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Judas (the Betrayer): ‘
The Black Sheep of the Family

Cornelis Bennema

Identity and Role of Judas

of Judas appears in three forms: (i) “Judag
(13:29; 18:2-3, 5); (i) “Judas (the) Iscariot” (1'2:4); (iiii) “Judas, [son] of Simgy,
[scariot” (6:71; 13:2, 26). Judas, the Greek variant of the HebrevY Judah, one of
the patriarchs of the twelve tribes of Israel, was a popu‘l‘ar T first-cent
Palestine.! There is more uncertainty about the name Iscangt. Most scholars
hold that it refers to Judas’s hometown Kerioth, pr esumabl)i‘ln so'uthem Judea
but some have suggested Moab.2 A few have suggested that I'scar iot” indicates
Judas was one of the Sicarii or “dagger-men” - urban assassm.s who attacked
the Jewish aristocracy.” However, the Sicarii only surfaced in the 50s and
became prominent during the first Jewish war, too late for Judas to have
belonged to this group. Others have argued that “Iscariot” is an Aramaic occu-
pational surname, meaning “(red) dyer.” This divergence of theories prevents
us from inferring too much about Judas’s name.’ In the character analysis that
follows, I shall unpack other epithets given to Judas: “devil” (6:70), “betrayer”
(literally, 6 mapadiSoig [6:71; 12:4; 13:11; 18:2, 5]), “thief” (12:4), and “son of
perdition” (17:12). Additional clues to Judas’s identity show that he belonged
to Jesus” inner group of disciples, called “the Twelve” (6:71; 12:4), and within
this group, he was the treasurer (12:6; 13:29).

Judas has certainly made a mark in history. According to the Oxford Eng-
lish dictionary, a Judas is “a person who betrays a friend” - a traitor. Tradi-
tionally, Judas is infamous for having betrayed Jesus but William Klassen chal-
lenges this view.® He argues that Judas’s act of “handing over” was not one of

In the Gospel of John, the name

: William Klassen, Judas: Bavaycf or Friend of Inﬁs?. (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996), 29-30.
R Alan Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel: A Study in Literary Design (Philadel-
phia: Fox.'tress, 1983), 124; Andreas J. Késtenberger, John (BECNT; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker
Aca:iemlc, 2004), 222. Cf. the scholars mentioned by Klassen, Judas, 32-33.
E. g., Oscar Cullmann, Jesus and the RevoMﬁonaria(Nw¥o:k.SctibneIs. 1970), 21-

23

‘AlbertEhnnan.“]udnlshﬂotmdMs.q Ry N SO ¢ A
x i qara,” JBL 97 (1978): 572-73; Yoel Arbeit-
mm:, “The Suffix of Iscariot,” JBL 99 (1980): 122-24. s s A i
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trayal but of ,1'1formmg th7e temple authoritjeg
pe e with God's purposes.” Cengry) to Klagg L~ AN act authorizeqd by Jesus

in e of the verb mapadidéva,, Accor din;"(: ;‘fse i8 his discussion on the
med Jlly always translated “to betray” in cq "M, Mapadibévai, which is
"irtuotes petray” in Greek literature - Whethnne.cllon With Judas's act, neyer
n ephus, or the New Testamen but s:‘;lnl classical f‘-reek. the Septua-
of Klassen’s linguistic study of "“pa&f)s)(;vmeéns to hand over™ A
ond the scope of tl.ns €ssay - and perhaps Unnm o Oreek literatu
bey pirom the term is used in the W ecessary; | only need to
xai';] sense of mapadidévat is “to give oer,
Jex John uses the ter,m and whether it hag connotations of betrayal
The verb napadidoval occurs fifteen times in Johy's Gospel. l); is used in a
neutral sense only s 19:30, to refer to Jesus’ handing over the Spirit as
his jife-force. Four times, there are negative implications for Jesus but no sense
o petrayal (18:30, 3.5, 36; 19:16). The ten remaining occurrences, referring to
Jdas's act of handing Iesgs over (6:64, 715 12:4; 132, 11, 21; 1822, 5; 1911
21:20), clearly have negative connc.>ta£ions with the force of “to betray.” In
670-71, for example, ]ud.as'who Wlll hand Jesus over” is designated a devil,
and, in contrast to true disciples, is juxtaposed with those who do not believe
(6:64)- Jesus identifies the one who will “hand him over” as unclean (13:11)
e thinking of him causes agitation (13:21). Judas’s act of handing Jesus over
o the Jewish temple police and a Roman cohort of soldiers obviously has
negative consequences since the Jewish authorities have already plotted Jesus’
jeath (11:47-53). In 19:11, when Jesus declares to Pilate that the one who
shanded him over” has a greater sin, Jesus probably means Judas.'® Thus, con-

giﬂt’ Jos

Crilique

S Klasll assim. The apocryphal Gospel of Judas seems to support Klassen’s case.

'6 eI?mas;er:’ts]ctilde‘:f’ fIc’)r example, clgximrsyrt’hat the Gospel of Judas enable§ a better unders.tand;
Wﬂh historical Judas (“Judas Iskariot im Neuen Testament und im Judasevangelium,
e 2010]: 1-23). For a more sober assessment of the use of the Gospel of .]udas in
N‘lwtiT IsztcE arly' Christ'ianity, see Simon Gathercole, The Gospel of Judas: Rewriting Early
relatio

Christianity (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007).

