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PATRISTIC INTERPRETATIONS OF THE PARACLETE PASSAGES IN
JOHN'S GOSPEL: AN ACCOUNT AND CRITICAL EVALUATION

by Anthony Casurella, Jr.

ABSTRACT

This thesis sets out to explore and evaluate patristic
exegesis of the paraclete passages in the Fourth Gospel: Jo. 14,
15-17,25-26; 15,26-27; 16,4b-15, Chapter 1 describes ante-Nicene
interpretation of the passages; Chapter 2 describes Greek and
Chapter 3 Latin interpretation between the councils of Nicaea and
Chalcedon; Chapter 4 describes Greek and Latin interpretation after
Chalcedon., Chapter 5 contains a detailed assessment of the success
and failure of the fathers in arriving at a true interpretation,

The Appendix furnishes a list of variae lectiones witnessed by the
Greek fathers. In the study, it is discovered a) that the Church
fathers are motivated by the dual concern to expound the message

of the passages and to apply them in the establishment of Christian
doctrine; b) that, despite their lack of critical methodology, they
are possessed of an acuteness of observation, attention to detail, and
sensitivity to the text which quite often penetrates to the heart

of its meaning; c¢) that their work is nevertheless seriously marred
by an uncritical understanding of the formation and purposes of

the Gospel, a failure to distinguish adequately between sound exegesis

and speculation, and a tendency to subject exegesis to the prior

demands of theology.,



PATRISTIC INTERPRETATIONS OF THE PARACLETE

PASSAGES IN JOHN'S GOSPEL

AN ACCOUNT AND CRITICAL EVALUATION

The copyright of this thesis rests with the author,

No quotation from it should be published without

his prior written consent and information derived

from it should be acknowledged.

by
Anthony Casurella, Jr.

f

A Ph.D. thesis presented to the University of Durham

Faculty of Divinity

October 1980




CONTENTS

Abbreviations. S
Preface. 11
Chapter 1. Ante-Nicene Exegesis. 15

Notes. 28

Chapter 2. Greek Exegesis Between the Councils of
Nicaea and Chalcedon. 39

Notes. 72

Chapter 3. Latin Exegesis Between the Councils of

Nicaea and Chalcedon. 93
Notes. 114
Chapter 4. Post-Chalcedonian Exegesis. 132
Notes. 140

Chapter 5. The Fathers on the Paraclete Passages:
Assessment. 147

Notes. 187

Appendix. Variant Readings Attested by the Greek Fathers. 211

Bibliography. 237



Declaration

The material contained in this thesis is solely the work of
the author. No part of it has ever been submitted for a degree in

this or any other university.

Statement of CoByright
The copyright of this thesis rests with the author. No

quotation from it should be published without his prior written

consent, and information derived from it should be acknowledged.



ABBREVIATIONS

ANCIENT CHRISTIAN WRITINGS

The Greek Fathers

Only a few abbreviations of Greek fathers and writings are shown
here. For all others see G.W.H. Lampe (ed.), A Patristic Greek
Lexicon (Oxford, 1972), the table of abbreviations.

Amphilochius of Iconium
(Amph. )

hom. on Jo. 14,28 Homily on John 14,28 (Moss).

Anastasius of Antioch
(Anast.Ant.)

or. 1-5 Orationes 1-5, trans. F. Turrianus (PG
89,1309'1362)-

Anastasius Sinaita
(Anast.S.)

hex. Anagogicarum contemglationum in Hexaemeron

ad Theophilum (PG 89,851-1077).

Apollinaris of Laodicaea

(Apoll.)
Jo. Fragments of the Commentary on John (TU
89’3'64)-
Apophth.Patr.v.s. Apophthegmata patrum, verba seniorum, trans.

Paschasius (PL 73,1025-1062).
Didymus of Alexandria

(Didym.) |

Spir. De Spiritu sancto (PG 39,1033-1086).
Eusebius of Emesa

(Eus.Em.)

disc. | Discourses (Buytaert).
Gregory of Nyssa

(Gr.Nyss.)

ref.Eun. Refutatio confessionis Eunomii (Jaeger 2,

312-410).

Isaias Abbas

(Is.Ab.)

or. 1-29 Orationes 1-29 (PG 40,1105-1206).



éeverus of Antioch
(Sev.Ant.)
Gram.

hon,

Theodore of Mopsuestia
(Thdr.Mops.)
hom. 1-16

g&iszzi

Mac.

Theodoret of Cyrus
(Thdt.)

qu.et resp.

The Latin Fathers

Ambrose of Milan

Spir.
Ambrosiaster

(Ambrstr.)
Eph.

Mt.
9’ uaest.

Augustine of Hippo
(Aug.)

don.pers.,
‘EP: 1-270

Liber contra impium Grammaticum (CSCO 93.
101.111).

Homiliae cathedrales (PO 4,1-94; 8,209-396;
12,1-163; 16,761-864; 20,271-434; 22,201~
312; 23,1-176; 25,1-174.621-815; 26,259-
450; 29,1-262).

Catechetical Homilies (ST 145).
Commentary on the Gospel of St. John,

Syriac version (CSCO 115).
Disputatio cum Macedonianis (PO 9,637-667).

E52051t10 rectae fidei (CAC 4,2-66).

Quaestiones et responsiones ad orthodoxos
(CAC 5,2-246).

De fide (CSEL 78).
De incarnationis dominicae sacramento (CSEL
79,223'281)-

Expositio Evangelii secundum Lucam (CCL 14,
1-400)|

De Spiritu sancto (CSEL 79,5-222).

Commentaria in Epistolam ad Ephesios (PL
17,371-404).

In Matthaeum 24 fragmenta (PLS 1,655-668).

Quaestiones Veteris et Noui Testamenti

(CSEL 50).

De dono perseuerantiae (PL 45,993-1034).
Epistulae 1-270 (CSEL 34.44.57. CSEL 58 con-
tains indices, critical notes, etc.).

Contra Faustum (CSEL 25,1,249-797).

Contra Felicem (CSEL 25,2,799-852).

De fide et symbolo (CSEL 41,1-32).
Contra epistulam quam uocant fundamenti (CSEL
25,1,191-248).

In Iohannis Euangelium tractatus 1-124 (CCL
36) .

Collatio cum Maximino Arianorum Episcopo (PL
42,709-742).



Max.haer. Contra Maximinum haereticum Arianorum Epis-
copum (PL 42,743-814).
Parm. Contra eglstulam Parmeniani (CSEL 51,17-142).
pec. e peccatorum meritis et remissione et de
baEtlsmo paruulorum ad Marcellinum (CSEL 60,
1-152).
Pel. Contra duas epistulas Pelagianorum (CSEL
60,421-571).
Ps. 1-150 Enarrationes in Psalmos 1-150 (CCL 38-40).
§Ghest. De diuersis guaestlonlbus (OSA 10,52-379).
Script. De diuinis Scripturis siue speculum (CSEL
12,287-700).
serm. 1-183 Sermones de Scripturis Veteris et Noui Testa-
" menti (PL 38,23-994).
serm.Ar. Contra sermonem Arianorum (PL 42,683-708).
serm.mont. De sermone Domini in monte (CCL 33).
serm.V.T. 1-50 Sermones de Vetere Testamento 1-50 (CCL 41).
Trin. De Trinitate (CCL 50-50A).
Alcimus Ecdicius Avitus
(Av.)
diu.Spir. Fragmenta libri de diuinitate Spiritus sancti
(PL 59,385-386).
Bachiarius
(Bach.)
prof.fid. Professio fidei (PL 20,1019-1036).
Flauius Magnus Aurelius Cassiodorus
(Cass.)
Ps. Expositio Psalmorum (CCL 97-98).
Eusebius of Vercelli
(Eus.Ver.)
Trin. De Trinitate, 1-7 authorship disputed, 8-12
authorship unknown (CCL 9,1-99,111-118.129-
205).
Faustus of Riez
(Faust.)
ep. 1-12 Epistulae 1-12 (CSEL 21,159-220).
serm, 1-31 Sermones 1-31 (CSEL 21 221-347)
Spir. - - De Spiri Spiritu sancto (CSEL 21,99-157).
Fulgentius of Ruspe
(Fulg.)
£p.2on. Epistula de fide ad Donatum (CCL 91,255-273).
Fab. Contra Fabianum, fragments (CCL 91A,761-873).
incarn. Liber ad Scarilam de Incarnatione Filii Deil
et vilium animalium auctore (CCL 91,309-356).
Mon. Ad Monimum (CCL 91,1-64).
resp. Dicta regis Trasamundi et contra ea respon-
sionum (CCL 91,65-94).
Tras. Ad Trasamundum (CCL 91,95-185).

Gaudentius of Brescia
- (Gaud.)

tract. 1-21 Tractatus 1-21 (CSEL 68).




Hilary of Poitiers

(Hil.)

Trin. De Trinitate (PL 10,25-472).
Isaac Iudaeus

(Isaac I.)

f.i. Fides Isatis ex Iudaeo (CCL 9,335-343).
Isidore of Seville

(Isid.)

ep. 1-12 Eglstolae 1-12 (PL 83,893-914).

etym. Etymologiarun (PL 82,73-728).
Jerome

(Jer.)

ep. 1-154 Epistulae 1-154 (CSEL 54- 56).

in Matth. Commentariorum in Matthaeum (CCL 77).

Is. Commentariorum in Esaiam (CCL 73-73A).
Leo Magnus

(Leo)

ep. 1-173 Epistulae 1-173 (PL 54,593-1218).

tract. 1-96 Tractatus 1-96 (CCL 138-138A).
Maximus of Turin

(Max.Tur.)

epiph. In sancta Epiphania (JTS 16,163-166).
Novatian

(Nov.)

Trin. De Trinitate (CCL 4,1-78).
Pelagius

(Pel.) |

Rom., Expositio in Epistolam ad Romanos (PLS 1,

~ 1112-1181).

Trin. De Trinitate, fragments (PLS 1,1544-1560).
Phoebadius of Agen

(Phoeb.)

Ar. Liber contra Arianos (PL 20,13-30).
Priscillian Work (Anonymous)

(Prisc.)

Trin. De Trinitate fidei Catholicae (PLS 2,1487-

1507).

Rusticus

aceph. Contra Acephalos disputatio (PL 67,1167-1254).
Tertullian

(Tert.)

cor. -De corona (CCL 2,1037- 1065).

fug. De fuga in persecutione (CCL 2,1133-1155).

haer. : De praescriptione haeretlcorum.(CCL 1,185-

224).



mon.
Prax.

uirg.

Victor of Vita
(Victor)

hist.

De monogamia (CCL 2,1227-1253).
Aduersus Praxean (CCL 2,1157-1205).

De uirginibus uelandis (CCL 2,1207-1226).

Historia persecutionis Africanae Erovinciae
(CSEL 7).

Caius Marius Victorinus

(Vic.)

Ar,

Aduersus Arium (CSEL 83,54-277).

Vigilius of Thapsus

(Vig.)

Ar.

ACO

Buytaert

Brooke

CAC

CCL

CSCO

CSEL

Field

GCS

Jaeger

Johnston

JTS

Contra Arianos dialogus (PL 62,155-180).

EDITIONS OF ANCIENT CHRISTIAN WRITINGS

E.Schwartz, Acta conciliorum oecumenicorum 1-4
Berlin 1914-1971.

E.M. Buytaert, Eusdbe d'Emése. Discours conservés en
Latin 1-2, Louvain 1953,1957,.

A.E. Brooke, The Commentary of Origen on S. John's
Gospel 1-2, Cambridge 1896.

I.C.T. Otto, Corpus apologetarum Christianorum
saecull secundi 1-9, Wiesbaden 1969.

Cozgﬁs Christianorum, series Latina, Turnhout 1953-.

Corpus scrigtorum.Christianorum.orientalium, Louvain
1903-.

Coggus scriEtorum ecclesiasticorum Latinorum, Vienna
1866-.

F. Field, Sancti Patris nostri Johannis Chrxsostomi
Archiegiscogi ConstantinoEolitani intezgretatio omnium

Epistolarum Paulinarum per homilias facta 1-7, Oxford

Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der
ersten drei Jahrhunderte, Berlin 1897-.

W. Jaeger, Gregorii Nysseni opera, Leiden 1952-.

C.F.H. Johnston, The Book of Saint Basil the Great . .
on the Holy Spirit . . ., Oxford 1892.

The Journal of Theological Studies, Oxford 1899-.



Loofs

Mason

Moss

NA

PL

PLS

PO
PTS

Pusey

Pusey proph.

Rupp

SCH

Scheindler

ST

Staab

10
F. Loofs, Nestoriana, Halle 1905.

A.J. Mason, The Five Theological Orations of Gregory

of Nazianzus, Cambridge 1899,

C. Moss, "S. Amphilochius of Iconium on John 14,28:
'the Father who sent me is greater than I'," Le
Muséon 43 (1930) 317-364.

The text of the NT, with its sigla, selection of
variants, and apparatus, as established by E. Nestle

and adapted and edited by K. Aland in Synopsis Quattuor
Evangeliorum, editio quinta, Stuttgart 1968.

H.G. Opitz, Athanasius Werke 1-3, Berlin 1934-1941.

Oeuvres de Saint Augustin (Bibliothéque Augustinienne),
Paris 1939-.

J.P. Migne, Patrologiae cursus completus, series Graeca
1-161, Paris 1857-1866.

J.P. Migne, Patrologiae cursus completus, series Latina
1-221, Paris 1844-185S5,

A. Hamman, Patrologiae cursus completus, series Latina,
supplementum 1-5, Paris 1958-1974,

Patrologia orientalis, Turnhout 1903-,

Patristische Texte und Studien, Berlin 1964-.

P.E. Pusey, Sancti Patris nostri Cyrilli Archiepiscopi

Alexandrini in D. Joannis Evangelium e o o 1=3,

Oxford 1872.

P.E. Pusey, Sancti Patris nostri Cyrilli Archiepiscopi

H Alexandrini in XII Prophetas 1-2, Oxford 1868.

J. Rupp, S. Patris nostri Cyrilli Hierosolymorum

ArchieEiscoEi opera quae supersunt omnia vol. 2,
Munich 1860.

Sources Chrétiennes, Paris 1955-.

A. Scheindler, Nonni Panopolitani paraphrasis S.
Evangelii Ioannei, Leipzig 1881.

| Citte del Variano
Studi e Testi, The-Vatican 1900-.

K. Staab, Pauluskommentare aus der griechischen Kirche,
Minster 1933.

Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der alt-

christlichen Literatur, Berlin 1882-.




PREFACE

As the title indicates, this study is a critical survey of

the use made by the early Church fathers of that group of sayings

in the Fourth Gospel which promise the coming and describe the ac-
tivity of aiiov mapduintov (Jo. 14,15-17,25-26; 15,26-27; 16,4b-
15). It is my task in these pages to describe and, insofar as I am
able, to assess patristic exegesis of the paraclete passages. This
means that ‘I have not been concerned merely to turn up every occur-
rence of the noun paraclete nor even every allusion or quotation.
What we look at 'here are examples of ancient writing wherein exege-
sis of our verses is explicitly (or even implicitly) to be found.

There are, as will become plain, scores of such passages in
the fathers. This is perhaps to be expected, as the Johannine
teaching on the Paraclete possesses evidential value for certain
issues important to the ancient Church - and not unimportant today.
On this account; the limitations of space and method require that
we concentrate more-or-less on main lines of development, This does
not mean that the unique-and individual is neglected; it 1s not,
But “it 1s best~ to acknowledge at the outset that the attempt to
do justice to the whole of patristic exegesis sometimes makes it im-
possible to give the individual exegete the detailed attention he
would merit 'if he alone were the subject of study.

A word is due about the-chronological limits adopted for the
research, In.my explorations I accepted that, theoretically, at
least, the terminus a quo should be the date of the publication of

the Gospel. As a terminus ad quem, I arbitrarily chose the death

11
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of Isidore of Seville (636) in the West and that of John of Damascus
(ca. 750) in the East. In the event, these dates proved adequate,
as the creative era of the interpretation of the passages by the
early Church had come to flower and run its course well within
these limits. The search for materials led to an examination of all
available literature.dating from before A.D., 325, Lack of time has
made it impossible to consult fathers other than those writing in
Latin and Greek after that date. For help in understanding the
paraclete passages themselves, I have tried to read all the relevant
materials published since-1918, again an arbitrarily set limit., The
more important of these are set out in the Bibliography and notes.

I must -also mention one or two matters of form. It has not
been possible to provide an index to this volume. I have sought
to make up for the lack of one by giving a careful set of cross-
| references in the notes to Chapter 5. As regards orthography, I
have followed current practice in the writing of Greek and Latin
when it involves my own work. Where I quote from ancient authors,
however, I adopt the conventions of the edition from which the
quotation is taken. This, of course, leads to some obvious diver-
gences in the use, for example, of capitalization and accents in
Greek and the writing of initial v in Latin. There should be no
confusion,

In the immortal phrase of John Donne, 'no man is an island'.
This is as true in the writing of theses as it is in any other area

of life, and so I wish to acknowledge here my debt to those who

have helped me along the way. My grateful thanks are particularly
due to the Rev. Alan Morrison, formerly a fellow research student in
Durham, for consultation on points regarding the Johannine text of

Theodore of Mopsuestia as preserved in the Syriac version of his
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works; to Professof C.K. Barrett for his patience, his careful eye
and penetrating comments, and many suggested improvements, in all of
which he has gone beyond what a research student might reasonably
demand of his supervisor; to the staff of the Emmanuel Bible College
in Birkenhead who have been willing to do without their Principal

at times during the writing-up so that he could get on with the

work and have over and over again cheerfully taken his tasks onto
their already overloaded shoulders; and, finally, to my wife Sharon
for her patient and enduring support through the years of research
and her willingness to carry an increasing responsibility for our

family of three children and for the work of the College. All

these deserve a share in the credit for the successful completion

of this book.
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Chapter 1
ANTE-NICENE EXEGESIS

THE GREEK FATHERS: ORIGEN

Origen is neither the first extra-Biblical writer to have

1 nor the earliest to have referred to the

paraclete passages themselves.2 He is neither the first writer

used the term rapdaxintog

known to have written a commentary on the Fourth GosPel3 nor the
first to have made wide use of it.4 But he is the earliest ante-
Nicene Greek father of whose paraclete exegesis we still have
examples.5 .So it is with him that this survey must begin, But
the exegesis of Origen is logically, as well as historically, a
good starting place. Not only did his understandings of the paéure
of Scriptu?e and its meanings deeply influence later generations of
exegetes, but, as we shall see, more than one development in the
exegesis of paraclete passages began with him,

Basic.to Origen's exegesis is his understanding of who

and what the Paraclete is: the Paraclete is the Holy Spirit. More
than that, we learn .from princ. 2,76fthat the Holy Spirit whom our
Lord names Paraclete in John's Gospel is the same Holy Spirit who
was in both apostles'and:—pmphets.7 It is the same Spirit whose
chief advent was given after the ascension of Christ with the

glorious result that now multitudes, and not just the few, are able

to see beyond the merely corporeal meaning of the Old Testament
¢y . gaos \ : : 9
wrltlngs.8 The Paraclete is divine and is the enlightener' of men.

