Nicolas Farelly

The Disciples in the Foyrtp Gt
e

A Narrative Analysis of their Faith anq
Understan i
ding

Mohr Siebeck

W)




—

W

A Pergy

97
. about him ;_|hnndomng or helrnying Jesus |ike Judas, Ingeeq J
o0 \t| pim: “you will follow me Jagep» (13:36), §
‘ e n e "Pete :

|"‘“""‘:- more, the faith 9(: Peter (however wegy iy 'S potentially), ang his lack of
()":,mdi"g of Jc'sus.\ 1 %n.llly and work continue o ryy Parallel 1o gqchy other,
anders” Jthentic discipleship struggles 1o ¢
or's @

Omprehend hig Master, especis
c ¢ . : SIET, especially
peer” g his death, and what jg €Xpected of him as 5 disciple, by the

2cCSS bt o
:shows that Jesus is in total contro] gyer his discipleship,
0

; your sword into its sheath” (18: 10— )
“Put ]
0.

| chapters later, when the disci
rera

ples are present with J
Sev 1), peter illustrates that he stil|
18:1) '

€sus in the garden
has not understood Je

sus’ mission, even
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d so egt very far, however, because Jesys swiftly sto
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to put hl;ather has given me?” (18:11).5
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13:37), W;S ws that Peter still does not understand that Jesus must die. He is
tantly, 1t S Olet go of his own understanding of what a Messjah ought to be and
pot ready t0 hooses to disobey Jesus and the Father: “[| choisit I'épée du sang
do, and s0 € ue le calice du sang donné en obéissance a son Pére.” Because of
el st between Peter and Judas, another disciple present on the scene
this, the coﬂframore ambiguous here than earlier in the narrative. Judas betrays
(18:2,3, 5) 18 divulging where Jesus is to Jewish authorities, and so seeks his
his master by n the other hand, fights against Jesus’ apprehension that would
death. P ‘?teii Oth But these two opposed actions from the disciples are not as
ad 9 B8 eae r.night think. Indeed, they both desire to divert Jesus from the
e (:n his Passion: “Peter is thwarting God’s design as Judas is thwart-
wayclef:ﬁ's“(is‘:gn "** Though their motivations are diametrically opposed, they
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ear (18:10). The fight
pped it, ordering Peter
shall T not drink the cup

g of Peter’s characterisation
prior willingness to die for Jesus
Y put it into action. More impor-

he ex-
: ““Cup’ taphor for death. In the OT, t .
t, John, 509: “‘Cup’ serves here as a mel ' ! e
55' Kés:::rze;:fi;arily to ‘God’s cup of wrath,” which gv1ldoers will 'have tg :rl:lnrﬁse[lf E}Od’s
{)r::gs:r);l :nay have been transferred to the righteous, guiltless one taking up
' ituti suffering.” :
J“d%n;m byB\::i’;fj:ZZ:t;sog?M who claims that Peter’s actions serve no other purpose
ace ’ y &ov > ; ll
i Jesus’ acceptance of the Father’s will.
mﬂ’u;\dlmur “Simon-Pierre,” 190. See also Wiarda, Peter, 139.
* Moloney, John, 484.
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refuse the path prepared for Jesus by the Father. Peter'g |

