this tradition ‘was the 

                                            
583 Fredriksen 2007, 56. 
584 See the previous chapter for details.  
585 Fredriksen 2007, 61.  
586 Fredriksen 2007, 62. 
587 Although Fredriksen 2007, 62, n. 86, does observe the following: ‘Intolerance of its own 
diversity characterizes late Second Temple Judaism, and accounts for much of its sectarian 
literary production. The intra-group vituperation and intense debate about authority, 
behavior, and biblical interpretation that marks canonical and extra-canonical paleo-
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intra-Christian disputes of educated, formerly pagan intellectuals’ in the 
earlier half of the second century.588  Here, the opposition between ‘Gentile 
Christianity’ and Judaism in the course of the second century recurs, which 
is also observed by Boyarin. This was recognized in the last chapter, when 
discussing the development of the discourse of heresy within Judaism.589 
The earlier inner Jewish tensions (between Jewish Christians and 
mainstream Judaism) at the end of the first century are overlooked, when the 
facts are presented in this way. If many of these Jewish Christians were still 
part of second century ‘Gentile’ Christianity, these opposing positions can be 
seen in continuity with the inner Jewish tensions at the end of the first 
century.    

In the foreword to the second edition of his Partings of the Ways (2006) 
Dunn discusses the points of criticism that I have described above. On the 
basis of this criticism he has come to recognize that the process of the 
parting of the ways ‘was still more complex than I first envisaged’.590 His 
somewhat disappointing, because very vague, new conclusion is: 
 

In short, then, in response to the question, When did the ways part?, 
the answer has to be: Over a lengthy period, at different times and 
places, and as judged by different people differently, depending on 
what was regarded as a non-negotiable boundary marker and by 
whom. So, early for some, or demanded by a leadership seeking 
clarity of self-definition, but for many ordinary believers and 
practitioners there was a long lingering embrace which was broken 
finally only after the Constantinian settlement.591 

   
With regard to this citation one could question whether there really are signs 
of a ‘long lingering embrace’. Furthermore, Dunn brings up the subject of 
the final break of interactions between Jews and Christians, which we could 

                                                                                                                
Christian texts (Paul’s letters, the gospels, Barnabas [perhaps], Revelation) are some of the 
most Jewish things about them. These texts were read in support of the contra Iudaeos 
tradition by later Gentile Christians; they do not directly witness to it.’ A good case could 
probably be made for the thesis that this tradition actually started with Jewish Christian texts 
like Revelation, the Letter to the Hebrews and the Gospel of John. 
588 Fredriksen 2007, 37. 
589 See pp. 186-188. 
590 Dunn 2006 [1991], xii. 
591 Dunn 2006 [1991], xxiii-xxiv. 
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begin to observe at the end of the fourth century. I will come back to these 
issues below. 

At the same time Dunn keeps bringing forward arguments that apparently 
still lead him to believe that there was some kind of important break at the 
end of the first or the beginning of the second century. Without referring to 
the fiscus Judaicus, he points at the first use of the word ‘Christian’ by 
Graeco-Roman writers (Tacitus, Suetonius, the younger Pliny) early in the 
second century and to the emergence of the term ‘Christianity’ in the 
writings of Ignatius also in the early second century.592 Dunn rightly stresses 
both points, because they do indicate some kind of fundamental break that 
led to a better distinction between Judaism and Christianity to be dated in the 
late first or early second century.  

