John 1:1
Mark 3:19


 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the accusative masculine singular from the proper noun IOUDAS and ISKARIWTH, meaning “Judas Iscariot.”
“and Judas Iscariot,”
 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular relative pronoun HOS, meaning “who” plus the adjunctive or adverbial use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “also.”  Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb PARADIDWMI, which means “to deliver over; to betray.”

The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the action in its entirety as a fact.


The active voice indicates that Judas produced the action.


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

Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him” and referring to Jesus.

“who also betrayed Him.”
Mk 3:19 corrected translation
“and Judas Iscariot, who also betrayed Him.”
Explanation:
1.  “and Judas Iscariot,”

a.  This verse concludes the sentence begun in verse 16.  The entire sentence now reads: “And He appointed the twelve: and He gave to Simon the name Peter, and James, the [son] of Zebedee, and John the brother of James, and He gave to them the name Boanerges, which means, ‘Sons of Thunder’; and Andrew, and Philip, and Bartholomew, and Matthew, and Thomas, and James, the son of Alphaeus, and Thaddaeus, and Simon the Zealot and Judas Iscariot, who also betrayed Him.”

b.  Mark adds as the last member of the Twelve, the most infamous person in human history—Judas Iscariot.

c.  Iscariot is probably not the name of Judas’s father, who is called Simon (Jn 6:71; 13:2, 26).  Many suggestions have been given to explain the name Iscariot. The most plausible are (1) ‘man of Kerioth,’ (2) ‘liar’ or ‘man of the lie,’ (3) ‘dyer,’ and (4) ‘dagger bearer’.


(1)  One widely accepted explanation for the name is that it identifies Judas’s origin, ‘Kerioth’.  This suggestion is strengthened by some texts that have apó Karyōtou, ‘from Karyoth,’ instead of Gk Iskariōtēs or Iskarioth.  There is a Kerioth in Judah and another in Moab (Jer 48:14, 41).  Some NT scribes, at least, understood the name to indicate the place of Judas’s origin — ‘from Karyoth’.   (“the only non-Galilean”
)


(2)  Luke describes Judas as one who was ‘called Iscariot’ (Lk 22:3), as if this were a nickname of some kind.  None of the other apostles is identified by his place of origin, so it seems more likely that Iscariot, also, is a descriptive name.  As a descriptive noun, Iscariot could be derived either from šqr, ‘lie, liar’, or sicarius, ‘dagger bearer’.  It is philologically possible for the name Iscariot to be derived from Aram šqr˒ (‘liar’) with the aleph added for ease of pronunciation, or from ˒yš šqr˒ (‘man of the lie’).  [The great difficulty with this explanation is that Jesus and the other disciples would hardly spend three years with Judas, calling him ‘Judas, the liar’, which would be an insulting slap in the face every day.  This explanation only works, if the epitaph ‘the liar’ is given to Judas after his death.]



(3)  A proposal argues that Iscariot means “dyer” and refers to an occupation of dyeing cloth. The proposal makes sense etymologically but gives no clue about the character of the person so named.


(4)  Iscariot may also be a Semitic form of sicarius, to which the aleph, giving the initial vowel sound, was added for ease of pronunciation.  A sicarius is a ‘dagger [sica] bearer’ or ‘assassin’.  In Palestine, during the lifetime of Jesus, the sicarii were extremely zealous Jewish nationalists, who carried daggers under their cloaks so that they could take advantage of every opportunity to kill Romans or Roman collaborators.  A member of the sicarii would not be completely out of place among the disciples of Jesus. He would have as comrades Simon the Zealot, James and John, sons of thunder who wanted to bid fire come down from heaven and consume the Samaritans (Lk 9:51–54), and Peter, who had a sword at Gethsemane (Jn 18:10).”

2.  “who also betrayed Him.”

a.  Mark adds this qualifying phrase in order to identify Judas for his readers as the person well-known from the oral history of the gospel to be the person who betrayed Jesus to the Jewish and Roman authorities.  Therefore, the readers of Mark’s gospel should not confuse this Judas with the Judas also known as Thaddaeus.

b.  Thaddaeus, who was also known as Judas in Jn 14:22.  He is generally identified with Lebbaeus or Thaddaeus (Mt 10:3; Mk 3:18), and is also called ‘Judas the son of James’ (Lk 6:16; Acts 1:13).  The only incident recorded of this Judas of James is in Jn 14:22, where during Christ’s address to the disciples after the Last Supper he put the question, ‘Lord, how is it that you will manifest yourself to us, and not to the world?’”
  There were two men names Judas at the last supper: the one who was not Judas Iscariot, who was the son of a man named James and was also known by the name Thaddaeus, and Judas Iscariot.


