9. THE PARACLETE’S TEACHING: THE
TEXT AND EXEGESIS OF JOHN
14:25-26 AND JOHN 16:12-15IN
THE WRITINGS OF EUSEBIUS OF
CAESAREA AND CYRIL OF
JERUSALEM

VALENTIN ANDRONACHE

This chapter discusses a few fragments of tradition and brings a
contribution to the history of reception and interpretation of the
Gospel of John. For this purpose, it looks at the exegesis of John
14:25-26 and 16:12-15 in general, but also with a particular
focus on the subject of the Paraclete’s teaching in the writings of
Eusebius of Caesarea and Cyril of Jerusalem. Specifically, it sets
out to indicate the places where either John 14:25-26 or 16:12—
15, or both texts, are cited in the works of these two writers, and
to describe their function and interpretation in their immediate
literary context. Given that these authors were not interpreting
and commenting on the same text of John 14:25-26 and 16:12-
15, special attention will be paid to the form in which they cite
one or the other Johannine passages in order to see whether the
form of the text influences the interpretation of these passages. In
what follows, a brief overview of the current state of research on
the reception of the Gospel of John is offered. Then, I discuss the
passages from the works of Eusebius and Cyril where John 14:25-
26 or 16:12-15 are cited, with attention to the form of the quoted
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text and to the way the citations fit within these passages. The
survey is concluded by a comparison between the two authors’
text and exegesis.

The selection of these Johannine texts and early Christian
writers of the fourth century was made because the Gospel of
John was widely used by Christian writers during the doctrinal
debates of the fourth and fifth century.' I chose to look at the
interpretation of John 14:25-26 and 16:12-15 because these
passages overlap in their description of the Spirit’s teaching
function, and they are often cited together in patristic works.
Furthermore, I was inspired by the editors of the fourth volume
of Biblia Patristica in selecting Eusebius and Cyril—both from
Palestine. These editors divide the numerous patristic works of
the fourth century following a geographical principle. As they
explain, the criterion of ‘region’ can offer some sense of unity: in
language, in way of life, and in theological and exegetical
concerns.”

Most research on the reception history of the Gospel of John
has in view the second century CEk. Such studies deal with issues
related to John’s canonicity and authority as reflected by the
Gospel’s influence on other early Christian writings. These studies
focus on the ways by which the literary dependence between
John and other early texts can be determined, by analysing verbal
agreement, similar vocabulary, themes, and ideas.? Consequently,

! See Charles E. Hill, ‘The Gospel of John’, in The Oxford Handbook of
Early Christian Biblical Interpretation, ed. Paul M. Blowers and Peter W.
Martens, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019), p. 602.

2 See Jean Allenbach et al., Biblia Patristica: Index des citations et allusions
bibliques dans la littérature patristique. 4. Eusébe de Césarée, Cyrille de
Jérusalem, Epiphane de Salamine. (Paris: CNRS, 1987), p. 5. This volume
groups Eusebius and Cyril together with Epiphanius of Salamis. Although
there are three references to John 14:25-26 in the works of Epiphanius,
he has no citation of the passage and, implicitly, does not interpret this.
For this reason, Epiphanius is not considered in this paper.

® The earliest modern study on this subject is J. N. Sanders, The Fourth
Gospel in the Early Church: Its Origin and Influence on Christian Theology up
to Irenaeus (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1943); among the
most recent, see Lorne R. Zelyck, John Among the Other Gospels: The
Reception of the Fourth Gospel in the Extra-Canonical Gospels, WUNT II 347
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they do not consider how the text of John was interpreted. There
are three main studies that look at how the Gospel of John was
interpreted by early Christian authors beyond the second century
CE, namely, Wiles’ The Spiritual Gospel: The Interpretation of the
Fourth Gospel, Casurella’s The Johannine Paraclete in the Church
Fathers, and Keefer’s The Branches of the Gospel of John.* Wiles and
Keefer examine how different Christian writers have interpreted
John, but they are more interested in the kinds of exegetical
methods these writers used to interpret John and how they
understood certain themes or concepts in the Gospel.”> Casurella
is the only one to address the content of the patristic exegesis of
John. He focuses on five specific passages, namely, the so-called
Paraclete sayings.® His study gathers interpretations of the
Paraclete sayings from Greek and Latin Christian writers from the
first seven centuries. However, Casurella’s survey is problematic
with respect to the way in which he presents these interpre-
tations. For example, when he deals with the exegesis of Greek
authors between the councils of Nicaea and Constantinople, he
distinguishes between doctrinal and exegetical writings. This
gives the impression that there are two kinds of interpretations.
He groups the doctrinal exegesis into three categories—Trinity,
Christology, and Pneumatology—and within each category he
describes how certain authors used the Johannine passages to
conceive of the Trinity, or Christology, or Pneumatology. How-

(Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013); for a discussion of the studies that focus
on the second century reception of John, see Dan Batovici, ‘The Second-
Century Reception of John: A Survey of Methodologies’, Currents in
Biblical Research 10.3 (2012), pp. 396-409.

* See Maurice F. Wiles, The Spiritual Gospel: The Interpretation of the Fourth
Gospel in the Early Church (New York: Cambridge University press, 1960);
Anthony Casurella, The Johannine Paraclete in the Church Fathers: A Study
in the History of Exegesis, Beitrage zur Geschichte der Biblischen Exegese
25 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1983); and Kyle Keefer, The Branches of the
Gospel of John: The Reception of the Fourth Gospel in the Early Church,
Library of New Testament Studies 332 (London: T&T Clark, 2006).