. RO g 2 Oyaly
protect Jesus is thus reprehensible because it is misguided Y a

and j dey: E
Jesus and his mission in thg world."l’ Asa v.vhole, Peter‘s misulrlxgt‘-i::&s .“:: N warm mc::\.st‘
grave consequences since it leads him to disobedience, nd‘“g::; his Chi‘,)\\c
Thus, ¥
7 “4nd at once the rooster crowed” (18:15-18, 25-27) u{ﬂ‘f\:,)n;\“\:
The next passage in which Peter appears contir}ues to draw on the oty m\un_‘caw t:j
of Peter’s inability to understand Jesus and brings to a dramatic °0nc\uqs‘~le“°tx - oining -‘“0
sus’ prediction about Peter’s denials in 13:38. As Jesus is takep, away fon y, th‘?‘c‘;“‘
court to be interrogated (18:13), P_eter folloyvs'Jesus from a distance ol “f‘as‘ i me.“; o
other disciple.”® It is because of this othgr disciple that Peter £2ins ace, ‘O disciple 8
g i (18:15)8 B: Rea
court. for he “was known to the high priest” ( ) ut as Petey " he
’ ho guarded the door asked him: «y.. > abg parrator
to enter the court, the woman who g = im: “Yoy i " i
not [un] one of this man’s dlsc1ples_, are y‘?u; P’et?r”answered by a lie, say‘are Q\ i
“] am not” (18:17). Interestingly, this lie, “ovk eiut, whlck_l Ifeter will tepeang: e secor
18:25, is the exact reversal of Jesus’ words, who revea}ed his identity i, the tin a g
den declaring “¢y® eipt” (18:5, 8). As proposed _by L'mcoln, “Depict'mg Peiar: fame :
denial in this fashion shows up the failure of his w1@ess not only ip COntyr N i
to that of Jesus in the surrounding narrative but alsc? In contrast to Johy L ;\81 s
the beginning.”®* The narration of this event then briefly shifts focys from i;etaet s
to the officers (Vmnpétor) and servants who had prepared a charcoal fiyg “0 orie
cut
9 Droge, “Peter,” 311, goes too far in his indictment of Pe?ter: “Moreover, whep Peter’g (18
desperate act is interpreted in light of Jesus’ statement ‘If my kingdom was of thig world,my | N
subject would fight’ (18:36), it becomes clear that the author of the Fourth Gospel has leveleq \
a devastating indictment at Peter. That Peter does fight suggests, at a minimum, tha¢ hehagy | s

fundamental misunderstanding of Jesus and of the nature of his kingship. Worse still, Petepg
action reveals that he is not a ‘subject’ of Jesus’ heavenly kingdom [...].” Indeed, Jesyg here t
only says that if his kingdom was of this world, he would order his disciples to fight, but it doeg

not necessarily follow that if one disciple started to fight, his membership in the Kingdom woulg ‘
be jeopardised! It is simply that this disciple has failed to grasp the nature of the Kingdom of
which he is a member.

% Most probably, this disciple is none other than the “Beloved Disciple” (see e.g. Lincoln, \
John, 452-53). The section on the faith and understanding of the Beloved Disciple will come
back to the issue of his identification. \

¢ For Kim, Apostasy, 36, “John’s mention of the other disciple’s help in this passage may
be intended to shed light on Peter’s determination to follow Jesus even to the point of death as
he alleges in 13:37.” This proposition is, unfortunately, difficult to assess textually.

® Lincoln, Truth, 64. John twice said “I am not” when he was questioned three times about
being the Messiah or Elijah (1:20, 21), just as Peter says “I am not” twice also responding to
three questions. Obviously, John’s answers were part of his “confessing” of Jesus, while Peter’s \
are part of his “denying.” Pace Quast, F, igures, 87, for whom “Peter’s reticence in entering the
courtyard is not so much a refusal to be identified with Jesus as it is a fear of retribution for
cutting off the ear of the guard,” no textual element favours such a reading, while the insistence

of the text in using the word paBnrrg four times may indicate that discipleship is the issue at
stake.
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e T effec;er ?Zeclgme missioned to a leadership role in the early ¢y 14
faith in Jesus,

:19).'2 Even mor urch, g,
lly. Peter is able to truly follow Jesus (21:19). €, a death thag;
nally, :
ifying to God is pre
glorifying g

dicted for him (21:18), thus higl}lighting his cong;

i - cipleship to the end. In chapter 21, Peter’s faith is not doubteq
fa]thfl:ﬂvti)cefneearger in the narrative. Implied readers receive the asSurance 3
may ha

his fidelity to Jesus to the end
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B. Judas

