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JESUS, JUDAS AND A MORSEL
INTERPRETING A GESTURE IN JOHN 13
2130

I. THE PROBLEM

rth Gospel Jc?sus identifies Judas as the traitor |
pir y handing him a morsel. Johannine s“c‘;f in a highly
he gesture as such, but in cases where :::;S ddo not

0, One

often comment on €
finds 2 surprisingly wide range of interpretations. Consider the fol
i e follow-

ing: '
Accordlng
Judas is an outsider:
Jesus taucht €in Bro
genosse taucht sein Bro
hoflich als den Fremden,
Raymond Brown’s’ interpretation focuses on the notion of hos

ity*:
What John describes 18 @ basic gesture of Oriental hospitality, as can be
seen from Ruth ii 14. Indeed, Jesus may be extending to Judas a special act
of esteem whereby a host singles out 2 guest whom he wishes to honor and
icks out for him from the common plate 2 choice morsel of food. But this
sign of Jesus’ affection, like the act of love that brought him into the world,

brings Judas t0 the decisive moment of judgement.
4 does not only refer ©0
eves Jesus intended

the Fou
atic fashion b

to Emanuel Hirs !
ch!, Jesus uses the gesture to indicate that

tstiick in die Schiittel und gi

: gibts Judas. De
t selber ein. Jesu Handlung kennzeichnet Ju:l: a;x:*s-
der an der Schiittel nur Gastrecht hat. o

pital-

the nature

Thomas Brodie
to achieve

In his interpretation,
hat he beli

of the gesture, but also to W
by it:

glichen Gestalt verdeutscht

um, in seiner urspriin

|. E. HRscH, Das vierte Evangeli
Geoffrey

und2 erkldrt, Tiibingen, Mohr, 1936, PP 338-339.
Ch . RE. BRowN, The Gospel According 10 John. Volume 2 (xiii—xx‘i),

apman, RP'1984, p. 578.
Le:i;- For similar interpretations, S¢¢. amongst others, A- Loisy, Le Quatriem?
J.z,,g,,;”;” Dites de Jean, Paris, Emile Nourry, 21921, P- 397; H.-
Gospel iow Herrn, Freiburg Basel — Wien, Herder: 1987, p. 85 A O .
ety na ording to John, Leicester, Varsity Press: . 3995 CR-LE oy
Fortress, v in the Fourth Gospel: Meanins: Mystery, €O unity: b
F ounlj.s(‘;qu' p. 207; and B. WITHERINGTON, . A Commenta’}

o ngcl. Louisville, KY, Westminster John Knox Press, 199: P h:al ol
tary, New YRUD'E‘ The Gospel According 1 John: A Literary am e

ork - Oxford, Oxford University Press: 1993, p- 453.

London,

Evangilf.
s — Ein
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D.F. TOLMIE
- Judas’ freedom, did noy Push h:
' stroy Judas ‘
Tlhe morsel did '::‘::n(::m‘ since ll‘ was ab;):;: i:s Sl a ;::‘;he |
{ Satan. On ““Zould imagine — like som i ognat Pareng ” dgn
gesture as 0"|eover for anolhers— :m was an O reca)) J“das fro
i ne e
;mlgl(::i:g entanglement with
eV : ' Sus, 5
her possibility 13 10 mterp:‘t a:izt gesture Sacramema“y ;
. e . ‘
: fuﬂ cither baptism or the e ot
sy e & links it to baptism®:
Wes Howard-Broo

i< an ironic “baptism,” for Jesus’ act of dipping wil) lead the recipie,“ 10 'm:'
:)leli:?emd by Satan, not God.
Jacobsen Buckley’ interprets the events in 13,26 a4 having ,
Jo;“r::essage- On the one hand, the passage describes g scene of .
double but, on the other hand, it also depicts a scene of feeding, i, e ;
n il ) . . . . % .
:::segthﬂt Jesus feeds Judas with his own body, which IS a “bapy, i i
My": f
As a result of the food, “after the morsel” (John 13:27), Satan enter ¢
Judas, which I take as a direct poisoning. Recall that Satan h

ad already
influenced Judas’ heart (John .13:2).. Now, J

» but the dipped bread
essentially a baptized body. For the verb “to dip”

presented to Judag is
“to baptize.” In my opinion, then, Judas, obtaing

is the same as the very

a “baptized Jesus,”. 9,

Francis Moloney'o focuses on the eucharistic se

There is Intertextuality between
ditions in the Joh
Eucharist is g gy
footwashing. W

tting :
the gift of the m,
annine community held in com
btheme to the morsel, just as b
ithin the context of a meal indicated as eucharistic, Jesus
1 to the most despised character in the Gospel’s narrative:
-+ Jesug’ hever-failing love for such disciples, a love that reached
archetype of the eyj] disciple, reveals a unique God.

orsel and Eucharistic tra-
mon with the early church,
aptism is a subtheme to the

5. W, : ,
Cipleship, (HI‘?,‘:%‘%:;;BROO{(‘ B“jo'"mg Children of God: John's Gospel and Radical Dis-
6. See alsg ‘Bf, L beration Serics), Maryknoll, NY, Orbjs, 1994, p. 304.
ners. An Intertexq) Pasd atch How You're Eating’: Judas ang Jesus and Table Man-
Cr;m“"' 74 (2000 27za 8 of Joha 1 3:26; Matthey 26:23 and Sirach 31:12-32: 13, in
. JJ BUCKLE :

. Tesenting ypo p . ' . - G.
| (eds,) Viol 8 oison in the Gospel of John, in T. PiPPIN