 
8.3.  The formal break in 96 CE and beyond 
At this point I would like to return to Goodman’s contribution to The Ways 
that Never Parted, entitled: ‘Modeling the “Parting of the Ways”’, which 
mainly consists of a number of very interesting ‘schematic diagrams’ that 
have been developed with the help of many students and scholars.593 These 
models are presented as ‘inexact representations of an elusive reality’ from a 
variety of perspectives, and are accompanied by the warning that they 
‘should only be used as heuristic devices for finding out more about the 
import of the ancient evidence’.594 

The fiscus Judaicus and the year 96 do not appear in any of these 
diagrams. When looking at the title of each diagram, one quickly observes 
that one very important perspective is completely missing: that of the rulers 
of the empire. To put my contribution to this debate into a better perspective, 
it seems important to point again at the legal statuses that Judaism and 
Christianity had within the Roman Empire and also at the development of 
each status as time progressed. A very simple scheme from a Roman 
standpoint is the following: 

                                            
592 Dunn 2006 [1991], xiv-xviii. 
593 Goodman, 2007 [2003]. 
594 Goodman, 2007 [2003], 120; some titles of the diagrams are: ‘Different datings of the 
“Parting of the Ways”’, ‘Rabbinic view of the “Parting of the Ways”’, ‘Eusebius’ view of 
the “Parting of the Ways”’. An important one is: ‘Jews and Christians as seen by pagans in 
antiquity’, because this is the one that should come closest to the Roman perspective, but 
this diagram is surprisingly simple, compared to the others, and, strangely enough, shows no 
development in the pagan view of Christians in the first century. 
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       Judaism   Christianity 

A.  Before 96 CE  religio licita  related to Judaism, but suspect 
B.  After 96 CE   religio licita  superstitio illicita 
C.  After 313 CE  religio licita  religio licita 
D.  After 381 CE  religio licita  official state religion 

 
The factor of the reigning political power seems to be essential, when 

looking at the relations between Judaism and Christianity in the first four 
centuries. I will briefly treat these separate periods in time and note some 
important aspects in each of them. 

(A) Before 96 CE. This first period is characterized by the Jewish 
Christian mission that led to the tensions in the Graeco-Roman world that I 
have described above, when discussing the views of Fredriksen on the 
parting of the ways. These tensions existed between pagans and Gentile 
Christians (those who had left their ancestral customs to join the Christian 
movement) and between Jews and Jewish Christians. In this first period 
Roman persecutions of Christians took place under (1) Nero, which were 
limited to Rome, happened in the course of a few weeks and were probably 
mainly directed against Gentile Christians as alleged criminals; and (2) 
Domitian, when the distinction between Jewish and non-Jewish Christians 
was still an important criterion for their respective punishments (see 
Chapters 2 and 4). There was not yet a persecution of Christians for being 
Christians, but Jewish Christians could be persecuted as Jewish tax evaders, 
which could lead to the confiscation of their property, and non-Jewish 
Christians could be persecuted on the charge of ‘living a Jewish life’, which 
could cost them their lives because they were regarded as ‘illegal atheists’. 

The introduction of the Jewish tax by Vespasian and the subsequent 
emergence of the issue of Jewish identity during the administration of the 
fiscus Judaicus under Domitian, brought the confusing situation around 
Judaism and its sympathizers fully to the surface. Nerva seems to have 
solved these problems by sharpening the definition of those who should pay 
the Jewish tax to the fiscus Judaicus. He probably did this by limiting the tax 
burden to ‘those Jews who remained faithful to their ancestral ways’, with 
the consequence that ‘Jew’ was now more a religious label than an ethnic 
one (see Chapter 3). An important group of Jewish Christians could no 
longer claim to be Jews according to this Roman definition (and had been 
excluded from ‘Israel’ by mainstream Judaism as well, see Chapter 7). In 
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this way Romans had succeeded in making a clear distinction between 
Judaism as an accepted religion (religio licita) and Christianity as an illegal 
religion or rather ‘superstition’ (superstitio illicita): between ‘legal atheists’ 
and ‘illegal atheists’. To speak of ‘Gentile’ Christianity from this moment 
onwards seems unjustified, because the ‘Jewish’ character of mainstream 
Christianity was not suddenly lost in mixed Christian communities after the 
year 96.595 

(B) 96-313 CE. This second period saw the first persecutions of Christians 
as Christians by the Roman authorities. At first these were sporadic and not 
systematic, but between 250 and 313 there were periods of more intense and 
centrally organized persecutions under, e.g., the emperors Decius and 
Diocletian.  