> Wiles investigates Origen, Cyril of Alexandria, and Theodore of
Mopsuestia; Keefer investigates Heracleon, Irenaeus, and Origen.

¢ The five Paraclete sayings are: John 14:16-17, 14:25-26, 15:26-27,
16:7-11, and 16:12-15.
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ever, this does not do justice to the variety of contexts in which
the Johannine passages are cited and interpreted. Furthermore,
in the exegetical section, Casurella groups the interpretations
according to the five Paraclete sayings, which makes it look as if
all Christian writers had the same, or similar, interpretations of a
passage. Most importantly, he does not consider at all the actual
text of the citations of the five Paraclete sayings. This shows that
there is need for a study that pays attention not only to the
interpretations of a biblical text, but also to the context in which
these occur, that highlights both the similarities and the
differences between explanations of the same biblical text, and
that takes into account the form of the text which the writers
interpret.

THE TEXT AND EXEGESIS OF JOHN 14:25-26 AND JOHN
16:12-15

According to the fourth volume of Biblia Patristica, there are
sixteen references to John 14:25-26 and twenty references to
John 16:12-15 in the works of Eusebius and Cyril.” These
references include both instances where the Johannine passages
are cited entirely or partially and where there is lesser verbal
correspondence, such as allusions and reminiscences. In this
paper, only those references that contain verbatim citations of
John 14:25-26 and/or John 16:12-15 will be considered.

Eusebius of Caesarea (ca. 264-339)

Eusebius of Caesarea cites passages from John 14:25-26 in three
places. He cites only verse 26 in Commentarius in Isaiam 2.16,
verses 25-26 in Commentarius in Psalmos (Ps 56: PG 23.512), and
in De ecclesiastica theologia 3.5.5-6 he cites verses 25-26 twice.®

7 See Biblia Patristica 4, pp. 272-274. In gathering the references and the
citations for this paper, I have used the fourth volume of Biblia Patristica,
Biblindex (www.biblindex.org/en), and the ITSEE Citations Database
(https://itsee-wce.birmingham.ac.uk/citations).

8 For the Greek text of Comm. Isa., see Joseph Ziegler, ed., Eusebius Werke. 9:
Der Jesajakommentar, GCS 60 (Berlin: Akademie, 1975); for the Greek text of
Comm. Ps., see PG 23.501-517. Although this work has never been properly
edited, according to Michael J. Hollerich, Eusebius of Caesarea’s Commentary
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Table 1 displays Eusebius’ citations alongside the NA28 text of
John 14:25-26, divided into its constituent parts.’

NA28 Comm. Isa. Comm. Ps. Eccl. theol.
2.16 56 3.5.5-6

25. | tablta talta talta

a AeAaAnxa Dpiv AeAaAnxa Opiy, | AeddAnxa iy,

b map’ Uiy map’ Uiy map’ Uiy
UEVwWY- UEVwWY- UEVwY-

26. | 60¢ Srav Ot ENOY) 6 08 6 08

a; | mapaxinros, 6 mapaxAntos, | mapdxAntog, TAPAXAYTOS,

b 70 mvebua To 70 mvebua To 70 mvebua To 70 mvebua To
dytov, dytov, dytov, dytov,

c 6 méuet 6 6 méuet 6 6 méuet 6 6 méuet 6
TaTHp &V TG TaTHp LoV €V TaTHp LoV €V TaTHp [0V €V
dvopartt pov, TG ovoparti TG ovoparti TG ovoparti

pou, pov, pov,

a, éxelvog Opdc éxelvog Opdc éxelvog Opdc éxelvog Opdc
didbel mavre | diddbet mdvra | 0iddfe mdvta | diddbel mdvTa

d xal OTouvNaEL xal Umouvnoel | xal Omouvyoet
Vpds mavta Vpds mavta

e & elmov iy Soa eimov Vv
[yw@]. (3.5.5)

Soa eimov
(3.5.6)

Table 1. Eusebius’ citations of John 14:25-26

on Isaiah: Christian Exegesis in the Age of Constantine, Oxford Early Christian
Studies (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), p. 9, n. 35, the text of the
commentary on Ps 51-95:3 (PG 23.441c-1221c) is authentic; for the Greek
text of Eccl. theol., see Erich Klostermann and Giinther Christian Hansen, eds.,
Eusebius Werke. 4: Gegen Marcell; Uber die kirchliche Theologie; Die Fragmente
Marcells, 3rd ed., GCS 14 (Berlin: Akademie, 1989).