Bble, Longy €M, Utopig, g e Kingd : ' in the

: 44 ; 8dom of Goq- Fant nd Ideology in t

8. thia, p, 6zr.qew York, Routledge, 1998, 60-71. il :

J. MOLONE :
Foflmss. 1998, PP. 2;:2(3710’)' Not Dishonor: Reading John | 321 Minneapolis. MN,
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=T albert"! takes
les H s the emphasis 17
on the euchar
anstje
Ru,n
a

char
er:

steP " | has become f
as ome
gevil aere is a wamin(;riljlug:less: (::ocr‘(’immunion with J
: . s. Juds €s
18, 2627 3(:.){inyetv3ihlsjthe R e habe,
nply ot cating with Jesus does not guarantee . This Jesus (vy
Judas’ example ShOWS: wniee one’s dis?’lld e g
y !plcshjp
X

A euch
:on from

scheint emne magische Wirkung auf den Jij
nger zu iiben
. Es is

Def Bissen S¢
sine At satanisches Sakrament, das Judas genieft

As the above examples indicate, it PAOIREEAL.
gestllre- Wwas .it rr}eant to 8:ssign to Judas the role ofy to xnu.:rprcl Jesus’
5 gesture indicating hospitality or love? Was it m :" outsider? Was it
what he was about to do? How important ar:ﬂ[thto recall Judas

euc aristic overtones — if they are relevant at all? Th e baptismal or
jons that [ will consider in this study, in the hope i i‘:SC are the ques-
(o indicat® which interpretation most effectively makes S:’nlll be possible
in terms of the narrative, and, possibly, with a view Stf) (:;kt!‘e ges-

tep further. In order to achieve this, the :;i,:le

n a modest §
e Fourth Gospel will be discussed first (Section
re will be considered.

rpretation of Jesus’ gestu

istic interpretation can be
taken ev
en further

William Wrede'* shows: as the follow.

turé
interpretatlo
erisation of Judas in th

1), after which the inte

[I. THE CHARACI'ERISATION OF JUDAS IN THE FouRrTH GOSPEL

n in the Fourth Gospel; in total there aré
6; 13,2; 1311 13,26-30;

s in the same
in

hear of Judas ofte
to him (6,70-71; 12,4

and 21,20), all of which point more of les
assify Judas a8 a “flat character” =

We do not

han one Sense of
on the

more {
Theological Commentary

11. C.H. TALBERT, Reading John: A Literary and
¢ Epistles. New York, rossroad, 1992, p- 198.
J Mohr (SiebCCk), 7, p- 13§.
i che Theologi¢

Fourth Gospel and the Johannin
nd Studien, Tiibingen, .- .
el umersuchr. in Evangelis

2. W. WREDE, Vortrage i

:(6 :-It;l:;)l Das Problem des Judas Iskariot ="
56), p. 110, agrees with Wrede

13. The concepts of wflat” and rount w characters Wer® introduced bY o fso:aﬁ
Aspecs of the Novel, Londor urd Amold, 1944. PP 31106, T 00, o
applied in various ways when characterisation in Biblical l;:/‘g”a".‘is: W P
:T‘Of’t (c;ictailed discussion, 5€€ D.F. TOLMIE, Narra!t;fOSI.V é -on;CI Sch‘:)lars plications:
ical Guide, S i e _ Bethesda, ntenal! 3

an Francisco, CA London - B€ o hois deP (ed in tems of only

1999, pp. 54-55). If one defines a “flat” charac




(4 introduces this l(;haraCte“r in 6,60.71 o
. ‘plled ﬂut 0 Alan Culpeppel' as a. (:()ntext o lna
The,:;,marised b + disciples find his teaching (o0 4. g Mg

U T B ficyy,,
ply of JeSUiespon ds by continuing his difficyj, teacllito %;-
UM P, st.lslziples rring back. In response ¢, Jesyg "8.%
1
O

ish to go away, p Ty, ¢
results 1 m whether they also W lf'f y eter o Pres I \
as 10 has the words of eternal life, and ¢hy 1 P
s ha

e 1S he
pelief that Jesj sus’ answer is not encouraging: “pjq Lg ¢
e

» BEEL . ( ch()o *'
One of 003 Yet one of you is @ devil!™. In an aside, g, T
he twelve’

c Yy
Mp]
is speaking of Judas, son of Simop
that Jesus 1s SPe
is then tOld

W

Plieg ,,. *
rwelve, but who is g(?ing to betray. him., SCarigy W
is one of the ider the characterisation of Judas in thjg Passage, h
If we corlStlthe disciples, as characters in the Narrative Worlg : oy
be noted [Tl?e identity of the “devil” in their midst or exaciy 'Who
ye.:lk;: WAll that they know at this stage is that one of them : :;}?
Tw‘llme idc;ntity of the “devil,” as well as what he ‘.Nill do, is iy i
known to the implied reader by means of an asjde in wh ol oy
focalised internally'®.

a small number of character traits, Judas fi
be defined as one who does not und
the latter definition, Judas can stil]
any development in his character.
14. Following J.L. StaL

ts the description, A 2
ergo any/much character 4
be termed a “flat” charac

EY, The Print’s First K. iss: A Rhetorical Investigation of
h Gospel, Atlanta, GA, Scholars Press, 1988, P. 34, Tuse e

to refer to the Organising principle in the text responsible fi
¢ lotal arrangement thereof. The concept “implied reader” s used to refer to the inn

e © counterpart of the implied author, The
- Implied author anq the impl;

the text forward and backward, the impliled"‘ﬁ
2 as been read y the gi oment. It is
e Unidi e P to the given m
KNOW whay i cg;;?llonal,. forward movement of the text, and as such, docs[::
lsaended' Although ?r:e;('t ' the text, nor does it stop reading until the na?:
S <
Is. been reqq, pelled f€ader has a perfec knowledge and memory
€5 limited Y its temporal status. S
ourth Gospel: A Study in Literary U=
“ ice” lmolt‘
narrate™ focus on the “voice rf,la cuS"
on the viewing, ie., the “eyes ' pr
€ exteny . . 2 ¢ Chargcters i
(Jesus) 0 Verge 7 f‘”alology . 10 which the inner thoughts of Ch"f;’;‘ cally, W
: o Classifjeq .* PP- 29-38, for more details. Technic® s
ed ag Interpg) focalisation of the focalised ¢