? Klassen, Judas, 62-74. «Funktion und Gestalt des Judas Iskarioth

_58. Cf. Klaus Beckmann, “Funktion u —y S

: R Iudasl,i i "531‘2 11 (1994): 181-200 (he prefers the term dal}m;l;eber(\Al[di(r)sﬁ::
= IOP s um.' Anthony Cane, The Place of Judas Iscariot in (;hnsto gy i napa:
away”] for napd&w)l;mtschcr “Judas,” 11-12. Similarly, M.artm Mexserlc}(am'lost. e
Qggm’ 20015)’ 1324’ “to | ’I y” only after Judas’s act (idem, Judas Iskariot:
idova acquired the sense

ini i tions, Meiser then
004], 49). Examining various OPIC/%
uns [Leipzig: Evangelische Veﬂ% h as] done (Meiser, Judas Iskariot, 50 tS}Qt it
remains agnostic about what Judas ssen’s lexicographical study and observes N d
" In fact, F. A. Gosling "an,s:; ' classical Greek, the Septuag‘g“]t" e
dering “to betray” for napadIOOVEL 8 0 IE vy ponet,” EVQ 7L %00 Ll ihan
the New Testament (idem, “O Judas! W1 8 8bva refer to Judas. Judas’ yos “agufthomy,, i
" The majority-of SEEMPEESY e humdivme authority; rather: ay be to “the
Pilate’s because unlike Pilm(l’:ﬂll‘w  Alternatively, the i mh)’ s generic)
betray Jesus comes from the m‘m@w of the singular is PeraP
Jews” who hand Jesus over to Pilate
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' act of handing Jesus oVer to the Jewish and Roman, .
Judas'’s ac hn as a negative act - an act of 'betraya]. Even they

Jo “to betray,” John unmistakably attaches 2

when he uses it in connection with Judag’s il

tra Klassen,
rities is depicted by
napadidovat does not mean
nuance of betrayal to the verb

Character Analysis of Judas

Method

I must explain my method of character analysis b’efocl;e reio.nstilucﬁng the
character of Judas from the Johannine text. If John’s Gospe Is the story of
Jesus Christ, it will consist of a plot, events, and characters. While much has
been written on plot and events, character appears to be' the neglected chjlq
There is no comprehensive theory of character in either literary theory or bip.
lical criticism, and therefore no consensus amongst scholars on how to ap,.
lyze, classify, and evaluate characters."”? Most scholars provide only a few the,.
retical considerations or describe most Johannine characters in reductionistic
terms as simply “flat” or representative types.”? Using the comprehensive the-
ory of character that I recently developed, I will (i) analyze the character of
Judas along three dimensions (complexity, development, and inner life), (ii)
classify the resulting character on a continuum of degree of characterization
(from agent to type to personality to individuality), and (iii) evaluate the char.
acter according to John’s point of view.'* This needs further clarification.

or to Caiaphas as the leader of “the Jews” (although “to hand over” is never used with refer-
ence to him, he is the leading voice in 11:47-53).

"' Cf. Harry T. Fleddermann, “Review of W. Klassen, Judas: Betrayer or Friend of Jesus?
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996),” CBQ 59 (1997): 772; Lyle Eslinger, “Judas Game: The Biology
?é Coml});t in thé lE}ospel of John,” JSNT 77 (2000): 45-73, here 57, fn. 34; William M. Wright

reco-Roman Character Typing and the Pr i i » CBQ
o1 000} s 551,)'?11 . gz. esentation of Judas in the Fourth Gospel,” CBQ

** Notable exceptions are, in literary and media theory, Foti idis, Fi
: le exceptio » Fotis Jannidis, :
Beitrag zu einer historischen Narratologie (Berlin: De Grur;ter, 20014)' ]en: Elzgr;iz‘i‘f e’:‘;::;
Film: Grundlagen der Figurenanalye (Marburg: Schiiren, 20 , ; g

Finnern, Narratologie und biblische

Character Studies in the Gospel o . ip in Cornelis Bennema, Em:ountering Jesus:
H. Neyrey, who still adherespto tﬁ:o:;sgdﬂmlmjann K_eynes: Patﬂgona, 2009), 2-12. Cf. Jerome

that represent a Particular trait (; View that the J characters are types
University Press, 2007), 5-6), ‘éﬁ?ﬂ&ml of John [NcB; Cambridge: Cambridge

Roman moral character typi . Yzes Judas against th

F : it . e backdrop of Greco-

Character Typing,” 544 S;’;‘g'How:;:s. in Judas bemg o; one-dimensional dnn?;u (Wright,
& 1N ancient Greco-Roman literature
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alysis. [nstead of placing a characte

Analysts- = " Fin fixed coy
namic simple/complex), | suggest that characy :

(i :m or various continua. Hence, it jg better 1o spea
““lion- | analyze the Johannine characters, using th
i"f“ ish scholar Yosef Ewen. He advocate

i s thre
haracter may be situated: -
ha

aucomplexity: characters range from thoge
~ gisplaying @ complex web of traits, with,

#ories (Nat/round, sta.
€I moves along a conti.
k of degrees of character-
€ non-reductionist model

: ntinua or axes upon which

displaying a single trait to those

e . ; g degrees of complexity in
velopment: characters may vary from thoge
R E)ethose whovare filly'developed, who show no development

penetration into the inner life: characters range from those who, via the
P rrator,ﬁadlow us a peek inside their minds to those whose minds remain
opaque-

aassiﬁcation. After analyzing th(? character along these three continua, I plot
the resulting character on a Fontlnuum of degree of characterization as (i) an
agent actant,.or Wall.(-on; (}1) ? pre, stock, or ﬂ?t character; (iii) a character
with personallty; o (iv) an 1n<.11V1dual or person.!