c.  It is obvious that Judas the son of James would prefer to be known for the rest of his life by the name Thaddaeus rather than be confused with Judas Iscariot.


d.  What motivated Judas to betray Jesus?  “The only sources dealing with Judas Iscariot are the four Gospels, Acts, and possibly 1 Cor 11:23.  The information they provide is very sketchy and unfavorable.  Judas is described as the one who betrayed Jesus.  He was under the direction of Satan (Lk 22:3; Jn 13:2), and his greed prompted him to steal (Jn 12:4–6) and betray Jesus for the payment involved.  The Fourth Gospel indicates that Judas was the treasurer for the group (Jn 12:4–6; 13:29), an office not usually given to one who is known to be greedy and irresponsible.  It is true that the story of Judas’ betrayal is brief and has certain legendary features strikingly similar to OT Scripture, but it is unlikely that the whole story is a fabrication.  It would have served no advantageous purpose for Christians to have invented a story that their Master had a betrayer in His innermost circle. Paul’s reference to the betrayal (1 Cor 11:23) may also indicate an early tradition about Judas.  Hence its report in NT documents is evidently based on factual information.  It was only after it became clear that Jesus was not going to lead an insurrection that Judas betrayed Jesus to the chief priests.  Judas’s betrayal may have been done out of genuine patriotic devotion. According to this view, Judas, as a sicarius, was ready to employ military strength to overthrow Rome.  When he learned that Jesus was not going to lead a military revolt, he considered Jesus to be a fifth columnist or saboteur of some sort who was weakening the military strength of Israel by recruiting some of the nation’s leaders and then refusing to employ them in a military rebellion.  Although he had responded favorably to Jesus’ teaching, he could not follow a teacher who was not prepared to lead a war.  So he parted company with Jesus, and as a disillusioned disciple, he retaliated against Jesus by turning Him over to the proper authorities — not so much because he loved money but because he loved his country and thought Jesus was delaying the movement that would free Palestine from the Romans.  Another interpretation is that Judas was convinced that Jesus was the Messiah, but Judas was impatient.  He acted as he did, therefore, in an attempt to force Jesus to take the stand Judas anticipated.  Such attempts at historical understanding are, of course, tentative. It is not possible to trace with certainty the detailed course of events, nor to distinguish with confidence the background and motivation of Judas.  The NT itself offers us an important theological interpretation, and it is in terms of this interpretation that our assessment of Judas is properly to be made.”

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Iscariot, which distinguishes this Judas from others, is usually explained as a compound, meaning ‘the man of Kerioth’.  Reference is made to his native town which is given in Josh 15:25 as one of the uttermost cities of Judah toward the coast of Edom southward.  In this town was born the betrayer of the Savior.”


b.  “What motivated him to betray Jesus?  John and Luke seem content to see the betrayal as a result of Judas’ avarice.  Matthew also mentions money, but pictures Judas in great agony after Jesus’ crucifixion, committing suicide after returning the ‘blood money’ to the authorities.  Some have suggested that Judas wanted Jesus to confront the Roman authorities as a political messiah, and that his betrayal was misguided zeal.  Others have suggested that Judas became disenchanted with Jesus’ unwillingness to make the right ‘messianic’ moves, and was attempting to keep Jesus from destroying the entire messianic movement with his ineffectual messiahship.  More recent suggestions have interpreted Judas’ actions less as betrayal and more as an attempt to force Jesus and the Jewish authorities into dialogue, to ‘hand over’ Jesus so that he might defend and proclaim his identity as the Messiah.”


c.  “The stark verdict of Acts 1:25 is: ‘this ministry and apostleship, from which Judas turned aside, to go to his own place’. The apostle had become an apostate; and had gone to the destiny reserved for such a man.  This reference invites the question of the true character of Judas.  If ‘his own place’ is the place he chose for himself, 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 (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.”


d.  “If you consult a harmony of the Gospels, you will see that between Mk 3:19 and 20, Jesus preached the Sermon on the Mount (Mt 5–7) and participated in the events described in Lk 7:1–8:3.  Mark’s Gospel does not include that famous sermon because his emphasis is on what Jesus did rather than what Jesus said.”