=

Furthern
negative W
ways in wl
have an ex
mgonist wl
reliable. A
the reliabil
vided by t
the charac
since the i
the implie

It shoul
implied au
Judas’ fut
trasted wi
ndévar a
on which
tion is ma
twelve(!),
be no dou
tant for th

Judas a
Judas pro
three hun
characteri
implied a
to the me
his being

HadnTdY
Judas’ re;
by the im
and his

17. Frop
MaLINA —
Neapolis,

18. Inyg
€Xample, «
trait is illyg
characteris;
nal appears

ee ToLmm

19. In¢
intemally.
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RSy,

it is evident that Judys |
nhel’moref‘ udas i o,
Furt™” yay in verse 70. To be called 4 cz:'af Tised j )
vil” W ) gy
ay Uerney
)

tive
nega‘ " which one f:OU!d be labelled in thog, one
le of “direct characterisatio;l”l‘:ays'[ i mi‘o{ e gy
- I

an ©
(agons! ho hzénbie" £‘°Yed thus far in he g, e by
 vle. Accordinglys e implied reader y; ive 1 e the pyy,
reli? jability of this characterisation, Th U have p, "’“‘uh
the the implied author in verse :}1 (e a.dditiOnal infasm ' dongy
vide aracters in the narrative world) wi Which s this gy .t | P
the P lied reader will h Wil also be rpga 20k o
ince b e 1MP ave no reason to g, 3 Teighle
(he implied author. ubt the refige
It should also be noted that the additional informg; 1y of
implied author 1s.w0'rded' in such a way that the tf:non PrOVided by g
Ju das’ ture z.act 1s.h1ghhghted. His deed of betrg :]alcherous Nature
ith his being part of the twelve: °Stogy 15 Noticeably cop.
5150vaL aDTOV, 81<; ¢k TV dddeka. Thus, alreade:)lp Enediey Tupo.
on which Judas is introduced into the narative, the [:the frst occasion
tion 1 made available to the implied reader: ﬂ,liS cha::‘ vital informg.
welve(!); will betray Jesus. In the mind of the implied rCle;, one of the
pe no doubt that this is indeed what will happen. (This a:a er there can
tant for the subsequent interpretation of the events in Cha;:[ ll; impor-
Judas appears again in Chapter 12, when Mary anoints Jesus’ f )
Judas protests that the perfume used by Mary could have been S:La;‘d
three hundred denarii and the money given to the poor. In terms oh}:
characterisation of Judas the following points are important: First, the
implied author introduces this character into the scene in a similar way
{0 the method used in 6,71, 1.€., by contrasting his deed of betrayal with
his being part of the twelve: Tovdag O Tokapidmg el [Ex] TV
paSntd)v abtov, O pEAAOV abTov mapudidoval (12,4). Secondly,
Judas’ remark is used as a basis for characterising him. It is interpreted
by the implied author in an aside in which Judas is focalised internally”

and his true motive for making the remark is revealed; i.c., the fact that

of

17. From a sociological perspective, this is called wdeviance labelling’ See BJ.
nce Commentary on the Gospel of John, Min-

MALINA — R.L. ROHRBAUGH., Social-Scie o [
151-152, fora discussion of this aspect.
. trait is mentioned dutctly. for

neapolis, MN, Fortress, 1998, pp

18. In the case of “direc ation,” @ particular SRy
cx{lmple, “She is a loving person”. In the case of “indirect chmctenfatlo::;l 'an X it
rait is illustrated and the implied reader has 10 infer the tral s
characterisation is usually achieved by narrating chet' h
nal appearance and by portraying the environment within which the ¢
See ToLmie, Narratology (n. 13), PP: 42-53. : it is Ju
19 In 6,71 Jesus was focalised internally; in this instance
mternally.
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. ing f;
in the habit of stealing from gy, Mg,
was in ‘cation is not used to mtroduce DUrse
hief who ferisation Ny
he “’“Sa:(p his Characi to indicate a pattern of behavigy, st a
phich he K o help : emne o in
whic it but rather pretending to be concemed gl the Pogy, ¢
acter (7 common purse, Ise in mind, as well as the (futype i,
from the ving something € ilar pattern of behavioyr, Thirdly, o 04
actually B2 form part of a Sim ’

ey .
" behaviour i Contragga .
of Jesus, al 2 pas pointed out, Judas totally differe, . " iy
aret Beirme” h:}sMary in that we have two totally dj Crent reg
ith that 0 !
scene W1

5 0F emsics Ponge,
“goodness, operness and ENCIOsity of spirjy
to Jesus: the gothe “secretiveness, venality and a‘('ia""e Of Judagny
” versus T ader is again drawp to thig
Bethany " Verst> ™ f the implied re ¢
ttention 0
In 13,2 the a

har.

is (again) focalised internally: As the meg begi{lS, the

o Whenlrleljldl; put it into Judas’* heart to betray Jegys, What i ney,
devil has a

isati Judas, is the €xplicit |;
; characterisation of nk
o o(fj ‘t‘l:;e” devil. In 6,71 Judas was already characterised
between'm;aswa;is intended action is linked expl.icitly.to_ the devi], thug
a(sj:i; e‘:l;,e\;) cosmic dimension, in terms of which his intendeq a
adding

ct i
to be viewed as his own initiative only, but rather as an Indicatiop
not to

he was actually used as an instrument by the devil®, who, 5 th‘_’t
ﬂ::;e eilad already induced him to betray Jesus. Exactly when the devil
s Y

is. See R. SCHNACKENBURG, Das Johannes-
evangelium, 111, Tej) (HTKNT, ), Freiburg - Base] - Wien, Herder, 31979, p. 27.