Evaluation. Besides an;.alyzmg. and classifying a character, I also evaluate it
from the author’s ideological point of view. Any meaningful communication,
whether verbal or non-verbal, has a particular purpose - a message that the

nder wants to get across to the receiver. In line with its salvific purpose
560.30_ 31), John tells his story from a particular perspective called “point of
(?ev'v.”” Stephen Moore defines point of view as “the rhetoric.al activity of an
E thor as he or she attempts, from a position within some socially shared sys-
L 0f assumptions and convictions, to impose a story-world upon an audi-
temeob the manipulation of narrative perspective.”"® James Resseguie states
:}?:t po)i,nt of view is “the mode or angle of vision from which characters, dialo-

» p: «£375= tly sharpened my
. iterature,” BibInt 17 (2009): 375-421. I have recen . /
e l\,'{0%nrlnle-‘llitsergennema, “A Comprehensive Approach to Understanding (}:lhar(aeil
theo_ry tf;:rtl'gr l:e] zf John,” in Characters and Characterization in the Gospel of John (ed.
te}rml'n le1 :3 Skinner; LNTS 461; New York: T&T Cla.rk, 2013)"36_58;narized s
- :tg&e‘::s u;orks are only Biishic (n - hls(It\Iheor{(;iks.uhrlinethuen 1983), 41-42.
o T ti0n: Poetics (New setITe -
e Nar:anve iﬁlﬂt‘;’:’l .a?::lnffr:ndl;:irc‘l‘gl/person” to classify ancient glrxl?sraicdt:;sﬁ:;feiz
 The categories Perit i wp-oriented personality.” where the P C il
o + “allatdaiES SRR unity, rather than t0 2 modern auton’1 R i
pyepes - W’I%::JP orTcommatamrlt M’/orld: Insights from Cultural Anthropology
(cf. Bruce J. Malina, ew :

1evi - wins Knox. Zwl]. 60—67)' : FiCtion» 72; D. Fra'n-
louffv(l)ut;.efsy;x'fer the t:rml%m. (Rimmon-xenan, Nam;\;:zvremtdogical P erSpectlve

" Tt e " Disciples: John 13:1-17:26 1"
812 Leiden i%;’f‘( gl i Gospels: The Theoretical Challenge (New
[BIS 12; Leiden: Brill, 1995), 170) 8O e Gospels

" Stephen D. Moore, Literary Criticism ! "‘_
Haven: Yale University Press, 1989), 181~
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gue, actions, setting, and events are considered or observed. But also
y .
view is the narrator’s attitude towards or evaluation of characters,

Poing of
T . dialg
actions, setting and events.”'” The implication is that a narrative is

Ot neutyy

since it has an inbuilt perspective that is communicated to the reader, ang

hence we must evaluate Judas’s character in the light of John’s evaluative Poing
of view. :

In the remainder of this section, I will carry out the c.haracter analy
Judas along the three dimensions that I just outlined, w?nle the classiﬁ‘-_atioh
and evaluation of Judas’s character occur in the final section.

Sis of

Character Complexity

The degree of a character’s complexity has to do with its t_raits. As Seymoyy

Chatman asserts, we reconstruct character by inferring traits from the infor-

mation in the text, in which trait is a “relatively stable or abiding persopq

quality.”®® The character traits of Judas are revealed both. by “showing” anq
“telling,” i. e., they are inferred from Judas’s interaction with other characters
and from the information mentioned by the narrator.?! In the following analy-
sis, I will demonstrate that Judas is a complex character whose dominant traits
are betrayal and apostasy, but who also shows secondary traits of indifference,
hypocrisy, unreliability, dishonesty, and disloyalty.

Betrayal. John’s primary characterization of Judas as “the one who betrays
him {Jesus]” indicates Judas’s main trait. Judas’s betrayal of Jesus is foretold on
numerous occasions by both Jesus (6:64; 13:21) and the narrator (6:71; 12:4;
13:2, 11; 18:2, 5), while 18:1-12 describes Judas’s concrete act of betrayal, preci-
pitating Jesus’ arrest. I observe that his act is clearly premeditated. First, Judas
uses his inside knowledge of Jesus’ habits to reveal his whereabouts (18:2). Sec-
ond, he brings with him a cohort of Roman soldiers and the temple police of the
Jewish religious authorities to arrest Jesus (18:3).2 Judas thus aligns himself