e.  “Such were the men whom Jesus chose to be with Him while He was on this earth, and to carry on His work after He left it.  Such were the men whom the church celebrates as the ‘glorious company of the apostles’.  The praise is merited; but the glory of the twelve was not of this world.  In a worldly point of view they were a very insignificant company indeed, — a band of poor illiterate Galilean provincials, utterly devoid of social consequence, not likely to be chosen by one having supreme regard to prudential considerations.  Why did Jesus choose such men?  Was He guided by feelings of antagonism to those possessing social advantages, or of partiality for men of His own class?  No; His choice was made in true wisdom.  If He chose Galileans mainly, it was not from provincial prejudice against those of the south; if, as some think, He chose two or even four of his own relatives, it was not from nepotism; if He chose rude, unlearned, humble men, it was not because He was animated by any petty jealousy of knowledge, culture, or good birth.  If any rabbi, rich man, or ruler had been willing to yield himself unreservedly to the service of the kingdom, no objection would have been taken to him on account of his acquirements, possessions, or titles.  The case of Saul of Tarsus, the pupil of Gamaliel, proves the truth of this statement.  Even Gamaliel himself would not have been objected to, could he have stooped to become a disciple of the unlearned Nazarene.  But, alas! neither he nor any of his order would condescend so far, and therefore the despised One did not get an opportunity of showing His willingness to accept as disciples and choose for apostles such as they were.  The truth is, that Jesus was obliged to be content with fishermen, and publicans, and zealots, for apostles.  They were the best that could be had.  Those who deemed themselves better were too proud to become disciples, and thereby they excluded themselves from what all the world now sees to be the high honor of being the chosen princes of the kingdom.  The civil and religious aristocracy boasted of their unbelief.  The citizens of Jerusalem did feel for a moment interested in the zealous youth who had purged the temple with a whip of small cords; but their faith was superficial, and their attitude patronizing, and therefore Jesus did not commit Himself unto them, because He knew what was in them.  A few of good position were sincere sympathizers, but they were not so decided in their attachment as to be eligible for apostles.  Nicodemus was barely able to speak a timid apologetic word in Christ’s behalf, and Joseph of Arimathea was a disciple ‘secretly,’ for fear of the Jews.  These were hardly the persons to send forth as missionaries of the cross—men so fettered by social ties and party connections, and so enslaved by the fear of man.  The apostles of Christianity must be made of sterner stuff.  And so Jesus was obliged to fall back on the rustic, but simple, sincere, and energetic men of Galilee.  And He was quite content with His choice, and devoutly thanked His Father for giving Him even such as they.  Learning, rank, wealth, refinement, freely given up to His service, He would not have despised; but He preferred devoted men who had none of these advantages to undevoted men who had them all.  And with good reason; for it mattered little, except in the eyes of contemporary prejudice, what the social position or even the previous history of the twelve had been, provided they were spiritually qualified for the work to which they were called.  What tells ultimately is, not what is without a man, but what is within.  But it may be objected that all the twelve were by no means gifted; some of them, if one may judge from the obscurity which envelops their names, and the silence of history regarding them, having been undistinguished either by high endowment or by a great career, and in fact, to speak plainly, all but useless.  As this objection virtually impugns the wisdom of Christ’s choice, it is necessary to examine how far it is according to truth.  We submit the following considerations with this view:


(1)  That some of the apostles were comparatively obscure, inferior men, cannot be denied; but even the obscurest of them may have been most useful as witnesses for Him with whom they had companied from the beginning.  It does not take a great man to make a good witness, and to be witnesses of Christian facts was the main business of the apostles.  That even the humblest of them rendered important service in that capacity we need not doubt, though nothing is said of them in the apostolic annals.  It was not to be expected that a history so fragmentary and so brief as that given by Luke should mention any but the principal actors, especially when we reflect how few of the characters that appear on the stage at any particular crisis in human affairs are prominently noticed even in histories which go elaborately into detail.  The purpose of history is served by recording the words and deeds of the representative men, and many are allowed to drop into oblivion who did nobly in their day.  The less distinguished members of the apostolic band are entitled to the benefit of this reflection.


(2)  Three eminent men, or even two (Peter and John), out of twelve, is a good proportion; there being few societies in which superior excellence bears such a high ratio to respectable mediocrity.  Perhaps the number of ‘pillars’ was as great as was desirable.  Far from regretting that all were not Peters and Johns, it is rather a matter to be thankful for, that there were diversities of gifts among the first preachers of the gospel.  As a general rule, it is not good when all are leaders.  Little men are needed as well as great men; for human nature is one-sided, and little men have their peculiar virtues and gifts, and can do some things better than their more celebrated brethren.


(3)  We must remember how little we know concerning any of the apostles.  It is the fashion of biographers in our day, writing for a morbidly or idly curious public, to enter into the minutest particulars of outward event or personal peculiarity regarding their heroes.  Of this fond idolatrous minuteness there is no trace in the evangelic histories.  The writers of the Gospels were not afflicted with the biographic mania.  Moreover, the apostles were not their theme.  Christ was their hero; and their sole desire was to tell what they knew of Him.  They gazed steadfastly at the Sun of Righteousness, and in His effulgence they lost sight of the attendant stars.  Whether they were stars of the first magnitude, or of the second, or of the third, made little difference.”
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