In Judaea and Galilee the years of the revolt of Bar Kochba (135-138) 
against Rome led to violence against Christians as well. During this revolt 
one could speak of some kind of Jewish political independence, which 
immediately had its violent effects on the Christian minority.596 

Pagan criticism of Christians mainly focused on the fact that they had 
given up their traditional religions, whether Jewish or pagan. This can be 
found in the writings of pagan authors that have been preserved by Christian 
writers. The first example is Celsus (a mid-second century author, as quoted 
by Origen in his contra Celsum): 

 
I will ask them where they have come from, or who is the author of 
their traditional laws. Nobody, they will say. In fact they themselves 
originated from Judaism, and they cannot name any other source for 
their teacher and chorus leader. Nevertheless they rebelled against 
the Jews. (5.33) 

   
Celsus also extensively quotes a Jew in this book, who is of the same 
opinion: 
 

What was wrong with you, citizens, that you left the law of your 
fathers, and, being deluded by that man whom we were speaking of 

                                            
595 See also the observation by Dunn in note 550. 
596 Justin, I Apol. 31.6: ‘For in the Jewish war which lately raged, Bar Kochba, the leader of 
the revolt of the Jews, gave orders that Christians alone should be led to cruel punishments, 
unless they would deny Jesus Christ and utter blasphemy’. 
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just now, were quite ludicrously deceived and have deserted us for 
another name and another life? (2.1) 
 
Why did you take your origin from our religion, and then, as if you 
are progressing in knowledge, despise these things, although you 
cannot name any other origin for your doctrine than our law? (2.4) 

 
The remarkable quotes above seem to describe the situation of Jewish 
Christians having left their Jewish ancestral customs, which supports my 
thesis of a relatively recent break between Jewish Christians and mainstream 
Judaism.597 A little later (third century) there is another pagan writer, 
Porphyry, who repeats this insight in a similar way, but seems to focus on 
Christians as former pagans: 

 
The Christians are those who have deserted their ancestral ways and 
adopted the myths of the Jews, the enemies of humankind; at the 
same time they have deserted the God honoured by the Jews and his 
precepts (Porphyry as cited by Eusebius, Praep. Ev. 1.2.3-4). 
 

One can see that Porphyry has no sympathetic words for Jews either (‘the 
enemies of humankind’), but at least they never deserted their ancestral ways 
like Christians had done, who had subsequently ‘deserted the God honoured 
by the Jews and his precepts’ as well.  

In the diaspora this period and the next one seem to have been among the 
most prosperous for Jewish communities. The association of God-fearers 
and other sympathizers with the synagogue and Judaism is well documented 
for the first centuries. Especially in the third century we find many 
indications of how successful Judaism was in winning sympathizers.598 This 
proved to be a good strategy to stay within the Roman legal boundaries on 
the one hand and allow people who were attracted to Judaism into the 
synagogues on the other. Only in exceptional cases — probably for the 
purpose of marriage — does one find full conversions to Judaism and, thus, 
to exclusive monotheism. In the Aphrodisias inscription that was already 
referred to in an earlier chapter, 55 Jews are recorded, 54 God-fearers and 

                                            
597 Lieu 2002, 14, observes with regard to these quotes: ‘This then is not a ‘parting of the 
ways’ but apostasy or desertion, a deliberate rejection and turning the back on truths 
inherited’. 
598 Feldman 1993, 342-382. 
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only three proselytes.599 Often one finds that city officials belonged to the 
group of God-fearers or sympathizers (also in Aphrodisias) and this makes it 
clear that this phenomenon was very useful for the social, economic and 
political integration of Jewish communities in the cities that they lived in. 
Winning proselytes on a grand scale would have had the alienating effect 
that Fredriksen describes above.600 

For the relations between Judaism and Christianity one could assume that 
it was possible for individual Christians to attend synagogue services, 
because these two (now separate) religions shared a number of characteristic 
elements: exclusive monotheism and the Jewish religious writings (usually 
in its Greek translation: the ‘Septuagint’). These Christians would not have 
been regarded as heretical Jews by the synagogues, but were very likely seen 
as having the same status as God-fearers and other sympathizers. 