ives relatively little information_ about Judas, and yet b
Ikl::r:c(;zggat(i}:;;;zlr?clh and dramatic. Judas appears in severa1. sect.ions of the
narrative, and always in a negative light. '1:‘hough. Ee 1s. clearly 1Sent1ﬁe(} as one
of “the Twelve,” he is nonetheless called_ a devil” (6:70) and “a thief (12:6),
Most famously, of course, Judas is the disciple who’be@ays Jesus §6:71; 12:4;
13:11, 21-30; 18:2-5), a betrayal that leads to Jesus trial and crucifixion. As o
whole, one might say that Judas is portrayed as a “figure of the night” (13:30).0
This section will therefore attempt to understand the Fourth Gospel’s perspec-
tive on Judas’ faith and understanding (or, rather, unbelief and lack of under.
standing), drawing on the implied author’s artful depiction of this character’s
several dimensions and of his role in the plot of Fourth Gospel. Since Judas is
clearly portrayed as a disciple, albeit an errant one, it will be of interest for this

study to notice how the implied author chose to contrast his characterisation
with that of other disciples.

1. “One of you is a devil” (6:64, 70-71)

The final section of chapter 6 (6:60-71) builds on the preceding bread of life
discourse.'™ But whereas in the discourse Jesus’ conversation partners were

"% For Bauckham Eyewitnesses, 395-96, Pe
: T B 1am, » 27930, Peter represents throughout the Fourth Gospel a
kind of discipleship that can be called “active service.” . p

'® Collins, These Things, 30, .
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the words SpoKken Dy Jesus because hig nable to receive and believe

2 3 . W " [
anmpatonal aside, implied readers |eq ords were “spjrit and life” (6:63).'" In

eler, acknowl-

1 » n
his €yes wide open,”!% knowing -

raitor. Arguably, the first mention of he
oot : character of i fmlt i o
at this point by the narrator, and it comes in the cont Juda; e
parrator mentioning the paradox that G ext of both Jesus and the
petrayer is therefore most naturally to e
: understood also -beli 107
and one whoze undefstandmg of Jesus and his words is “ﬂ:ssh; n'o°? o
Themecand mention of Judas comes also in this section of th ive, b
this time explicitly and in relation € narrative, but

to “th » 5 5
(aith, Jesus addresses his band of ¢ Twelve.” After Peter’s confession of

close disciples as follows: “Did |
! g not choose
you, the Twelve? And yet, one of you is a devil” (6:70). This is an identifica-

tion of Satan himself,'” which indicates that the devil has been able to infil
trate even Jesus’ closest followers.!"® As was already mentioned in our s:)u:i o-f
the faith and understanding of the group of Jesus’ disciples, this mention z)lf a
devil among “the Twelve” does not necessarily reflect poor,ly on the group as
a whole and does not need to induce suspicion of the entire group, for indeed
the devil is immediately identified personally by the narrator in 6711 There:

. ” and who j
s Carson mentions, “Jesus was go; ho it was who would betray him.”

e

105 Lincoln, John, 237-38: “Among would-be disciples of Jesus, there are those who are
unable to come to proper belief because their merely natural categories of judgment have not
been transformed.”

16 Carson, John, 302. This impression is reinforced in 6:70, where Jesus claims to have
chosen “the Twelve,” including the “devil” among them.

107 Kim, Apostasy, 154: “What is interesting in 6:64 is John’s juxtaposition of the theme of
unbelief and the theme of betrayal. In this way John deliberately links the theme of unbelief
with Judas’ betrayal.”

18 Moloney, John, 228.

1® The substantive d14B0oAAC in the New Testament always refers to Satan, even though in
common Greek it could also mean “slanderer” or “false accuser.” Thus, one might say that Sa-
tan “so operates behind failing human beings that his malice becomes theirs. Jesus can discern
the source, and labels it appropriately” (Carson, John, 304).

1% Lincoln, John, 239.

