Acts 1:18



 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “this man” or “this one” and referring to Judas.  Then we have the postpositive combination of MEN and OUN, which together serve to indicate a transition to something new, that is, a parenthetical statement of explanation, and translated “Now.”
  This is followed by the third person singular aorist middle indicative from the verb KTAOMAI, which means “to gain possession of, procure for oneself, acquire, or to get something Lk 18:12; Acts 8:20 acquire a field 1:18.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which presents the entire past action as a fact.


The middle voice is either a true middle voice in which Judas ultimately produced the action for himself or a deponent middle voice, which is a causative active voice, in which Judas caused the action to be performed by others—the chief priest.  “The text seems to suggest that Judas himself purchased the field in which he was later buried.  However, Mt 27:7 specifically states that the chief priests purchased the field after Judas had died.  It would be difficult to reconcile these two texts from the English point of view.  But from the Greek, it is easy to see  as a causative middle, indicating that ultimately Judas purchased the field, in that it was purchased with his “blood money.” Another possibility here is that since this verb never had an active form, it might be deponent, having the force of a causative active.  However, it seems that it retains a middle force from classical to Koine Greek, and thus should be considered a true middle.  In classical Greek (especially in Sophocles, Euripides, and Thucidydes)  often had the causative nuance of “bring misfortune upon oneself” (cf. LSJ, BAGD).  Such a nuance may even be appropriate in a secondary role to ‘acquire’ in Acts 1:18.”


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

Then we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular noun CHWRION, which means “piece of land, field Mt 26:36; Mk 14:32; Jn 4:5; Acts 1:18f; 4:34; 5:3, 8; 28:7.”
  This is followed by the preposition EK plus the ablative of means, “which one uses for a definite purpose, translated: with, or by means of”
 plus the masculine singular noun MISTHOS, meaning “with the wages” (BDAG, p. 653).  With this we also have the ablative of means
 from the feminine singular article, used as a personal pronoun (“his”) and the noun ADIKIA, meaning “of his wrongdoing, unrighteousness, or wickedness.”

“(Now this man acquired a piece of land with the wages of his wrongdoing,”

 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” followed by the predicate nominative from the masculine singular adjective PRĒNĒS, meaning “forward, prostrate, head first, headlong being (falling) headlong Acts 1:18.”
  With this we have the nominative masculine singular aorist deponent middle participle from the verb GINOMAI, which means “to become; to be” and is used here in an idiomatic expression “to become forward or prostrate = to fall head first/headlong.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact.


The deponent middle is active in meaning, Judas having produced the action.


The participle is temporal and precedes the action of the main verb.  It is translated “after falling head first.”

“and after falling head first,”

 is the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb LAKAW, which means “to burst apart, burst open; he burst open in the middle Acts 1:18.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact.


The active voice indicates that Judas produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

Then we have the predicate nominative
 from the masculine singular adjective MESOS, meaning “middle, in the middle Acts 1:18; 26:13; Lk 23:45.”

“he burst open in the middle”

 is the connective/continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” followed by the third person singular aorist passive indicative from the verb EKCHEW, which means “to pour out Acts 22:20; Lk 11:50; 22:20; Lk 5:37; all his bowels gushed out Acts 1:18.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact.


The passive voice indicates that the subject (all his intestines) received the action of being poured out.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

Finally, we have the nominative subject from the neuter plural adjective PAS plus the article and noun SPLAGCHNON with the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “all his intestines” (BDAG, p. 938, “the inward parts of a body, including especially the viscera: inward parts, entrails.”
  In Modern English we call them intestines.  Entrails is the Old English word.

“and all his intestines poured out.”

Acts 1:18 corrected translation
“(Now this man acquired a piece of land with the wages of his wrongdoing, and after falling head first, he burst open in the middle and all his intestines poured out.”
Explanation:
1.  The two accounts of Judas’s death.


a.  Our passage says that as a part of Judas’ death he fell head first or forward and his stomach area burst open and all his intestines poured out.  We have all fallen forward on the ground and none of us have had our stomach areas split open and our intestines gush out.  So clearly this statement does not refer to a person falling forward from a standing position.  In order for a person’s body to burst open in the middle they would have to fall from some height other than a standing position.