This reading can pe translated in ty, Ways: 1. The devi PUt it in his own hearr to betray

Jesus. See, for example, C K BARRETT, T, Gospel According 1o §t Jopn- An lntrot{llf q
tion with Commenyg Text, London, SPCK, ’1978, p. 439; 2.

. 7Y and Noteg op the Greek '
€ devil pyt j into Judgs’ heart to betray Jesys. This interpretation js accepted by mos

. Sel ple, .HAENCHEN, Das J
den Nachgelqgy ]

R~,23' U5 correcly, U. Bussg, Das Johannesevangeliyyy,. Bildlichkeit, Disturs und
ual. Miy ciner Bip iOK’GPhie liber den Zeitraum 1986-1998 (BETL, 162), Leuven -
“’; = Sterling, y 5 Peeters, 2003, p. 204,

Sem:;.,:'l:') W-EA. Nipa, Greek-English Le.xicor] of the Ney, Testameny Based on

elieg lgc nains. Volyme V2 Introduction and Domains, Ney, Ok, United Bible Soci-

1988, 83029, EXPlain the idiom as follows: “[T]o cayse Someone to thin in a par-
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.

o dicated; it could hav '
js not I" ¢ happened anyy, "
bCforeo 6|7l- Appmnlly' cxac“anyw iﬂ u!

o (hi%
"o, of even
aften = o the implied author; th
, e .
emphasis now fy) happeneq i,

{
dant = the devil®. :
On the fjng

judas :
bW 11 th is another reference to Judas wh
L] ’ “ ¢ .
i1 psus’ VoL You are clean, though not o ¢ implid a
s 0 an aside expl.ams that Jesus knew wh Of Y0u,” and ey
m the charactensation ofsiadcickide 0 Was 10 beray him
 on Jesus’ fore!mowledge, 8 W i added: (he
is not mentioned explicitly, but the ref
w whom he had chosen; g s;mnce s clearly
iiled : we‘iiﬂby.a quotation from Ps 41(40) 90 i
e MY pread P2 hﬁeq l -hjs heel against me.” No Dew info He who
a ailable t© the implied reader, but the despicable n ormation s
i e . striking Way- ature of Judas'
: In 27 e relatl'onsl'up PetWeen Judas and the devil (n
”) js once agalnhlghllghted The implied au s againo;v ca!led
in this instance revealing that Satan entercdoc?l;s::
el. Compared to verse 2, there is a dc;nite

e e ad taken the mors
ot?7: from being induced to betray Jesus to being fully mas

us kne
is 18 follo

e behavior — ‘to make think, to fill the

a means of inducing som
Jium (HNT, 6), Tiibingen,

as
ide’”. H. THYEN, Das Johannesevange
devil has done as “eingeflistert [hat]".

o cause 10 ¢
pest s, p. 585, describes what the
n oi “Tovdaiot and the devil is made, whi
e ’ ch leaves room
tative figure as argued by R.F. COLLINS, These Things

for interpreting i
Been Written: Studies N the Fourth Gospel, Louvain, Peeters; Grand Rapids, MI
Eerdmans,  p. 30, and J.V. BROWNSON, Neutralizing the Intimate Enemy: The'Por-,
in the F ourth Gospel, in E.H. LOVERING (ed.), Society of Biblical Litera-
GA, Scholars Press, 1992, 49-60. See also W. Bous-
- Das Johannes- ium, die Johannes-Briefe und die Offenbarung des Johannes
ents, 4), Gottingen, vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, *1920,

(Die Schriften des Neuen estam
in this case. MJJ.

p. 146.
26. The author of the Fourth Gospel does notd
tions in the Fourth Gospel: Studies in Tex

Kampen, Kok Pharos, . pp- 12
hecause it could create the impressio!
emphasis on Jesus' omniscience- Instead, he made

cnced by 2 Sam 18,28.
2'74 13,27 is sometimes interp
cussion of the issue by SCHNACKENBURG:
BrowN, John II (n. 2), PP- 563-564. However,
Kiauck, Judas (n. 3), p- 81
Nun ist der vorhandene Gegensatz nur relativ, nicht absolut-
P Jsl:)w;‘:‘l{anes und Besitzergreifen besteht ein Unterschied- e
e EN, Johannesevangelium (- 24), p. 563. Note: also, that L0 eyl
as referring to Satan’s heart (R0t 2), any possibility of a contradiction T
the other interpretation

13 i
27 and 13,2 disappears totally. However:

n that Jesus was
his own trans

reted as contradicting 13,2. See, for exam
Iohannexevangelium 1l (n. 22), PP 17-18, apd
this is not necessarily the €25 I agree with
Zwischen Eingeben
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fas is NOW portrayed as being Com
Judas
tan.

N X Plegg
symbolically indicated, in thy y
o BY 5 i is also SYm .