** James L. Resseguie, The Strange Gospel: Narrative Des
56; Leiden: Brill, 2001), 1 (original emphasis).

** Seymour Chatman, Story and Discourse: Narrative Structure in Fiction and Film (Itha-
ca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1978), 119, 126 (quotation from p. 126). Elsewhere, Chat-
man defines trait more extensively as “a narrative adjective out of the vernacular labeling a
personal quality of a character, as it persists over part or whole of the story” (Chatman, Story
and Discourse, 125). When we infer a character’s traits from the deep structure of an ancient
text, it is inevitable that we use trait-names that are familiar to our modern world. Using
modern terminology to analyze and describe characters in ancient | ature is acceptable pro-

ign and Point of View in John (BIS

vided that we remember that we use categories unknown to the ancient authors 2
ences (Bennema, “Theory of Character,” 394, fn. 86, 396-97). e
* Cf. James L. Resseguie, Narrative Criticism of the New Test
(er::\%}l}agﬁs,d Mich.: Baker Academic, 2005), 126-28. Moy
e failed attempts of the temple lice to arrest £2:32,
10:39) may explain why Judas brou§ht‘$ unusuallyesl;r];“:ug& :
arrest a single man. e
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“the Jews” (Jesus’ main opponengs

) and
ith " ing that Judas “stood with e "¢ Roman o .
“l,r's relling that l.udas stood with thepy, (18:5) alo | d‘PPrcsmrs.
Al with Jesus, in contrast to those iy « *0 Indicates that

: he no long-

e das and “the Jews” are linked iy, tha?thst:)?(;crl Vl:“hhlesus" (3:29; 19:25), ?n

‘ i € bot ;

4 133 27). In the ﬁn_al section, I will ghoy thaene c:|n'"0“ed 'by the devil

(8-8 (rait rather th;\n ]or;le In isolation of hjg other trajts 24 Yalis Judas’s overarch-
in . In the Johannine context "

ostasy ) XL, apostasy is th :

Opposition - the devil. Judas is charac Y e defecti

“devil” terized by apost
iified as a “devil” (6:71) and “son of perditioz" postas

The nar-
er

on from Jesus to

, 60'69)'25 What Peter d(')es not know, and Jesus reveals, is that even among
) 'e Twelve” there is a devil (6:70) - Jud

as, who will betray Jesus, as the narra-
o dlarifies (6:71).° The reference to Ju 1

das as a devil probably implies that he
tvill de with the devil or that his behavior resembles that of the devil. The dev-

s main occupation is to lie and kill (8:44). Similarly, Judas lies (12:5-6) and,
ihrough his betrayal, abets the killing of Jesus (John 18-19). The devil, who
plants the idea of betraying Jesus, uses Judas as his instrument (13:2,27)%

» Cf. Beckmann, who sees Judas as a representative of “the Jews,” albeit not in a negative
¢ (“Funktion und Gestalt des Judas,” 198-200).
s steven Hunt helpfully points out that even though Judas only betrays Jesus once and
hence one could object that this constitutes a trait, it probably does because the narrator keeps
i it.
refegl;legeit;; a parallel with Jesus’ rebuke of Peter in Mark 8:33, some suggest that John seeks
- srove on Peter by putting an anti-Judas spin on this story (Klassen, Judas, 140; Hans-
2 “?I%lauck Judas: Ein Jiinger des Herrn [QD 111; Freiburg: Herder, 1987}, 74-75). However,
]o;e e re'ect;d such an interpretation (Bennema, Encountering Jesus, 55). :
I a,vo Klzjxssen’s interpretation of 6:70-71 that Judas is an adverls)ary ;e ﬂl:e I.Zial;;nse zt I])esa?;
i i 4Bolog did in Job 1, Zechariah 3:1, and Ps
rigt }Eand )to(lglr%eel: ﬁ;;ncle:lIJ;IStse?mt:lefa?ﬁg?:hgg. Corllrslitliering 6:64, James V. Brownson
L ’ ; ieving insider who rejects the christological
das is even characterized as an unbeheymg insider who \ :
zlrag'umi: trhe;:u!;ing Jesus” divine identity and origin (idem, I;;;;raslézlg%thzlg‘;ﬁ“g;tzgzeg‘:y
: ” SBLSP 31 [1992]: 50-51). e
The Portrapal oiusdageis 46 Hourh e i e b 1i[ve and the one who was going to
simply indicate that Jesus knew those who did not belie B fs i
bengyhim the juxtaposition of unbelief and betrayal suggestf s atn))n onfession in 6:69,
Resdes ifJsus reply in 670 implicitly corrcts the “we know” i Pete’s confestiop & B
th l;das i l‘elf’ed by unbelief (cf. Dongsue Kim, An Exegesis of P61. Lewiston: Edwin
o Narative of Pt and Judas agaist th Synoptic Parallels [SC 6
4). sz ke
Mellen, 20041 m‘xk,h.rboxedlm 121’57cnmm) inal plans from the beginning (:ei;l:vtl;\ez
¥ Klauck’s remark that ]“d” g 73). Similarly, Margaret Davies cogas e
he joined Jesus) is unw:rr‘dlntd (lﬂ:wm)mmd’ by implication, that he chose Ju
Jesus knew whom he had chosen (13: ‘

i ouish between Jesus’ foreknow-
Shfficd 1S Press, 1992], 331). However, 1 prefer to distinguish FErC . ahhough