° The text of John 14:26 in NA28 consists of two main clauses, two
relative clauses, and an apposition. The first main clause starts in 26a,
by expressing its grammatical subject, 6 mapaxintog. Then, the first main
clause is interrupted by an apposition, in 26b, which is immediately
followed by a relative clause, in 26c. Afterwards, the first main clause is
resumed in 26a, where the first main verb is expressed, diddoxw. The
second main clause, in 26d, containing the verb dmoutpvijoxw, is linked to
the first main clause through the coordinating conjunction xai. Then, in
26e, there follows another relative clause.
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The text of John 14:25-26 is identical in Eusebius’ citations, except
for the beginning of verse 26 in Comm. Isa. 2.16, which differs from
the citations in Comm. Ps. 56 and Eccl. theol. 3.5.5-6 and from the
text of NA28. In Comm. Isa. 2.16, the citation starts with §tav ¢
€0y, instead of 6 0¢ mapdxdyrog, likely because Eusebius mixes the
beginning of John 14:26 with the beginning of John 15:26, which
he also cites in Comm. Isa. 2.16, immediately after John 14:26.
Further, the two citations in Eccl. theol. 3.5.5 and 3.5.6 are identical
to each other, except that in 3.5.5 verse 26 ends with eimov Oyiv,
while in 3.5.6 it ends simply with imov. M. Jack Suggs suggests that
Eusebius’ text of John did not contain dyiv in 3.5.5 either, and that
this is a later scribal addition.'® However, Klostermann’s edition of
Eccl theol. does not register any textual variants in either of the two
citations, which makes Suggs’ suggestion difficult to support.'* It is
more likely that, in EccL theol. 3.5.6, Eusebius simply stopped citing
after Soa eimov.

Except for the beginning of verse 26 in Comm. Isa. 2.16, there
are two other places where Eusebius’ citations differ from NA28.
First, all four citations of Eusebius contain the genitive pronoun
nov after 6 matrp in verse 26¢, which is not present in NA28. And
second, both citations in Eccl. theol. 3.5.5-6 have 8¢a instead of &
in verse 26e, and, in the same verse, ¢yw is missing from Eccl.
theol. 3.5.5.

Eusebius cites passages from John 16:12-14 in Comm. Ps. 56
and Eccl. theol. 3.5. In Comm. Ps. 56, the author cites verses 12a—
13c, followed immediately by 14b—c. In Eccl. theol. 3.5, he cites
multiples times various phrases from John 16:12-14 and once
verses 12-14 entirely.'” Since the text of the partial citations is
generally identical to that of the entire citation in Eccl. theol.
3.5.15-16, Table 2 displays only the text of John 16:12-14 as it
is found in Eccl. theol. 3.5.15-16.

10 See M. Jack Suggs, ‘The New Testament Text of Eusebius of Caesarea’
(unpubl. diss., Duke University), 1954, p. 259.

! See Klostermann and Hansen, Eusebius Werke. 4, pp. 160-161.

12 There are also a couple of citations of John 16:13-14 in Eccl. theol. 3.4:
one of verses 13-14, and four of verse 14b-c. However, since the
citations of verses 13-14 and two of the citations of verse 14b—c are part
of a block quote from Marcellus, they are not included in this discussion.



9. THE PARACLETE’S TEACHING 247

NA28 Comm. Ps. 56 Eccl. theol.
3.5.15-16

12. | "Ett moAAa éxw Opiv | &Tt moAAG Exw Aéyewy | Tt modha Exw Aéyey

a AEyew, P P

b G\’ ob dUvacde G\’ ob dUvacde G\’ ob dUvacde
Baotdlew dpti- Baotdlew dpti- Baotdlew dpti-

13. | Srav 0¢ €MDy éxelvos, | Stav Ot €Ay éxeivog | drav Ot €Dy éxelvog

a

b 70 mvedua Tig 70 mvedua Tig 70 mvedua Tig
ainbeias, ainbeias, ainbeias,

c 60 ynoet bl év T | Oupyfoetar iv Ty | Sipynoetar Hpdv T
aAnbela maoy- aanbelay aMbelay méoav:

d o0 yap Aadnoel ad’ ol yap ad’ éautod
gautol, Aanoet,

e &AM Soa dxoloet GAN 8o dxolotel,
Aanoet

f xal Ta épxoueva xal Ta épxoueva
dvaryyehel buiv. dvaryyehel vuiv.

14. | éxeivog éué dofdoer, éxelvog éut dokdael,

a

b 61 ex Tol epod 6t éx To ol Afer | 61t éx Tol Epod
Muetat MeTal

c xal qvayyelel Opdv. | xal dvayyehel vuiv. xal qayyelel Oudv.

Table 2. Eusebius’ citations of John 16:12-14

Eusebius’ citations of John 16:12-14 differ from one another in two
places: verses 13c and 14b. In verse 13c, the word néoav is missing
from the citation in Comm. Ps. 56. Given the position of mécav in
this verse, it is likely that the missing adjective in Comm. Ps. 56 is
a reading Eusebius created when he abbreviated the citation of
John 16:12-14 by skipping also verses 13d-14a. In verse 14b,
Eusebius’ citations differ from one another and from NA28. The
citation in Comm. Ps. 56 reads Aet, and the citation in Eccl. theol.
3.5.15-16 reads Aviyetat, unlike Auerar in NA28. Whereas Aveta
is a spelling variant to Ajuerar—both future indicative third-
person singular—, Aer, which is future indicative second-person
singular, is a curious reading, because the subject of verses 13-14
is éxeivog, T mvelua Tis dAnbeiag, and all the verbs are in the third-
person singular. Besides the variants in verse 14b, Eusebius’
citations differ from NA28 in three other places. First, in both
Comm. Ps. 56 and Eccl. theol. 3.5, Eusebius’ text differs from NA28
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by inverting duiv with Aéyew in v. 12a. Second, both citations read
duyhoetar Uiy Ty dAnberav in v. 13c instead of 60nyroet Vuds v xTA.
as in NA28. And third, another inversion is found in verse 13d in
Eccl theol. 3.5, where Aanoet and a¢’ éautol are reversed.