: he i " \
T} -8 mbollc 1S d h"
(ertver of 5318“'“‘0 «the night WSy Of the
v i

112

o SN ice identi
e Pl ice \
Vil by . L) l\’{ R
Joving © Ifed ference to the “¢g h“ o is ex)
as engullet find a refe Mmoy, Jesus 1
pe has t_)eec[:)nte)(t we agat‘;‘e disciples thought that Jegg as‘::\'*‘_t“ t now openl
. mlju as: some Of for the festival or that he Shoulqg gi\}‘ng \\'\,;\ darkness (
ed b):md buy somethmz‘i he had the common purse (13'29)_ y Whe“?- he
10 89 e pOOT: becautshe implied reader of the earlie, Scene (M OC'C:“:;’:
thing inder to . B hc: £\ sai
serve as & remm:tive character traits Of‘;]“d;‘ deere hlghhgh‘ed. ;? 4 pet’ ad
which some n?gd reader, who knows what e W‘a.s re'a\\y up ¢, :Jn.\' comple
case, the ‘mp.heny Judas did not have anything positive i, Ming, (;m\}\\\ s
isg the irony-. R ime h
not miss . am
contrary! s again mentions Judas. In his prayer he refers the ik
In 17,12362:16(1 the disciples and not one 0f~ them wag lost, 8 m":cg basic:
e 3 )
that he~pr<()i ohetog, va 7 YpaQR nk’r\.pmS‘n.. Although Yudag | " treac
viog TS T name, the implied reader will re.ahse that Jegyg is refer; entn
menuo;;ed b}’ hras’e adds two further dimensions to the Characterim-mg whe
st o) . -
to him®. ’g“:tpthis is surely the harshest characterisatiop, of Jugyg & “‘\‘Q tak:
irst, o ‘ : \
of Ju(:‘aS(-} orpel: The expression O vidg THig dnmksmg, used ip 2Thessa. \:10
fogn s 2,3 to refer to the Antichrist, is used here to refer 10 Judyg, Thig
onian y 5 s
: . ndemnation
expression carries the connotation of co

i i i i means

5L of highlight'mg the
eschatological role’! that Judas fulfils: in this narrative he actg s the
eschatological figure who has to appear before the glory of Jesus will be
manifested™”. Secondly, Judas’ fate is again linked to Gog's will (5
13,18). What happened to him, happened according to God’s wilf
tva f} Ypagt mhnpm9ii4.

Judas appears for the last time in the Fourth Gospel in 1826

28, See SCHNACKENBURG, Johannesevangelium HI (n. 22), p. 37, (“vollige Beher-
schung durch dep Satan™),

9. According to most scholars, F

: or a different Opinion, see MOLONEY, Glory Not Dis-
onor (n. 1), p, 15, who is of the opinion that this is actually an allusion to Satan ad
that Judas canpoy be judged ag lost,

* 98¢ SCHNACKR oy
(.3), .81 NBURG, Johannese, ange

CHe s

lium IH1 (n. 22), p. 207 and KLAUCK, Juds
» Johannegeyqp, geliu

- Barg €M (n. 24), p. 695,

3, Iig, 5 300 (0.22), p. 508

D509, ¢ , b
Y, The lsm lhe‘n“i)snec;ly refers o thig ag “teleological thinking”. B
41(40),]0_3 CHNAcKée emed 1o seems 10 be the one quoted in 13,18, e,

o NBURG, Joh ; \
* udas s rofo aoar o Annesevangelium J11 (n. 22),p.200. At
one Who agkeq Jesus?‘ 1 dgain in 2120 when the Beloved Disciple is identified .

a e : . aars in \84°
A haracter iy e - OPE, TG oy o "IpadIBong ae;™ but Judas appears b
Narratiye world for the last time :
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o da
Judas who betrayed him” ('|q¢, i
LT

iﬁed ) and th
an ; ¢ reason for hj b
Is knuwi’ LT
*

W% ; ers®® o gowever th
" . the o
most significant N Where <
ASPeCt i ey ¢
S that ’M&s
[

{ 2k
fo ! plalne i
yed over to the other side: he has b
o h-gh.l " — lanterns and TOUght the forces
w Jesus and the disciples would be folmm’ e ph::
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UDAS AS THE TRAITOR IN JOHN 13,21-30
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Jesus knows the future is
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is Christologlca ; tanc.e, the fact that

illustrated; thus underlining his identity That he knows beforehand what
is going 10 happen ~ in p jcular what Judas will do = has been men
tioned a few rimes before (e.g 6,70-71; 13.3; 13,11 and 13,18), but this

36. J.L. REsSEGUIE, The sirange GosPe" Narrative Des'8 ud Point of VieW in John
(Biblical Interpretation Series, 56), iden — Boston — Koln, ], 2001, .

3. CULPEPPER. Anatomy (D- 15), p- 1 4, draws attention to 1 fact that ther® is no
attempt in the Fourth Gospel t© explain Judas’ decision 10 petray JesuS ~ cither from
psychological or even from a political point of VieW: [though he St m the commo?
purse, he did not betray Jesus for money: He was “the TP fector, and U6
P'“;’é: are of the devil” (P- 124). :
S,m(ml" lerms of the distinction made by S. CHATMAN: Story and Dis rse: Narrativé
vhas h; e in Fiction and Film, 1thacd, y, Comell University press, 1978 PP 53-53
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f
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2) and Judas? ) 1
fm:;gfore I investigate the meaning of the gesture that Jesus USES 10 idep.
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whether the events narrated in 13,21-30 can be considered as a realigtic
portrayal, i.e., if things normally happen in the way they are narrage q
here. The problem is caused by verse 28, in which it is stated that the
disciples did not understand (literally “no one” — ovdeig — understood)

why Jesus told Judas to do quickly what he was going to do. Some
scholars try to make sense of this by assuming that the Beloved Disciple |