At one point in his homilies on St., Luke's Gospel, Origen notes

15
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that there are those who consider the Paraclete of Jo. 14,16-17 to
be the Apostle Paul; this clearly will not do. Whatever else the

Paraclete is or is not, he must at least be seen as the third

divine person, distinct from both Father and Son.10 He is even

11

more explicit in a piece of spiritual exegesis™ ™ on Num, 21,16

where he quotes 14,16-17 precisely for the purpose of underlining
the unique individuality of the Spirit within the one Trinity.12
He places stress‘on the adjective ailog¢ used to describe the
Paraclete, yet, though the Spirit is &Alog, he still takes his
place within the one substance of the Trinity., Origen is in no
doubt that he comes from within the inmost being of God, and he
quotes more than once the clause from Jo,.15,26 which reads & napd
100 natpos éxmopedetar, a clause destined to become important in

Churchly confession later on. It is because the Spirit proceeds

from the Father that he can know and can bestow knowledge of the

14

great love,13 wisdom, and planning of God. Origen further stresses

his holiness and divine source by contrasting the origin of his
message in Christ (see Jo. 16,14) with that of the 'lying spirit’,

who dtav AaAf, &x t&v {6Cwv AaxeC. The Spirit, by contrast, olx &x

Thv CoCwv Xaket;}s‘%

At princ. 2,7,416 Origen ' considers the meaning of the term

tapdxintos and the basis of its application to the Holy Spirit. He
gives mapdxAntos, passive in form, an active meaning, presumably on

the ground that it is formed from mapdxinoug which he takes to be

17

the equivalent of the Latin consolatio. It is in this light that

Origen tells us that the Holy Spirit is called Paraclete because
of his work of consolation.18 The Spirit's work, as he has already
expressed at the beginning of 2,7,4, is the teaching of truths beyond

utterance. But the result of his teaching is to produce undoubted
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comfort and joy in those who learn of him; for, when they learn from
him the reasons of all things which happen, how and why they occur,
they can no longer be troubled but rest in the wisdom of God and

the Lordship of Christ.19 Origen recognises that this exegesis of
tapduintog in the Gospel would strain the exegesis of 1 Jo. 2,1-2
where Jesus is spoken of ‘as a paraclete and where mapdxAntog would
seem to require the meaning deprecator, intercessor, Are we then
to take mapduintog to mean 'intercessor' when applied to Jesus in

1 Jo.? For Origen the answer is yes; for the context of propitiation
which follows its occurrence in the Epistle seems to require the
sense of deprecator. In the case of the"Spirit, however, it must

<0 inasmuch as the result of his

: - . . 21
revelation of spiritual knowledge is comfort and consolation. It

be understood to mean consolator

must be observed that Origen's conclusions about the meaning of
raparAntos in the Epistle, arising as they do from a valid appeal
to*context,'seem to be based on sound exegetical methodology. But
when he applies the term to the Holy Spirit, he seems to decide for
consolator not so much on- textual grounds as on either his obser-
vation of what does happen or his assumption of what must happen 1in
the minds and hearts of those within whom the Spirit operates. In
any case, it is clear that the :Spirit is called consoler not so much
because of what he does directly (viz., he imparts 'unutterable'
knowledge) ‘as on“"the results that follow from his working. ~Of major
impof;ance“for this history, surely, is the fact that Origen knew a

sense of mapdxAntog more or less equivalent to consolator and

¥

applied it in his exegesis of the paraclete passages.
~ Among Origen's exegetical thoughts are those highly inter-
esting ones which, arising principally from Jo. 16,12-13, relate to

the nature and content of the Spirit's mission. The obvious questions
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to be asked by the exegete of passages like 14,26 and 16,12 con-
cern the specific content of the Spirit's teaching. What, for
example, are the moA)d which the disciples are not able to bear
now but which the Spirit will declare; what is the aArideia ndoo
into which he is to lead those to whom he has been given? That
Origen considered these questions during the decade following

220 A.D. is clear from the use he makes of the paraclete materials

in his great dogmatic work De principis.- In general, Origen makes

it plain that the many things which Jesus at 16,12 et ::11..2f2 reserves

for the Spirit to teach have to do with the divine and profounder
parts of his own teaching and with the deep things of God which

the Spirit alone searches.23 - Specifically, he says that the Spirit
gives knowledge concerning  the Father; for, all knowledge of the
Father comes by revelation of the Son through the Holy Spirit.24
This is not, he cautions, to suggest that the Spirit derives his
knowledge by revelation from the Son. To do so would be to allow

that he passes from ignorance to knowledge and would make it im-
possible for him to be reckoned one with the unchangeable Father and
Son in the Trinity, - It is, says Origen, both impious and foolish to
confess the Spirit and yet to ascribe to him ignorance.zs Later 1in
the same work he contradicts those who underestimate the majesty of
the Spirit by declaring that he is of such power that, pouring him-
self ‘into theif souls, he could instruct them concerning the Trin-
ity.26 But it is not just the power of the Spirit which equips him
to teach concerning the Trinity. In Origen's eyes the teaching con-
cerning the Trinity is among the things reserved for the Spirit
precisely because he is in himself the perfection and consummation

of the Trinity. Not even the total incarnation event, from birth

to resurrection, gives a complete revelation of the Trinity since
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the fulfillment of that revelation does not lie within the province
of the Son.27 Part, then, of the teaching which the Spirit gives

1s concerned with the revelation of the Trinity.,

In his great apologetic against Celsus, Origen, writing
late in life, approaches from a different direction the moAAa
of 16,12 and the related question why the disciples were not yet
able to endure them, Because of the needs of the specific context,28
the expression of his exegesis takes a form slightly different
from that which we have just considered. Having quoted Jo. 16,12-
13, he raises the question t¢va v t& "moA)d,' & elxe utv 'Aéyeuv!
d "Inools toCg pafdntals &autol, odx &6Yvavrto 6¢ adtd 'BactdieLv'
tdte;zg He gives his view that, perhaps because the disciples were

Jews and had been brought up in the literal understanding of the

Mosaic Law, he had to tell them what was the true law and to show

them the heavenly things patterned and foreshadowed by the Jewish

* : \ 30
ceremonies; these were the moAld which he had to share with them,

The reason he considered them unable to bear the teaching now was
because he knew that, Jews born and bred as they were, it would have
been difficult to convince them that things Jewish are as nothing
compared to the knowledge that is in Christ, Moreover, Jesus

~ knew that it was not the right psychological moment to bring this
teaching to men not yet able to accept it because it might have
destroyed their precarious impression that he really was the Christ,
Therefore, he postponed tﬁé teaching about these things until after
his death and resurrection had prepared them to receive them, For

Origen, then, the moAld represent the spiritual exegesis of the Law

31

which the disciples, as Jews, were not ready to acbept. The

ceremonies of Jewish worship were, as Peter discovered later at

Joppa, merely a type of the ultimate realities concerning which the

Spirit would teach.32
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Although we have already covered essentially all Origen's
important exegesis of the paraclete passages, perhaps it will not be
amiss to take up three remaining individual points of interpretation
in bringing our consideration of Origen to a close. The first
relates to his understanding of Jo. 14,15. In his exposition of
Ps. 118(119),45 he concludes from Jo, 14,15 that love toward God
33

1s synonymous with the seeking and execution of the commandments.

He makes a similar pronouncement in Cant. 1 (on 1,4): since he

who loves Christ keeps his commandments, and since there is no

iniquity but only qequitas in him who keeps the commandments, then

aequitas has as its twin foci the keeping of the commandments and

the love of Christ.34 But for Origen this sort of thinking cuts
both ways; if he who loves keeps the commandments, then it is also
true that those who keep Jesus'! commandments love him.35 Con-
versely, insofar as there is in us any iniquity, so far are we from
loving Christ and from keeping his commandments.36 |

- The second incidental piece of exegesis comes from Origen's

great work on prayer (written in the years A.D. 233-234) in his
exposition of the words 'Our Father which art in heaven', It is
simply this: such passages as Jo. 16,5 are, like the Lord's prayer,
not to be taken as in any sense locating the Father; for, far from
being contained by anything, the Father himself encompasses all
things. His justification is that if this were not the way to
exegete these verses, then we must take 14,23 locally, as well, which
is (it is implied) absurd,>’ .

Finally, Origen also considers the question of the identity
of the prince of this world of Jo. 16,11 (cf. 12,31; 14,30). He
answers the question in two different ways. In princ. 1,5,2, where

he discusses (without referring specifically to Jo. 16,11) the titles
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of the rational infernal beings in the court of Satan, he tells us

that the identity of the princeps hutus mundi is not yet apparent.38

‘In the same chapter, however, he very clearly identifies the princeps

hutus mundi, again without referring to Jo. 16,11, with the fallen

angel Lucifer, that is, Satan.39 In Cels. he clearly does refer the

term to Jo., 16,11 and he leaves no doubt that to his mind it means

the devil (GL&Bolos).40

I

THE LATIN WEST: TERTULLIAN AND NOVATIAN

Two figures of the ante-Nicene Latin West make use of the
paraclete passages: viz., Origen's older contemporary Quintus Sep-
timius Florens Tertullianus of Carthage (who is in some real sense

both the first Latin father and, through his pioneer treatment of

41) and Novatianus

Trinitarian dogma, the father of Nicene Orthodoxy
the Roman priest., The contrést between the sober and practical
theology of the West and the wide range and richness of Alexan-
drian speculation has often been noted; it is a difference which -

is not absent in -the handling of paraclete materials. But between
the writings of Novatian and Tertgllian in;the West and those of
Origen in the East another dissimilarity may be noted, as well,
Whereas Origen's mind is constantly preoccupied with exegetical
questions with respectfto the Biblical materials he uses, Tertullian
and Novatian are more concerned to impress the passages they cite
into controversial or dogmatic service, and therefore they often
presuppose or even ignore strictly exegetical considerations. They
- use the paraclete materials, often in the manner of proof texts,

rather than exegeting them.42 Nevertheless, though their purposes

are primarily dogmatic and though neither man ever wrote a strictly

exegetical work, both cite paraclete passages in such a way that
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it is often possible from their usage to understand something of
their exegesis.

They defend the deity of both Son and Spirit and expound
the relationships within the divine Economy. It is to be expected,

43

therefore, that they, as does Origen, = equate the Paraclete with

that Spirit who is of equal Godhead with Father and Son,44 though
subordinate to them.45* Near the end of his great Trinitarian
book against the patripassian Praxeas, Tertullian alludes to the
promised gift from the Father and identifies him specifically as
the Holy Spirit.. In a series of appositives he further specifies
his position and role within the divine Trinity; the promised

Paraclete 1is

F

Spiritum sanctum, tertium nomen diuinitatis et tertium gradum
matestatis, unius praedicatorem monarchiae sed et oikonomiae
interpretatorem, st quis sermones nouae prophetiae etus ad-
miserit et deductorem omnis ueritatis quae est in Patre et
Filto et Spiritu sancto secundum Christianum sacramentum. [46/
Note the implication in this passage that in Tertullian's under-
standing knowledge of the Trinity itself, both in unity and in

Economy, is (part of) the ommis ueritas into which the Spirit leads

the Church. In Chapter 29 of De Trinitate,47 his exposition of

the O0ld Roman Symbol of faith;‘No&ifién also equates the Paraclete
with the Holy Spirit. His exposition of the identity is similar to
Origen's at EEEES: 2,7.48 We are admonished, says Novatian, to
believe on the Holy Spirit, he who is called both Paraclete and
Spirit of truth by Jesus.49‘ This same Holy Spirit was he who accused
the people in the prophets and who was given to the Church by Christ.
His claim that the Spirit was only partial and occasional in the

prophets but was bestowed'liberally on the apostles he supports by

quoting the words of promise found in Jo. 14,16-17; 15,26; 16,7;

16,13,°°
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Novatian and'Tertullian have in their Trinitarian writings
the double purpose of establishing the deity of Christ and under-

lining the distinction of the divine persons.51 With respect to
the former purpose, both appeal, but in different ways, to the

materials in Jo. 16,14-15, Tertullian does so in the context of

Prax, 17.52 By his account, Praxeas (and his followers) held that

the divine names applied only to the Father and not also to the

Son. Not so, argues Tertullian. The Father's titles - titles

such as Deus ommipotens, Altissimus, Dominus uirtutum, Rex Israhelis,
Qut est - belong, according to the Scripture, to the Son as well

as to the Father; for, the Son has always come under and acted 1in
them. For proof he appeals to Jo. 16,15: if the Son possesses all
that is the Father's, then he possesses as his own the divine titles,

as well.53 This exegesis of 16,15 is to be put forward again and

again by later Fathers, East and West, in the controversies of
the Fourth and Fifth Ce;turies.

Novatian also takes evidence for the deity of Christ from
Jo. 16, but he appeals to 16,14 rather than to 16,15, How, he
argues, can Christ say that the Spirit receives what he declares from
Christ's own things .if he be only a man? For, the Paraclete, far
from receiving anything from man, himself gives knowledge to man
and instruction in things future. Either, therefore, the Paraclete
receives nothing from Christ, and Christ is a mere man, deceiving
and deceivéd, or else (what Novatian says .is in fact the case)
Christ was telling the truth and the Paraclete has received of his.
Therefore, Christ is greater than the Paraclete, who would not have
received from him had he been inferior. And, since he is greater,

54

he must be God, One may note here Novatian's oblique glance at

the Paraclete's work: the impartation of knowledge and instruction

-
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concerning the future. One may also note that his argument implies,
despite its subordinationism, an assumption of the deity of the
Spirit.

Yet another glimpse of the paraclete exegesis of Tertullian
and Novatian is to be found in certain Trinitarian passages which
forward their second major purpose, the stressing of the Trinity of

persons within the Economy. At Prax. 9 Tertullian cites Jo. 14,16

in support of the distinction (though not division) of the three
persons. He has just said with respect to Father and Son that the
begetter is one person (alius), the begotten another (alius); the
sender one (alius) and the sent another (aZiué).ss Then he points
for corroboration for this reasoning to the fact that our Lord him-
self uses this language (in 14,16), and so shows the Paraclete to be
a person distinct from himéelf.56 Tertullian's main exegetical
stress seems to be on the force of aqlius in distinguishing the
persons of Son and Paraclete, But he goes on to suggest, what surely
applies as well to passages other than Jo, 14,16 in this context,
that the very fact of the distinction in names for Father and Son
57

amounts to a declaration of the distinction of their persons.

He appeals to Jo., 14,16 again in a similar way at Prax. 25,1. There,

however, he also introduces a reference to 16,14, de meo sumet: the
Spirit receives from the Son just as the Son receives from the
Father. In this he sees three separate yet thereht*persons.58 For
Tertullian, therefore, these passages support the distinction of the
three divine persons who are yet one and undivided in substance.
Novatian takes a similar line. In combatting the monarchian ex-
position of Philip's question and the Lord's answer in Jo. 14,8ff,

he quotes 14,15,16,.26, along with other passages, for proof that

Father and Son are not one and the same person; the Son is not the
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Father, and Jesus never taught it so. His exegesis is based on the
juxtaposition of the names Father and Son in the Biblical text.59
Tertullian's understanding of Jo. 16,12-13 is important to
his justification of Churchly faith and practice., In his early
controversial treatise, De praescriptione haereticorum (ca., 200
A.D.), he cites these verses to establish that the Spirit is the
source (together with the earthly Jesus) and the preserver of the
regula fidei. Some heretics sought, apparently, to invalidate the
rule of faith on' the ground that the apostles did not know all
things and cannot therefore have delivered a complete faith. Jesus
did say, admits Tertullian, that he had things to tell the disciples
that they were not yet ready to receive (Jo. 16,12), but he im-
mediately went on to declare that the Spirit of truth would lead
them into all truth, In Tertullian's exegesis this means that there
was nothing of which the apostles were later ignorant, especially
as the Acts of‘the Apostles shows us that Jesus' promise was ful-

60

filled, It was the work of the Paraclete, therefore, to inform

the true Catholic faith as delivered by the apostles.61 In haer,

(perhaps because of the nature of its argument) the Spirit's work of
instructing the apostles is perhaps more important to Tertullian's
mind than his continued teaching 'in the Church of the Third Cen-
tury concerning the regula fidet. This second, continuing part of
the Spirit's task looms ‘larger, however, in his Montanist writings,

At Prax, 2,1 he appeals ‘for his teaching equally to the ancient

belief of -the Church and to the present illumination of the Paraclete
who leads into all truth, an obvious allusion to the matter of Jo.
16,13. 'In the same place he indicates that, to his mind, the Spirit
1s specifically the revealer and explainer of the divine Economy,

i.e., of the one God ‘as he shows himself in the divine Trinity of

Father, Son, and Spirit.62
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In addition to guaranteeing the accurate transmission of
the regula fider, the Spirit, says Tertullian, gives continuous
instruction concerning discipline and conduct. More than once he
invokes Jo., 16,13, either directly or by allusion, for support for
some of his less popular teachings concerning Christian practice.
With an appeal to 16,13 he explains his general position in the

opening chapter of De uirginibus uelandis (written before the break

in A.D. 207) between Montanists and Catholics in Carthage). The
regula fidei, he explains, una ormino est, sola immobilis et ir—
refomabilis.63 But, this being so, the other points of discipline
are open to correction and improvement; for, the grace of God
operates and progresses to the end just as the devil is also
perpetually busy, The active agent of grace in disciplinary mat-
ters is, as Tertullian sees it, the Paraclete. For our Lord sent

the Paraclete for just this reason, that he might carry weak human
nature, which could not endure all things at once,- into perfection.64
He quotes Jo, 16,12-13 and then, making what for him seems to be
an unusually direct exegetical comment, suggests that the Spirit's
administrative office is nothing other than the direction of
discipline, the exposition of Scripture, the reconstruction of the
understanding, and the advance toward the better things.65 The point
of this discussion of the Paraclete's mission, however, is the laying
of the foundation for Tertullian's teaching on the veiling of vir-
gins., And he quite forthrightly declares at the end of Chapter 1
that those who are tuned in to the Spirit's prophesying in the
present time hear his instruction that virgins be wholly covered.66
As one would expect, Tertullian makes a similar appeal to the

Spirit's guidance in matters of discipline in his Montanist writings.

In De corona (A.D. 211), he intimates that the possession of this
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Paraclete, guide to all truth, has made those practical counsels of

St. Paul which had no specific authorization from the Lord never-

theless equivalent to divine command.67 And in his tract De fuga

in persecutione (A.D. 212) he superciliously appeals to the same
Paraclete-guide for his admonition to Fabian that flight in the

face of persecution is s:'i.nful.68

Finally, in De monogamia (ca. A.D. 217) Tertullian again
appeals to Jo. 16,12-14 to defend his stringent teaching against
second marriage for Christians and again reveals something of his
exegesis of these verses. His opponents, he says, have complained
that the Paraclete is the instituter of novel and harsh teachings.
He quotes from Jo, 16,12-13 and admits that the Ld}d himself has
said that the Paraclete is to bring teachings which may be esteemed
alike novel and burdensome.69 But he denies the charge that he as-
cribes anything he pleases which is novel and burdensome to the
teaching of the Paraclete, even though it comes from the adversary
Spifit. For, the teaching of fhe adversary 1is recogniséﬁle in that
it would always work to undermine first the regula fidet and then
‘the orders of discipline. But when the Paraclete comes to complete
the teaching of Jesus he first bears witness to, calls to remem-
brance, and glorifies Christ, Then, when he has been. recognised
as the true Spirit by these characteristic activities, he goes on to

reveal things necessary concerning discipline, notwithstanding that

70

they appear novel or even burdensome. Later, near the end of the

same book, Tertullian urges that it is also part of the work of the

Spirit to enable the Christian to bear the things which were un-

endurable before he was given;71 this removes all excuse from those

who resist the Spirit's discipline (and therefore from those who

resist Tertullian's teaching!). The points of exegesis to be
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noticed in this application of Jo. 16,12-14 are, firstly, that it
is a hallmark of the Paraclete by which he may always be recognised
that he points to and glorifies Chrisé in complete conformity with
the regula fidei, and, secondly, that (as we have already seen in
the paragraphs above) he is both the source of an ongoing revelation

of discipline and practice and the one who enables the Christian to

endure his teachings.