Having considered the text Eusebius used, we can consider
his exegesis of John 14:25-26 and 16:12-14. In Comm. Isa. 2.16
Eusebius interprets the text of Isa 40:1-2, where God commands
a group of persons to comfort his people (mapaxai&ite Tapaxareite
7ov Aadv pov)."® The keyword mapaxadéw reminds Eusebius of the
Spirit-Paraclete, and thus he thinks that those who comfort are
those who have received the Spirit-Paraclete (oi wév otv mapa-
xahodvres elev &v of T0 mvedua T mapdxdntov Hmodedeypévor). This
prompts Eusebius to insert in his interpretation of Isaiah a number
of New Testament texts where mapaxadéw or cognates of it—
mapaxyros—are used: John 14:16-17, 14:26, 15:26, 16:7, 2 Cor
1:3-7 and 2 Cor 5:10. Yet he does not interpret these texts further.

In his interpretation of Ps 56 (LXX), Eusebius inserts three
Johannine passages mentioning the Spirit (John 14:15-17,
14:25-26, and 16:12-13) when commenting on verses 8-12." It
is not clear what in Ps 56:8-12 triggers Eusebius to think of these
three Johannine texts. The citations come immediately after the
lemma text, and the phrase Eusebius uses to introduce them
simply states that Jesus said these things about the Holy Spirit to
his disciples. However, the citations are followed by a comment:

AV &v mapiomyal pellova pév evar T map’ adtol xal wi) ywpodueva
0o T@Y dmooTéAwy: OV yap dbvacde, dyol, faotdlew: o 8¢ ITvelua
Tiis dAnbelag T6 2§ adTod yopyyoduevov xal Tols dmoaTéhols O adTol
Teumbpevoy dvayyée abtols mioay Ty dAfeiav.

Through these words he (Jesus) shows that he has greater
things which cannot be understood by the apostles. For you
cannot bear them, he says. But the Spirit of truth, who bestows

13 See Eusebius of Caesarea, Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Joel C. Elowsky,
trans. Jonathan J. Armstrong, Ancient Christian Texts (Downers Grove,
IL: InterVarsity press, 2013), pp. 191-193.

14 See Eusebio di Cesarea, Commento ai Salmi 1 (1-71), ed. M. Benedetta
Artioli, Testi Patristici 176 (Rome: Citta nuova, 2004), pp. 385-396.
15pG 23, 512d.
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from him (Jesus) and is sent by him (Jesus) to the apostles,
proclaims the whole truth to them.®

This comment is a paraphrase of John 14:26 and 16:12-13,
through which Eusebius highlights the gist of them: Jesus has
greater things (uei{ove) to teach the disciples, but due to their lack
of understanding, Jesus’ earthly teaching remains incomplete;
yet, the Spirit, who bestows from Jesus and is sent by Jesus—
probably an indicator of subordination—, brings this teaching to
completion by proclaiming the whole truth, including, suppose-
edly, the peilova.

Eusebius’ main point in Eccl theol. 3.5 is to show that the
Spirit is different from the Son (Erepdv éorwv 6 mvelipa To dylov Tod
viod)."” He builds up his argument mainly by citing and inter-
preting passages from John that talk about the Spirit and/or the
Paraclete, including John 14:25-26 and 16:12-15. Eusebius
comments on these two passages, having in view the teaching
function of the Paraclete. Thus, immediately after citing John
14:25-26 in Eccl. theol. 3.5.6, he says:

gy ptv yap Téws Tall Oy AeddAnxa, dyotv, To 08 mvebua Tig
An g v Ty < s sSgp g

dAnbelag, & xal adtd méupel 6 mathp wov, mdvta duds oiddEel, Soa viv
, / N I

ol pepadixate Ol TO W) ywpely Opds: GAN éxelvog By, Aéyw o8 6

TapdxANTOS, QvamAnpwoel T Sidaoxarav, uetd Tob xal TGV viv

- Cea o 18
Aeyougvwy UT Epol pynuyy Oy éumotioat.

For I have up to this time said these things to you, he says,
but the Spirit of truth, whom my Father will also send, he will
teach you everything that you have not learned now because
you were not capable of it; but when he has come, I mean the
Counselor, he will complete the teaching, along with calling
to your remembrance even the things now said by me."

16 My translation.

7 See Eccl. theol. 3.5.1. See Eusebius of Caesarea, Against Marcellus and
On Ecclesiastical Theology, trans. Kelley McCarthy Spoerl and Markus
Vinzent, FC 135 (Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press,
2017), pp. 304-313.

18 Eccl. theol. 3.5.7-8.

19 Eusebius of Caesarea, Against Marcellus and On Ecclesiastical Theology,
p. 309.
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According to this comment, Eusebius understands the Paraclete’s
task towards the disciples as follows. During his earthly ministry,
Jesus taught tadta. Of these, the disciples understood a part, and a
part they did not understand (6oa viv o0 pepabnxate). Therefore, the
Paraclete’s task is to teach the disciples everything they did not
understand of Jesus’ teaching, thus completing it. In addition to
teaching the disciples that which they did not understand of taira,
the Paraclete also reminds the disciples of & viv Aeyduevoa—
presumably that part of taiite which the disciples understood.