' Contra, e.g., Conway, Men and Women, 169; and D. A. Carson, Divine Sovereignty and
Human Responsibility: Biblical Perspectives in Tension, NFTL (Atlanta, GA: John Knox, 1981;
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does take time {0 present Judas as a rea ;
Twelve,” although, as will be argued below, his human features are not fll

: impli rtainly, this character raises acute issy
exploited by the implied author. Ce ! les, for
he is a man of flesh and blood chosen by Jesus himself to be part of his it
troupe of followers, yet devil who would Jater betray him. Interestingly ¢,

fext gives no indication that Judas himself was aware, at’this point, of being ,
devil, a betrayer, or an unbeliever."" Only thr ough Jesus w?r ds, explained by
the narrator’s asides, Jearn about Judas’ unbelieving state

do implied readers :
and future treason.'” In the next section, 10 potential accordance with Judag’
characterisation as a “devi ers learn that he was far from uprigh;

1,” implied read
even prior to his betrayal, for he was a thief.
.. because he was a thief” (12:4-8)
ance in the narrative, he appears in this

t in his first appear
g of the feet of Jesus with expensive

f Mary’s anointin
ly time in the Fourth Gospel that Judas manifests a

at the sdevil” of whom Jesu

2. “He said this .

If Judas remained silen
new section as a critic O
ointment. In fact, it i the on

Rl A
reprint, Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 2002), 130.

112 As noted by Kim, Apostasy, 154-55, the link between Judas’ betrayal and his unbelief
is reinforced by his appellation as «q devil,” for, in line with the Fourth Gospel and the New

Testament as a whole, the themes of unbelief and of the devil are often connected (e.g., Matt

16:23; Lk. 22:31-32; Jn. 8:44; 1 Jn. 3:10).
113 pgce Marchadour, Personnages, 187.
114 K. Paffenroth, Judas: Images of the Lost Disciple (Louisvill ; i
i iple ( ille, KY: Westminster John
s Koester, Symbolism, 73: “Since the Fourth Gos i
: . , 73: “Sin pel accents the demonic elements in Ju-
?;sh eih;x::ster, these refesr?nces are important for perspective: Judas is a person with a h:ﬁn:n
€ name was b i identi “ ;
e imon.” Judas will be identified as “the son of Simon Iscariot” again
16 . 3
lscariot[ns: ;f;’;h:o namlt;r mentlons”that “the devil had already put into the heart of Judas
Apmes nt’htodi tray Jesus,” but he does not specify when this actually happened
gly, the disciples are not said to have questioned Jesus on the identity of tilis

“devil” at this point. Such questioning will only come in 13:22
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his digci
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1( o thaiBhres S ;npar?dox of a discip|e ;b‘(‘;::’twm about to betray
' brOllg reaction of Judas: “w . certainly coloyrg th 0 Detray his master
gionﬂl?_c " +“Why wag i$ ointme ¢ apparently unobjec-
Jenaril and given to the poor?” (12:5). Nt not sold for three hundred

devil” himself (6:70). As sqch, he is related to his father the devil, and his will
fito do Wit bis father. desires, that is, to murder and to lie (¢f. 8:44: 13:2),12
Likewise, the label “thief” is employed | 8:44; 13:2).

is . elsewhere in the narrative to denot
opposition to J.esuslzasmd h1§ folq (10:1, 8, 10), and here the term ma; w:?los:r?/r;
a similar function.™ The implied author thus uses Judas to show how evil has

cosmic dimensions (betraying Jesus, the Son of God), but also petty and trivial
ones (lying about one’s concern for the poor, stealing money from the purse).'*

Most notably, as far as the present study is concerned, Judas’ faith and 1.1n-
derstanding contrast strongly with that of Mary in this section.'”® Indeed. while
Mary’s exuberant devotion to Jesus displayed her acceptance of the nece;sity of

118 Booth, Fiction, 3-9.

119 See, e.g., Lincoln, John, 338.

% Likewise, Judas will show no remorse after his betrayal, but will simply disappear from
the story.

121 L. Eslinger, “Judas Game: The Biology of Combat in the Gospel of John,” JSNT 77
(2000): 51; R. E. Brown, The Death of the Messiah, From Gethsemane to the Grave: A Com-
mentary on the Passion Narratives in the Four Gospels, 2 vols (New York, NY/London/To-
ronto/Sydney/Auckland: Doubleday, 1994), 2:1402.

12 Culpepper, Anatomy, 124.

'2 Lincoln, John, 339.