'NOTES

1. mnapdxAntog appears in its forensic sense at 2 Clem. 6 (PG 1,
337) in the middle of the Second Century, though it was surely

in use before that. (It is just possible that Simon Magus may have
used it. Jer. in Matth. 24,5 (CCL 77,223), at any rate, knew
writings which ascribed to Simon the claim that he was the
Paraclete: haec quoque inter cetera in suts uoluminibus scripta

dimittens: Ego sum sermo Det, ego swm 8pectosus, ego paraclitus,

ego ommipotens, ego ommia Dei.)

2, There are glimpses of earlier appeals to the passages in extant
writings of the fathers. Origen himself, for example, tells us
(hom. 25 in Lk. (GCS 35,162)) that certain followers of Marcion
identified the 'other Paraclete' of Jo. 14,16 with St. Paul; cf.

H.B. Swete, The Holy Spirit in the Ancient Church (London, 1912),
65-66. The adherents of Montanism seem to have believed that when

Montanus appeared in Phrygia around 156 A.D. he brought in the age
promised by the Saviour and that the Paraclete spoke in him; see R.

Seeberg, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, I (5. Aufl.; Stuttgart,
1960), 323. Irenaeus twice refers to the promise of the Paraclete

in John, once at haer. 3,11,9 (PG 7,890-891) and once at 3,17,2
(PG 7,930). In the former he attacks those who rejected the Fourth
Gospel, apparently either the same group of extreme anti-montanists
~ whom Epiphanius (haer. 51,3 (GCS 31,250)) names Alogi or a group
which shared their views; see Seeberg, 328 n.2. (According to
Epiph. the Alogi had a second reason, unknown to Irenaeus, for
rejecting the Fourth Gospel: viz., their dislike of its Logos
doctrine; they refused to recognise the identity of Word and Son,
refused, like the Noetians, to recognise the divine economy; see
J. Moingt, Théologie trinitaire de Tertullian, I (Paris, 1966),
109-110. Swete (H.B. Swete, On the History of the Doctrine of the
Procession of the Holy Spirit (Cambridge, 1876), 43) says that
"whether this sect was one and the same with the Epiphanian Alogi
. + + the fact remains that in the second half of the Second Century,
the Fourth Gospel was attacked on two grounds; for its doctrine of
the Eternal Word, and for its doctrine of the Holy Ghost." In this
double attack on the growing Christology of the Church and the
emphasis placed on the person and office of the Paraclete by



Montanism, we see the first expressions of what would result in

the reactionary Monarchianism of the Third Century.) The inference
may be drawn from this passage that in Irenaeus' exegesis the prom-
ised Paraclete is the Spirit of prophecy and the source of a
legitimate grace of prophecy within the Church. From the second
passage, 3,17,2, we learn that for Irenaeus the Paraclete was

sent to fit men for God, to bring them into union and fellowship
with him and with one another. (Cf, haer. 5,1,1 (PG 7,1121) and
5,9,2 (PG 7,1144).,) In neither of these passages, however, do

we find anything of real value for the history of ante-Nicene
exegesis,

3. Credit must go to the gnostics for the invention of the com-
mentary. It was the Valentinian gnostic Heracleon who wrote

the earliest known commentary on John somewhere near the end of

the Second Century. Clement of Alexandria cites him, but we know
him best from Origen who, in his commentary on John, includes
fragments in order to refute and reply; see G. Bardy, "Commentalres

patristiques. de la Bible,' Dictionnaire de la Bible SuBnlement
IT (Paris, 1934), 77. From Origen's retferences we gather that
the commentary was extensive, and from his observation of
Heracleon's lack of comment on 4,32, we infer that the gnostic
usually commented verse by verse; see'M F. Wiles, The Spiritual
Gospel (Cambridge,1960), 3. For fuller dlSCU5510n of gnostic
exegesis of the Fourth G03pe1 generally, see Wiles, 96-111; W.
von Loewenich, Das Johannes-Verstandnis im zweiten Jahrhundert
Beihefte zur Zeltsc rift fur die neutestamentliche Wissenschatft
und die Kunde der Y¥lteren Kirche, Beih, 13, Hrsg. Prof. D. Hans
Lietzmann (Berlin, 1932), 60-115; and E.H. Pagels, The Johannine
‘Gospel in Gnostic Exegesis: Heracleon's Commentary on John,

Society of Biblical Literature Monograph Series No. 17, ed. L.
Keck (Nashville, 1973).

4, It is, among orthodox writers, Irenaeus who first makes wide
use of the Fourth Gospel and accepts it as fully authoritative.
John and its proper exegesis are at the heart of Irenaeus' battle
with gnosticism, a battle in which he may fairly be said to have
turned against the gnostics their own chief authority. In his
writings he freely quotes and refers to the Gospel; it deeply
influences his thinking; from it he derives his regula veritatis.

29

See J.N, Sanders, The Fourth Gospel in the Early Church: 1Its Origin

And Influence on C ristian Theology up to Irenaeus (Cambridge,

94 and" the foregoing discussion; cf, von Loewenich, 115-
141, He it is to whom the Church owes both the foundation of

1ts exegesis of John (von Loewenich, 4) and the establishment of
that form of the kerygma found in it as normative for the
Catholic theology (Sanders, 84). For evidence of the knowledge
and use of the Fourth Gospel by Christian writers of the Second
Century, see (for the Apostolic Fathers) The Oxford Society of
Historical Theology (ed.), The New Testament in the Apostolic
Fathers (Oxford, 1905) and or the period from the Apostolic

Fathers to Irenaeus, inclusive) Sanders and von Loewenich., Sanders
speaks of a gradual growth of understanding and appreciation of the

apologetic value of the Fourth Gospel in the Apologists (p.21).

It is here that indisputable traces of the use of John first appear,
traces clearer in Justin than in Diognetus, in Tatian than in Justin,

and quite certain in Theophilus (p.20), Justin illustrates ''the
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first ‘tentative use . . . of the Fourth Gospel by an orthodox writer"
(p.31; cf. von Loewenich, 39-50, who supports a much closer connexion
between the Gospel and the Apologist); Athenagoras knew the Gospel but
was not in a position to treat it as Scripture (pp.34-35; cf. von
Loewenich, 53); Tatian has begun to use it as a source for his
theology, as opposed to a text merely to be quoted and alluded to
incidentally (p.34; cf. von Loewenich, 52-53); Theophilus of Antioch
first ascribes it to John, one of the 'inspired men' through whom

the Scriptures come (p.35; cf. von Loewenich, 54-55).

5. Unfortunately, the books of Origen's commentary covering the
paraclete passages, if indeed he ever wrote them, are lost. For

purposes of this study we look, therefore, to references in the
extant works.

6. Or. princ. 2,7 (GCS 22,147-152). Or. also discusses the Spirit
at princ. 1,3 (GCS 22,48-63). In princ. he measures his words and
keeps within the bounds of ecclesiastical tradition respecting the
Spirit. Elsewhere, however, notably in Jo. 2,10 on 1,3 (GCS 10,64-
65; Brooke 1,69), he 'speculates about the origin of the Spirit in
such a way as to open himself up to the often repeated charge of
subordinationism. The discrepancy between the discussion in princ.
and that in Jo. tends to disappear, however, when we realize that
even in princ. Or. regards the mode of the Spirit's existence as one
left open by the apostolic tradition; see princ. 1, praef. 4 (GCS
22,11), Tum deinde honore ac dignitate patri ac filio sociatum
tradiderunt spiritum sanctum. In hoec non iam manifeste discernitur,
utrum natus aut innatus, vel filius etiam ipse dei habendus sit.
Though the controversies over the Spirit were to continue for long
decades, Or. does the Church the favour early on in the discussion

of asking this question and questions like it.

7. Or. princ. 1;7,1 (GCS 22,148), Sicut enim idem ipse deus qtque
idem ipse Christus, ita idem ipse et spiritus sanctus est, qut et
in prophetis et in apostolis futit.

8. Or. princ. 2,7,2 (GCS 22,149). Notice that for Or. the promise
of the Paraclete includes more than just the people to whom Jesus
was speaking in the Farewell Discourses. Here he speaks of the
Spirit's ministry to multitudes (multitudines). At comm. in Mt.
15,30 (on 20,1-16) he says outright that the promise is to the
apostles and to whoever is napaniforog with them (GCS 40,441).

9. Or princ. 2,7,3 (GCS 22,150).

‘ P
10. Or. hom. 25 in Lk. (GCS 35,162), anb alii, legentes: 'mittam
vobis advocatum, Spiritum veritatis', nolunt intellegere tertiam
personam a Patre et Filio diversam et divinam sublimemque naturam,
sed apostolum Paulum. Nomne tibi hi ommes videntur plus amasse,
quam expedit, et dum virtutem uniuscujusque mirantur, dilectionis
perdidisse mensuram? Cf. n.2 above. Swete, Holy Spirit, 66, thinks

they probably meant that the promise of the Paraclete was primarily
fulfilled in and through Paul.

11. Two characteristic attitudes toward Scripture informed Origen's
exegetical methodology. First, he believed profoundly that all of
Scripture is a unity and is to be interpreted spiritually in terms of
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the revelation of Christ in the NT. Since Scripture is one and
unchanging, he cannot allow that it ever contradicts itself; there
can be no discrepancies, and the role of the exegete is to reconcile
apparent contradictions. This principle of the unity of Scripture
makes 1t both possible and necessary for Or. to practice the
allegorical exegesis for which he is so famous. It also makes pos-
sible his favorite device of gathering parallels, close and remote,
and (as in the context at present under discussion) to interpret
Scripture by Scripture. The second characteristic attitude concerns
inspiration. All Scripture is inspired by God, and it is its
divine inspiration which informs the unity of Scripture and which
makes it possible for Or. to see meaning in every detail, right
down to the very letters of the LXX text. See H.J. Mumm, "A
Critical Appreciation of Origen as an Exegete of the Fourth Gospel"

(unpublished Doctor's dissertation, Hartford Seminary Foundation,
1952), 57-65.

12. Or. hom. 12,1 in Num. on Num. 21,16ff (GCS 30,95), Et rursus
tertium puto viderti putewn posse cognitionem Spiritus sancti.

Alius enim et ipse est a patre et filio, sicut et de ipso nihilominus
in evangeliis dicitur: 'Mittet vobis pater alium paracletum, spiritum
veritatis'. Est ergo haec trium distinctio personarum in Patre et
Filio et Spiritu sancto, quae ad pluralem puteorum numerum revocatur.
Sed horum puteorum unus est fons; una enim substantia est et natura
Trinitatis. This Trinitarian passage is set in the context of
Origin's exposition of the Song of the Well in Numbers where he
gppeals to an allegorical interpretation of the LXX (!) of Prov. 5,

15 (nTve Véata . . . and olv gpedtwv nnyfig) to help explain the

Song. Spring (fons) he takes to be representative of the Trinity;

wells (puteir) he takes as representative of the individual persons
of the Trinity.

15. Or. Cant. Prologus (GCS 33,74), Etiam secundum hoc, quod 'caritas'
dicttur, solus autem sanctus Spiritus est, qui 'ex patre procedit’,

et 1deo scit, quae in Deo sunt, steut 'spiritus hominis seit, quae

in homine sunt'. The wider context here is Origen's discussion of
caritas as the theme of the Song of Songs.

14, Or. princ. 3,5,8 (GCS 22,279).
15. Or. Jo.20,29 on 8,44 (GCS 10,366; Brooke 2,80).
16, Or. princ. 2,7,4 (GCS 22,151-152).

17. Or. princ. 2,7,4 (GCS 22,151). Apparently napdxAntog would in
this sense have been coextensive with mapaxidtwp.

18. Or. princ. 2,7,4 (GCS 22,151), 'Paracletus' vero quod dicitur
spiritus sanctus, a consolatione dieitur (mapdudinoius enim latine
consolatio appellatun),

19, Or. prinec. 2,7,4 (GCS 22,151).

c0. Lagrange (M.-J. Lagrange, Evangile selon Saint Jean, Etudes
Bibliques (septi€me édition; Paris, 1948), 382) holds it probable
that Rufinus and not Or. was responsible for the distinction between
the translation of napdxAntoc as deprecator at 1 Jo. 2,1 and as
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consolator in the FG; in support he cites or.10,2, ebxdpevos UREp

v euxouévwy xal cupmapaxraliiv totg mapararovouy (Cf. R. Schnacken-
burg, Das Johannesevangelium, III (Freiburg, 1975), 85 n.88). This
judgment is questionable. While it is true that Or. does not seem at
or. 10,2 to know a translation of mapdxAntog equivalent to consolator,
this is surely due to the fact that he there deals only with 1 Jo. 2,1
where the sense is straightforward. This passage does not necessarily
contradict princ. 2,7,4 which recognises and attempts to resolve a
tension between the use of napdxAntog in the Epistle and its use in
the FG. If Or. was ignorant of a dual possibility for mnapdxAntog,
this cannot be proved from or. 10,2 alone. As other Greek fathers

did know such a possibilityrféee Chapter 2 below), and in the absence
of better evidence, it seems preferable to attribute princ. 2,7,4 to
Or. rather than to his translator. Even if, as seems likely, the
words utrumque enim significat in graeco 'paracletus', et 'consolator'
et 'deprecator' come from Rufinus, he cannot be held responsible for

the comparative discussion of the meanings of napdxAntos in the
Gospel and in the First Epistle.

21. Or. princ. 2,7,4 (GCS 22,152), Magis in salvatore nomen 'varacletr’
pro deprecatore intellegendum videtur; deprecari enim patrem 'pro
peccatis nostris' dicitur. De spiritu vero sancto 'paracletus'
‘eonsolator' debet intellegi, pro eo quod consolationem praestat
antmabus, . quibus aperit et revelat sensum scientiae spiritalis.

22. Or. gives a composite quotation formed from 16,12; 14,26;
and 15,26; see n.23. He apparently quotes from memory and has in

mind all that the Lord has said concerning the Spirit's ministry of
teaching. o

23. Or. princ. 1,3,4 (GCS 22,53), Sed et rursus in evangelio de
divinis ac profundioribus doctrinis commemorans salvator quae nondum
capere poterant diseipuli suti, ita att ad apostolos: 'Adhue multa
habeo quae vobis dicam, sed non potestis illa modo capere; cum autem
venerit paracletus spiritus sanctus, qui ex patre procedit, ille

vo8 docebit omnia, et commonebit vos omnia, quae dixt vobis.'! At
princ. 2,7,4 (GCS 22,151), Or. speaks in a similar vein. The
function of the Spirit is, he says, to teach truths which cannot be
uttered in human language: Oportet ergo nos scire quia 'paracletus’
est spiritus sanctus, docens maiora quam voce proferri possunt et, ut
ita dixerim,. quae 'ineffabiliaq sunt'. (Mumm, 91, refers this
discussion in princ. 1,3,4 to Origen's understanding of the divine
guldance which, along with the regula fidei, informs, in his view,
the exegete's understanding of the Biblical text. But in doing so
Mumm takes the material right out of context; Or., though surely he

did depend upon divine guidance, does not here have the exegete
primarily in mind.)

4. Or. princ. 1,3,4 (GCS 22,53), Omis enim scientia de patre,
'revelante filio', in spiritu sancto cognoseitur. The context is
that of Origen's explanation of how it is that he, following his
Hebrew master, would understand the two Seraphim in Is. 6,3 and the

two living beings (animales) or lives (vitae) of Hab. 3,2 as Christ
and the Holy Spirit.

25: Or._princ. 1,3,4.(GCS 22,54), Neque enim putandum est quod
etiam spiritus 'filio revelante' cognoscit. Si enim 'revelante
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filiro! cognoscit patrem spiritus sanctus, ergo ex ignorantia ad
scientiam venit; quod utique et Tmpium pariter et stultum est, sanc-—
tum gpiritum confiteri et ignorantiam et adscribere. It may be noted
that at Jo. 2,18 (GCS 10,75; Brooke 1,82-83) Or. raises with respect to
Jo. 16,14 the question whether or not the Spirit takes in everything
that the Son himself, who has gazed at the Father from the beginning,

knows. This question he sets aside because he thinks it requires
further consideration.

26. Or. princ. 2,7,3 (GCS 22,150), Evangelium vero tantae eum
potentiae ac matestatis oetendtt ut dicat apostolos 'mon posse capere’
adhuc ea, quae volebat eos docere gsalvator, nisi 'ecum advenerit
sptritus sanctus', qui se eorum animabus infundens inlumnare eos
possit dé,ratione ac fide trinitatis.

27. Or. hom.3,2 in Jos. (GCS 30,303), Vides quia non solum apud
Moysen iste tertius mumerus non demonstratur impletus, sed adhuc
et Iesus dicit discipulis suis: 'nonaum potestis audire', nisi ille

paracletus veniat, 'spiritus veritatis', quta per ipsum et in 1pso
adﬁmpletur,perfEGtto trinitatis. Or. is giving in this homily a
spiritual explanation for why there were only nine and one-half
tribes west of Jordan (instead of ten) and only two and one-half
(instead of three) east of the River. In short, he concludes that
it is because, though the Israelites were not entirely ignorant

of the Trinity, they were only looking for and had not yet seen the
completion of their faith.

28, Or, Cels. 2,1-2 (GCS 2,126-129). In these pages Or. counters
Celsus' charge that the belleV1ng Jews have left the rellglon of
their fathers: <¢ naedvtes, O moAltaL, *aTeAlneTe TOV TATPLOV VEHOV
wal On' éxelvou mpdg ov apTL sSveLidyueda, ¢Uxaywyn%évtes ndvu
Yelouws eEnnatidnTte xal &o' Aubv &ntnutopoArdcate elg &AAo dvoua XaL
elLg ailov Blov; (2,1; GCS 2,128). He answers that they have not
left it but have transcended it through the Spirit by coming to the
full truth of which the Law was but a foreshadowing.

29. Or. Cels. 2,2 (GCS 2,128).

30. Or. Cels. 2,2 (GCS 2 ,128), TLS o akn%ns vduos, ®at TCVWV

Ténovpaviuwy! 'unoéeuyuatt *aL cntq n napd totg 'IoudaloLg Aatpela
euetsletto, HOL ttvmv 'uelldvtwv aya&wv' Yonvav! nepLelxev

0 nepl Bpdoewe nal ndocws xal éoptwv Hal, vouunvulv xat caffdtwv
véuocg. xdt 'toAda' fiv tal9', & elxev aldtols 'Adyeuv'.