After citing John 16:12-15 in Eccl. theol. 3.5.15-16, Eusebius
says: &v olg mdAv & wi) adtds &didatev talta pabnoecbau Tols adTol
pabntag Omod Tol aylou mveduatos émayyedderar, that is, ‘in these
words he promises again that his disciples will learn from the
Holy Spirit [these] things that he himself did not teach’.*® From
this comment it appears that Eusebius’ understanding of the
Paraclete’s teaching is slightly different from earlier: now, he says
that what the Paraclete teaches the disciples are the things they
have not heard previously from Jesus. Yet, pointing to §tt éx ol
éuol Aetar xatl avayyelel vuiv of John 16:14, Eusebius makes it
clear that the Paraclete is subordinate to Jesus, and that what the
Spirit teaches still comes from Jesus.?! However, either because
they did not comprehend everything from Jesus, or because Jesus
did not teach everything, Eusebius’ point is that the Spirit teaches
the disciples something they did not learn from Jesus. This
interpretation emphasises the Spirit’s otherness in relation to
Jesus, which is what Eusebius wants to prove in Eccl. Theol. 3.5,
namely, that the Spirit is distinct from Jesus.

Cyril of Jerusalem (315-387)

Cyril of Jerusalem cites passages from John 14:25-26 and from
John 16:12-15 only in his 16™ and 17" Catecheses ad illuminandos,
in which he focuses on the Holy Spirit.>* He has four citations of

20 Eccl. theol. 3.5.16. For the translation, see Eusebius of Caesarea, Against
Marcellus and On Ecclesiastical Theology, p. 311.

21 See Eccl. theol. 3.5.17-18.

22 For the Greek text of Catech. illum. 16-17, see Wilhelm Karl Reischl and
Joseph Rupp, eds., Cyrilli Hierosolymarum archiepiscopi Opera quae supersunt
omnia, 2 vols. (Munich, 1848-1860, repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1967), pp. 2:
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John 14:25-26, in Catech. illum. 16.14, 17.4, 17.11, and 17.34. In
Catech. illum. 17.4 and 17.34, Cyril cites only verse 26a,-b, and in
both places the text of the citation is identical to the editorial text
of NA28 and Catech. illum. 17.11, reading 6 0¢ mapdxAntog, T mvelua
70 @ytov. For this reason, they are not included in Table 3. In Catech.
illum. 16.14, Cyril cites only verse 26a,—e, although he interrupts
the citation after 26d with a comment, to which I will return later.
In Catech. illum. 17.11, he cites verses 25-26 entirely.

NA28 Catech. illum. Catech. illum.
16.14 17.11

25. | Talta AeAadnxa Huiv tabta Aedaiyea Huiv

a

b map’ DUy uévawy- map’ DUy uévawy-

26. | 6 0¢ mapdxAntos, 6 0¢ mapaxAnros,

a

b 76 Tvelpa TO dytov, 76 Tvelpa TO dytov,

c 6 méwler 6 matnp év 6 méwler 6 matp év
T6 dvépati pov, 76 dvépati pov,

a, | éxelvos Oudbs 010dfer | éxeivos Oudis 010der | éxelvog O1ddEer Ouds
TavTa TavTa TavTa

d xal Umouvioer Vuds | xal Omopvioer Oudg | xal Umouvioer Ouds
TavTa TavTa TavTa

e & elmov Oulv [€yw]. Soa elmov Hutv & elmov vl

Table 3. Cyril’s citations of John 14:25-26

The text of John 14:25-26 in Cyril’s citations agrees generally
with NA28, with three exceptions. First, the citation in Catech.
illum. 16.14, in verse 26e, reads doa instead of & as NA28 and
Catech. illum, 17.11. Second, in Catech. illum. 17.11, in verse 26a,,
there is an inversion of vuds and diaget. In his study of the New
Testament text of Cyril, Roderic L. Mullen characterizes this
reading as a ‘Cyril variant’.”® Third, neither of Cyril’s citations
have éyw at the end of verse 26e.

204-297; see further Leo P. McCauley and Anthony A. Stephenson, trans.,
The Works of Saint Cyril of Jerusalem, 2 vols., FC 61, 64 (Washington, DC:
Catholic University of America Press, 1969-1970), pp. 2:76-119.

% See Roderic L. Mullen, The New Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalemm,
The New Testament in the Greek Fathers 7 (Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1997), p. 163.
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Cyril cites passages of John 16:12-15 in three places: in
Catech. illum. 16.24, 17.4, and 17.11. In Catech. illum. 17.4, he
cites only verse 13a-b, reading érav ot €Ay éxeivos, To Tvelipa THig
aAndeiag, just as NA28 and Catech. illum. 17.11. For this reason,
this is not included in Table 4. In Catech. illum. 16.24, Cyril cites
verses 13a-b and 14a—c. He intentionally skips verse 13c—f, as in
between verses 13a-b and 14a—c he adds xai 7. In Catech. illum.
17.11, Cyril cites John 16:12-15 entirely.