as’s nt in
ltdge of Judas’s inclination ‘dm‘d W" own developme
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A A “son of destruction” for Judas (1721
ch'.\rdu??' Z‘;fr?c‘:“i‘:‘understanding the term as a ge“itivze)‘olf el;
Brownson is { purpose (“son destined for destruction) , °
than a gc“mtl.v e OmP scf’n,.).zs Brownson thus argues that the Gr’ an
ii::;t;x:ie(st(iift‘;zz’\“)gprobab‘y stands for the Hebrew Abaddon, ::tr
hell (Prov 15:11; 27:20; 1QH 3:16, 19,“32) Orf ::eﬁ"p.er‘soniﬁe
18:22). And this reference to Judas as son of el. is in k‘zfep

hrases in Jewish apocalyptic am‘i early (”Jhrlstxan iterature 29 :
l;nce to Judas as “son of destructlox.llhell corresponds to the €arlier g
of Judas as “devil” (6:71). The ePlthet may also ev‘?k‘? the image ke np““n
who comes to destroy in 10:10 since the v.vord for “thief” occyrs oy ie thig
8, 10 and then again in 12:6 specifically with reﬁ?’re‘,‘f‘f t0 Judag 3 usn 10y
reference to Judas in 17:12 as “son of destruc'txon implies that ]uda;l,esu;»
agent of the devil, in that he belongs‘ to the dev1.l and.acts like him_ 18 g

Judas’s apostate behavior is tragically df:scnped in John 13, The

clearly informs the reader in 13:2 that Judas is going to betray Jesys. What i
dear is whose “heart” is in view in 13:2 — whether the devil haq o es
in his heart that Judas should betray Jesus or that the devil had p

1Eve Ja
"Igin ,.:“\
s
Jeey:
tey, 2:’11
G,

eédY decig,
& A ut it in Judas'
heart to betray Jesus. I favor the latter interpretation because Jesyg §

» cornment to
his disciples, “And you are clean, but not all of you,” should be understooq ;
the light of Judas’s betrayal - it suggests that Judas is not clean (13:10\)—11) S

not impossible, I consider it unlikely that Judas joined Jesus’ group as a thief ap, d devi -
the premeditated plan to betray Jesus. )

2® Brownson, “Enemy,” 52. Cf. Klassen, Judas, 152. Contra those who interpret the term
Judas being (pre)destined for destruction (Raymond E. Brown, The Gospel According to Jo;:s
[AB 29; London: Chapman, 1971}, 2:760; C. Kingsley Barrett, The Gospel According to §t Iohl
An Introduction with Commentary and Notes on the Greek Text [2d ed.; London: SPCK, 1978)
508; Kim, Exegesis of Apostasy, 152, 178). Whether Judas was (pre)destined for destruction
was probably not an issue for John. See also the discussion in Wolfgang

den Verriter? Die Gestalt des Judas in Theologie,

Fenske, Brauchte Gt
Unterricht und Gottesdienst (Géttingen:

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2000), 69-72.

** Brownson, “Enemy,” 52. Cf. Klassen, Judas, 152-53, 158, fn. 53; Klauck, Judas, 87-88;

Donald A. Carson, The Gospel According to John (Leicester: InterVarsity Press, 1991), 563.

** For a detailed analysis of “thieves” in John 10, see Ruben Zimmermann,
Bilder im Johannesevangelium: Die Christ,

Christologie der

opoetik des vierten Evangelium unter besonderer Be-
riicksichtigung von Joh 10 (WUNT 171; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004), 259-65, 312-16, 340-44.
_" Cf. Rudolf Bultmann, The Gospel of John: A Commentary (trans. G. R. Beasley-Murray;
Philadelphia: Westminster, 1971), 464, fn. 2. Amongst those who favor the former interpreta-
tion, are Brownson, “Enemy,” 52; Francis J. Moloney, The Gospel of John (SP 4; Collegeville,
Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1998), 378; Kim, Exegesis of Apostasy, 190-91. There is no suggestion
that Judas was excluded from the footwashing - it simply did not benefit him. Klassen deals
poorly with Judas’s uncleanness, arguing that John, like the Essenes, views purity in broad
terms as including financial matters and ritual purity (Klassen, Judas, 151-52). The footwash-
lt?f Clefa:}z’ }:::allvxﬁc overtones - it foreshadows Jesus’ death on the cross and mmpl:n

n of the disciples’ spiri ; : partake

foms: dit d@Eth. ls\lpth(:::hdmmmcme g- Judas, however, is not clean and will not partake It

perceptively raises the issue of how it is that Jesus’ foo¢

ut ever
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_on if Judas was unaware of 67

e MY devil'y
Lecase his sudd:::‘dtl};a;lure in 13:3 | Planin 13,9, 1, quickly|
4 comment in 13:26-27 carned of it
¢ .\nd Lo‘ > X ln 13: la at ¢ u“der
l ra)"“l- usu‘ng the phrase “The ope who ‘e Jesus referg again to l:‘:im'l lgsus ges-
» which is better translated ag “ ats my bread as's imminent

b » has lifted hi
:1;‘, has opposed me.” Jesus speaks of dil. ellh whom ed his heel against