31. Or Cels. 2, 2 (GCS 2,129), 'moA)a' Yap T Tfig 100 véuou

XQTS TG nveuuattua ébnyﬁcems uaL ~gagnvelas® nal oUn €6¥vavtd nuwg
'BaotdzeLv! abTd ol padntal, &v "Ioudalols yeyevvnuévou xat
avatedpaupévor téte. An example (cf. p.16 and n.11 above) of just
this sort of splrltual exegesis, and one which involves the paraclete
passages, occurs in Cant. 3 on 1,14 (1,15 vg.) (GCS 33,174). 1,14(15)
reads in part, oculi tui columbae. Leaving to one side most of the
allegory, it is enough to say that Or. leads us to understand the two
doves of the eyes to be the Son of God and the Holy Spirit. That he
can see allegory for the Spirit is clear enough; the dove is the clas-
sic Christian symbol for the Holy Spirit. That the other eye and dove
represent the Son becomes apparent for him when he reflects that

both Son and Spirit are called paraclete in the NT; therefore both
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must be doves: Et ne mireris, st 'columbae' stmul dicantur, cum uter-
que similiter 'advocatus' dicatur, sicut Iohannes evangelista declarat
'Spiritum'! quidem sanctum dicens 'paracletum', quod est advocatus;

et de Iesu Christo nihilominus in epistola sua dicit quia ipse sit
'advocatus apud patrem' pro peccatis nostris. Among these ultimate
realities Or. would undoubtedly have included the Trinitarian teaching
which he assigns the Spirit in princ. 1,3,4; see above pp.18-19.

32, Or. Cels. 2,2 (GCS 2,129), oluat 6'8tL nal énel TUmOg UEV fv

tnelva, GARdeLa 6% & Zuelle SuSdoneLy adtoug To &yLov wvelua, &ia
100t0 AéAdexntaL® 'Otav €A9n éxuetvos . .

33. Or. sel. in Ps. on 118(119),45 (PG 12,1596), 'H,éY&ﬂn §€ mPOS TOV
Bedv N TBV EVTOAGY aVtol Zhtnolg xat xatdpfwoLse g¢nol yap o Kdpros:
''Eav dyandté ue, tas évrords uov tnpfoate.' Cf. Jo. 20,17 on 8,42
(GCS 10,348-349; Brooke 2,59).

34, Or. Cant. 1 (GCS 33,112, Si ergo quit 'diligit' Christum,
'mandata’ etus 'custodit' et qui 'mandata'’ etus 'custodit', nulla est
in eo iniquitas, sed aequitas in eo permanet, 'aequitas' ergo est,
quae et 'mandata custodit' et 'diligit'! Christum. Or. equates these
twin foci of aequitas with the two breasts in v.1,4.

35. While not stated in so many words, this is clearly implied in
Or. sel. in Ps. on 118(119),45 (PG 12,1596).

36, Or. Cant. 1 (GCS 33,112), Erit ergo, ut, quantum iniquitatis in
nobis est, tantum longe simug a dilectione Christi et tantum 'man-
datorum' eius praevaricatio habetur in nobis.

37. Or. or. 23,1 (GCS 3,349-350).

38. Or. princ. 1,5,2 (GCS 22,70), Necnon et quidam 'angelt diabols!
nominantur, sed et 'princeps mundi huius', qui utrum ipge sit
diabolus an alius quis, nondum manifeste declaratum est. Cf. Cels.
4,93 (GCS 2,366) where Or. simply does not indicate his thoughts con-
cerning the identity of the dpxwv Tol allivog toUtov (a phrase which

seems to conflate the term used in the FG with that used at 2 Cor.
4,4).

39. Or. princ. 1,5,5 (GCS 22,77). Cf£. hom. 30 in Lk. (GCS 35,185)
where princeps istius saeculr for the devil is surely the equivalent
of princeps huius mundi (see n.38): Et revera, st miseriam et in-
felicitatem nostram simpliciter volumus confiteri, pene totius mundi
rex diabolus est; unde et 'princeps istius saeculi' a Salvatore
voettatur. apywv toU allvog toUtou, used epexegetically for the evil
one (movnpds) at Cels. 8,13 (GCS 3,230) is similar: vuvl 6€ urnpe€tag
vopulzwy TOoUS Tpooxuvoupdvous UTO Thv £9viEv Saluovag oux urdyeu nuds
dxolovdly tH meplL ToU fepanedeLy Toug toro¥toug, oUs vrnpétas Tol

Toynpol 0 Adyog drodelxvuoL xal &pyovrtos ToU allivog tolTou, GQLOTAVTOS
ato to0 %e0? ovg &v Sdvntal.

40. " Or. Cels. 8,54 (GCS 3,270), xal {ASE ye & 'Inco¥s_eAevdepdoatl
'tdvtag tols nataduvactevopdvoue Und 1ol SuaBdiov,! xnal mepl £xelvou

b N\ » ’ '
ELTWV uetd TLvog mpenmoYons adty Raddtntog td* 'wlv 0 dpxwv Tod
uéouou todtou uéxupLrtal.
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41. Athanasius is usually associated with the formulary of Nicaea
and Leo the Great with the decree of Chalcedon. But for a lucid
discussion which suggests Tertullian as the real father of the ortho-
dox doctrines of the Trinity and of the person of Christ, see

B.B. Warfield, Studies in Tertullian and Augustine (New York, 1930),
83-109.

42. This approach becomes increasingly important in the Fourth
Century when, East and West, paraclete passages are squeezed for
their dogmatic value with respect to many issues, but especially
with respect to the Trinitarian controversies and to the develop-
ment of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit.

45. See p.15 above.

44, Early heresies seem to have identified the Paraclete with various
human individuals (see, e.g., pp.15-16 and n.2 above). After the work
of Or. in the East and Tert. and Nov. in the West this does not

appear ever to have been done by Christian writers in any serious way
again. The person and nature of the Spirit were to come into question,

but that he and the Paraclete are one and the same seems to have been
universally agreed.

45. With respect to their Trinitarian teaching, the work of both men
1s marked by a strong subordinationism, though for somewhat different
reasons: Tertullian's is conditioned by the subordinationism inherent
in the Logos Christology upon which he stands and which he transcends
only in part (see Warfield, 19ff. On p.19 he makes the helpful obser-
vation that- Tertullian's Trinitarianism in Prax. is, at base, little
else than the Biblical teaching concerning Father, Son, and Spirit,
elaborated under the aegis of Logos Christology. In the pages fol-
lowing he maintains that the essential purpose of Prax. is the adap-
tation of the Logos speculation of the Apologists to fit the new con-
ditions created by the success of the monarchians. Tertullian's con-
tribution to the development of Trinitarian dogma was a result of the
need for such adaptation, and in his'work he prepares the way for
transcending the Logos speculation entirely. Nevertheless (see
especially Warfield's five observations on pp.28-30) he falls short of
the Nicene orthodoxy precisely because he fails to shake off the sub-
ordinationism intrinsic to the Logos speculation.); Novatian's is the
result of his fear of being accused of ditheism, a fear which causes
his subordinationism to exceed that of his predecessors (see J.
Quasten, Patrology, II (Utrecht, 1953), 229-230).

46. Tert. Prax. 30,5 (CCL 2,1204). (Prax. wasrprobably written ca.
A.D. 213, well after Tertullian's conversion to Montanism: the allusion
to the new prophecy in this passage reflects the author's Montanistic

bent. Note that his subordinationism is also clearly visible in the
quotation.)

47. Nov. Trin. 29 (CCL 4,69ff) contains, in fact, his affirmation of
the third element of the Symbol, faith in the Holy Spirit. In Trin.
as a whole Nov. is primarily concerned to give constructive exposition
of the Rule of Truth; he works very hard at not letting his writing
degenerate into an exposé of heresies. And, unlike Tert., when he does

allow himself to engage in polemic, he attacks not only monarchianism
but tritheism. See Warfield, 95-96.
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48, See p.1l5 above,

49. Nov. Trin. 29,3 (CCL 4,69).

50. Nov. Trin. 29,6-7 (CCL 4,69-70). Novatian ascribes operations

to the Spirit in various parts of Chapter 29 which look as though
they might be based on the paraclete passages. But, since such basis,
if any, is nowhere explicit, we do not consider these operations here.

51. M.Comeau, Saint Augustin, exégete du ggatriéme ﬁvangile (Paris,
1930), 35.

52. Tert. Prax. 17 (CCL 2,1182-1183).

53. Tert. Prax. 17,2-3 (CCL 2,1182), Sed nomen Patris: Deus om=
nipotens, Altiesimus, Dominus uirtutum, Rex Israhelis, Qui est.
Quatenus ita seripturae docent, haec dieimus et in Filium competisse
et in hig Filium uenisse et in his semper egisse et 8ic ea in §e

hominibus manifestasse. Omia, tnquit, Patris meq sunt. C(ur non
et nomwna?

54, Nov. Trin. 16,2-3 (CCL 4,40), SZ homo tantwmmodo Christus, quo—
modo paracletum dicit de suo esse sumpturum quae nuntiaturus sit?
Neque enim paracletus ab homine quicquam accipit, sed homini scientiam
paracletus porrigit . . . . Sed 8t a Christo accepit quae nuntiet,
mator ergo iam paracleto Christus est, quoniam nec paracletus a
Christo acciperet, nisi minor Christo esset. Minor autem'Christq
paracletus Christum etiam Deum esse hoc ipso probat, a quo accepit
quae nuntiat, ut testimoniwn Christi diuinitatis grande stit, dum minor
Christo paracletus repertus ab illo sumit quae cetertis tradit.

55. Tert. Prax. 9,2 (CCL 2,1168), Sic et Pater alius a Filio @um

Filio maior, dum alius qui gemerat, alius qui generatur, dum alius

qui mittit, alius qui mittitur, dum alius qui facit, alius per quem
fit.

56. Tert. Prax. 9,3 (CCL 2,1168-1169), Bene quod et Dominus usus hoc
uerbo in persona Paracleti non diutisionem significauit sed dis-
positionem: Rogabo, enim, inquit, Patrem et alium aduocatum mittet

uobis, Spiritum ueritatis. Sic alium a gse Paracletum, quomodo et nos
a Patre alium Filium ut tertium gradum ostenderet in Paracleto,

stcut nos secundum in Filio propter otkonomiae obseruationem. In
Prax. 9 Tert. is arguing for the distinction of persons in the Godhead
against Praxeas who, he indicates, extolls the monarchy at the expense
of the Economy and wants to identify Father with Son with Spirit. (As
elsewhere, he adduces evidence from the Gospel of John which counters
patripassianist exegesis of Jo. 10,30, "I and the Father are one.")

His subordination of Son to Father and Spirit to Son is not invisible
in this Chapter. |

57. Tert. Prax. 9,4 (CCL 2,1169), Ipsum, quod Pater et Filius dicuntur,
nonne aliud ab alio est? |

58. Tert. Prax. 25,1 (CCL 2,1195), Paracletum quoque a Patre se
postulaturum cum ascendisset ad Patrem et missurum repromittit, et

quidem alium. Sed iam praemisimus quomodo alium. Ceterum: De meo
gumet, inquit, sicut ipse de Patris. Ita connexus Patrig in Filio et
Fili1t in Paracleto tres efficit cohaerentes, alterum ex altero. In
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Chapters 21 through 25 Tert. is again concerned to show from John's
Gospel that Father and Son are, contrary to Praxean exegesis, COn-
stantly spoken of as persons distinct as to personal existence but
inseparable as to divine nature. (The reference in the quotation 1is
to Chapter 13 where he has shown the Paraclete to be like the Son,
distinct in person but of one substance with him.)

59. Nov. Trin. 28,16-19 (CCL 4,67). For Nov., Jesus' words can only

be taken in a sense which rightly recognises that Son and Father are
distinct personae.

60. Tert. haer. 22,8-10 (CCL 1,204), Dixerat plane aliquando:

Multa habeo adhuc loqui uobis, sed non potestis modo ea sustinere,
tamen adictens: Cum uenerit ille spiritus uerttatis, ipse uo0S
deducet in ommem ueritatem, ostendit illos nihil ignorasse quos

omnem ueritatem consecuturos per spiritum ueritatis repromiserat. Et
utique impleutt repromissum, probantibus actis apostolorum descensum
spiritus sanctt. It is not clear whether the detractors Tert. has

in mind here actually used Jo. 16,12 to support their disparagement of
the faith delivered by the apostles and claimed by the Church, but

it does seem likely from the context of the passage that they did.

61. Tert. says this in other ways, but still with reference to Jo.
16,13 at haer. 8,14-15 (CCL 1,194) and 28,1 (CCL 1,209). In the
former passage he speaks only of the Spirit's instruction to the apos-
tles who then in turn teach the gentiles; one should not infer from
this that Tert. exegeted the gift of the Spirit as to the apostles
only, because so to do would contradict the impression gathered from
22,8ff and 28,1 as well as from other passages. (The latter passage
is interesting quite apart from paraclete exegesis. In it Tert.
argues.that the transmission of the regula fidetr must have been true
and accurate because of the unlikelihood that so many churches would
otherwise have gone astray into one and the same faith: Fequid
uertsimile est ut tot ac tantae in unam fidem errauerint? Nullus inter
multos euentus unus est exitus; uariasse debuerat error doctrinae

ecelesiarun., Ceterum quod apud multos unum inuenitur, non est er-
ratum sed traditwn, haer. 28,1-3 (CCL 1,209).)

62. Tert. Prax. 2,1 (CCL 2,1160), Nos uero et semper et nunc magis,
ut instructiores per Paracletum, deductorem scilicet ommis ueritatis,
unteum quidem Deum credimus, sub hac tamen dispensatione quam oikonomiam
dicimus, ut uniet Deil sit et Filius, sermo ipsius qui ex ipso proces-
serit, per quem ommia facta sunt et sine quo factum est nithil.
(Warfield, 16, indicates that this has been taken to mean that the
doctrine of the Trinity was peculiar to Montanism and that Tertullian
means to say that ''we Montanists'" have always so believed. But
surely he is right to insist that nos uero et semper et nunc magis
contrasts two periods and can only mean that the doctrine dated from
before his Montanist period. Tert. is affirming that what he teaches
in Prax. is part of the traditional doctrine of the Church.) On the
Spirit's role as revealer of the Trinity see Prax. 30,5 (CCL 2,1204)
where he is called unius praedicatorem monarchiae sed et otikonomiae
interpretatorem, si quis sermones nouae prophetiae eius admiserit et

deductorem omnis ueritatis quae est in Patre et Filio et Spiritu
sancto secundum Christianum sacramentum.

65. Tert. uirg. 1,3 (CCL 2,1209).
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64. Tert. uirg. 1,4 (CCL 2,1209), Cum propterea Paracletum miserit
Dominus, ut, quoniam humana mediocritas omnia semel capere non
poterat, paulatim dirigeretur et ordinaretur et ad perfectum per-
duceretur disciplina ab illo utecarto Domint Spiritu sancto.

65. Tert. uirg. 1,5 (CCL 2,1209-1210), Quae est ergo Paraclett
administratio, nisi haec, quod disciplina dirigitur, quod scripturae
revelantur, quod intellectus reformatur, quod ad meliora proficitur?

66. Tert. uirg. 1,7 (CCL 2,1210), Hunc qui audierunt usque, nunc
prophetantem, uirgines contegunt.

67. Tert. cor. 4,6 (CCL 2,1044-1045), Interestingly, Tert. has ?een
discussing the veiling of virgins immediately prior to saying this.

68. Tert. fug. 1,1 (CCL 2,1135). Addressing Fabian he says,
Procuranda autem examinatio penes uoe, qui, 8t forte, Paracletum
non recipiendo, deductorem omnis ueritatis, merito adhuc etiam alitis
quaestionibus obnoxii estig. See also fug. 14,3 (CCL 2,1155) where
the Paraclete is, with respect to the same question of flight in

persecution, described as deductor ommiwm ueritatum, exhortator om=
nium tolerantiarum.

69, Tert. mon. 2,2 (CCL 2,1230), Dicens enitm: Adhuc multa habeo
. « . in ommem ueritatem, satis utique praetendit et docturum illum

quae et noua existimari possint, ut nunquam retro edita, et aliquando
onerosa, ut ideirco non edita.

70. Tert. mon. 2,4 (CCL 2,1230), Paracletus autem multa habens edocere
quae in 1llum distulit Dominus, secundum praefinitionem, ipsum primo
Christum contestabitur qualem credimus, cum toto ordine Dei creatoris,
et ipsum glorificabit, et de tpso commemorabit, et sic de prin-

cipalt regula agnitus illa multa quae sunt disciplinarum reuelabit,
fidem dicente pro ets integritate praedicationts, licet nouis, quia
nunc revelantur, licet onerosis, quia nec nunc sustinentur.

71, Tert. mon. 14,6 (CCL 2,1250), Tempus etus, donec Paracletus
operaretur, fuit, in quem dilata sunt a Domino quae tunc sustinert

non porterant, quae itam nemini competit portare non posse, quia per
quem datur portare posse non deest.



Chapter 2

GREEK EXEGESIS BETWEEN THE COUNCILS OF

NICAEA AND CHALCEDON

INTRODUCTION

Aside from one or two unfruitful and indirect allusions, the
extant literature of the Eastern Church contains no citations of the
paraclete passages for some three-quarters of a century after Origen
wrote against Celsus. But from the time of the great Council of
Nicaea there is a profusion of citations witnessing both to the sudden
flowering of the golden age of patristic literature and to the sudden
importance which the paraclete texts assume vis-a-vis the dogmatic
controversies of the era between the landmark councils of Nicaea
(325) and Chalcedon (451).

The official favour which the Church enjoyed after Constan-

tine's victory at the Milvian Bridge marks a turning point in its life.
No longer is it required to devote its talents and energies to the

defense against paganism and to understanding and bearing the rigours
of persecution. ‘It is now free-to do two things, both of which
markedly condition the history of paraclete exegesis. Firstly, it

is free to devote itself to the development of the theological
sciences. This means, on the one hand, the development of the main
lines of Churchly dogma. On the other, it involves the neéessity
that the Church preserve itself from heresy. A large number of out-
standing post-Nicene authors address themselves to the heresies of

Apollinarianism, Arianism, Macedonianism, Nestorianism, Sabellianism,

39
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and varieties of these, heresies which put pressures upoﬂ the Church
which encourage continuous theological discussion and contribute to
the formulation of orthodox doctrine. The paraclete passages are
seen by the writers of this period to have a special bearing on the
burning dogmatic and polemical issues of their day. Secondly, it
frees the Church to develop through its great schools at Antioch and
Alexandria the exegetical sciences, the exposition and the inter-
pretation of the Scriptures.la This includes exegesis of the Gospel
of John and, consequently, of Jo. 14-16.