(C) 313-381 CE. This was the only period in antiquity in which Judaism 
and Christianity as separate religions enjoyed the same legal status, that of a 
religio licita.601 Christianity probably had two great advantages over 
Judaism from this moment onwards. The first advantage was the fact that 
almost all Roman emperors beginning with Constantine (who made the 
decision to give Christianity the status of a religio licita by means of the 
Edict of Milan in 313) were Christians. The second advantage was the way 
in which Christianity could win new converts: they could be taken up as full 
members very quickly. Furthermore, there was an explosion in church-
building in this period. For the first time Christian communities could legally 
own property. 
                                            
599 Reynolds and Tannenbaum, 1987; Ameling 2004, IJO 14: 71-112. See also p. 41 and 
note 108. This Aphrodisias-inscription was initially dated to the early third century, but later 
dating proposals (fourth, fifth and even sixth century) have followed. Gilbert (2004) gives a 
summary of all these proposals, weighs the arguments and argues himself on the basis of 
information from the inscription: ‘A Jew serving in the imperial administration and the 
public acknowledgment of three converts (…) reflects a social reality consistent with the 
fourth century and unlikely to have existed in the fifth or sixth’ (176). For the purpose of 
our argument it does not really matter whether this inscription should be dated to the third or 
fourth century. If it is dating from the fourth century, as Gilbert argues, it is proof of the 
ongoing success of Judaism even during a period in which Christianity was growing in size 
and influence. 
600 See p. 222. 
601 The next observation of Lieu (2002, 27) fits very well into this context. Referring to 
Jacob Neusner and his Judaism and Christianity in the Age of Constantine from 1987, she 
notes that Neusner ‘sees the fourth century as the first point at which Jews and Christians 
began to talk about the same things to the same people, even to each other.’  
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Synagogues were probably able to retain a substantial number of their 
non-Jewish sympathizers, but this system could have started to become less 
stable with the unhindered advance of Christianity. Full conversions to 
Judaism do not seem to have increased during this period.602  

In the middle of the fourth century, we find the remarkable reign of the 
emperor Julian (360-363, called ‘the Apostate’ from a Christian perspective). 
Raised as a Christian he decided to return to paganism and he tried to stop 
the growing power of Christianity. He regarded this religion as incompatible 
with the ancient world, because it made people break away from their 
ancestral customs, and he wanted to revive the traditional Roman religious 
practices. His ideal was a situation in which all peoples within the empire 
would follow their ancestral ways, worshiping their own ancestral gods. This 
also applied to the Jews, and Julian decided that their temple should be 
rebuilt and he probably abolished the Jewish tax as well.603 The rebuilding of 
the temple in Jerusalem was quickly given up after a fire broke out; the tax 
probably remained abolished. Julian, like Celsus and Porphyry before him, 
was of the opinion that Christians had no ancestral ways of their own. In his 
view they had left their pagan ways for ‘the beliefs of the Jews’ and had not 
even remained faithful to that belief: 
 

They preferred the beliefs of the Jews to ours, and in addition they 
have not even remained firm to those but having abandoned them 
have turned to a way of their own (c. Galil. 43a). 

 
After this short interlude, the rise of Christianity resumed its pace in 363, 
mostly at the expense of paganism. 