' Paffenroth, Judas, 34.

% Lee, Symbolic, 190.
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3. “You are clean, but not every one of you” (1 )

. us had supper with his disciples dur.
Before the feast Of'tﬁeo;?;%\:rrn(eftiz’k:g S(13;2, 11, 18, 21-30, 31). First, Je?“s
ing which Judas w11 to wash his disciples’ feet (13:5). But before Proceedin
mFenupts the m}fanarrator mentions the presence of Juda§, once more in ve
g on, Be explains that the scene took place “during supper, when
negative terms'd * o r;t into the heart of Judas Iscariot, Simon’s son, to bery
d?w,l, hf g ;;r o Zspcarson mentions, “John ensures that his readers grasp just
ngv S(tl'ot.lgl.y this episode attests the loving character of Jesus. Th,

e discip\es
whose feet he was about to wash include Judas Iscariot, son of Simon, whoge

¢ Bauckham and Hart, At the Cross, 17. : ;

" Lincoln, John, 339. Lincoln further shows the irony gf Jgdas’ misunderstanding °_f the
necessity of Jesus’ death and his own upcoming role in br‘ingmg it about. As we have seen in an
earlier part, Judas is certainly not alone in his lack of insight, as the other disciples themselves
will lack such an understanding even after Jesus teaches th

em about it in the farewell discourse.
" Kim, Apostasy, 172-73. T. Thatcher, “Jesus, Judas, and Peter: Character by Contrast in
the Fourth Gospel,”

BSac 153 (1996): 442, goes a step farther: “Judas sought to control both
Jesus and Mary by forcing the Savior to rebuke her.”

'® For Lee, Symbolic, 219, Mary’s prophetic action

130
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: terrible sin.'™ Jesys
uilty of @ Was nevertheless ghje S
. to put Judas’
as Newbigin Suggests: put Judas' decision into

proper perspective (13:3),

N of wépog 1o him bry wash-

one st

his ¢ oming into the world and the goa of his going from the world_ !

fier having washed his disciples’ feet,

with Peter (1356"9)’ Jesu§ Says: “The one who has bathed does not need to
wash, except his feet, but is completely clean, And you are clean, but not every
one of you” (13:10). Jesus says this, as the narrator explains: “for he knew
who was about to betray him; that was Wwhy he said: ‘not all of .you are clean™
(13:11). A§ was argued in the study of the fajth and understanding of the group
of the disciples in the Fourth Gospel, what has made the disciples “clean” in this
section seems to be that they have already belie

. 136 T ool : ved in Jesus, as he later makes
clearin 15:3. Logically, it follows that the betrayer Judas is an unbeliever. He

has not believed in Jesus, in'his words and in his deeds, and thus the values to
which the footwashing pointed (namely, abiding with Jesus through the pattern

of glory through humiliation that Jesus would exemplify at the cross) were ir-
relevant and of no effect on him."?

and in conclusion to his conversation

"1 Carson, John, 461.

122 Chennattu, Discipleship, 98.

% So Carson, John, 462: “The idea, then, is not that Judas was not responsible, for a heart
incited by Satan actually wills what the devil wills (Schlatter, p. 279); rather, the plot against
Jesus, however mediated by wicked human beings, was nothing less then [sic] Satanic.”

14 Contra Paffenroth, Judas, 35 and Bultmann, John, 482 who tends to eliminate any hu-
man element in Judas’ characterisation.

135 1, Newbigin, The Light Has Come: An Exposition of the Fourth Gospel (Grand Rapids,
MI/Edinburgh: Eerdmans/Handsel Press, 1982), 167.

1% Lincoln, John, 370.