There are in the literature of the Fourth and Fifth Centuries
two basic kinds of writing which make use of paraclete materials,
genres which correspond more or less exactly with these two develop-
ments in the Church's task. There are, on the one hand, those
writings which are primarily concerned with doctrine, though it
must not be said that they are unconcerned with exegetical questions.
These dogmatic writings contﬁin by far the largest number of individual
citations of and allusions to our materials. There are, on the other
hand, those fewer writings which are more directly concerned with
exegesis. That is not to say, of course, that their authors are un-
concerned with dogma.2 There are marked differences between these
genres in their handling of paraclete materials, though there are
equally marked similarities. In order to present a picture of
developments within this period which is as unblurred as possible and

which avoids going to the unfruitful length of considering each
author in detail, we consider the dogmatico-polemical and exegetical

opera separately here, looking first at the former and secondly (at

somewhat greater lengths) at the latter.
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DOGMATIC WRITINGS

The Gospel of John seems to have been used to support both
heretical and orthodox writing in the years between 325 and 451. In-
deed, refutation of heretical exegesis of Johannine passages often
precedes the development of catholic dogma in orthodox writers. At
best, however, there remain to us few glimpses of heretical paraclete
exegesis because of the geﬁeral condemnation under which the writings
of the heresiarchs fell. What examples do remain4 are generally

preserved in catholic fathers who reproduce their arguments in order

to repudiate them.

-»

The opposite situation obtains with respect to the catholic

writers. In the many works which have survived the vicissitudes of
the centuries, citations of the paraclete passages occur in rich and
sometimes wasteful profusion. The adherents of the School of
Alexandria refer to them almost with abandon. Of these, the blind
leader of the School, Didymus, invokes them with the greatest

frequency; some sections of Trin. and Spir. contain hardly a page

without one or more references. By contrast, the writers under
Antiochene influence are much more restrained. The same is true of

those neo-Alexandrines, the Cappadocian fathers.

Neverthelgss, orthodox or heretical, Antiochene or Alexandrian,
writing on the paraclete passages between 325 and 451 is governed by
three .major dogmatic concerns: thé Trinity, Christology, and

Pneumatology. We take these concerns as an outline for our dis-

cussion.

The Trinity
With respect to the doctrine of the Trinity, paraclete pas-

sages are invoked as evidence for distinction (or lack of distinction)
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of the persons within the one Godhead. Marcellus of Ancyra, writing
against Asterius the Arian and specifiéally against his assertion
that there are three hypostases in the Godhead, adduces them as
'proof' for his peculiar Sabellian doctrine of the Trinity. In order
to maintain the unity of God against Asterius, he sees the Godhead
as a single hypostasis with a double extension, Spirit and Word,
which will ultimately be reabsorbed.6 In nuce he argues this way:
if the word proceeds from the Father and the Spirit does, as well
(Jo. 15,26), then the Saviour can only speak Jo. 16,14, €x 70D
tuod Adugetar xal &vayyedet Uptv, if an original divine monad 1is

: : : . s . s 7
extended into a triad while nevertheless remaining undivided.

If,
however, Spirit and Son .are distinct persons, then 15,26 and 16,13-14
are mutually exclusive; for, either the Spirit does proceed from the
Father (15,26) and consequently has no need for any ministry from
the Son (16,14), since everything coming from the Father is perfect
in itself, or, if the Spirit does receive and minister from the Son,
then by the same logic he cannot proceed from the Father.8 There-
fore, the Godhead does not exist in three hypostases. Given this

understanding, 16,15 does not speak of any supposed total harmony

between the separate persons Father and Son; rather, it speaks of
absolute identity between them. For, if the Son is a separate hypos-

tasis, then he defrauds the Father in this verse. There is neither

agreement nor unity  in robbery.9

A little more than a decade after Nicaea, Eusebius of Caesarea

wrote his De ecclesiastica theologia in order to refute Marcellus'
teaching on the Holy Spirit. In it he uses the paraclete passages to
support  the distinction of the persons of Spirit and Son in a way

representative of catholic usage even in writers more clearly ortho-

dox than himself. Marcellus, he charges, has asserted that Father,
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Son, and Spirit are identjcal, three names but only one hypostasis.
One of the sources of his error is his misexegesis of Jo. 16,14 which
Eusebius can only understand as portraying Spirit and Son as distinct
persons; in any transaction he who receives something is quite a
different person from him who gives.ll This he supports from each of
the paraclete passages in turn. In 14,15-17 he sees the Saviour teach-
ing clearly, specifically, and in so many words that the Paraclete-
Spirit is quite distinct (€tepog) from himself. Not only are giver
and gift to be separated, in Eusebius' thinking, but he seems to

lay stress on the word allog, as well.12 Jesus also speaks of the Holy

Spirit as concerning-another person (e€tepog) at 14,26 when he says

14 15

enelvog VMES SLOdEeL ndvta,ls at 15,26, and at 16,7. Finally,

the distinction Sf the Spirit from the Son is clearly evident in Jo.
- 16,12-14; for it is great foolishness to contend that Christ was
speaking of himself when he spoke as concerning another (ws nepL
etépou) the words, Otav €Adn éxelvos, ov vyap &o' &avtol Aadfoer,

Exetvog Eue SoEdoeL, and otL €x ToU €uol lﬁ¢etab.16

On the contrary,
Jesus is here clearly teaching tﬁat the Holy Spirit is, although
subordinate to himself, a quite separate and distinct member of the
Trinity.l7 Eusebiusqis concerned to demonstrate from the paraclete
passages the distinct personhoods of Spirit and Son. But the same
passages are adduced in analogous ways by writers whose immediate

purposes lead them to stress thé triple personality of the Godhead., ®
At least three Greek fathers also make some attempt to relate
the paraclete passages to the unique oneness which in catholic doctrine
characterizes the three persons of’fhe Trinity. In summing up his
demonstration of the deity of the Spirit and the indivisibility of the

divine Triad, Athanasius sustains the inseparability from a con-

flation of Jo. 14,17, 15,26, and (perhaps) 16,7. Specifically, he
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reasons that the Spirit of truth, who proceeds from the Father, 1is
inseparable from the Son who sends him as the Son himself is from the
Father.19 For Didymus there is proof of the union of the divine na-
ture and the oneness of the will of the three hypostases in the fact
that neither Son nor Spirit speak from themselves; he takes his evi-

dence from, among others, Jo. 16,13-14.20

Cyril of Alexandria sees
evidence for the oneness of the three hypostases in the fact that their
working is one. He illustrates:’ both Father and Son have it as their
task to reveal the Son. But, as he concludes from his quotation of

Jo. 16,12-14,- the Spirit reveals Christ to us, as well. Since all
three have the same function, their working is one.21 On the whole,
however, paraclete passages are used for subétantiating the oneness of
the three persons only in a very minor way. As we shall see, they are

much more widely adduced for establishing the unity of two divine per-

sons, whether of Father with Son, Spirit with Son, or Spirit with Father.

o E'r

Christologx

The pé?aéiete péssages, particularly Jo. 16,14 and 16,15,
play a part intthe Christological controversies of the Fourth and
Fifth Centuries iﬁhelping?fo éstablishthe deity of the Son and his
coessentiality with the thé F;ther. 16,14 sets the Son distinctly
apart froﬁlthe,creé;ures. fheyppartake of the Spirit, but this verse
clearly states fhat, far from the Son partaking of the Spirit, the
Spirit (thch is from God, it is presumed) partakes of him. The Son,
therefore, bartakes of the Father's very essence and is no creature.22
16,15 also shows that the Sonhis de and is one essence with the
Father;tfor no cfea£ure possesses ali the qualities and attributes of

the Father.zsﬁ Cyril of Alexandria draws this out most specifically in

two individual passages. On the one hand, he maintains that the Son is
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neither something made (no¢nua) nor one of the creatures (xtlopa); for
if he were a creature and spoke 16,15 truthfully, there would be no-
thing in God and creation not held in common. If this is absurd (there
1s no doubt that Cyril thinks it is) then the Son is no creature.z4
On the other hand, using the method of reductio ad absurdum, he con-
tends that the Son is not inferior to the Father but is equal to
him. His argument runs like this: Jesus, because he is speaking
trufh in 16,15, cannot be less than equal with the Father. For, if
he were less than God, then divine attributes could be attributed
to him (on the strength of 16,15; 17,10) and less than divine at-
tributes to the Father. Furthermore, if this were the case, then
nothing would hinder our saying truthfully that the Son is greater
than the Father and the Father less than the Son. As this is absurd,

Son and Father must be equals.25

Whether 16,15 is cited in proof of Nicene dogma or is used
deductively in building a given Christological construct where the
Nicene doctrine is already established, the most important exegetical
question asked of the verse concerns the content of the term ndvra.
Most, if not all, writers who ask the question would seem to concur
in including in ndvta all the things proper to Godhead, but quite
often the needs of a given context require that this be spelled out
in various specific ways. In some passages Jo. 16,15 is exegeted in
such a way that ndvta is taken to include the possession of the divine
nature of the Father.26 In others it is taken to include the special
divine prerogatives, properties, and attributes of the Father, at-
tributes such as eternity, immutability, and the like.27 As one
of the divine attributes is impassibility (&nd9cia), Theodoret finds
in 16,15 corroboration of his Nestorian teaching that it is only

the human flesh of Christ that suffers in the crucifixion; rndvta
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includes impassibility and, as the Father is impassible, so therefore
is the divine nature of the Son.28 In yet other patristic péésages
ravta is taken to include the divine honours,29 all the divine titles
save.Father,so and the divine operations.31 Cyril of Alexandria con-
tends further that, though the Spirit does proceed from the Father,
he nevertheless belongs also to the Son; for did not the Lord teach
at 16,15 that all the things of the Father belong to the Son? For
Cyril ndvta includes even the Holy Spirit.32

One very interesting understanding of rdvta takes 16,15 to
mean that the Son possesses all the knowledge which the Father pos-
sesses. It was apparently a mark of Arian dogma that it took Jesus'
self-confessed ignorance of the day and hour of the end in Mk. 13,32
and Mt. 24,36 as proof that the Son is unlike the Father in substance
and subordinate to him in dignity. This was, naturally, felt to be
quite damaging to Nicene orthodoxy, and it is evident from extant
literature that steps were quickly taken to interpret the Markan
and Matthean passages in a more catholic way. The favourite ap-
proach seems to have been to reinterpret the damaging passages in the
light of Jo. 16,15 on the (largely Origenic) principle that Scrip-
ture is not self-contradictory and that, since one Spirit inspires
all Scriptures, énygiven passage of Scripture may be interpreted
with the aid of any suitable other passage. Athanasius refers the
ignorance of the day and hour tolthe human nature of the Son; for it
1s proper to human nature to be ignorant. But he maintains that as
Word of God, the Son is not nescient since all that is the Father's
is also the Son's;33 Other writers, particularly those of Alexandria,
do not separate the natures but simply assert like Athanasius that, in

the light of Jo. 16,15, Mk. 13,32 and Mt. 24,36 cannot mean that the

34

Son himself really was ignorant ‘at this point. This line of
\
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argument is most fully developed by Basil of Cappadocian Caesarea in
a letter of January A.D. 376 to his friend Amphilochius of Iconium.35
Having urged his friend to a comparison of the two Synoptic texts

and having quoted them and noted the important difference between:

them, Basil suggests that they are not really in disagreement -and that.

the Son 1s not included with his own servants in this ignorance.

Rather, he quotes Jo. 16,15 and says outright that one of the things

36

which the Father has is knowledge of the day and hour. The Son,

therefore, because he possesses all that the Father does, must possess
the same knowledge. Then, after reexegeting Mt. 24,36 in this
light,37 he goes on to suggest -that -the words of Mk. 13,32 do not
after all indicate any ignorance in the Son. What is meant there is
that--no one, not even the Son would have known had not the Father
known; for the cause of the Son's knowing is the Fa.the::'...?-"?8 We see,
therefore, that for the Greek fathers of the Nicene age ndvta in-

Jo. 16,15 includes (in addition to the other things discussed above)

all the Father's knowledge, even knowledge of the date and time of the

final consummation. -

Pneumatology
Paraclete passages also play a part in the development of the

doctrine of*the Holy Spirit in fhe periodebetween the great councils,
most frequentlx{ pe;haps, in the writings of Didymus of Alexandria.
The Greek fathérs seek in theﬁ éonfirmation of the increate deity of
the Spirit and of his relationship to the other persons of the divine
Trinity, though they seldom invoke these passages without further sup-
port from argument or reference to other Scriptures.

That the Holy Spirit is increate is shown preeminently from

Jo. 15,26, mapa 100 matpds éxmopedetar; the Spirit is no creature
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because he proceeds from the (increate) Father.39 Rather, it is shown

that, far from being of the creation, he is of God40 and indeed 1is

41

God. The clause napa ToU natpos exnopeveral is important to the

history of the doctrine of the procession of the Holy Spirit42 in ways
not-strictly germane to a history of exegesis of 15,26. Nevertheless,
it 1s possible to gather something of patristic understanding of the
manner of the procession of the Spirit from those passages where

15,26 1s used to establish his deity. For Didymus 15,26 means that
the Spirit proceeds both unoriginately, consubstantially, and eter-
nally from the Father.43 For Cyril, who seems to intend much the
same thing, it means that the Spirit proceeds from the Father's very
essence (obcﬂa).44 Theodoret's exposition is éuite detailed: 1in

the paraclete passages (he gives a quotation conflated from 15,26;
16,7.13) the Saviour reveals that the Spirit is from (éx) God and is
divine. More specifically, in saying nopa to0 natpds éxmopedetal,
the Saviour shows that the Father is the source (nnyd) of the Spirit.
And in using the present (rather than the future) tense of the verb,
he shows (with regard to Father and Spirit) the identity of their
nature (Tﬂs‘$30éw; TNV tavtdtnta), the indivisibility and indistin-
guishableneégfof their essence (tfis ololas Td &tuntov, xalL &5udgopov),

v » » q 45
and the union of their hypostases (to nvwpévov tiv Unootdocwv).

That the Spirit is no creature is further evidenced by the

catholic fathers from Jo. 16,13-14. Arian exegesis seems to have
taken 16,13 to support the assertion that the Spirit is not God be-
cause not perfect in and of himself; if he were self perfect and
self existing he would speak &' éautod and would need to be re-
minded of nothing.46 Further, Arian exegesis understood 16,14 to
reveal the inferiority of the Spirit to the Son and, consequently,

to the Father. The Spirit is holy neither by nature (g¢doLg) nor
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essentially (ovouLwdiis) but is holy only by partaking of the Father's
holiness and sharing it with the creation.47 Didymus argues against
this in two ways. In the first place, he points out that the Son does
not speak from himself, either, by quoting from John 12,49. Nothing
different, therefore, is said of the Spirit than is said of the Son;

48 . His second argument,

neither speaks anything but the words of God.
which he develops variously, is based on exegesis diametrically op-
posed to the Arian. No creature, says Didymus, consistently speaks
the things of God; eveﬂ the best of creatures speaks often from its
own will which it must suppress in order to do the will of God. But
16,13 shows that the Spirit always speaks the things of God. Not
only does this prove him increate by nature, but it proves that the
divine nature and will are his byright;49 For Didymus, this pas-
sage was given precisely so that no one might try to distinguish the

Spirit from the will and society -of Father and Son (a Patris et Filit

voluntate et societate). Indeed, 16,13-15 was not written to indicate

that the Spirit receives anything that was not already his own by
nature; for in the Godhead communication is direct rather than by
speech ‘and all knowledge is held in common. Giving among the Three
does not deprive the '‘giver, and receiving does not imply an erstwhile
lack. Rather, far from 16,13 showing the Spirit to be a creature,
it demonstrates above everything else that he is 'of one substance
(una substantia) with Father and Son and is a member of the blessed
Trinity.50
- The deity“of the Holy Spirit is further evidenced in the fa-
thers by showing that he shares the divine titles, the divine at-
tributes, and the divine operations of Father and Son. Examples of

each’ of these are taken from the paraclete passages.- Included in the

catalogues of divine titles are tvelua tHg ‘aindelac (Jo. 14,17;
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15.26: 16,13)°! and napdurntoc (Jo. 14,16.26; 15,265 16,7).°% Among

the divine attributes possessed by the Spirit of truth and witnessed
from the paraclete passages are those of truthfulness53 and omni-
presence. That the Spirit is indeed present everywhere both above and
below Didymus infers from a juxtaposition of Sdoer Lutv with rwap!

vty péver and €v Uptv €0TaL (14,16-17).54

Among the divine oper-
ations proper to the Spirit are these: with Father and Son the Spirit

judges (16,8);55 he foreknows and foretells (16,13)56 he teaches and

S7

inspires men (14,26);°° and he puts men into remembrance and guides

them into all truth, both of which are considered by at least one

author to be divine operations (14,26; 16,13).58

The point of all
these demonstrations is, of course, that one who possesses by right
the divine titles, attributes, and operations is no creature but

is very God.,

In a slightly different way, though to the same purpose,
various aspects of the catholic pﬁeumatology are deduced by finding
in the pé&aclete passaées evidence for the Spirit's equality with
Chriét. At least three evidences are to be found in Jo. 14,16-17.
The first is in fhe word &Alog. According to the Nazianzus Gregory,
we are to conclﬁdeﬁfrom it the equal honour (ouotuplav) of Spirit
and Son; for, he says, dAlog is a word of joint lordship which is not
said of thinés ﬁogpconsubstantial.sg Secondly, the Spirit's equality
(Lodtnta) and!cdﬁgﬁﬁstantiality (Quoovardtnta) with Christ are also
demonstrated wheﬁ the Lord reveals in 14,16 that he, too, is a
Paraclete; he is a Paraclete and the Holy Spirit is his co-Paraclete
(cuunapdukntos).Go Thirdly, that the Spirit is one with the Christ
and is, indeed, his own Spirit is further evidenced by the fact that
he is called nveUua T aln%ebas (14,17; 15,26; 16,13) by the one who

is hlmself Truth (Jo. 14 6) 14,26 shows that hlS teaching is 1in
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agreement with (cdummvog)62 and the same a563 Jesus' own. And the
assertion that the Spirit's coming and salvation are the same as

Christ's and equal to them is inferred from 16,7.64

Polemical writings

Finally, from certain anti-Montanist and anti-Manichaean
passages we may illustrate two further points of exegesis which do
not strictly fall under the rubrics Trintty, Christology, and