"39. See J. BECKER, Dgs Evangelium nach Johannes, Kapitel 11-21 (OTK, 4p),
G“‘;.“'?h» Echter Verlag, 1981, pp 433434 py.c. ORCHARD, Courting Betrayal: Jesis
98,30 15 g el o John OSNT S5, 161), Sheffield, Sheffield Academic Pres,

; and THygn, Johannesevan elium (n. 24), p. 602. J. WELLHAUSEN,D0§
C;‘:r’l'g‘:hl':‘"; :es Johannes, Berlin, Georg Reilfl, 1908(, Pp. g()?m, interprets 13,26 as"mdl-
(ext, since uestl:’zs ;::;fd " o ente Judas, but such a causal link is not indicated in t
40, = Nipp e(s;a temporgl and not necessarily a causal relationship. e
ndicating iy reek-EngI:sh Lexicon (n, 24), §25.244, explain the expression

T Motiong| distres or turbulence™
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356363 Ohanning wraie ¢ GOSpel of John: Terms, Forms, Themes, and the

D453 C‘laio 4SSert gy ui’e":«.;Larl_gua‘n;e (WUNT, 200), Tiibingen, Mohr Siebeck, 2 4:
and glg,, ab::f[ 15 not Correy € in 13,21.3¢) is all about Peter, as BRODIE, Joh" (;;sus.
the Beloyeg Disciple, p t better 1o say that the scene is all abov!
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and Judas (in tha order).
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[16 1or (he gesture by which Jesus identifjeg I
Now let us conSld::lre culturally specific and the same Bestuy, S Ay,
well-known, gesw;fl different Ways by PCOple from differemmaybe
interpreted 10 tot yexamPle illustrates this. In a Study g, bagy,
grounds. A modern aformants at 40 different locationg j, e
responses of 1200 : ople understood the sign called  «f, : Opes2
was found that ::)?:c‘?‘:" but that it was also interpreteq as | icross,,

L ’ i S % . Cat:

ﬂiﬂffﬁfﬁiﬁ’kmg of friendship, friendship, swearing an oq andact:;f
umvtxlt is the cultural significance (;f dippmi a f’ﬂOrs-el into 4 dish ang
iving it to one of the guest§ aF table? Let usf ;gm'WI-th the mog oy
|gar interpretation, i.e., that it 1s. a gestl.lre o OSPltalle. ACCOrding 6
Brown®, “What John describes is a basic gesture 'of Orienta] hospilah‘ty
as can be seen from Ruth ii 14”. However, the ev1dgnce that he Provi des‘
for this is not conclusive, because what happens in Ruth 2,14 i i
exactly the same as what happens in John 13,26. In the Book of Ruth
Boaz invites Ruth at mealtime, “Come here, and eat some of this bread’
and dip your morsel in the sour wine”. In the LXX, Boaz’s words to Rut};
are: "Hon dpa 100 ayeiv npéoerIe dde kai Payecar 1oy tptay
Kai Payerg 1ov yopdv sov v té 0&et. Although there are similaritie
between Ruth 2,14 and John 13,26, namely the use of Banrg iy both
instances and the use of almost the same word for “morse]” (yopdc in
Ruth 2,14 and yopiov™ in John 13,26), the gesture portrayed in the

Their Origin d Distributi
Cape, 1982, pp, 1. : 8ns and Distributions, London, Jonathan
Pp. 16-24, On.lhe 'mportance of gestures in ancient society, see, inter alia, J.
Ancient Greek Culture, in J. BREMMER - H.

» Prin gee=—s g
Browy, John 11 o<ton, NJ - Oxford, Princeton University Press, 2004.
(n p 8 4

/ of youos i aly if
13 e LXK, It & _ S oceurs in the New Testament 0
Lenog, B every o 5 found in some PAPYTi (cf. BDAG yapiov). In the LY

int, t‘unegea:i. llSUST ~E. Evnikg, _ g HAUSPIE, A Greek-English
"glish Lexic,, Culsche Bibe]gesellschuﬂ, 1996, p. 525. See LI
0 sed g o nn.22) p 3

4 g in
€T 10 a piece of bre:ul()j‘, 18 (Supplement), for other instances
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It seems a8 if Westcott’s «“may be” had in the meantime become 2
ine scholarship; a1 ¢ influenced Brown-

wfaet” in JO
TX, Word Books, 1996, PP- 128-129;

(WBC, 9): Dallas,
MI, Eerdmans, 1988, pp-

uth (NICOT), Grand Rapids,
'H. NEYREY,

in ancient society. see J
Table F ellowship, 11 3 5 ed.), The Social Sciences and
erpretation, eabody, MA, Hendrickson 1996, pp- 159-182; D:E.
um to Eucharist: The Banque! in the Early Christian World, Min-
; JM s - S, HiLb» Food in th

55. FW. BUSH, Ruth, Esther
The Book of R

and RL. HUBBARD;
1M-173.