(D) After 381 CE. In the year 381 (Nicene) Christianity became the 
official state religion under the emperor Theodosius and 391 signaled the 
beginning of the end of all pagan cults within the empire, also to prevent any 
revivals of paganism as happened under the emperor Julian.604 Christianity 
now possessed full political power and the main concern was the fight 
against paganism and heretical Christian groups. Judaism was the only other 

                                            
602 If the Aphrodisias-inscription dates from the fourth century, the ratio between Jews (55), 
God-fearers (54) and proselytes (3) could be seen as evidence of this. At the same time it 
could be regarded as proof of the ongoing success of Judaism to retain its sympathizers even 
during a period in which Christianity was growing in size and influence. 
603 See also pp. 21-22. 
604 Freeman 2008: AD 381. 
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religion that retained the status of religio licita within the empire, although it 
now held an inferior position compared to Christianity.605 This development 
undoubtedly also meant the disappearance of the God-fearers, which 
subsequently led to the loss of the political, social and economic advantages 
that they had brought for the synagogues. Pagans were converted to 
Christianity, especially in the cities, and Christians were told they were no 
longer allowed to attend the synagogue services.606 The sermons of John 
Chrysostom, in which he warned Christians not to get involved with the 
synagogue, were delivered at the end of the fourth century. It is highly 
questionable whether these sermons can be compared to earlier attacks 
against Judaizing Christians (e.g., by Origen in his Commentaria in 
Evangelium Matteum), if only because the latter date from a different period 
nearly two hundred years earlier. In the case of John Chrysostom, we could, 
e.g., be dealing with recently converted pagans, who used to go to the 
synagogues as God-fearers and had not given up this habit yet. In the days of 
Origen, it is conceivable that Christians were attracted to the synagogue 
because their own meetings were still held more or less secretly, whereas 
many synagogues were impressive buildings within Graeco-Roman cities, in 
which Jewish festivals could be openly celebrated. In both the third and 
fourth century the synagogues would not have considered visiting Christians 
to be different from any other God-fearers or sympathizers. The label 
‘heretics’ did no longer apply to these Christians from a Jewish perspective, 
which would have made them more welcome in the synagogues than Jewish 
Christians in the late first century. This combined evidence from the third 
and fourth century could perhaps be interpreted as ‘the long lingering 
embrace’ of ‘many ordinary believers and practitioners’ that Dunn is 
referring to, but perhaps these should be seen as two fundamentally different 
moments in the mutual history of Judaism and Christianity, because in the 
first case Judaism enjoyed a far better position than Christianity, whereas in 
the second case Christianity had already won political power over Judaism.  

It is no accident to find that many scholars locate the final parting of the 
ways between Christianity and Judaism in this last period. From this moment 
on Christianity possessed a superior position in its relation to Judaism. The 

                                            
605 By this time it is certain that the Jewish patriarch was recognized by Roman authorities; 
see Goodman 1997, 314: ‘By the late fourth century AD the Roman state was to treat the 
most prominent of the rabbis, the patriarch (nasi in Hebrew, patriarcha in Latin), as the 
religious representative of all Jews within the empire’. 
606 John Chrysostom, Adversos Iudaeos homilies. See also Wilken 1983. 
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legacy of anti-Jewish tendencies in Christian religious writings, which had 
originated in the periods when Christianity was in a worse position than 
Judaism, could and would later lead to some of the darkest pages in 
Christian and general history. 
 
8.4.  Concluding and final remarks 
In summary, there are a number of important and remarkable aspects with 
regard to the debate about the parting of the ways. First of all there does not 
seem to be a clear definition of the issue. On the one hand, there are scholars 
trying to answer the question ‘when did Judaism and Christianity become 
mutually exclusive or totally distinct from each other?’, on the other hand, 
there are scholars investigating the question ‘when did all interaction 
between Christianity and Judaism cease?’. Furthermore, representatives of 
the latter group seem to suggest that because we can still observe interaction 
between Christianity and Judaism in the fourth century (and possibly 
beyond) there was no early break and there is no point in looking for one.  