Pneumatology. The first, based on Jo. 16,14, suggests thatrthe mark
given by the Saviour by which we may distinguish the true Spirit

is that he will glorify Christ. According to Epiphanius, that the
Apostles did glorify Christ shows that they had received the
Paraclete-Spirit; that Montanus, on the contrary, glorifies himself
disqualifies his claim to the Paraclete.65 The second point of
exegesis treats of the time of the fulfillment of the paraclete
promises. The univocal opinion among catholic theologians seems

to be that the Paraclete was given and Jesus' promise fulfilled most
completely and magnificently on the day of Pentecost,66 though
there 1s some variation in attempts to explain Jo. 20,22 in this

light.67 Didymus marshals this exegesis against Montanist claims

that the Paraclete came when Montanus came,68 and Hegemonius scorn-
fully suggests that, while Jesus' promise in the passages was to take
place not long after, Manes, if his claim to be the promised
Paraclete is to be believed, contends that it was not in fact ful-

filled until post trecentos et eo amplius annos.69

EXEGETICAL WRITINGS
\

Paraclete exegesis is also preserved for us in three major

expositions‘of John's Gospel, namely, the commentaries by Cyril of
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Alexandria and Theodore of Mopsuestia and the homilies by John
Chrysostom, In addition, we possess fragments of the commentaries

by Apollinaris of Laodicea and the Arian writer Theodore of Heraclea.
None of these works is devoid of all dogmatic intent.70 Nevertheless,
because of the peculiar nature of a commentary, it is for our pur-
poses relatively easy to differentiate between what may be broadly
described as dogma and exegesis (though in the final analysis the

two must remain inseparable). This being so, we are able to arrange
our discussion here rather differently from that of the last section.
There it was necessary to organise around certain doctrines in order
to bring coherence without endless repetition. Here we examine our
materials, supplemented by occasional relevant passages from other
writings, in just the way they themselves are organised, viz., 1in

the order of the arrangement of the Gospel text. We begin with a look

at the verses in Jo: 14,15-17.71

14,15-17

Thé tﬁfee catholic commentators examine the relationship of
14,15 with 14,14, and, with minor variation in the explication, come
to essenfiaily the same conclusion: viz., 14,15 supplies the qualify-
iné condition which makes 14,14 true. Cyril points out that 14,14
is patentl§ not true fdr all men and that Jesus, so as not to seem to
speak féiseﬁood, adds 14,15 to show that it is only those who love
him and keep the law who are worthy of i£§ promise.72 Chrysostom sug-

gests that 14,15 was added to show that mere asking is not sufficient;

the condition of loving the Lord is priofbto asking of'him..73

Theodore teaches more or less the same thing.74

The message of 14,15 itself is that love does not exist ex-

clusively in statements; saying that one loves God does not make it so.
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Real love is distinguished and recognised in works and actions; it has
ethical content, as it were. This is more or less the express exege-
sis of Chrysostom, Apollinaris, and Cyril.75 When Chrysostom ex-
amines, in addition, the question of the identification of Christ's
commandments, he seems to give two different but related answers. In
the homilies on John he appears to identify td¢ evtolds with Jesus'
command to the disciples to love one another as he has loved them
(Jo. 13,34).76 In his homily on Mt. 22,34-36, however, he identifies

them with the commands to love first God and then one's neighbour as
oneself.77 Cyril considers another exegetical question. How 1is 1it,

he asks, that Jesus, having confessed throughout the Gospel that his

78

words are not his own but come from God the Father,  now says that

the commands he has given are, indeed, his own? Both question and
answer are closely related to the dogmatic purpose of the commentary;
for the Son's likeness to the Father is, according to Cyril, so exact
that his manner of speaking was not like that of a minister or servant
but differed not at all from the Father's. It is the identity of

essence (10 dmapdAlaxtov Tfic obolag), the consubstantiality of

Father and Son, which makes it quite true and uncontradictory for the

Truth to speak as he has at 14,15 of his own commandmeﬂ%s.7g
Theodore of Heraclea employs 14,15-16 against the Phrygian
sect (Montanists). Did the disciples love Jesus and keep his com-

mandments, asks Theodore? If the Phrygians say no, they are immedi-
ately confounded by the fact that the disciples continuously showed

their love not only in their living works but also in their martyrdom.
If, on the other hand, the Phrygians are forced by the evidence to ad-
mit that the disciples did love and keep, then, in maintaining that
the Paraclete first came upon themselves after two-to-three hundred

years, they make a liar of Christ who promises in 14,15-16 that he
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will send the Paraclete on this condition of loving and keeping.8

No, the disciples manifestly did fulfill the condition, and the Para-

clete was sent immediately according to promise. The Phrygians are

therefore wrong in their claims.81

The first exegetical consideration with respect to 14,16 con-
cerns the sense of &épwthow toOv natépa; each of the commentators who
deal with the clause‘exp}ainsfit differently. According to Apol-
linaris, the Lord says he will ask the Father xatd THV &SeAguLxnv
npecgBela and not (it is implied) because he does not himself give

the Spirit. For it is he himself who, with respect to lordly author-

ity and operation, bestows according to the Father's purposes.82

John Chrysostom, having suggested that Jesus speaks this verse to con-
sole the disciples for their coming bereavement of his physical
presence, wonders why Jesus says he will ask the Father when we see
elsewhere (notably Jo. 20,22) that he has no need to do so but sends
the Spirit himself. .He decides that it is said to ensure.credibility;
for, had Jesus said at this point in time that he himself was going

to send the Spirit, the disciples would not have believed‘him.83

Down the page, Chrysostom makes the further point that epwtrow TOV
ratepa shows the time of the coming (mapovsia) of the Spirit, viz.,

the Spirit was not.to.come upon the disciples until after Jesus'
sacrifice had.cleansed them and he was no longer with them, i.e., after

the ascension.>” Cyril takes another tack entirely: in Jo. 14,16-17

as a whole, Jesus speaks neither entirely from his human nor fromrbis
divine nature, but is.speaking at the same time as God and man.%5 |
Notwithstanding, he necessarily (avayxalwg) introduces the Father
(in 14,16) as a co-supplier of the Paraclete so that in speaking the

words,qf 14,14ihe*might”not seem to do violence to the person and

power of God the Father and Begétter.86 When, therefore, Jesus says
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epwtfow, he speaks as man rather than as God, and in so speaking at-
tributes to the divine nature, in the person of God the Father, what
belongs distinctly to it.87 Theodore of Mopsuestia differs yet
again. To his mind, épwtfow is said figuratively for &u' €uod
66560%5% v Xdpuv. What it does not mean is that our Lord was about
to ask in order that the disciples might receive. This gift was both
predestined in the sight of God and fore-promised by our Lord, and,
if the gift waé promised, then the asking was superfluous. Rather,

he has chosen this way to recall to mind the gift of the Spirit.88

The second exegetical concern in 14,16 is the phrase &Alov
rapaxAintov which is the name, as Cyril asserts, that Jesus gives to
the Spirit who proceeds both from his own essence and that of the
Father. This identification of Spirit and Paraclete is usual among

the fathers.89

"AAdov is seen to show two things. First, the Holy Spirit 1is

called another Paraclete because Jesus is himself a Paraclete. Thus,
in designating the Spirit allov mapduintov our Lord is saying, more

or less, that he is going to ask the Father to send 'another such as

I'.90 ‘Secondly, dAlov reveals that the Spirit-Paraclete possesses

his own proper personality within the oneness of the Trinity. For
Cyril, indeed, 14,15-18 particularly reveals with regard to the

Spirit the balancing moieties of Trinitarian dogma, namely, the three

hypostases and the one essence,” . That the Spirit is distinct from

Father and Son in whom he is (Undoraocig) is shown above all by this

phrase in 14,16.92

14,18;93 John Chrysostom finds both elements within the one ex-

The balancing unity of essence (oUola) comes in

pression ailov mapdxAntov: d&AAov shows the distinction of persons

(Urdotaors), and mapdxAntov the connexion of the substance (ovola).

To his mind opposing heresies are eliminated by the one fortunate



56

phrase.94 Theodore of Heraclea also sees distinction of persons

95

(npdowna) in 14,16, but he, like Eusebius, appeals to the whole

verse. He contends that no one both asks himself for a gift and

sends himself as the gift.96

The meaning of the te}m rapaxAntos is also discussed.
Theodore of Mopsuestia indicates in his commentary on John that
tapdxAntos carries the sense conmsolator. The Saviour mentions the
Paraclete, id est consolatorem, as an antidote to the disciples’
distress. For through his gifts the Spirit was to make the evil they

had to bear easier. That this has happened is clear from the

transformation of the disciples' fearfulness to an attitude of

97

rejoicing in tribulation. In hom. 10,7 he further maintains*the

manner' of the consoling to be the giving of teaching necessary to

the comforting of their souls amid the world's trials.98

99

Didymus
also applies this sense of the term to the Spirit,”” but he also

goes on to discuss the force of ailov. aAlov is not, he says, in-
dicative of any separation of nature between our Lord and the Spirit.
Rather, it 1s spoken because the two have different .functions
(operationes). Jesus is Paraclete because he is an intercessor.

The Spirit is GAlov because he, as Paraclete has a different function:

he consoles, though this is not to suggest that he does not also

intercede (as, e.g., at Rom. 8,26).100 This dual understanding of

napdxrintos is, it will be noticed, similar to that of Origen at princ.

2,7,4 (GCS 22,151-152). In Trin. Didymus specifically rejects the

interpretation of the heretics who understand the Spirit to be called
Paraclete because he entreats on behalf of the creation rather than

because of his work of consolation. For, he says, the words napdxAnous

and napauvdlas are synonymous.lOI‘ Every Greek writer who makes plain

his exegesis of napdxAntog understands it tomean.consoler.102
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Chrysostom makes one final exegetical point on 14,16 when he
suggests that ped' vudv uévsb,los while~if means the same with respect
to the Spirit as the Saviour means when he says &yw ue®' Oudv eluc,
nevertheless indicates a difference between them; for Jesus is to
leave the disciples, while the Spirit will not depart from them even

after the end (teAEUTﬁv).104

There are two expositions of the phrase nveUua tfig aAnfelas.
Cyril supports from it his claim that the Paraclete is Jesus' Spirit:
Jesus not only calls the Paraclete nvelua tfc ainfetag, but in the
same context (14,6) has told us that-he himself is truth. Therefore,
the Paraclete is the Spirit of Jesus. 0 Theodore of Mopsuestia ex-
plains that the Paraclete is called nvelua tfg aindelag because he

06

unchangingly teaches nothing but the truth.1 (Chrysostom does com-

ment on the phrase in a single cryptic sentence but his meaning is

unclear.107)

The rest of 14,17 is treated as a unity; for a writer's

interpretation of udouos informs his exegesis of what follows and
vice-versa. Several writers understand xdouoc to mean materialistic
and' flesh-bound men who cannot accept what lies beyond their physical
sight. Since the Spirit is incorporeal, materialistic man cannot -

perceive him; for he cannot get beyond the physical to see with eyes

108

of faith. The disciples can perceive the Spirit's incorporeal

parousia because they experience it directly and because they are,

through Jesus' teachings, freed from the lusts of the flesh and the

encumbering materialistic vision.109

Other writers would not contradict this. John Chrysostom,
for example, explains that Jesus forestalls any expectation of a visi-
ble parousia of the Spirit when he adds these clauses in 14,17. But

Chrysostom goes on to suggest that Sewpel does not at all relate to
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ocular perception. Rather, Jesus is speaking of knowledge; it 1is,
indeed, his habit when speaking of knowledge to represent it by sight:
(fewpla) since sight (d¢Lg) is clearer than the other senses.110
Cyril also interprets 9ewpel to mean spiritual rather than physical

vision. In his understanding those who are in the world are both un-

der the tyranny of fleshly lusts and antipathetic to the things of God.
For this reason the Spirit is, for them, both invisible (afedpnrtov)
and uncontainable or incomprehensible (axdpntov). To those, however,

who keep themselves free of the evils of the world, the Paraclete is
both containable (xdpntov) and easily visible (eUxdtomntov); they per-
ceive him spiritually (vonrtis %empoﬁcb).lll Didymus suggests that
ndopos means heretics who cannot receive the Paraclete because they
neither perceive him (o %ecwpodoLv) with eyes of faith nor glorify
him as God. The Spirit dwells in those who confess him to be God.112
For Theodore of Mopsuestia 14,17 is spoken to show the magnitude of

the gift to be bestowed. So great is the Spirit that the whole world
together cannot lay hold of him to snatch him. Only those upon whom he
descends through the divine will can receive him.113 This, says Theo-
dore, is confirmed by StL o) 9ewpel aldto oUSe yuvdoxer; for it is im-
possible that the world should know what is above its vision and un-

derstanding. The disciples are to receive him, though incomprehensi-

ble, through Christ, but they must not expect to see him with physical

sight.l14

In this period ev Uutv €otau is understood to mean that the

Paraclete, far from coming in another incarnation, is to live within

the disciples in their very souls.115

14,25-26

At first glance there seems to be little unanimity in the in-

terpretation of Jo. 14,25-26; every writer seems to go off on his own
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exegetical tangent and to have little in common with others of his
age.116 There are, nevertheless, similarities which reveal a common
recognition of problems raised by the text and of certain dogmatic im-
plications in it.

The first similarity involves a recognition of the problem
raised by Arian exegesis, namely, that the words spoken here simply
are not consonant with deity. Both Cyril and Amphilochius defend the
passage, basically, by suggesting that Christ here speaks in a human
way. -In Cyril's exegesis Jesus' words 'in 14,24 are a reflection of
his divine nature. Now he suggests that, corresponding to his human
nature, Jesus'-speech also (as here at 14,25-26) possesses true human-
ity, a humanity which communicates with the minds into which it enters.

Jesus speaks as a man, therefore, a man about to vanish from sight.n7

Amphilochius also'refers these verses to the human nature of Christ
and will not allow that they be applied to the divine nature. For him

they are 'humble words' spoken out of consideration  for the disciples’

weakness.llgf Amphilochius also recognises a further and related prob-

lem:""viz.; & néuder & natdp might be exegeted in such a way as to
demean the Spirit, another Arian foible. But for Amphilochius this is
misexegesis. -The Spirit is not really sent, as this is impossible.
Rather, Jesus continues his revelation (still using 'humble words') in
terms of sending so that the Father's part in the dispensation of the
Spirit mightpnot be disg};ised.119 Theodore of Mopsuestia sees the same
problem, but he'solves ;; by suggesting that:Jesus does not here speak

of the divine nature of the Spirit, which exists apart from the world,

but_of the grace and operation of the Spirit to believers.120

A second common exegetical outlook interprets 14,25-26 to

mean that the Spirit has_things to reveal that Jesus has not revealed

in his earthly ministry. Cyril's exegesis is, at base, that Jesus'
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revelation has been necessarily incomplete and that the most complete

121

revelation of 'the mystery' is given us through the Paraclete. For

Theodore of Mopsuestia 14,25-26 means that Jesus, while with the
disciples, revealed all the things it was important for them to know;
now he promises that when they have received the grace of the Spirit,

they shall know many signs they do not yet know.122

Amphilochius
refers the first navra of 14,26 to the things Jesus had not said and
the second to those which he had. The Spirit is to teach the things
not said by Jesus and to bring to memory the things which he did

teach.l23

Finally, it is inferred from 14,25-26 that the teaching and
mind of the Spirit are not different from those of .Jesus. This is
expressed in more than one way. Cyril, for example, says that Jesus
can and does say that the Paraclete shall teach us all things be-
cause, as the Spirit of Jesus, he is in reality Christ in us. But
at base it means only one thing: the Paraclete belongs by right
in the Godhead and, in terms of identity of nature, he is what Christ
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is and therefore knows and possesses all that is in him. He does

not come by his knowledge of all the. things of Christ by being

taught, but possesses it by nature because he is both of and in

Christ.125

15,26-57

There is even greater diversify in the exegesis of Jo. 15,
26-27. Theodore of Mopsuestia, for example, is the only one to com-
ment oOn thé first two clauses of verse 26: dJtav &A8n & mapduAntog
5V éyb tépdw Vulv. He exegetes the passage in a, for him,character-
istic way by suggesting that it ié not the omnipresent divine sub-

stance which Jesus here promises but that grace of the Spirit which
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. . s . 126 :
is to be poured out upon the disciples after the ascension. Nei-
ther is there unanimity among the three who do comment upon the
title nvedua tfis aindelag. For John Chrysostom this title shows
that the Spirit, when he comes, shall be worthy of belief precisely

127

because he is the Spirit of truth. Cyril echoes his earlier

exegesis of 14,17: The nvelua th¢ &Andelag is the Spirit of Jesus

who is truth (cf. 14,6).1%8

Theodore of Mopsuestia writes that
-nveUua Tfis aAndelas denotes at once the greatness of the Spirit's

nature and his power to grant to whomever he pleases benefits which

never perish.129

The clause & mapa ToU matpog &xumopedetaL is variously con-

strued to be indicative of the coessentiality of the Godhead. Ac-
cording to the two Theodores it shows the consubstantiality of Spirit
with Father; for the Spirit proceeds from the very(nature (ex

0

natura)13 Or essence (obcﬂa)ISI of the Father. For Cyril, on the

other hand, this clause and verse show the coessentiality of Father
with Son. Here is his argument: Jesus in one breath calls the
Paraclete nveOua tfis aAnfelag (i.e., his own Spirit) and says that
he proceeds from the Father. This means that as the Spirit belongs
to the Sbn; being in and proceeding through him, so also he belongs
to the Father. Therefore, since the Spirit is common to both Father
and Son, the three are not distinct in essence, and the} are wrong

who maintain that the Son vouchsafes the Spirit as a mere minister of

the Fathei'.132

The exegetes also consider Bfiefly the nature of the witness
to be borne by the Spirit (15,26) and by the disciples (15,27). The
Spirit will testify concerning Jesus by working marvels in the dis-
ciples.l33 He 1s to do his work through them énd will not witness

apart from them. The disciples, on the other hand, are qualified
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to be witnesses because they have themselves observed all that Jesus

said and did; such is the meaning of a=n' apyxfis uet' €uod tore. 134

16,4b-15

The exegesis of Jo. 16,4-15 tends to cluster around three
groups of verses, corresponding roughly to natural divisions in the
text. The first of these groups concerns the matter in 4b-7. Cyril
explains why these verses are spoken by Jesus in this context: the
disciples were expecting to overcome every obstacle while they had
Jesus with them, as would anyone who had experienced such power.

But Christ has just forewarned them of uﬂexpected perils and he 1is
compelled, therefore, to explain to them why he had not forewarned
them at first and so allayed their dismay and forestalled their

135

disappointed hopes. Why, then, did Jesus not previously warn the

disciples? The answer (found in v.4b) is that, so long as he was

with them, he himself was sufficient to meet all their needs for

peace of mind, protection, instruction, assistance; it is only now

that.- he 1is .going away that it 1s necessary to explain to them what

is coming.lsé Such is also the interpretation of John Chrysostom137

and Theodore of M0psuestia.138 In verses 5 and 6 Jesus reveals

that he is aware of their inner suffering.139 Indeed, the cause of

their speechlessness as in 16,5 is shown by 16,6 to be the paralysis

produced by sorrow and_fear.140

The one common element in the exegesis of 16,7 seems to be
the observation on the part of several writers that expedience and
truth are of more importance than pleasure, It brings the dis-
ciples no pleasure to hear that their Lord is to leave and that they
are to undergo trials and persecutions. But the Lord refuses to

forbear on that account and insists on telling them what is both true

and for their own good.141



63

The fullest discussion of why Jesus' going was expedient comes
in a longish passage from Cyril. To begin with, he points out that
now that the time has come for Jesus to depart his going would be
advantageous to the disciples but his staying would be disadvanta-
geous.142' The departure is expedient for two reasons: on the one
hand, it is vital that Jesus depart into the presence of the Father
not for his own sake but for ours; it is a necessary part of his
work that he become our forerunner. On the other hand, while all
Jesus' work on earth is accomplished, it is still necessary that we
become partakers of his divine nature or that, alternatively, we give
up our old life for a new one pleasing to God. But the only way
to get such life is by participation in and fellowship with the
Holy Spirit. And, as it is essential that the Lord should continue
to associate by the Spirit with his worshippers so that they might
advance in virtue and withstand the assaults of men, the most suitable

time for the Spirit's mission is the occasion of his own depar-

ture.143 Further, the Spirit changes all whom he indwells into a

new likeness (elxdv), turning their inclination from things earthly
to things heavenly and their cowardice to courage. Indeed, it is

unquestionable that the disciples are later steeled by him to in-
difference toward their assaulters. Therefore, Jesus speaks truth
in 16,7; for his going is to be the occasion of the Spirit's coming.l44

John Chrysostom also comments on 16,7, but his concerns are
somewhat different. For one thing{ he reveals by a rhetorical

question that he sees here evidence against those with too low a

view of the Spirit, apparently those who see the Spirit as the servant

of the Son. How can it be expedient, he asks, that a master depart in

order that his servant might come?145 But more important to Chrysos-

tom is the question why the Spirit did not come before Jesus departed,
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a question to-which he gives more than one answer. In his hom. 78,3

in Jo. he suggests that it was because man was still under the curse

which put him at enmity with God; it was necessary that man and God
be reconciled before the gift could be received. It is in this
light that he interprets néudw adtdv to mean xponapaoxevdow UMES TPOS

v umodoxrhv. It cannot mean what it seems to, for that which is

146

everywhere cannot be sent. But in the hom. 1,5 in Ac. he suggests

that the Lord had to go first in order both that the disciples might
long for the Spirit sufficiently to receive that grace and that
the consolation  (napapudla) of the Spirit's coming might be suf-
ficiently great.147 Their desire was to be increased in the face of

their great need by the lapse of time between Jesus' withdrawal at

the ascension:and the Spirit's coming.