191 H.-J. Klauck, Judas, un disciple de Jésus. Exégése et répercutions historiques, trans. by
J. Hoffmann, LD 212 (Paris: Cerf, 2006), 89. For Klauck, the fact that Judas did not resist Jesus’
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4. “What you are going to do, do it quickly” (13:21-30)

This section of the narrative marks an im;prtant flevelopfnent in the treatmepg
of Judas as this character begins to put his plan Into action. The flgure of the
betrayer is the centre of attention ir} thls sef:tlon; in fact, it opens with Jegug be-
ing “troubled in his spirit” and testifying: ¢ Truly,'truly, I'say to 'yo.u, one of yqy
will betray me” (13:21). Jesus had already mentioned to the disciples that one
of them was “a devil” (6:70), that not everyone was “clean” (13:11), and thyt
one of them had “lifted his heel against him” (13:18), but so far, none of the gis.
ciples had questioned Jesus about these remarks. In 13:22, however, “the dis.
ciples looked at one another, uncertain of whom he spoke.” Peter thus decided
to ask Jesus, via the Beloved Disciple, to be more explicit. Jesus answered the
Beloved Disciple: “It is he to whom I will give this morsel of bread when 1 have

dipped it” (13:26a). Jesus then gave it to Judas Iscariot (13:26b), and “after he
had taken the morsel, Satan entered into him” (13:27a).

This remark is at first surprising given the fact that Judas had already been
called “a devil” (6:70) and that “the devil had already put into [his] heart to

footwash.ing only aggravates what is already said about him in the narrative.
8 Kim, Apostasy, 187-88. '

" Newbigin, Fourth Gospel, 172.
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jack of falth. or evi 1ﬂtentl°pS, but such a situation could not last long. Indeed
the concluding word's of this section are fit; - o
ingful: “and it was night” (13:30). For Lincoln, “Hjs walking out into the night
is a graphic portrayal of the state of affairs i Wwhich ‘the light has come into
the world, and the people loved darkness rather than light because their deeds
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140 Lincoln, John, 379.

141 Newbigin, Fourth Gospel, 173. For D. F. Tolmie, “Jesus, Judas and a Morsel Interpret-
ing a Gesture in John 13,21-30.” in Miracles and Image A

1y in Luke and John. Festschri i
Busse, ed. by J. Verheyden, G. Van Belle, and J. G. O el sk

Van der Watt, BETL 218 (Leuven/Paris/
Dudley, MA: Peeters, 2008), 123, the gesture should be interpreted as one of feeding, so as to

underline Judas’ treacherousness. For Brown, John, 2:578, Judas’ acceptance of the morsel of
bread without changing his plans is an indication that “he has chosen for Satan rather than for
Jesus.” For Kim, Apostasy, 190-91, “Satan enters Judas’ mind only after Jesus gives bread to
Judas, as if Satan moves at Jesus’ signal” and “Jesus gives Judas a chance to reconsider his plan
by dipping the bread and giving it to him.”

142 D, L. Bartlett, “John 13:21-30,” Int 43 (1989): 394, remarks: “In one sense Judas com-
prehends the light all too well. In fact, Judas alone understands exactly what Jesus means when
Jesus tells Judas to do what he must do quickly (13:27). Judas understands the light. Yet, he
does not really comprehend the light, grasp the light with his heart and will, embrace the light.
If he comprehended the light, how could he stumble out into the night, to betray the light and
to work judgment on himself?”

' Lincoln, John, 380. Bartlett, “John 13:21-30,” 393, recalls Jesus’ earlier saying in 11:10:
“But if any one walks in the night, he stumbles, because the light is not in him”, and concludes:
“Now we see (in the light of the Gospel) more clearly what happens to Judas. When Jesus sends
him out into the night, Jesus sends him out to stumble, to lose his footing, to lose his way.” For
Resseguie, Strange, 166, Judas® passive stance is evident throughout the supper.




or 3: K&y Individual Disciples

Chapt
114
'« acting out his evil intent gn 1, .
1+ (3:19)." Finally Judastiel; l";'g3) 4 404 by tryg
wereevil G210 ) orall o see (6 15520 y

e ithi 124
s about 0 b FVEREL o darkness Wihin the BT0Up of g
The separation rm to bis faithful dlSClp,CS, who, far from being pee%
that Jesus can 10 u eive Jesus’ farewell instruction "y M
Pr