I shared a clo
' i se relation-
here pavid speaks of being betray ed by a vent as a fulfilmeny of Ps: n?';‘;fl,

ble-fellowship with 3  intimate fri
had table wship with.? In 135, Mate friend whom he trusted

A : 30, imi
ween Jesus and Judas. Besides serving 1 ;4 @ similar scene is played out
entify Judas as the betrayer, Jesus’

« ? and here we see
. Vi »
judas after he takes the piece of bread (132;?“ ;n:il » When Satan enters into
ot on_lyd‘x’:liezhg dt;"ﬂdprompt Judas (132), he alog sinﬁld{l ishthen iy
i : ’ i . 5
L lrld by the Fyth e devil, stands in sharp contrast to theed's Tt
| welled by the Father and Son (14:23; cf. 17:21-3), jug SRR
or his embodiment (cf. 6:70-71), a defector and ap.osltlataes s

:ance from Jesus to Satan. After receiving the piece of brea switching his alle-

[eaves immediately - literally, but also symbolically, le avin: ft‘;’e"‘fgﬁ(s)us,dydag}
y wship o

Jesus (13:30). The .dramatic, abrupt sentence, “And it was night.” i i

forces the sol.elelty: be:sldes being a literal reference tonllft}:’evler:lilr? -39:21“"
refers t0 @ spiritual reahty,szlamely, the darkness caused by Satan if(irivirs\o
judas to his act of betrayal.™ Judas’s being indwelled by the devil and leaving

s unable to cleanse Judas f

washing is unable to cleanse Judas from the devil’s i ? . ;
ither treated unjustly or is evidence of a salvific faislul?eﬂ?ég;z ?;;::r;cé‘_‘;l%n that Judas is
ranted. Cf. Culpepper, who remarks with reference to 13:11 and 17:12 that ]u;e:s',‘gsl unwar-
Jesus’ failure (Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, 125). Others, however cla(i)xsns mﬁ
Judas’s loss was not due to any deficiency on the part of Jesus (Andrew T. Lincoln. The Gospel
According to John [BNTC; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2005], 437; Nicolas Fareily The D’;s-
ciples in the Fourth Gospel: A Narrative Analysis of Their Faith and Understanding [;NUNT 1
290; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010], 114).

 Kim contends that John might have had in mind Ahithophel’s betrayal of David, and
he also sees an allusion to the “heel” motif of Genesis 3:15 which prophesies the cosmic con-
flict between Satan and the Son of God (Kim, Exegesis of Apostasy, 183-88).

» Cf. Beckmann, who states that, against the backdrop of 6:1-15, Jesus is in 13:26 “unmit-
telbar als Geber des Brotes prasent” (Beckmann, “Funktion und Gestalt des Judas,” 187-88).
Referring to ancient seating arrangements, Craig S. Keener suggests that the Beloved Disciple
and Judas held the honored positions on either side of Jesus (idem, The Gospel of John: A
Commentary [2 vols.; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2003}, 915-16).

“ Cf. Eva Krafft, who states that Judas has twice witnessed acts of love - Mary’s devotion
of Jesus in John 12 and Jesus’ footwashing in John 13 - but also twice closed himself from
them (idem, “Die Personen des ]ohannesevangeliums,” EvT 16 [1956]: 29-30).

% Contra Kim, who contends that Judas is not s0 much influenced by tbe de\{ll to betray
Jesus as he wilfully hardens his heart and invites the devil to work through him (Kim, Exegests
of A & :
/ £o :1‘::1); ,lilayﬁln 4 F. Collins calls Judas “a figure of the night” (idem, “Representative
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he presence of Jesus heralds the approaching darkness precipitateq by
the pre

i i d apostasy of Judag ; the deyy, \ dersta
S i age records the tragic defection an ostasy o, : ander
?l:);t(‘ESOP::ZSteE discipleship. While ]fsus(fﬁ?—;g)h‘:‘h:‘gzﬁes o em fmht‘\“ ‘ y ‘;\sc;
and to exemplify humility fmd serv::e cte.r of ]\;das embod?mmPts ‘“d“'\no b nc:laz s)
defect and negate discipleship. The chara tasy, and betra ales “ e Nega ‘» it d ne
tive of all responses to Jesus: defectlon_, apODS’ hy;lest Disloy l ; . | o der
Indifference, Unreliability, Hypocrisy, Disho M};, : dya ty D_“nn . | ‘tet-‘ma
ner given in Lazarus’s home in honor of ]eSl-ls, . thh evotion ig CONtragey ‘:k‘\ gor
by the early stages of Judas’s defection (12...1—' .nl .oug}}\‘ we havye P \ o
since 6:70-71 that Judas will betray Jesus, lt. i John 1233 Py e T3-26
character and role of Judas emerge. After .remmfimg h?s r;aders that Judyg W
betray Jesus (12:4), John says that Judas is a tl-uef (12:6).°" As the treasure, % i
the group, Judas would have preferred to receive the large sum of mq ‘