NA28 Catech. illum. Catech. illum.
16.24 17.11

12. | "E1t moAAa Exw Ouiv €11 TOMA G Exw Aéyety

a AEyew, P

b G\’ o0 dUvacde G\’ ob dUvacde
Baotdlew dpti- Baotdlew dpti-

13. | Srav 0¢ XDy éxelvos, | Stav €ADy éxelvog Srav Ot ENOY) éxelvog

a

b 70 mvedua Tig 70 mvedua Tig 70 mvedua Tig
ainbeias, ainbeias, ainbeias,

c 60 ynoeL Vb év Th diyhoeTar Opiv Ty
aAnbela maoy- aMbelay méoav:

d o0 yap Aadnoel ad’ o0 yap ad’ éautod
gautol, Aanoet,

e aA\ Boa axovaet GAN’ Goa Qv axovoy
AaAnoet Aanoet

f xal Ta épxoueva xal Ta épxoueva
dvaryyehel buiv. dvaryyehel vuiv.

14. | éxeivos éut dokdael, éxelvog éut dokdael, éxeivos gut dokdoel,

a

b 81 éx Tol epol 81 éx Tol epol 81 éx Tol epol
Mubetal AapfBdvel Mbetat

c xal qayyelel Oudv. xal qayyelel Oudv. xal qayyelel Oudv.

15. | mavta doa €xet 6 mavta Goa xet 0

a TaTp Eud EOTIV: maTp Eud EOTIV:

b dud TobiTo eimov 1 TobiTo elmov Huiv

c 81 éx Tol epol 81 éx Tol epol
AapBdvel Mbetat

d xal avayyelel vulv. xal qayyelel Oudv.

Table 4. Cyril’s citations of John 16:12-15

There are six points in which the text of John 16:12-15 in Cyril’s
citations differs from NA28. First, in Catech. illum. 16.24, 3¢ is
omitted in verse 13a. However, as Mullen points out, since Cyril
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twice cites this verse with d¢, in 17.4 and 17.11, it is likely that
Cyril’s text of John had ¢¢, and that the omission in 16.24 is an
oversight by the author.** Second, Cyril’s citation in Catech. illum.
16.24 has the present indicative Aapufdvet in verse 14b, unlike NA28
and Catech. illum. 17.11 that have the future indicative
Muperar/Apetar. Assuming that Cyril’s text read Aapfdvet in verse
15c, it could have happened that Cyril mistook 14b—c for 15¢c—d, as
they are similar. Yet, it is difficult to say whether Cyril’s text indeed
read Aapfaver in 15c, especially since in Catech. illum. 17.11, the
citation reads Aferat. It could be that Anyerar in Catech. illum.
17.11 is Cyril’s harmonization to 14b, and that Cyril’s New
Testament had Ajerar in 14b, and Aapfaver in 15c. However,
according to Mullen, Cyril’s text of John read Averar in both 14b
and 15c, and the present indicative AapfBavet in Catech. illum. 16.24
is a ‘Cyril variant’.” Third, there are two inversions in Catech. illum.
17.11: one in verse 12a, where Uuiv and Aéyewv are reversed, and
one in verse 13d, where AaAvoet and a¢’ éavtol are reversed. Fourth,
in verse 13c, Cyril’s citation in Catech. illum. 17.11 reads diyyoetou
xTA., unlike 60nynoet xtA. in NA28. Fifth, in verse 13e, in Catech.
illum. 17.11, the verb is in the aorist subjunctive form, unlike NA28,
where the verb is in the future indicative form. Sixth, another
difference between the citation in Catech. illum. 17.11 and NA28
stands in the absence or presence of Uuiv at the end of 15b.
Having considered Cyril’s text of John 14:25-26 and 16:12-
15, we turn to his use and interpretation of these passages. In
Catech. illum. 16.14, Cyril focuses on the speaking of the Spirit and,
thus, emphasises the Spirit’s personhood. For this purpose, he cites
several passages where the Spirit appears to be talking to different
persons (to Philip in Acts 8:29, to Ezekiel in Ezek 11:5, and others).
In this context, Cyril also cites John 14:26 partially, éxeivog Opég
Siddker mdvra xal mopwioer Ouds mdvra Soa eimov Ouiv, which he
interrupts before the relative clause with a brief comment: o0x eime
d10d&er wovov, GAda xal tmouvioel. While the other references depict
the Spirit talking, the passage from John 14:26 indicates the
content of the Spirit’s communication which, according to Cyril, is

24 See Mullen, The New Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalem, p. 166, n. 65.
% See Mullen, The New Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalem, pp. 166-167.
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the teaching of Jesus. Cyril’s comment highlights that Jesus does
not describe the Spirit only as teaching, but also as reminding of
his own words, which means that the teaching of Jesus and that of
the Holy Spirit are not different but the same (00 yap &A\Aa XpioTol
Suddypata xal EAAa dyiov Tveduatos, dGAAG T alTd).

In Catech. illum. 16.24 Cyril describes the relationship bet-
ween the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit with respect to their
possession of spiritual gifts (yapiouata), saying that the Father gives
to the Son and the Son shares with the Spirit (xat mat)p pév didwoty
Vi@, xal vids petadidwaty ayiw mvedpart). In this context, Cyril quotes
passages from Matt 11:17 and John 16:13-14. Although these texts
do not talk about spiritual gifts, they are important to Cyril for their
description of sharing between the Father and the Son, and
respectively, between the Son and the Spirit. The passage from
Matt 11:17 (mdvra pot Tapedsbn Omd Tod matpds pov) supports the first
part of his claim, that the Father gives to the Son. The passage from
John 16:13-14, especially verse 14b—c, supports the second part of
Cyril’s claim that the Son shares with the Spirit. Thus, Cyril
concludes the three possess the same spiritual gifts (o0x &AAa Tatpog
xeplopata xal @ika viod xai GAda dylov mvedpatos).