11 nevertheless 1€ :
5 13f36—ti§|)r, l‘f};lclor:ing role of Witnesses (chap. 14-17).1
ration for

hem has been 10t except the son of destruction” (7., )
the

“Not one of T *
. . reference to Judas 15 set n th'e polatHl s fareye Pra
The following ¢ end i farewell materlal' (chap. 14-17). Jesus i rainer
(chap. 17), at the € r has given him (17:6) and who haye o ng

: athe .
for his disciples, whorm the F Father to “keep them in your name

bt : king his
it E;n;r(lye?e: Sas vge are one” (17:11). But, parallel to seyer othal
they may 2

is study, Judas is once more sjpg|
i e ter 2 of this study, et : gled
references Sutfele:arﬂ (c)f Jgsus’ close followers: “While I was with ther, | kep
it gmongr 1ame, which you have given me. L have guarded them, gng not
s }mﬁl has beén Jost except the son of destruction, that the Scripture May
one o

» (17:12). : L i ' :
be ﬁllﬁllf:;!tat(e lrzlent)about his disciples 1s.re'mmlscent of his earlier saying abgy,
i good shepherd (10:28). During hs minisry Jesus took good careof e

; iven him; he was faithful to the tas‘!< aSSIgne(,i him by the F,
fﬁgie(sc}hzt:;ir;gi“:rhat none of them “perighed” or “were lgst "} }7; 1'2). it
that the'y were kept in the realm of salvation by Je“sus during his Ministry 10
But in excluding Judas (the obvious referent to the ,son of destruction”) from
those whom he has successfully kept in the Fa,t’her s name, Jesus shows thy
Judas, though he was a member of “the Twelvc?, was not, in fact could not be,
a recipient of the same care. However, Jgsus immediately C‘P‘(OHeratCS himself
of any guilt or failure in regard to Judas, since Judas was Fhe' son of perdition”
and since Scripture had to be fulfilled (¢f. 13:18 and its citation of Ps. 4]:9) 1
Thus, the “loss” of Judas was not due to any deficiency on the part of Jesus,

Wn, 380. See also Chennattu, Discipleship, 99: “The role of Judas in the story
thus epitomizes the acceptance of darkness (okotic) and the total rejection of light ((dc) and
the covenant relationship of the fellowship (uépog) offered to a disciple.”

145 The seriousness of this departure into the darkness is perceived by Culpepper, Anatomy,
124: “John has no story of Judas’ death; it is enough that he has gone out into the darkness.”

14 Newbigin, Fourth Gospel, 174.

"7 As mentioned by Lincoln, John, 437, “There is a rich scriptural background of ‘keep-
ing’ language for Yahweh's relation to Israel (cf. e.g., Gen 28.15; Ps. 121.7-8; Isa. 42.6; 49.8).
Yahweh ‘will keep Israel, as a shepherd a flock’ (Jer. 31.10).”

“ Another, though less likely possible reference is Ps. 109:1-20 (cf Acts 1:20).

* Lincoln, John, 437. See also Carson, John, 563, for whom: “The only exception is Judas
Iscariot, and this exception is merely apparent, since Jesus repeatedly indicates not only his
awareness of the traitor’s schemes, but that his choice of him was antedated by his awareness
of what would take place (6:64, 70; 13:10-11, 18, 21-22).” Several scholars, however, insists

— il
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» that they had to hold “lant
and torches and weapons” (18:3)."% Judas has already left Jesus’oinnera::lifcfﬁts

he has been identified with the devil, but in 18:3 he now visibly places himself
on the side of insus’ foes. The narrator later reiterates this very point: “Judas

who betrayed him, was standing with them” (18:5).% The prophecy of the up:
per foom has thus been fulfilled (13:18-19). As it happened, the disciples were

/__- .

hat Judas represents a failure on the part of Jesus. For instance, Culpepper, Anatomy, 125,
concludes his short study on Judas as follows: “His loss, therefore, is Jesus” failure (17:12);
powever true a son of perdition Judas may have been, Jesus was not able to make him clean
(13:11) or alter his course by the gesture of love (13:26).” Likewise, see J. A. T. Robinson, The
Roots of a Radical (New York, NY: Crossroad, 1981), 13943, who concludes that Judas is
Jesus’ failure. ;

1% Thus, the Fourth Gospel’s characterisation of Judas is in line with this Gospel’s emphases
on divine sovereignty, Jesus’ predictive knowledge, and the significance of human agency and
actions.