5 ney th t ' in
the perfume could fetch, so he could keep a part for himself (12:6), meia \ thi

ke \ N
that Judas as the treasurer is a thief highlights h}‘s d.lslzonesty and di310Ya\tYntgo \‘ ‘gs
the group - he betrays their trust. The word for “thief” occurs only here and i “ il
10:1, 8, 10, and perhaps John deliberately portrays ].udas as a false shepherq o
whose intention is to steal, kill, and destroy. It is unlikely, however, that Judas \ o
illegitimately found his way into Jesus’ group of disciples agd joined Jesus g \ a
thief, he probably became one along the way. The point of comparison d
between the thief in John 10 and Judas in John 12 is probably the thiefs beha- \ |

vior of stealing, killing, and destroying rather than his entry into the sheep.
fold.*® Besides, Judas is a liar or hypocrite - his question in 12:5 feignsa con. |
cern for the poor, which the narrator quickly falsifies.*® In this, Judas emulates \
the devil who is characterized as a liar (8:44). Jesus’ reprimand in 12:7-g
reveals that Judas does not recognize Jesus’ uniqueness and instead believes
that Mary showed excessive devotion to Jesus.*’

Character Development

Character development is not simply the addition of a trait that the reader
infers further along the text continuum or a character’s progress in his or her

Figures,” in These Things Have Been Written: Studies on the Fourth Gospel [LTPM 2; Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1990}, 1-45, here 30).

7 Klassen cannot accept John’s allegation that Judas is a thief (Klassen, Judas, 146; cf.
Pratscher, “Judas,” 12). However, the Synoptics also hint at Judas’s greed for money in Mat-
thew 26:14-15; 27:3-10; Mark 14:10-11; Luke 22:3-5 (Rudolf Schnackenburg, The Gospe
According to St John (3 vols; London: Burns & Oates, 1968-1982], 2:368; Kim, Exegesis of
Apostasy, 171-72). . b R s e

1 Gail R. O'Day also notes that Judas exhibits a lack of care ~ whether for the poor (126)
or the sheep (10:13) (idem, The Gospel o IB 9: Ile: 11995), 702).

P vl A 'gnd d{e John [NIB 9; Nashville: Abingdon, 1995), 702)-

: only occasion when Judas speaks,
tnm:oed (arelly, Disciples in the Fourth Gospe{ 116). . 51 ot S
CL. Brownson, “Enemy,” 51 Kim, Exegesis of Apostasy, 168.
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being influenced by the devil (13:2) to o;:lses l::f:: i(:f;:vlolfrgegt f:}(:m e
elled by the devil

13:27); from one leaving the fellowshi
ip of ing i
5 o comy o o
§trop l;his e Eti jn:l om being a disciple of Jesus to becomin a,disz' ciata-f
Sa'tan- : gative development reveals that Judas was unrelial?l h b
thief, a defector, a betrayer, and a disciple of the devil. The readeres;xouelc;v :;15 y
: us

notice the replacement of traits signifyin i
‘ ; . g the change in Judas. Since 12:6 men-
tions that Judas was a thief while being the treasurer of the group (a pos'itir:: x:)f

trust), traits of honesty and reliability are bein
A > ; g replaced by dishones d
unreliability. Then, with the switch of allegiance from Jesus 1,0 Satan, trtZith of

intimacy and following Jesus disappear, and alienation and defection emerge.

Inner Life

The inner life of a character gives the reader insight into the character’s
thoughts, emotions, and motivations, and is conveyed usually by the narrator
and sometimes by the characters themselves.”’ In John’s Gospel, however,

41 Contra Resseguie, Narrative Criticism, 153.

2 f Edward M. Forster, Aspects of the Novel (New York: Penguin, 1976; orig. publ.
1927), 73-81; Rimmon-Kenan, Narrative Fiction, 39.

© Contra Klauck, who contends that the character of Judas does not show development
since he harbored evil plans from the beginning (Klauck, Judas, 73). However, even though
Judas is characterized by negative traits already at his first appearance in the narrative (6:70-
71), this should nevertheless shock the reader because such characterization of one in Jesus
inner circle is not

“ Contra Klassen’s view that “the disciples are not bewildered by the
someone will hand him over. They take it in stride ... when Judas acted, ¢ e
one” (Klassen, Judas, 150). John 13:22 indicates that the disciples were clearly “at a loss™ or

“in consternation” (cf. 13:28)- i ' :
“ Cf. Adele Berlin, Poetics and Interpretation of Biblical Narrative (Sheffield: Almond,
1983), 38. '

announcement that
he acted for every-
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; characters, which should gy
Jls the inner life of some who knows all people an TPri,

Jesus also reve r excellence,

at jg .
$ r pa l!|
us since he is the reveal'C lg-ll; 16:30; 21:17). [.ndeed, both the Narrato, an:
them (2:24-25; of. 6:64; 15 judas's inner life. The narrator revey|
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Jesus disclose many asPeds'c(:il and dishonest (12:6), influenced jp p;.

) iti 71- 19 Mip
Judas is in.dnffeljent:a :Z;pt;;rtlhe is going to betray ]esusl 563)71:«1(12;1?) by Vian;
RpeE s (13-212;1 ws where Jesus normally goes (18:3). d tionally, Jesyg
the fact that he kno 2 devil (6:70), unclean (13:10), " Wlll betray h
reveals that Judas is s the reader about Judas’s motives a5q Fatig,

inform bal
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Szjfgrii: acltions by consistently revealing aspects er life. Th

aids the reader in evaluating Judas.