The second unit into which exegesis falls is that pertaining
to 16,8-11. Cyril puté the passﬁge into context: Jesus has just
shown that his departure is the proper occasion for the descent and
mission of .the Spirit and has thus sufficiently allayed the fears
of the disciples. 'Now in 16,8 he shows what the work of the Spirit
will.-be. Furthermore, he points out what form each:of the Spirit's
reproofs willétake.148 Cyril. then discusses these verses.point by
point -and, in the context of his discussion, reveals in two ways his

exegesis  of the word xdoupog.::In the first place, he defines it as

those ignorant men who persist in unbelief and are in bondage to

their love of wordlyﬁpleasure.14g- For Cyril the-term (and therefore

the Spirit's reproof) is not limited only to the Jews but applies
generically to the race, to-all who cling to that.wickedness which
is of the devil.150 This understanding is made even clearer when

he suggests that those who.are not of the world are:those:true be-

lievers who love Christ and are worthy both of‘him151 and of the
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Pafaclete, whom they confess to be both God and creator of the uni-

veTrse.

-The Spirit will make his first reproof when he reveals the
sin of the world153 and condemns (xatoxplvw) it as bound and doomed
under sin.ls4 The overarching cause of his reproof and, one would

gather, the underlying basis of the sin is the world's rejection of

and lack of faith in the Saviour, the sinless one. >>

There are two basic strands in the interpretation of Jo. 16,
10. The first, represented by John Chrysostom, interprets the verse
so that it is the righteousness of Jesus concerning which the Spirit
will convict the world. .Though Jesus had led a blameless life, his
opponents constantly urged against him that he was a sinner. The

Spirit is to refute this argument utterly, and his proof will be to

show that Jesus goes to the Father to abide continually, a thing which
no sinner ever does.lsé This understanding of 16,10 ties Suxualocdun |

most closely with mpoc Tov matépa Undyw. The second strand of

exegesis ties Sixairoodvn more closely with the clause oundti Sewpelre
ue. According to this view it is the righteousness of those who
believe in Christ even though they have never seen him concerning
which the Spirit is to reprove the world. This understanding stresses
the importance of belief in the unseen as an element in the faith of

the righteous. It also points out the unrighteousness of a world

that has refused to rise to belief in the unseen Christ. >’

*There 1s greater diversity in the understanding and exposition
of 16,11, though there is general agreement that .the dpxwv 100 xdouou
toytov whose condemnation the Paraclete is to show is identical with
the Devil (6udBoAos), Satan (}:ditavas).ls8 Chrysostom interprets 16,11

in the light of v.10 as a further proof of the righteousness of

Christ. Had Jesus been a sinner he could not have overthrown his
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opponent the Prince of this world. But the proof to the world of his

righteousness is the condemnation through him of his adversary.159

Pursuing quite another line of thought, Cyril says that the third re-
proof will be n Suxatotdtn natdupLots tol &pyxovtos toU udouov tTodtov.
Specifically, magnifying Christ as Lord of the universe, the Paraclete
is to convict the world of having left off the worship of him who 1is
by nature God, i.e., Christ, and turned to the worship of Satan, who
1s not;160 Cyril offers proof that Satan is not God: had he been
God by nature, he could not have lost his power; God sits unshaken on
the throne. But Satan sas lost his power, as is shown by his im-

potence over those sanctified by the Spirit in Christ and by the pow-

161

er of Spirit-filled Christians over demons. Cyril also offers a

word of exegesis concerning the title o dpxwv 70U xdouov todtou. God
(sic) does not call him this because he feally is the ruler of this
world, nor because he possesses some inherent authority. Rather, the

{
title is given because he has stolen his glory by fraud (axdtn) and

covetousness (nAcoveEla) and because he continues to enslave all who
stray through error and wickedness, though they could easily be freed

through conversion to Christ. - Satan is, therefore, only a pretender

to the thréhe of thé‘world.162

Concerning the third unit of the text, 16,12-15, there is
great, though not necessarily conflicting, variety of exposition,
variety arising primarily from the momentary purposes and styles of the
individual writers. There is also, however, an underlying unanimity
among our writers which, while it may not immediately meet the eye, is
nevertheless real. Although it is not always easy to summarise this
material, we do look at certain common elements and at various features
peculiér to given authors which may be important to the later history

/
of exegesis or to the developments of dogma in this era. We turn

first to 16,12-13,
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Several writers, in addition to expounding specific details,
discuss the overall message of these verses. For Chrysostom 16,12-13
show that the Spirit is neither greater nor less than Christ, but 1s
precisely equal to him. .His greatness and dignity (agClwupa), indeed,
- his deity, are shown both in the expedience of Jesus' departure, in
his miracles and bringing of perfect knowledge, and, most of all, in
his foretelling of future things.163 But, having spoken many things
about the Spirit's function (Chrysostom quotes from 14,26; 16,7.12.13),
Jesus goes on to say €x toU éupod Adudetar and ol ydp &o' eavtol
Aaidoet lest the disciples fall into the error of thinking the Spirit

164

greater than Christ. Cyril suggests a two-fold reason why Jesus

keeps silence concerning the moAAd of v.12: the disciples are alarmed
and .sorrowful at what he has already said about the future (1& ¢odueva)
and Jesus does not wish to dispirit them further; he refuses to

share the deper mysteries concerning himself because they, not-yet
illumined by the Spirit, are not prepared to apprehend them. When

the Paraclete comes he will both prepare them to receive and deliver
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to them the deeper mysteries of the faith.! Theodore of Mopsuestia

says that the disciples are to prove the power of the Spirit in a
greater degree, because when he comes they shall not only hear but
understand the things which they are unable to bear at the present

time.166

The explanation why the disciples were unable to bear the
toAAa of v.12 is, in-the main, the same throughout the Greek fathers,
though details of exposition differ slightly. For, with the exception

of Theodore of Mopsuestia, who suggests merely that they were unable

to bear them.becéuse they would not be able to understand them if

167

said, those who deal-with the question maintain that the disciples

cannot bear the higher and spiritual things because they are still
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bound by the letter of the Law and their Jewish training. Origen,

it will be remembered, gave a similar answer at Cels. 2,1.169

What, then, are the noAAd which are not now bearable (16,12)
but concerning which the Spirit will conduct the disciples into all
truth (16,13)? Didymus says that 'yet many things (multa)' means
'yet more things (plurima)' in this context. He argues that Jesus'
words are directed not to new disciples, but to old ones who have
heard his words but have not yet attained all things. He has taught
them sufficiently for the present and postpones the rest of his
teaching which is not to be understood apart from the Spirit's in-
struction.170 Other writers would not disagree with Didymus' con- °
tention that moAld means 'things additional!, but do go on to in-

dicate that the Spirit's curriculum will include the higher things,

the perfect and secret things, the deep mysteries of the faith, the
things to come. He will teach the secrets of the ineffable Trinity and
will guide into all the truth concerning Jesus himself, chiefly the
truth relating to his divine nature.171 But, as Theodore of Mopsuestia

cautions, the Spirit's teaching is not to come in words audible to

the ear but is to be communicated directly to the minds (animae) of

the disciples.172

It will be useful to look briefly at exegesis of particular
phrases and clauses of 16,13. Cyril gives his usual interpretation of
the phrase nveUpa tfis aindelas: the coming Paraclete is shown by it
to be no lofty stranger but to be Jesus' own Spirit. In promising
the Paraclete, therefore, Jesus promises them his own presence in

the Spirit's, a thing possible because Spirit and Son are of one

173

\
essence (ovala). oV Yap Aadfoel &' fautoV, &AA' Soa auodoel

Aadfjoey is taken to mean ‘that the Spirit will speak nothing contrary

to or out of accord with the teachings of Jesus but speaks, rather,
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that which the Son, as one with the Father, speaks. The text at this
point shows the perfect coessentiality of the Spirit with Father and
Sén174 and must not be taken in any way to suggest that the Spirit

learns anything that he does not eternally possess with Son and

175

Father. The final clause of 16,13, xal & &pydueva Gvayyelel VULV,

is variously understood to show the Spirit's deity, as it is a divine

176

prerogative to foretell the future, and to give the sign that the

Spirit of truth is consubstantial with Jesus; for, Jesus himself

foretold the future.177

The Greek exegetes consider both the meaning of exeCvog éuE
SoEdoeL, and how it is to be accomplished. With respect to the former
consideiétion,*Cyril suggests that it is the Spirit's function to
reveal the mystery of Christ's nature and greatness and that, contrary
to the Jews who did him to death, he is more than mere man, that he

is himself God.: By so doing he increases the honour in which Christ
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is held.”" "~ But how does the Spirit fulfill this mission of glori-

fying: Christ? Chrysostom teaches that he does it by granting his

inner workings, which will be productive of greater miracles than

. . 17
Jesus! own, in Jesus'! own name. ?

Cyril's answer 1is somewhat
different: he does it by performiné his operations omnisciently and
omnipotently and in a thoroughly divine manner. Surely, if his own

Spirit who receives of him is both omniscient, omnipotent, and truly
divine, then Jesus must also possess these attributes.lso Theodore

of Mopsuestia has a similar argument, but he reasons from the finite

to the infinite, from the disciple to the Lord, rather than from

Spirit to Son:  the Spirit shall glorify the Son by placing a ‘small
part of the grace that is in and with him on the disciples so that they

shall perform mighty works. The magnitude of their miracles, healings,

exorcisms, prophecies, and other works which shall come as a result
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of the Spirit's grace will point to the Son's much greater power and
honour since he, indeed, possesses the whole of the grace of which

the disciples are to have but a part.l81

Three observations may be made concerning the exegesis of

16,14b. First, it shows that the Spirit's teaching is identical

with that of Jesus.182 Secondly, it is to be understood in a way that

is consonant with the consubstantiality of the Trinity. The Spirit
receives nothing he did not already have; he receives no change of

nature; he is not lacking in inherent power and sufficiency.183

Rather, as Cyril puts it, it is because of his consubstantiality with
and procession through the Son that Christ says éx toU euol Aau-
de€b.184 Thirdly, several writers consider the meaning of the

phrase €x ToU éu00,185 though they explain it in different ways.

3

Apollinaris, linking it with 16,15, teaches that when Jesus says the

Spirit will receive of his (map' &poU) he means that he will receive

of the Father's, as well; for the things of Jesus are the things of

the Father.186 Eusebius of Caesarea refers the question of the ToD

euod to Col. 2,3: the things the Spirit receives come out of the

187

treasures of wisdom and knowledge hidden in Christ. John

Chrysostom, on the other hand, seeing here again the consubstantiality

of Son and Spirit, suggests that éx 71o0 é&uo® means &£ &v €yw oléa,

En this €ufis yvdosws. Mla th epoU xal tol Nveduatog vacbs.lss

Finally, arriving at last at 16,15, we summarise the ex-
position of Cyril and of Theodore of Mopsuestia. According to Cyril,

this verse reveals the consubstantiality of the three persons of the

189

Godhead. Indeed, 16,15 makes it plain that Christ and the Father

exist in absolute oneness, that they are, in a word, coessential.lgo

tavte, then, like the dogmatic writers (above pp.45-46), he refers

to the divine attributes, the things uniquely the Father's own,
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including the Spirit.191 This understanding informs his exegesis of
16,15b, as well: as the Father reveals himself and accomplishes his

purposes through the Spirit, and, since the Son, because consubstantial
with him, does the same, so it is for this reason that Jesus says OTL
tx 100 2uod Aapfdvel xal avayyelet vputv. On this understanding, Aap-
RdvetL is a distinct though unavoidable anthropomorphism. The Spirit
neither derives nor receives anything from Father and Son which he

did not already possess; for absolute wisdom and power are his, not

by parficipation, but by nature,192

¥

In his usual paraphrastic manner Theodore of Mopsuestia gives
an entirely different exposition of the verse. 16,15a is Jesus'
claim to have received universal domination, an understanding
Theodore supports by suggesting that he is a partaker of all the
things which belong to God the Word on account Sf*his union with
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him. The disciples (16,15b) are to receive a part of that grace
of universal lordship which is entire in Christ upon themselves,
enough so that they shall also be called lords. Had they been going
to receive all, the Lord would (in Vosté's translation) have used
the generic mewn; instead Lhe uses the limiting partiiz;.vé de meo.
This shows the great difference between Christ and hig &isciples.

In all of this, according to Theodore, the greatness and power of
the Spirit is manifest. For ;t was the mediating gift of the Spirit
which effected Jesus' union with God the Word and delivered to him
his unversal domination. It is also the Spirit who is to place part

of the great dignity of Christ upon the disciples, a mission which

to Theodore's mind also reveals the great power of the Spirit.194
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NOTES

1. Sabellianism was, it is true, properly a Third Century phenome-
non. Nevertheless, continued pressure from varieties of modalism
elicited concern with this heresy (sometimes by name) at councils, in
confessions of faith, and in some of the great treatises about the
Godhead in the whole period from the Fourth to the Sixth Centuries in
the East. Cf. J.N.D. Kelly, The Athanasian Creed (London, 1964), 76-
77. The sophisticated modalism developed by Marcellus of Ancyra was
condemned at Constantinople in 381. Eusebius of Caesarea repudiated

Marcellus' doctrines as being those of the heretics Sabellius and
Paul of Samosata; see below pp.41-43,

la, It is interesting to note that in theological discussions and
controversies even the Alexandrine school adopts the historical and

grammatical methods of their Antiochene rivals., Thevhave found the
allegorical methods of Or. inadequate to confute the heretical
exegeses of Arius and others and consequently use it only for edifi-

cation. See J. Quasten, Patrology, III (Utrecht, 1960), 2.

2. An outstanding case in point is the commentary on John by Cyril of

Alexandria. It is strongly dogmatic and polemical and seeks to prove
both the consubstantiality of Father and Son and their unique per-

sonal subsistence. But, although there is this dogmatic interest -in
the commentary, Cyr. is concerned with more than just the doctrinally
interesting aspects of the text. Even when the dogmatic and polemical
features of his commentary are strongest, exegesis may be more or

less easily distinguished from mere doctrine because Cyr. 1s con-
cerned to interpret the NT text in a way that would be otiose in
works dedicated solely to the development of a particular dogma.

3. The nature of the theological issues in the Fourth and Fifth
Centuries limits the dogmatic use of the paraclete passages to

rather clearly defined categories. The writings which deal primarily
with such questions may therefore be summarised more neatly and with

greater economy of space than those which are primarily concerned
with exegetical questions and have, therefore, less common ground.

4. E.g., nearly all that we know of the thought of Marcellus in his
treatise against Asterius is preserved in Eus. Marcell. and e.th.

5. In the discussion which follows, while no attempt is made to
list all examples of a given line of exegesis, it is hoped that the

clearest and most important examples are included and that only minor
and obscure passages are left out. Because of the highly condensed

nature of this summary, it is neither necessary nor desirable to make

clear the context of every passage cited. It is expected that the
reader will supply these for himself where useful.

6. Marcell. fr. 66 (GCS 14,197), &d&dvatov yap tpels Umogrdocuc

2ﬁbas evoUodaL uovdsu, el un mpdtepov f ToLke Thv dpxnV &nd povddoc
EXOUL.

Z. Marcel}. fr. ?7 (GQS 14,197-198), ol ocaplic xal gavepds évtalda
anopprhty 68 A??b N uovas galvetat, mdatuvoudvn uev els tpidda,
SLaLpetloval O€ undaplls UTOMEVOUCH; o o . TDS YAP, €L MM 1) HOVAS
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adLalpeTtos odoa els tpLdéa mAaTdVOLTO, &yXwpel adTov ngpt 100 nveluo-
- 4  § %

10g moTe MEV AdyeLv STL & Tod 3arp6s ennopedeTal, note 8¢ AdyeLv

'exetvog €x 1ol épol Afdetar nal dvayyerel Outv'.

8. Marcell., fr. 67 (GCS 14,198), =nGg Y&p el €x ToU matpdc éxmopedeTal
tapa ToU vlol TRV Staxoviay tadTny AauBavely emayyéiletaly avdyun

\ J | ’ » » ™ N
Yep €L &6Jo Sraipodueva, ws 'Actépros Egn, mpdouwrta efn, B 1O mvelua

éx 100 Tatpds éumopevducvov ph SeTofaL Tfic mapd toU vloD SLanovtac
(rév yop T8 &x matpds Exmopeuducvov TEAELOV £lvaL avdyxn, undauds
npocbeduevov tfis map' £té€pov Bondelag), #, £l mapd ToD uvlol AauBdvot
nal €x thHg &xelvou Suvdpews Svaxovoln thv xdpLv, unuétL &x To¥
taTp0S exunopeleodal.

9. Marcell. fr. 73-74 (GCS 14,198-200).

10. Eus. e.th. 3,4,5 (GCS 14,159), &ud &) todtwy xaL Thv todtoLg
Opoluwv O COPUTATOS TMELPETAL HATAOHEVAZELY fva xabl Tov adTtdv elval

S . \ ¢ v \ ’ » hy
OV matépa xal Tov uldv xal Td dyLov mvelum, TELdv dvopdTwy HoTd
uLds Urootdoewe *euLudvuwy.

11. Eus. e.th. 3,%,9 (GCS’14,159), XoL TO AYLOV 5¢ Tvelua 5uq§ws
Etepov UndpXov Tapa TOHV ULV . . .‘5vTLXQUS YOP TAPATTATLHOV &V
eln 10UT0 TOU un elvatr &v xal tadtdv Tov uldy xabl 1O GyLov mvedua:

T0 Y&p tap! etépou AapBdvov TL ETEPOV nap& Tov §u6dvta voeTtal.

gtepov elval gnouv xal &Alo map eavtdv; 3,5,6 (GCS 14,160), obxodv
€tepos fiv maplavtdy O mapduAntoc, TeplL 09 T& TooaUTa L5USACHEV.