151 paffenroth, Judas, 35. : ;

12 As mentioned by Kim, Apostasy, 202: “This remark echoes the chief’s priests’ orders
that ‘if anyone found out where Jesus was, he should report it so that they might arrest him

1S7R% L
: '”7)!{60, it is striking that the implied author emphasises that the betrayer Judas had intimate
knowledge of Jesus and the disciples’ uts because he used to be a member of Jesus
inner circle of followers. This remark in 18:2no doubt serves to underline Judas’ treason.
154 Kom A ; ; h
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1% Koester, S
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the narrator is neﬁl das speaks, he cannot be trusted. These inside views s (
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e pigiie) a{g l;l characters such as Peter, Andrew, or Thomas think throy
whgt md;l\gnu with one exception in 20:8 where the narrator t_ells that the g,
:gf,gdﬁl))eiscipi% “saw and believed.” Thus, t.his. particulgr foca11§ation on Judag
contrasts with the characterisation of other individual dls_c1ple§ in the story, and
has the effect of turning implied readers’ sympathy agalrgst him. In fact, Judag
is never given any positive assessment from the narrator:

Through the narrative of the Fourth Qospel, Judas is p:esented both ag 3
member of the inner circle of Jesus’ disciples, “the Twelve,” whom Jesys him-
self chose (6:70), and at the same time as a member of the broader circle of
disciples who yield to unbelief in 6:66."* As the story unfolds, though implied
readers know early on that Judas was the one who would betray Jesus (6:64;
71), Judas begins to be influenced by the devil (13:2, 27), and he proceeds
to identify himself visibly with Jesus’ adversaries, leaving the circle of Jesus’
close disciples during supper (13:30), and standing in the garden with the sol-
diers who were to arrest Jesus (18:5). Clearly, therefore, as far as Judas’ role

in the plot of the Fourth Gospel is concerned, he is squarely taking part in the

“complication,” an obstacle that the protagonist Jesus must overcome for his
commission to be carried out.'%

LS L IO
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one of ‘tpe Twelve” and tl_lus a member of the believing commu:i:;)etlhjeu::srr:
tor is at times able to.mentlon such fellowship, yet to clearly (though,im licitly)
exclude Judas from it (e.g. 2:22; 12:16).162 NS

As a whole, thej narrator pprtrays Judas as a real human, yet also identifies
him completely with the devil. He is the son of Simon Iscariot (e.g. 6:71), but

one who carries out the devil’s purposes and who can prope =
devil” (6:70). Such ambiguity in his humanness, coupled svitg Jﬁ)c;al;?rz?ll?: th:
complication of the plot and his overall portrayal as a traitor, inclines implied
readers to also consider him as holding a representative or symbolic role in the
narrative, potentially standing for a particular response to Jesus. Judas would
then be “the betrayer.” Even more, as Culpepper argues, he could represent
“the disciple who betrays Jesus, for John emphasises that judas was “one of the
Twelve’ (6:71), one of his disciples (12:4; cf. 6:64, T0).708

e
success in putting Jesus to death, it brings about the resolution to main plot.” On the plot of the
Fourth Gospel’s narrative, see chapter 4 below.
161 Thateher, “Character,” 439, speaks of the “paradox” of a disciple who was a traitor from
the beginning. - ;
162 [t should be noted, however, that these issues are left to the readers to reflect upon rather
than being cleared up in the narrative. :
168 Culpepper, Anatomy, 125 (emphasis original). Koester, Symbolism, 32-39, argulec!’t:at
the dramatis personae in Greek tragedies were understood by audiences as “real people,” but
: .ss functioned as ¢ as well. Koester’s assumption that the same IS true
& s strated in the Fourth Gospel’s characterisa-
metic and/or functional will be dealth

tion of Judas. The
with in chapter 4.