Still it is possible to defend the case that in 96 CE there was a formal 
separation between Judaism and Christianity, which should be interpreted as 
a separation between mainstream Judaism and an important group of Jewish 
Christians, on the basis of the redefinition of those who were supposed to 
pay the Jewish tax to the fiscus Judaicus. This was a legal distinction that 
was initiated by the Roman state authorities. Theologically one can also find 
proof of this separation: in New Testament documents like Revelation, the 
Letter to the Hebrews and the Gospel of John on the Jewish Christian side, 
and in the emergence of the birkat ha-minim on the Jewish side, which 
probably excluded those Jewish Christians who allegedly said that the 
‘Torah is not from Heaven’ (mSanh. 10.1), as explained in the previous 
chapter. A mutual exclusion can, thus, be observed in the last decade of the 
first century, which in the end did not revolve around the term ‘Jew’ but 
around the claim to be the real continuation of the history of Israel.  

It is good to remember that around this time also other partings of the 
ways can be identified. Because of the persecutions under Domitian and the 
fact that Christianity was officially an illegal religion within the Roman 
Empire from the days of Nerva onwards, proto-orthodox Christian 
communities apparently lost members in a variety of ways: a number of 
Jewish Christians returned to the synagogue (the Letter to the Hebrews, see 
Chapter 6), whether or not remaining Christ-believers, and Gentile 
Christians may have returned to a more pagan or polytheistic type of religion 
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(the letter of Pliny to Trajan, Ep. 10.96). The latter may have become God-
fearers again (we might even call this a ‘relapse to Judaism’) or members of 
Gnostic sects that started to emerge, which were examples of a truly 
syncretistic religious phenomenon in antiquity, absorbing pagan, Jewish and 
Christian elements.607 

In this respect my study seems to give support to Hengel’s views 
regarding early Christianity608: 

 
Surely, no Christian theologian of today would deny that Christianity 
began and took root in Jewish soil. But this consensus becomes 
questioned (…), if I add but one word and say without qualification 
that Christianity grew entirely out of Jewish soil. By arguing that 
early Christianity is wholly a child of Judaism I go against the view 
that Christianity is a syncretistic religion with various roots. 

 
also adding:  
 

Compared with their pagan surroundings, Judaism and early 
Christianity were precisely not “syncretistic religions”, unless one 
understands this notion to apply in a most general way to “foreign 
influences” of all kinds, in which case it becomes so general as to be 
empty. 

 
One could add that Romans accepted one of these religions, Judaism, if Jews 
would continue to follow their ancestral customs (Roman perspective), based 
on the fact that they regarded their laws to have come straight from God 
(‘Torah from Heaven’, Jewish perspective), even if this meant that they 