56. For a discussion of the importance a
Meals, Food and [ HRBAUGH (
New Testament Int
SvimH, From Symposi
r;japolis. MN, Fortress, 2003, pp- 7-1%:

ogl7d g);:fo;s, Blackwell, 2006, PP- 41-78. The Authoriz®  Versio

. B.F. WESTCOTT i n: 1he i

:I’:;ofjudion and Noles., TGhrand Rapids, 194. Westcott's o™
kan":ngi;S originally published in 1881.
& Bcdo;li n; Paris, Gabalda, 51936, p- 302, who

- ;
§1, Jﬁh,: '::'CBERN“Df A Critical and Exegen’cal Commen he GO% e-l
i v Edinburgh, T & T- €187 11949, pp- 47

ginally published in 1928.
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at such an interpretatjq,
Of course, this 'does not f“:\‘;':e:: that I was unable to u-ar(:e Ssuy

' necessarily Wrong; it. Westcott’s ¢la;
ture is necess t world to Corrobor_ate.l ; S claj
from the ancleg s indicating hospitality in thg m(}dern worlg o © ey
ture is re;ardc this gesture still has such a significance i, Varigy. "%
ified easily, z'\S es®. Although I could not find evidence from ¢ . ug cu,
tures of our tl;_:‘rm t.hiS, it does make sense to interpret the ivin Clen
w.orld tt? bcr(e):d"‘ by Jesus, the host, to Judas, one of the guests, asg of 4
g::sew(;th a positive meaning, since it is essentl-ally a g6ezsture Sig“ifgf:
feeding — which in itself indicates care and notllmshm.e.nt ; Th.e f°“°\vingg
examples from the Biblical W(?rld confirm the po.smve' NOotiong assoqy
ated with the concept of feeding: the Lord feedmg. his people i, e
wilderness (Deuteronomy 8,14 — yopuilw) or PIomising to feeq thep,
“with the heritage of their ancestor Jacob” (Isaiah 58,14 _ VoRiLg)
Wisdom feeding those who fear the Lord and who keep the law (Shacf\
15,13 - yopilw); a father-in-law offering his son in law Something y,

. Ry
M thy, ey
that[ *

59. John 13,26 is discussed or referred to by some of the Church Fathers, byt o5 far ag
I could determine, the gesture as such is not interpreted. Two examples to illustrate this:
According to Origen Comlo 32.22, Jesus used the gesture to take away “peace” fron‘\
Judas, but this interpretation does not seem to be based on the si
itself; rather on the fact that Judas’ atti

bosstops.c :
61. Strictly speakin Left.asp?Cid= 94&1d=459).
g, Yopio
ood. However, a5 SCHN\:\’C i s
Points oyt

ad used in antiquity, see A-
62. Bread » ondon - New York, Routledge, 2003,
- Bread w :
T e - A < :s::;‘z"\z;sfc /‘:‘e(‘i positively, for example, with nourishment. See J:
3 nan-Brown, Londo;\ P lc:,?nary of Symbols - Translated fromsihe French by
er Symbolnk. Stuttgary Alfreq » Penguin BOoks, 1996 BA118: M. Shamas Wijrle'b""h
iblischer Bilge, nd S’ymb;; Toner, 2 » P- 118; M. LURKER,

o 1983, po 105106 srterbuch
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S 19’5 S (I_PTOU); x \‘NOman Who ig 4 1o
,d8° uel 28,22 = YOROS lptov); T Mediyp,
ol J o0d (5 ); and willingne ' Amar feggy Wlering
0 ulf 5; \prlCOJ < gness o feed ope's , 8 Ay
W el 13, (o) Mehies (R oy
saf;‘ " yor he ositive notions that could be agso;
lz'Ap art ff0$e importance 'Of the notion of feeding indl;:i
; feeding;) be bOTM® in mlpd. As Jan van der Way® paq o -
0 ld als o oF metaphor 1 the Fourth Gospel, references (Own in his
Shmiled st o4 in this Gospel to convey the idea of “sug(yi 0 food ang
iiiﬂk are US . constitutes 2 vital element in the network of n"‘;‘ag :fc",‘
M otaphorS such as V.Vilter, bread and wine are a”P u:;S in
5 rovider of life. The fact that Jesus gives Judaslo
d should be interpreted against the background of lhi:
twork in the Gospel — ‘thiCh suggests that Jesus’ gesture
ed 5 indicating something positive. If one keeps in mind
e in which bread and the provision of bread are depicted
he poSltIV.e s difficult t0 accept that 2 gesture whereby Jesus, the Bread
. John & ltds one of his disciples a p1ece of bread, should be viewed as
of Lifer o decidedly negative intention, as Hirsch* believes. Such
with @ ¢ way in which metaphors based on
f this Gospel. That the gesture
:oht be true; but this does nol
In the light of the positive
m . it se denﬁc;ting t}.1e proxtision fotfh wzfuei
Wi ithin the Fourth Gospel™, an,d in th.e 1h3g,121;,0(he Iia:g

the meal, should

With 2 gegtyp
Fouﬂh Gqu

odds with th
ed in the rest O

.on is negative.

63. J.G. VAN DER \zf\g,lz o ettion S¢ :
i iblic o Image

ﬁlcacrordmgsu;l!g-hggBls; so A.C. ENGLISH, Fesd?8 lin %elig"""’ SapE
U'"';"'?Sagrhe Physical and the Spiritual, 11 g

gt PRAVETCY e
64. HirscH, Das vierte Evangelium (0 " e gesture: o
provide any evidence for his interpretation 0; J:;s’ ge should be inteP
dence from the ancient world indicating that 7 metapho™
way, : 411, iher, S018
65. Van pER WaTT, Family of the King (n- gz)iaaiic otion tha! d;tion in 2 posii®®
under the heading of “protection A" care”, ™! ese metd pors U o life.
e Paraclte provide food, drink and protection: T0 o focusiné .
vay and form an important part of the metaphori€
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e hin which the gesture is introduceq b
f w"hlzeds to be brought into the Picture, In s Pan,
e, verse_"? :lhal Scripture must be fulfilleq and thig ve,s;
the hlcdwmv pov TOV dptov Enfipey gp & :‘quole‘
o Itsd out in the previous se(f‘tion., the emphasis\; Mg,
erousness, in particular cating MY breagn ?‘i,l:s o
“lifting his heel against me.’ Jes.us gesturc': Y'V'dly '“Ustrates e ;sus