b.  The second account of Judas’ death is found in Mt 27:3-10, “Then when Judas, who had betrayed Him, saw that He had been condemned, he felt remorse and returned the thirty pieces of silver to the chief priests and elders, saying, ‘I have sinned by betraying innocent blood’.  But they said, ‘What is that to us? See to that yourself!’ [This means “That’s your problem, not ours.”]  And he threw the pieces of silver into the temple sanctuary
 and departed; and he went away and hanged himself.  The chief priests took the pieces of silver and said, ‘It is not lawful to put them into the temple treasury, since it is the price of blood.’  And they conferred together and with the money bought the Potter’s Field as a burial place for strangers.  For this reason that field has been called the Field of Blood to this day.  Then that which was spoken through Jeremiah the prophet was fulfilled: ‘And they took the thirty pieces of silver, the price of the one whose price had been set by the sons of Israel; and they gave them for the Potter’s Field, as the Lord directed me.’”


c.  We immediately see what appears to be a conflict in the two accounts of Judas’ death.  Matthew says he hanged himself.  Luke says he fell forward and his midsection burst open and his intestines poured out, thus killing him.  Augustine, writing about 400 A.D., was the first to try to harmonize these two accounts by suggesting that in the process of hanging himself the rope broke and Judas fell a great distance into the valley below and his body burst open.  It is an excellent hypothesis, but we must remember that it is only a hypothesis and the Scripture does not tell us all the details of what happened.  It is just as possible that when people saw Judas hanging dead from a tree, in the process of cutting the body down, when it hit the ground his midsection burst open and all his intestines came out.  We don’t know, and it really doesn’t make any difference.  What we can say for certain is that Judas hanged himself and when his body fell forward, it fell forward head first, hit the ground, and his midsection burst open, causing his intestines to spill out.

2.  The background of Judas and how some commentators try to explain the death of Judas.


a.  Among the disciples Judas was treasurer (Jn 13:29), while Jn 12:6 speaks of him as a thief, because he ‘pilfered’ the money which was entrusted to him.  He criticizes the waste of money that could have been raised by sale of the expensive oil/perfume used by Mary to anoint the feet of Jesus (Jn 12:3–5).  John’s comment is intended to stress the avarice of Judas, who saw in the price of the ointment a means by which the apostolic fund would be increased, and thereby his own pocket lined.  And even this motive was cloaked under a specious plea that the money could be given away to relieve the poor. Thus to covetousness there is added the trait of deceit.  Immediately following this incident at Bethany he goes to the chief priests to betray the Lord (Mt 26:14–16; Mk 14:10–11; Lk 22:3–6).  Mark records simply the fact of the treachery, adding that money was promised by the priests.  Matthew supplies the detail of the amount, which may have been a part-payment of the agreed sum.  Luke gives the deep significance of the act when he records that Satan entered into the traitor and inspired his nefarious sin (Jn 13:2-30). The Lord foresees the action of the traitor whose presence is known at the table. The conversation of Mt 26:25 (“And Judas, who was betraying Him, said, ‘Surely it is not I, Rabbi?’ Jesus said to him, ‘You have said it yourself.’”) with the question-and-answer dialogue is best understood as spoken in whispered undertones, while the Johannine account preserves the first-hand tradition of the beloved disciple’s question and Jesus’ action, both of which may have been said and done in a secretive fashion.  At all events, this is the Lord’s final appeal to Judas—and the traitor’s final refusal.  Thereafter Satan takes control of one who has become his captive; and he goes out into the night.  Judas determined to await a favorable opportunity when he might deliver Jesus up to his enemies secretly, by craftiness.  The pre-arranged plan for Jesus’ arrest was carried through.  The secret which Judas betrayed was evidently the meeting-place in Gethsemane later that night; and to our Lord at prayer there came the band of soldiery, led by Judas (Mk 14:43). The sign of identification was the last touch of irony. ‘The one I shall kiss is the man’; and with that the traitor’s work was completed.  Of his pathetic remorse the Scripture bears witness, yet the only Evangelist to record this is Matthew (27:3–10).  To this account of his agony of remorse and suicide, the account of Acts 1:18–19 must be added.  There have been various attempts at harmonization (e.g. Augustine’s suggestion that the rope broke and Judas was killed by the fall, in the manner of Acts 1:18).  What motives led him to his awful destiny and fate?  How can we reconcile this statement with those scriptures which give the impression that he was predetermined to fulfill the role of traitor, that Jesus chose him, knowing that he would betray him, that he had stamped on him from the beginning the inexorable character of ‘the son of perdition’ (Jn 17:12)?  Psychological studies are indecisive and not very profitable. Love of money; jealousy of the other disciples; fear of the inevitable outcome of the Master’s ministry which made him turn state’s evidence in order to save his own skin; an enthusiastic intention to force Christ’s hand and make him declare himself as Messiah; a bitter, revengeful spirit which arose when his worldly hopes were crushed and this disappointment turned to spite and spite became hate—all these motives have been suggested. Three guiding principles ought perhaps to be stated as a preliminary to all such considerations.  1. We ought not to doubt the sincerity of the Lord’s call.  Jesus, at the beginning, viewed him as a potential follower and disciple. No other presupposition does justice to the Lord’s character, and His repeated appeals to Judas. 2. The Lord’s foreknowledge of him does not imply foreordination that Judas must inexorably become the traitor.  3. Judas was never really Christ’s man.  He fell from apostleship, but never (so far as we can tell) had a genuine relationship to the Lord Jesus.  So he remained ‘the son of perdition’ who was lost because he was never ‘saved’.  His highest title for Christ was ‘Rabbi’ (Mt 26:25), never ‘Lord’.  He lives on the stage of Scripture as an awful warning to the uncommitted follower of Jesus who is in his company but does not share his spirit (cf. Rom. 8:9b); he leaves the Gospel story ‘a doomed and damned man’ because he chose it so, and God confirmed him in that dreadful choice.