                                            
607 Weiss 2008, 33: ‘So gesehen spricht dann alles dafür, den für die Gnosis 
charakteristischen Synkretismus nicht nur als einen bewusst reflektierten, sondern auch 
geradezu als einen programmatischen Synkretismus zu bezeichnen’ (italics Weiss). It is 
remarkable that Weiss does not refer to Hurtado 1998 and 2003, when considering the 
alleged syncretistic character of Christianity.   
608 Hengel 2005, 85 (italics his) and 86. Also note the way he stresses the fact that ‘the great 
majority of the New Testament authors were Jewish Christians’ (88, italics his) and thus 
concludes about the New Testament writings: ‘[the] accusation of anti-Judaism is 
anachronistic and remains so even for John’ (93). About the ‘parting of the ways’ he states: 
‘it was not until the first decades of the second century that the separation between mother 
and daughter was finally completed’ (90, italics his). Furthermore, he regards the 
‘contradiction, or at least tension between the Messiah and Torah’ as the main cause of the 
‘conflict between normative Judaism and the new messianic movement’ (94-95). 
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would not participate in local and/or state cults. A missionary type of 
Judaism, based on the ‘Messiah from Heaven’-ideology, which would 
develop into orthodox Christianity, was not acceptable within the Graeco-
Roman world until the fourth century, precisely because it was not 
syncretistic and turned non-Jews into ‘atheists’ from a polytheistic 
perspective. 
 This leads to the second important aspect of the debate, which is the fact 
that Dunn and others see the parting of the ways as primarily between Jewish 
Christians and mainstream Christianity, whereas this study shows that it is 
far more likely that the fundamental break happened between Jewish 
Christians and mainstream Judaism. Although these Jewish Christians 
formally lost their ‘Jewishness’ in 96 CE, this does not mean that we should 
label Christianity after that simply as ‘Gentile’. The latter seems to be the 
way in which some writers, e.g. Alexander and Fredriksen, view mainstream 
Christianity from the second century onwards, which suggests a break along 
ethnic lines. The Jewish Christian element remained strong within 
Christianity, although the term ‘Jewish’ was given up completely and the 
term ‘Christian’ (initially an outside label) was embraced. The Christian 
contra Iudaeos tradition can be seen in continuity with this Jewish element 
(the Gospel of John, see Chapter 7). From now on the issue was about being 
the real continuation of the history of Israel, which can already be detected 
in the Revelation of John, the Letter to the Hebrews and the Gospel of John 
on the Jewish Christian side, and in the birkat ha-minim on the side of 
mainstream Judaism (see also Chapter 7). The distinction between Jewish 
and non-Jewish Christians probably disappeared relatively quickly after the 
year 96 and the claim to be verus Israel, initially made by Jewish Christians 
for themselves, became the claim of all Christians and Christianity in general 
from the second century onwards. 

The third aspect of this debate is the role ascribed to that part of Jewish 
Christianity that remained within the boundaries of Judaism for a longer 
period of time. One could argue whether the term ‘Christianity’ is justified in 
this case, since these Jews were probably not regarded as Christians by the 
Romans and did not use this label for themselves. Still there seems to be 
evidence that this type of Christianity was not successfully expelled from 
Judaism until the third century, after the triumph of Rabbinism. However, 
this break does not seem to have any real relevance for the separation 
between Judaism as we know it today and Christianity as we know it today, 
in contrast to what Alexander claims and Dunn is willing to follow. 
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The final remarkable aspect as found in this debate is the failure to stress 
or even observe one of the most important differences between mainstream 
Judaism and Jewish Christianity in the first century: the way they 
approached their sympathizers. Because Dunn is focusing on the four pillars 
of Judaism, he puts very little weight on the Christian message as it was 
spread among the Gentiles. This mission, which turned polytheists into 
exclusive monotheists, led to the concerns that were felt in Graeco-Roman 
cities — and the Roman Empire as a whole — with respect to Christianity. 
The implications of this are not fully recognized by Lieu, and although 
Fredriksen describes the delicate religious balance in antiquity very well and 
is correct about the fact that mainstream Judaism was apprehensive not to 
disturb this balance, she seems to be wrong to contrast Judaism in this 
respect to the ‘Gentile’ church, which got into trouble by disturbing this 
balance. The earlier (first century) inner-Jewish tensions between 
mainstream Judaism and Jewish Christianity about this issue get completely 
lost in this comparison.   

The final conclusion is that by dismissing the fiscus Judaicus as an 
important factor in the context of the parting of the ways, possibly scholars 
are to some degree responsible for making the tracks muddier than they 
actually are.609   

                                            
609 The metaphor of ‘muddy tracks’ is found in Lieu 2002, 29: ‘The “parting of the ways” 
may continue to be useful to explore theological development or to defend a theological 
interpretation; in trying to make sense of the uncertainties of the early history of Christianity 
it may prove to be theologically less satisfying but sociologically more persuasive to picture 
a criss-crossing of muddy tracks which only the expert tracker, or poacher, can decipher.’ 
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