In Catech. illum. 17.4, Cyril’s aim is to show that the Holy
Spirit is named in multiple ways in the Scriptures. For this pur-
pose, he cites ¢ 0¢ mapdxdyros, T6 Tvelpa T dytov from John 14:26,
and 8rav 0t E\Oy éxelvog, T6 mvelua i dAnbeias from John 16:13. He
thus shows that ‘Holy Spirit’, ‘Paraclete’, and ‘Spirit of truth’ are
titles that refer to one and the same entity.

After he presents four different interpretations concerning the
descent of the Spirit at Jesus’ baptism in Catech. illum. 17.9-10, in
17.11 Cyril sets out to offer another interpretation, which comes
from Jesus’ own words.*® Accordingly, he cites passages about the
Spirit such as John 3:5, Luke 11:13, John 4:23-24, Matt 12:28, 31—

% Consider how Cyril begins Catech. illum. 17.11: Kai mepl ptv todtwy fowg
xal EAwg EEnynréov. avtod 8¢ Tod cwtiipos xal viv dxouvaTéov TEYV el drylou
mvedpatog pyudtwy, that is, ‘Concerning these matters perhaps another
explanation should be given; we should listen to the words of the Savior
Himself regarding the Holy Spirit’. For the Greek text, see Reischl and
Rupp, Cyrilli Hierosolymarum archiepiscopi, p. 262, and for the translation
see McCauley and Stephenson, The Works of Saint Cyril of Jerusalem, p. 102.
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32, John 14:16-17, 14:25-26, 15:26, 16:7-8, and 16:12-15. The
entire section consists of these citations, which Cyril introduces
with different formulas (¢noi yap, xai maAw, xal malw Aéyel).
However, he offers neither an interpretation of these passages, nor
an explanation for why he chose to cite these passages as an
interpretation of the Spirit’s descent at Jesus’ baptism.

In Catech. illum. 17.34, Cyril partially cites John 14:26 (6 d¢
mapdxAnTos, T mvelpa T dyov), together with John 4:24 (mvebua 6
feds), and Lam 4:20 (mveliya mpd mpoowmou nuidv xptaTods xOptog), to show
that the word ‘Spirit’ is applied to all three divine persons in the
Scripture. With this, he teaches his audience that the three, although
sometimes named in a similar way, should not be confused.

Comparing Eusebius with Cyril

The exposition above has identified places in the writings of two
fourth-century Christian authors where the full text or smaller
passages of John 14:25-26 and John 16:12-15 are cited. It has also
showed the form in which these passages are cited and how they are
used and interpreted. Next, since both authors comment on the
teaching function of the Paraclete, I will compare their views on the
subject in relation to the biblical text which they present. Tables 5
and 6 display each author’s text of John 14:25-26 and John 16:12-
15. This text is a reconstruction based on the textual observations
made above, which leaves out the variants created, unintentionally
or not, by either of the two authors and aims to reflect the text of
John 14:25-26 and 16:12-15 in the form available to them.

Eusebius Cyril

25. | Talta Aeddadnxa Ouiv, tabta Aedaiyea Huiv

a

b map’ DUy uévawy- map’ DUy uévawy-

26. | 6 0¢ mapdxAntos, 6 0¢ mapaxAnros,

a4
76 Tvelpa T dytov, 76 Tvelipa TO dytov,

c 6 méwper 6 mamip wou év TG | & mEwper 6 maThp év TG Svéuat
dvéparti pou, ©ov,

a, | éxeivog bpdis iddder mdvta éxeivog Uudis iddéer mdva
xal Omouvnoel Vuds Tavta xal Omouvnoel Vuds Tavta

e Soa eimov Hutv Soa/d eimov vy

Table 5: John 14:25-26
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Except for pov in Eusebius’ text of 26¢, and for & in Cyril’s text of
26e, the two texts of John 14:25-26 are identical.

Eusebius Cyril
12. | &t modda Exw Aéyety Oplv €11 TOMA G Exw Aéyety Duly
a
b GAN’ o dUvache Baotdlew dpti- GAN’ o dUvache Baordlew dpti-
13. | Srav 0¢ €MDy éxelvog Srav Ot ENDY) éxelvog
a
b 70 mvebua s dAnbeia 70 mvebua s dAnbeia
3 3
dyhoetar Vpiv Ty dMiBelay | Ouppioetar Oulv Ty dbetay
migay migay
d ol yap ad’ éavtol AaAyaeL, ol yap ¢’ éautol Aahvoel,
e GAN 8oa dxolael Aainoel aAN oa Gv dxolay Aainoel
f xal Ta épydueva dvayyeAel Dulv. | xal T gpydueva dvayyehel Huiv.
14. | éxelvog éue dodoet éxeivos eue dokdoet
i i
a
b 81 éx Tol euol Apbetat 81 éx Tol euol Apbetat
c xal qayyelel Oudv. xal qayyelel Oudv.
15. mavta Soa éxel 6 TaTp Eud EoTiv-
a
b 31 TodiTo elmov Huiv
c 81 éx Tol euol Apbetat
d xal avayyelel vulv.