b.  The evil of his nature probably gradually unfolded itself till “Satan entered into him” (Jn 13:27), and he betrayed our Lord (Jn 18:3).  Afterwards he owned his sin with “an exceeding bitter cry,” and cast the money he had received as the wages of his iniquity down on the floor of the sanctuary, and “departed and went and hanged himself” (Mt 27:5).  He perished in his guilt, and “went unto his own place” (Acts 1:25).  The statement in Acts 1:18 that he ‘fell headlong and burst asunder in the middle, and all his bowels gushed out,’ is in no way contrary to that in Mt 27:5.  The suicide first hanged himself, perhaps over the valley of Hinnom, ‘and the rope giving way, or the branch to which he hung breaking, he fell down headlong on his face, and was crushed and mangled on the rocky pavement below.’ [Quoting Augustine’s hypothesis.]  

Why such a man was chosen to be an apostle we know not [yes, we do know—he was chosen as a testimony against Satan of his own treachery against the Lord], but it is written that ‘Jesus knew from the beginning who should betray him’ (Jn 6:64).  Nor can any answer be satisfactorily given to the question as to the motives that led Judas to betray his Master.
  Never being a believer in Christ, Judas’ motives are clear—he wanted to become rich and thought that this would happen when Christ overthrew the Roman power in Israel.  When it became clear that this was not going to happen, Judas resented the fact that he himself had ‘been betrayed’ by Jesus, and therefore, felt justified in betraying Him.


c.  While Luke’s description of Judas’s death is rather gory, Acts 1:18 would not be a problem were it not that Matthew seemingly has a different story.  In Matthew’s account, ‘Judas threw the money into the temple and left. Then he went away and hanged himself’ (Mt 27:5). Matthew also reports that the chief priests used the money “to buy the potter’s field as a burial place for foreigners.” Aren’t the two accounts contradictory?  It is clear that Matthew and Luke have different concerns in mentioning the incident. Matthew is more interested in the purchase of the field, which he sees as a fulfillment of Scripture.  Luke has another concern, which is that Judas got what he deserved, a horrible death.  The focus is not on the purchase of the field (which would have appeared a reward, especially to Jews for whom landowning in Palestine was important), but on his death in the field (which was ghastly).  Both authors want to point out that the field was called ‘The Field of Blood,’ thus memorializing the deed.  Acts appears to connect the title to Judas’s blood in his death, while Matthew ties it to the fact that the blood money paid for the field.  It is hardly surprising that the same name might mean different things to different people.  A closer look at the two stories highlights gaps in the narrative that raise questions about the events.  But the accounts are not necessarily contradictory.  Acts is concerned that Judas’s money and name were connected to a field. Whether or not the chief priests actually purchased it, perhaps some time after Judas’s death, would not be a detail of concern to the author.  His point was the general knowledge that Judas’s money went to the purchase, which resulted in the title ‘Field of Blood’ being attached to the field.  Matthew points out that it was a guilt-motivated suicide, accomplished by the most common means, hanging.  Since suicide by hanging was usually accomplished (at least by poorer people) by jumping out of a tree with a rope around one’s neck, it was not unusual for the body to be ripped open in the process.  (I hesitate to say that this was exactly what happened, but it is certainly a plausible explanation.)