ifting I tion. Through this act of giving Judag the Piece .y
paryob ik S in his hand® — in other words, a piece of «, . °f th,
bread that l:;ef;az éte”m by Judas, the “eating of Jesus’ bye, a reread-.
S Wthh l: 18, occurs before the eyes of the other discipjeg and _ Cireg
o in ver;efore’ the eyes of the implied reader. Of course, ope can g,
spffalj‘u;als and the other disciples have often eaten togethe, With Jes:]n e
:;:,'ast is not the first time. However, this is 'the first time thay Someqp, ?s
specifically depicted as eating together w1tl.1 Jesus .after the Pronoyng,
ment in verse 18. In fact, Jesus does not wait for this to happen, but i,
tiates it by handing Judas a piece of his br.ead.

Should we pursue this interpretation a little further? [g Jesus’ gesture
more than a gesture indicating care and nourishment? [s it, 4 Brodiess
claims, “an effort to recall Judas from his developing entanglemep; with
Satan”? In other words, does the gesture comprise an attempt to con-
vince Judas not to continue with what he is contemplating? §ycp, an
interpretation may be very attractive, but unfortunately it Seems to pe
contrary to the narrative logic of the Fourth Gospel. As I have indicateq
above, Jesus is portrayed as having been fully aware in advance of what
was going to happen to him, not only in the sense of his “departing oy
of this world to the Father” (13,1), but also in the sense that he knew ip
advance that Judas was going to betray him. This is indicated severa|
times before the scene in John 13,21-30. In fact, according to 13,18
(repeated in 17,9), what happened to Judas was a fulfilment of a divine
plan (iva 1| ypagn TANPwIf). If Jesus had tried to convince Judas not
to continue with what he was contemplating, he would not only have

jmmediate contex
ular instanc
Jesus refers 10 :
purticular verse: O
vav abtov. As poin
the notion of treach

606. ZANN, Evangelium des Johannes (n. 44), P. 544, points out that the fact that the
article is used with Yopiov could indicate that Jesus already had the piece of bread in his
hand whcp he responded to the Beloved Disciple’s question.

58 BRODIE, John (n. 4), p. 453, See also FF. BRUCE, The Gospel of John: Introduc:
tion, Exposition and Notes, Grand Rapids, M, Eerdmans, 1983, p- 290.
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Sk
, againsl what he himself knew :
octin® uld also have been acti 0 adyapee 2
l’ewbll‘ e . uld have be ing againgy e g L
L e e 0
n convince Judas to do somethin Decayge s M g

his ov;ying 0 ,
pee” | cady peen revealed to the implied reage | " terms
e ed in Chapter 13, what has bee Ty Imposgipy, -

1 e stopP
colﬂd 12 would 7 g bei dtrue. In terms of the
ters, 1t would thu arratj
mirt"«e“ chap s be wrong to i ive logic of
ﬁ[St mpt by JCSUS to stop Judas from domg wh erpret the iy the
s al re
t.ted reade! already know he is going to do. { both Jesys 4 U:
# e n?t permlt us to interpret Jesus’ gesty
op udas, 40 g interpret it Sacramem;]i > iy
0907 estion 1© AN PR A P It b
i : 4
et DY e's View of the importance of the sacraments in 0 a great
CGXOSPC 1o 1858° e Whlch opinions differ quite extensiv llhe ey
it could b saldégth‘at, in general, the sacraments func teioy. To my
indirect manner 11 this Gospel; they are lurking i n only in
70 speak. g in the back-
a0 o
g Are there any indication
acramen 1 2 Let us first
: tacle in this regard

piggest © i
euchal’iSt is not narrated in this €
: uments 0 advocate a sac

that the previo

followmg
30 Firstly: one could argue
bV 10; Seoondl; Moloney”" points out that the

jinked t0 bapt1s
O .o used in Verse 18 is not the normal word used for
cating in this Gospel and that it i used in only one other part of the
0 6,51c-58, @ section in which one can definitely find
i third argument is also advanced by
Moloney’>. Verse 26 contains the words «and he takes” (Bayag obv 10
yopiov Jaupavel xai 61600V Tovdq Zip@Vvos TokapidTov) - words
that are used in the bread miracles in all four of the Gospels; apparently
reflecting eucharistic practices in early Christianity- This argument is 1"
as strong as it might seem. since there is no certai to whether.these
(3. 1 find it easier o

words should actually be part of the text of no
|, Peabody:

69. G.R. BEASLEY-MURRAY, Gospel of Life:

M%Hendrickson. 1991, p. 87.
 See the discussion by KOESTER, Symbolism in the Fo

s in thn 13 that we should read this ch
consx.der the eucharistic interpretation a’;;:r
is the fact that the institution o'f m:
hapter. In spite of this, one could use the
ramental reading of John 13,21-
us scene (the footwashing) is

allusions O

in the F ourth GOSPe

Theology
pp- 257-

urth Gospel @

262,

1.

n. ?gzw:mzr.zGlary Not Dishonor (n. 10), PP 21-22.
| ts in UBS*™ and Neslle-Alarld’7 Accord

73. The
words are enclosed in square bracke




D.F. TOLMIE
122
ay have been added later, than why the

3 Wo
hey m A ulq
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