Table 6. John 16:12-15

The only difference is in verse 13e, where Cyril’s text has the
aorist subjunctive of édxolw, unlike the future indicative in
Eusebius. The possible implication of this variant for the under-
standing of the Paraclete’s teaching function will be highlighted
in what follows.

As described above, Eusebius has two slightly different
conceptions of the Paraclete’s teaching function. First, inter-
preting John 14:25-26 in Eccl. theol. 3.5.6-8, he says that the
Spirit completes the work of Jesus by teaching the disciples that
which they did not understand from him. In addition, the Spirit
also reminds the disciples of the words of Jesus. Second,
interpreting John 16:12-15 in Eccl. theol. 3.5.15-19, Eusebius
says that the Spirit teaches something that Jesus himself did not
teach. He has a similar conception in Comm. Ps. 56, where he says
that Jesus had greater things to teach the disciples, which they
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could not bear yet, but the Spirit would teach them all the truth.
It is not clear whether Eusebius viewed these two conceptions as
complementary, in the sense that the object of the Spirit’s
teaching comprises both the things that Jesus taught but the
disciples did not grasp and things that Jesus did not teach at all,
or whether this distinction comes about unintentionally in
Eusebius’ interpretation of John 14:25-26 and 16:12-15. Also, it
is difficult to say whether the form in which Eusebius read the
text of either of the two Johannine passages influenced his
understanding of the Paraclete’s teaching.

Cyril touches on the subject of the Paraclete’s teaching only
when he interprets John 14:26 in Catech. illum. 16.14. Cyril’s
comment, o0x eime dtddéet ubvov, GANG xal dmopviioet, shows that he
gives as much importance to the Paraclete’s teaching as to the
Paraclete’s reminding, and that he conceives the didactic function
of the Spirit as made up of both activities, unlike Eusebius in Eccl.
theol. 3.5.6-8. Also, the way Cyril phrases his last comment on
this subject, 0 yap dAra Xpiotod diddypata xat dAia dylou mvebpartos,
dAMa T& avtd, indicates his emphasis on the fact that the Paraclete
teaches the same things as Jesus, and not things that Jesus never
taught, as Eusebius thinks in Eccl theol 3.5.15-19. Since Cyril’s
text of John 14:25-26 is almost identical to Eusebius’ text, it is
improbable that the form of this text impacted Cyril’s conception
of the Paraclete’s teaching. However, even if Cyril discusses the
Paraclete’s teaching function only in relation to John 14:25-26,
there is a slight chance that the variant in the text of John 16:13e
had some influence on him. In a text-critical study of John 16:13,
Reimund Bieringer argues that the variant &v dxovoy is a
theological correction, which links the Paraclete closely to the
Father and the Son, and which emphasises that the Paraclete
speaks only about what he hears from the Father and the Son.”
Such an interpretation of dv dxoloy seems to overlap with Cyril’s
second comment, oY yap &Ala xTA., and suggests that this variant

% See Reimund Bieringer, ‘The Spirit’s Guidance into All the Truth: The
Text-Critical Problems of John 16,13’, in New Testament Textual Criticism
and Exegesis. Festschrift J. Delobel, ed. A. Denaux, Bibliotheca Ephemeri-
dum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 161 (Leuven: Leuven University
Press; Leuven: Peeters, 2002), p. 196.
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could be a factor that influenced Cyril’s interpretation of the Para-
clete’s teaching function in contrast to Eusebius.

CONCLUSIONS

This paper has investigated how the teaching function of the
Paraclete is understood by Eusebius of Caesarea and Cyril of
Jerusalem based on John 14:25-26 and 16:12-15. It analysed first
the text of the Fathers’ citations in order to see the form in which
they knew the biblical texts. Then, it looked at how the Fathers
used and interpreted the two Johannine passages in their works.
Lastly, it compared the two Fathers’ text and exegesis of John
14:25-26 and 16:12-15 in order to see whether any differences
between the fathers’ interpretations are due to certain textual
variants. From this, the following conclusions may be drawn. To
begin with, in the works of Eusebius and Cyril, these two
Johannine passages are used in different contexts, and they are
never cited specifically to be interpreted themselves, but to
support certain arguments. This makes it difficult to separate the
interpretation of the passages from the arguments in which they
were used, and in turn makes it difficult to compare their
interpretation. Furthermore, the subject of the Paraclete’s teach-
ing function is never discussed for its own interest but is used to
affirm or disprove particular ideas. Eusebius discusses the
Paraclete’s teaching in order to stress the Spirit’s otherness in
relation to Jesus in Eccl. theol. 3.5, and Cyril employs it to
strengthen the Spirit’s personhood in Catech. illum. 16.14. While
Eusebius has two slightly different conceptions of the Paraclete’s
teaching based on John 14:25-26 and 16:12-15, Cyril discusses
this subject only in relation to John 14:25-26. This makes it
difficult to trace any influence that the form of the text could have
had on the conceptualization of the Paraclete’s teaching function.
Finally, this study shows that Eusebius and Cyril knew John
14:25-26 and 16:12-15 in very similar forms, with some varia-
tion, and that in at least one case the form of the text may have
influenced the understanding of the didactic function of the
Paraclete.