3.  The statement of Mk 14:21 clearly indicates that Judas was an unbeliever, “For the Son of Man is to go just as it is written of Him; but woe to that man by whom the Son of Man is betrayed!  It would have been good for that man if he had not been born.”  For it is better to have never been born than to be born and have to spend eternity in the lake of fire because you refused to believe in Christ.

4.  That Judas was an unbeliever and Satan possessed is clearly taught in Jn 13:26-27, “Jesus then answered, ‘He is the one for whom I shall dip the morsel and give it to him.’  So when He had dipped the morsel, He took and gave it to Judas, the son of Simon Iscariot.  After the morsel, Satan then entered into him.  Therefore Jesus said to him, ‘What you do, do quickly.’”  Our Lord was not encouraging Judas to sin, for that would make Jesus a sinner Himself.  Rather, our Lord is telling Judas to ‘get it over with’.

5.  “(Now this man acquired a piece of land with the wages of his wrongdoing,”

a.  Luke introduces some parenthetical information regarding Judas.


b.  Based on the direct middle or causative active voice of the verb KTAOMAI, meaning “to acquire” we understand that Judas did not personally buy this piece of land.  From the account in Matthew’s gospel we have the direct statement that the chief priests of Israel bought the property.  What Luke is saying here is that the property actually belonged to Judas and that the chief priests simply acted as his agents in the purchase of the land.


c.  Even though Judas did not want the money for his treachery, in God’s eyes Judas received his just reward for his greed and avarice.  He was paid for the services of his wrongdoing by Satan’s agents, the chief priests.  How he felt about what he had done was none of their concern.  In other words, they could care less about his guilt.


d.  It should be noted carefully that Judas’ guilt over what he had done did not save him.  He still did not believe in Christ.


e.  The traditional site of this field since the 4th century has been the south slope at the east end of the Hinnom Valley.


f.  This statement is actually a separate statement from the next statement in this verse.  We really have two separate ideas here, one dealing with Judas’ acquiring of a piece of land, and one dealing with the manner of his death.


g.  The main point that Luke is illustrating here is that Judas received his temporal reward—a piece of land as a continual memorial to his shedding of that, both the blood of the Lord and his own blood.

6.  “and after falling head first,”

a.  This statement tells us that Judas didn’t fall forward from a standing position, because it said that he fell head first.  It is impossible to fall head first from a standing position.


b.  Judas had to fall from some sort of height in order to fall ‘head first’.


c.  When someone hangs themselves, they are certainly above the ground.  We don’t know exactly how far Judas was above the ground, but it was far enough for his body to flip over so that his head hit the ground first when he hit the ground.


d.  Also the force of the impact against the ground was strong enough to split his midsection open.  One commentator was told by pastors in India that they observed this phenomena from people who had hanged themselves and fell from their place of hanging.

7.  “he burst open in the middle and all his intestines poured out.”

a.  The force of the impact with the ground was such that the bones of the rib cage probably split the abdominal cavity open with the result that his intestines poured out on the ground.


b.  This scene was so startling and so graphic that someone (or many) who saw it made the story widely known in Jerusalem (as we shall see in the next verse).  Eventually this story made its way to Luke, who verified its accuracy and was permitted by the Holy Spirit to include it in his history.


c.  The intestines were considered the seat of a person’s love, and this graphic description was an object lesson not lost on Luke’s reader(s).  Judas’ ‘love’ for Jesus was false, fake, and hypocritical.  The pouring out of his intestines depicts the wasting of his love.


d.  Judas did not die as a result of his intestines pouring out, but by his hanging himself.  His intestines pouring out indicate the uselessness and waste of a life that had every opportunity for the most intimate relationship with God.


e.  Judas becomes the prototype for all unbelievers of human history.  They know Jesus is really God and loves them, but they reject His love for the cheap substitute of what they want in life.  They will be paid by Satan in this life for their rejection of Christ, but in the end they will have nothing but remorse for a wasted life, and that will not save them.
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