Characterization and Evaluation of Judas

. i aracter of Judas by pogit:

After this character analysils, we can Ctlla;:l:}’m thé (‘):Illlsidering hiJs locan');ﬁo(s)i?(:}l:‘
ing him on the characterization cc?n ndEat e
axes of complexity (complex, multiple traits), dev dP - "d H}Her
life (much), I suggest to identify the character of Judas as an indivi ual Since
individuals in antiquity were not autonomous persons (as in r.noderm}y') but
embedded in a group (see fn. 16), Judas was first embedded in Jesus’ inner
group of disciples (“the Twelve”), which in turn was emb.edded in t%xe family
of God, but with his apostasy, Judas became embedded in the family of the
devil. Many scholars perceive Judas as a flat, one-dimensional character who
shows no development,”” but this is simplistic. Judas is a complex character
whose dominant traits are betrayal and apostasy, but he also has secondary
traits such as indifference, hypocrisy, unreliability, dishonesty, and disloyalty,

From John’s evaluative point of view, which is informed by his overall pur-
pose of eliciting and increasing faith in the life-giving Jesus amongst his read-
ers (20:31), Judas must be evaluated negatively.*® Judas’s defection is perma-
nent and a case of apostasy - he ceases to be a disciple of Jesus and joins the
opposition, becoming a disciple of the devil. Judas mimics the characteristics

“* Cf. Tom Thatcher, “Jesus, Judas, and Peter: tCharacterb acter by Contrast in the Fourth Gos- ’
|
|
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: ; state,
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: : etrayal and i
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jf “plot” is the logical and causal se

) quence of events, ,
pel relates t(? tbe revelation of the Father and sor‘:n n: tet};:.n ﬁlc:fot; ]e?rh?di (if)s-
character; rrElssmn, ?nd relationship, and people’s response to this revelatil;rll.tzz
The Gospels plot is affected by John’s strategy to persuade the reader to

# Cf. Craig R. Koester, who remarks that @
accepted standards for human conduct” (idem, $;§Om°i‘n tl;l‘;l‘;solziasc aCC(;}u;&able. to
Mystery, Community [2d ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2003], 73). See also E:ﬁ; . mgg’
Game,” 59-60. Contra Klassen’s evaluation that “Judas appears m.ore like an autorie:t,onhtlh:;
a free, willing person” (Klassen, Judas, 153). Resseguie also reduces Judas’s responsibility
asserting that he is passive and “little more than a pawn in a cosmic chess match [betweer;
God and Satan]” (Resseguie, Strange Gospel, 165-66; cf. idem, Narrative Criticism, 163).

0 Cf. Brownson, “Enemy,” 50. See also Wright, who views Judas’s betrayal in the context of
ancient Greco-Roman teacher-student relationship and friendship where loyalty or fidelity was
the most important component (Wright, “Character Typing,” 552-53). Contra Paffenroth,
who claims that Judas never belonged to Jesus since Jesus cannot lose his own (Pfaffenroth,
Judas, 35). Similarly, Hans-Josef Klauck also denies that Judas ever belonged to Jesus because
from the beginning Judas belonged to those who did not believe (6:64) (idem, “Judas der Ver-
riter? Eine exegetische und wirkungsgeschichtliche Studie,” ANRW 11 26.1 [1992]: 728-29).
However, the &l p (“except”) clause in Jesus statements regarding Judas (13:10; 17:12) shows
that Judas did belong prior to his apostasy - Jesus’ claims that all are clean and all are kept
except Judas actually demonstrates that he was included in the “all” before he defected.

 Contra Klassen, who asserts that “it may be time (0 ... bury once and for all the belief
that Judas was a thief or was motivated by demonic forces. Not for a moment does it seem
credible that the Johannine portrait of Judas could be authent.ic” (Klassen, Judas, 146)il A

* Cf. Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, 79-98; Lincoln, John, 11-12; Farelly, Dis-

ciples in the Fourth Gospel, 168-69-
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** Cf. Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, 98.

* Cf. Lincoln, John, 11-12.
% Many scholars have also considered Judas’s representative value for John’s own time.

For example, in view of the many antichrists who left the Johannine community and went
out into the dark world (1 John 2:18-19; 4:1), Culpepper characterizes Judas as “the represen-
tative defector” (Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, 124-25; cf. Resseguie, Narrative
Criticism, 165). Referring to the ancient rhetorical device of “syncrisis,” Michael W. Martin
presents a similar case, arguing that Judas as the consummate defector is a representative of
the schismatics described in 1-3 John who broke away from the Johannine community (idem,
Judas and the Rhetoric of Comparison in the Fourth Gospel [NTM 25; Sheffield: Sheffield Phoe-
nix, 2010])'. See also Peter Dschulnigg, Jesus begegnen: Personen und ihre Bedeutung im Johan-
nesevangelium (Miinster: LIT, 2002), 179. Kim’s contention that “John deliberately alludes to
the hl.stor'lcal situation of the church in which apostate-disciples become henchmen of Satan
:arrledelfjfve'mg Christian brothers into the hands of Synagogue authorities and think that they

offering a service to God (16:2)” is perhaps im, Exegesis of Apostasy, , 211).
For Judas’s representation throughout history, mﬁmﬁmm 1121-87. g 2 ’3