Cf. the First Creed of Sirmium as in Ath. syn. 27,3 (Opitz 2,1,256)
which seems to give 14,16 a similar interpretation. All three persons

are distinguished in 14,16 by Thdr.Heracl. fr.Jo. 261 (TU 89,134);
see below p.56 and n.96.

12. Eus. e.th. 3,5,1\(GCS 14,160), Gp3s Onwe TO mvelua TO TUPAHATITOV

13- EUS. _e_-ﬂ- 3,5,4-6 (GCS 14,160"161)-

14. Eus. e.th. 3,5,8 (GCS 14,161).

15. Eus. e.th. 3,5,9 (GCS 14,161). See also Epiph. anc. 81,9 (GCS
25,102), haer. 57,4,1 (GCS 31,348). Eus. has, at this point in e.th.,
noticed the apparent discrepancy in the Saviour's words about who
really does send the Paraclete in Jo. 14-16; for he goes on to explain
that Jesus 1s not teaching contraries. Since the Son does whatever

he sees the Father doing (Jo. 5,19) and judges as he hears (Jo. 5,30),
Son and Father work together. Therefore, when the Father in his

judgment wills, then the Son sends the Paraclete. 3,5,11 (GCS 14,161).
16. Eus. e.th. 3,5,15-16 (GCS 14,162).

17. Eus. e.th, 3,5,17-18 (GCS 14,162-163). That Jesus does show the
Spirit subordinate to himself Eusebius supports from his exegesis of
16,13, oV yap a9' €autol AardoeL, &AA' Soa duodoel AaAirdoel, and
16,14, €x 7100 €pol Arfdetal xal dvayyelet Outy. (With respect to the
passages as a whole, Eus. e.th. 3,5,19-21 (GCS 14,163) says that by
calling the Spirit napdudntos Jesus presents his unique character;
for the title distinguishes him on the one hand from Father and Son

who are both called nvelua, and it distinguishes him on the other
hand from the angels who are also sometimes described as nveduata but

are never called paraclete-spirits and are certainly not included in
the Trinity.)
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18. See Bas. hom.24,2 (PG 31,604-605); Didym. Trin. 3,38 (PG 39,974.
976.977), 3,41,1 (PG 39,984); Epiph. anc. 8,4 (GCS 25,15), haer.
57,4,2 (GCS 31,348), 57,4,9 (GCS 31,349), 65 5,8-9 (GCS 37,8);

Eus. Em. disc. 3,21 (Buytaert 1,91), 13,29 (Buytaert 1,312).

19. Ath. _E_SeraE. 1 33 (PG 26 608), « o ouokoyoﬁvtes Yuov HaL

v adt) 10 Mvelua., Axwpbctov vyap 100 Y{oD TO Mvelua, wg axwpbctos
Yidc 100 Hatpds. AlTh § AAASeLa HapTLVPET 1 Aéyouua- "1éu¢w VPV

TOV TapduAntov, 10 Nvelua tfis &Andelag, 3‘napa 100 Natpdg eunopedetab,
o O udcuos ob SdvataL AaBetv,' toutéaTLy ol &pvolduevor alTO &% TOU

Matpds év 1§ YiH. Ath. implies that in his exegesis the udopos

are those who deny that the Spirit is from (&x) the Father in (&€v)

the Son. |

’
e
¢
O

¥

20. Didym. Trin. 3,19 (PG 39,889-892). Didym. makes an interesting
exegetical remark on 16,13 here: he says that Jesus is not suggesting
that the Spirit never speaks from himself and by way of demonstration
adduces passages showing the third divine person doing just that.
Rather, having pointed out that it is the future tense of AaA€w which
is used, he concludes that the Spirit's non-self-speaking refers only
to a particular time and occasion. This reasoning allows Didym. to
reconcile what seems to him to be contradiction between Jo. 16,13

and certain other texts.

21. Cyr. Jo. 4,1 (Pusey 1,509).

22. See Ath. Ar. 1,15 (PG 26,44); cf. 1,50 (PG 26,116) and Cyr.
thes. 4 (PG 75,45). This is reminiscent of Novatian's (subordination-
ist) argument for the deity of Christ outlined on p.23 above.

23. See, e.g., Ath. Ar. 2,24 (PG 26,197), ep.Serap.2,5 (PG 26,
616); Cyr. thes. 20 (PG 75,353); Dldym Trln. 2,23 (PG 39,796).

24, Cyr. thes. 21 (PG 75 357), EC nounua ETTLV O Yuos, Aéyeu 5¢
aln%sdwv, oTL 'Havta 00a £€YEL O Hatno, Eudt eotLve! ouvbev apa
nepbrtov £V 96@ XaL HTquadbv, el navta tpdoeoTLy alTole Soa xaL \
19 Natpl. EL &€ ToUTO atonov (noku yap 10 8eCov TiV mounudTwy

an@uuctau), oOUH QApQ nounua EOTLY O Yuos, $ tdvTa TPpSOE0TL QUOLKEC
@ ToU Hatpos L5La KoL cEAUPETA.,

25. Cyr. Jo.l1,3 (Pusey 1,42). This conclusion simply confirms what
it 1is Cyrll's purpose to show in this chapter. The chapter headlng

reads: OTL xalL 8eog uata mdcbv, xal xat' ovséva tpdnov B EAdTTwV A
avdéuolds €oTL Toﬁ Tatpos 6 Yids (Pusey 1,31).

26. See Cyr. Juln.9 (PG 76,952) and Thdt. ep. 151 (PG 83,1433).

27. See Ath. Ar.3,4 (PG 26,329), ep.Afr.8 (PG 26,1041-1044); Cyr.

thes. 11 (PG 75 156) 14 (PG 75, 240) , 32 (PG 75,557. 560); Didym.
‘(Pseudo-Ath.) dlal Trin. 3,3 (PG 28,1205); Gr.Nyss. Eun. 2,216
(Jaeger 1 ,288), re ref Eun. 121 (Jaeger 2,364).

28, Thdt. eran.suppl. 3,2 (PG 83,329).

29. See Cyr. Lk. 3,21 (PG 72,521-524) and thes.11 (PG 75,156).
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30. See Ath. Ar. 3,4 (PG 26,329), syn. 49,1-2 (Opitz 2,1,273); Cyr.

thes. 12 (PG 75 184) Gr. Nyss. Eun. 1,683 (Jaeger 1 222), cf. 1,
594 (Jaeger 1,197).

31, See Cyr. thes.16 (PG 75,301); Didym. Trin. 1,26 (PG 39,384);
Gr.Naz. or. 30,11 (PG 36,116; Mason 123).

32. Cyr. ep.Euopt. (ACO 1,1,6,135). Cf. Didym. Spir. 38 (PG 39,
1066).

33. Ath. Ar. 3,44 (PG 26,417), NdAwv te el ndvto T tol Harpos
ToU YiLoU ectu- T0UTO YQp auros EbanE' 100 62 Natpdc eoTL TO

ebéévau thv Audpav, SMAov Stu xaL & Yioc olbev, C6Lov Exwv nal ToUTo
en 100 NMatpds. (There is no direct quotation of the Gospel in

this passage, but the allusion is rather clearly to Jo. 16,15 and/
or 17,10.)

34, See Cyr. thes. 22 (PG 75,372) (Just prior to his argument from
16,15 he adds a parallel argument from 16,14 which appears to be
unique to him. The Spirit, he says, must know the day and the hour
as he knows all things, even the deep things of God (an allusion to

1 Cor. 2,10). How then, he asks, can the Son be really ignorant of

day and hour since the Spirit receives from the Son?); also Didym.
Eun.4 (PG 29,696); Epiph. anc. 16,5-6 (GCS 25,24-25).

35. In an extant fragment from a sermon entitled HEpL tfic nuépag XOLL
wpas, Amph. fr.(PG 39,104) takes precisely the same line as does Bas.
here. In this light and on the ground that Amph. had apparently asked
the great Cappadocian about the Anomoean argument as though it were
new to him (In his letter ep. 236,1 (Johnston 168) Bas. says to Amph.,
todto vOv nape tfis ofic ouv?gkms hutv &g xaLvov mpoeBArdn.), it would
appear that the sermon from which the extant fragment is taken was

written after its author had received Basil's letter, after, that
is, January of A.D. 376.

36. “Bas. ep. 236 2 (Johnston 170), A¢suéns Yap o el

%

T
Soa Exev O Hatnp ¢ud gotuv.! 'Ev 8¢, Ov Exeu, xal ¥
g nuépas eneuvns xaL T dpag.

37. Basil's text of Mt. 24,36 lacks the words oude 0 vldg, which
for him means that it must be handled differently from Mk. 13,32,

though in his eyes the two verses are not contradictory. In Mt.,

the word udvos distinguishes the Father only from the angels, not from
the Son. The angels of heaven are in ignorance, but by passing over
his own person, the Son implies that the Father's knowledge of day

and hour is also his own since elsewhere (Jo. 10,153 Bas. has already
at this point quoted and explained 16,15) he has said that he and

the Father know each other. In this way Bas. concludes that Mt.

24,36 does not indicate ignorance in the Son, after all. (Had the text
before him contained, on the other hand, the variant ouv6& o uidg,
Basil's exegesis of it would presumably have been analogous to his
exegesis of Mk. 13,32, though the presence of pdvog would surely

have caused him rather 'special problems.) Bas. ep. 236,2 (Johnston
170).

38. Bas. ep. . 236,2 (Johnston 170 171), To 6& Mdpuov, . . . OUTWw vool-
UEV* OTL oUSELS ozéev, OUTE 0oL ayyeilou ToU Bcol, GAA' oude o YCBS
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EYVW , el uﬁ o Hatﬁp tOUtécILv, n abTba 100 elbéval Tov YLov ndp& T0U
Tatpés o« . o "EgTLV odv 0 volg 0 mapd T§ Mdpxy ToloDros. Tepl 6
g nuépag exeuvns n wpas 006ELS otéev, ours oL &yyeloL TolU Beol,

GAAT 006! &v & Yid¢ &yvw, el uh & Hatdpe é&x Ydp ToU Natpds aurm
unfipxe Geéouévn‘ﬁ YVROLS.

39. See, e.g., Cyr. thes. 34 (PG 75,589); Didym. Trin. 2,2 (PG 39,

460); Gr.Naz. or. 31,8 (Mason 154; PG 36,141); Gr. Nys. ref.Eun. 188
(Jaeger 2,392).

40, See Didym. Spir. 25 (PG 39,1055-1056) and Trin. 2,2 (PG 39,460).

41. See Cyr. thes. 34 (PG 75,589); Thdt. haer. 5,3 (PG 83, 453~
456) » |

42. For an older but still helpful history of the doctrine of the

procession see H.B. Swete, On The History of the Doctrine of the
Procession of the Holy Spirit (Cambridge, 1876). -

43, See Didym. Trin. 2,2 (PG 39,460) and 3,38 (PG 39,976).

44. Cyr. thes. 34 (PG 75,589). (Cyr. teaches here that the Spirit
is also from (. (ex) the essence of the Son, a characteristic teaching
which in some ways prefigures the fiZtoque of the Latin West.)

45. Thdt. haer. 5,3 (PG 83,453-456).

46. See Cyr. thes. 34 (PG 75,581- 584) Eunep odv fv €& éavtol,

10 TéleLov Exelv duvduevov, ekakncev v nal £9' (sic) tauto®, undev tHg
nap! &€1€pov Sendev Umouvioews. Cyril's purpose here in thes. 34 is
prec1se1y to show *OtL T€AeLov TO NMvelua TO AYLOV AaL OUBEV ATEAES €V

a0t§ (PG 75,581), Cf., Didym. Eun. 5 (PG 29,765) and dial.Trin.
(Pseudo-Ath.) 1,22 (PG 28,1149.1152).

47. See Cyr. thes. 34 (PG 75,593). (In trying to describe the Arian
heresy Cyr. uses, at this point, the simile of an iron cooking pot:
the Holy Spirit spreads divine holiness in Arian teaching much as

the iron vessel accomplishes the work of fire by taking heat from

the fire, Cyril's immediate purpose in thlS part of thes. 34 is

to show OTL OUX EX uetoxﬁs tfis 100 Beol xal natpog &yLdv Eo0TL TO
Mvelua, GAAG @Uoel xal oVoLwdde &£ adtoU.)

48. Didym. Eun. 5 (PG 29,765), 'Edv 8¢ Adywouve OU AaleC &m' eautol
73 Hveﬁua, AAA' Soa dv anodon AaidosLs  Adyouev avrtolg: Ouée

Yiog &o! éauroﬁ AGAET® AAA' o néudag pe (51c), novL Hatnp, enetvog
HouL ezns t¢ elrw (sic) xab t¢ Aarfow* wdvta yap o0oa AaAieC 1o Nvelua

xal O Yiog, TtoU Beol elou Adyuva. Cf. Spir. 36 (PG 39,1065).

49, See Didym. (Pseudo-Ath.) dial, Trin. 1,22 (PG 28,1149-1152) and

1,23 (PG 28,1152), Eun. 5 (PG 29,765), (Pseudo-Ath )'Maced dial.
1,16 (PG 28,1316).

50, See Didym. Spir. 36-37 (PG 39,1064-1065).

51. See Didym. Trin. 2, 3 (PG 39,473); Gr.Naz. or. 31,29 (Mason 180-
181; PG 36,165); cf. Gr.Nyss. ref Eun. 188 (Jaeger 2 392)
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52. Gr.Nyss. ref.Eun. 184-185 (Jaeger 2,390-391). This entire con-
text in Gr.Nyss., ref Eun. 182-188, contains some interesting ex-
egesis of our passages. A partial summary of his argument will be
instructive. Discussing Eunomius' statement of faith, he asserts

that the heresiarch has avoided using the term Holy Spirit in order to
avoid acknowledging that complete unity of the Spirit with the
Father and the Son implied in the fact that all three persons are de-
scribed by the same appellations, aytog and nveUuoa (182-183 (Jaeger
2,389-390)). Instead of profe551ng faith in the Holy Spirit, Eunomius
peta toVtov wnLotedopev, gnolv, els tov mapdxintov, rg tvelua THS
aindevas (182 (Jaeger 2,389), 184 (Jaeger 2,390)). But this will not

help; for the appellation napdulntos is likewise ascribed in Scripture
to all three persons: Father, Son, and Spirit. John gives the

title to the Son in one of his Catholic Eplstles (1 Jo. 2,1). David
(Ps. 76,17) and Paul (2 Cor. 1,3-4) show by using the verb napaualém
that the Father deserves the title; for o0 + . . 6N TO Epyov moLWV
o0 napaxiftov dragLol 100 Epyou 10 Svona. And the Lord applies it
to both himself and the Spirit in the Gospel when he speaks of the
Spirit of truth as &Alov mapdxAntov (Jo. 14,16), & vip ulodg endons
eaurév TE AGL ro tvelpa TO aybov OVOUAZEL napauknrov- . « o« XOL QUTOS
5 & udpLog &L'GV eﬁne xal dAlov napaukntov nuty drootaifoeodan, nepb
100 nvedpatos Adywv, £o'tavtod ndvtwg To Svoua ToUTO mpowpoAdynoe
(185-186(Jaeger 2,390-391)). But, says Gr., the Scrlptures recognlse
and use two senses of napaxnaietv, the flrst,pnudtmv e xal oxnudTwy,
unEp BV, &v Tuvog Seduevol TUXwuEV, elS ouundferav avTov énaydueda,
and the second, Tfic Sepaneutixfic TV ¢UXLXEY TE ¥GL CWPATULXGY TadnudTwy
enLvotas. That .the conception Paraclete applies to the divine nature
in either sense he illustrates from 2 Cor., the former from 2 Cor.

7,6 and the latter from 2 Cor. 5,20 (186 (Jaeger 2,391)). Since he
has already made his point, Gregory does not go on to say which of
these meanings he thinks the term may bear when applied to the Spirit.
He merely asserts that whichever way one takes the term (no doubt
implying that there was debate on the matter in his day), Eunomius
has not achieved his purpose by substituting napduintog for Holy
Spiritt in his creed. He does go on to speculate that by using the
further term nveOua tfig akn%euas the heresiarch wished to suggest
that the Spirit is a possession and chattel of Christ who is the
truth. But this is improper exegesis and would be similar to sug-
gesting that, because we say &uxatoodvn 6 B8edg, God therefore is a
possession of righteousness. No, says Gr., nveOpa thHg aindelag is
properly a d1V1ne title, for 1mmed1ate1y after saying it (at 15,26)

the Lord adds napa 10U matpods éxmopedetal, a thing never asserted of
any created being (187-188; Jaeger 2,391-392)).

53. See Didym. Trin. 2,6,13 (PG 39,540).

54. See Dldym Tr1n 3,38 (PG 39,976), TO 6& &xeuv, 'Amceu uutv,
uau, 'Hap uutv qusu,' nal 'év uutv ecrab,' eofpavev, ws xal Evw

xal Hdtw, ATe &N Bedg, mavrtaxol mapdv TO ayLov Ilvedud eotiv, cf.
2,6,2 (PG 39,509-512).

55. See Didym. Trin. 2,7,9 (PG 39,597). Didym. is here concerned to
show that the Spirit is destlned to judge all things with Christ. He
begins with a conflation of OT texts then adds Jo. 16,8 as a more

telling proof, ToCav 6e audéeu&uv A eunou TLS ch0porépav eLs TtoUto,

700 xob rbv Zwutfipa ntap' Iwdvvn Adyeuv mepL Tof aytov Ilveduatog:s
P'EASQV . Exelvos eA€yEeL . . !
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56. See Didym, Trin. 2,7,12 (PG 39 597-600). The assertlon concern-
ing the Spirit in this context is OTL TPOYLVUOHEL, WS o Natnp *ol O
Yidse udvung 6e 9eTufic odoede ecruv aupLBws ebéévab TG uékkovta.

Jo. 16,13 is cited for-support Kal €v "EuayyeAly 6& O XprTOS nspu
T00 Hvsduatds pnowve  'Kal ta épyxdueva avayyeket optve!' tolt'€oTL,

&% uéAdovta. Note Didymus' interpretation of 1a épxdueva.

57. See Didym. Trin. 2,10 and context (PG 39,444).

58. OSee Bas. Spir. 19,49 (Johnston 100; SCH 17,202).

59. Gr.Naz. or. 41,12 (PG 36,444-445), A oc 8¢, tva ob Tnv duotiulav
evduundiis. TS y&p, GAAO o aklos oEos eyw, ua%bcratab. TOUTO 5¢
cuvéeonoretag, &AA' OUK atuuuag Svopa. T® ydp, &Alog, oUx &L TGV
aarotpluwv, &AA! &l T@v Ouoovolwv oléa Acyduevov.

60. See Epiph. haer. 74,13,4 (GCS 37,331), XL ndkbv, LVG S5eCEn ™V
EauToD bGdTnTG nai 6uooucudtnta Tp0g S tvedua adtol Te xal Tol

TATPOS AVTOD ro ayuov, pnolv 'é&v dyandté ue . . . GAlov mapduinTov
SdoeL LPTV'!, WS alTol Tol xuplou mapaxiritou dvtogc xal Tol wvelduatos

100 aylou ouvurnapaxiritov ovtog opolws. Cf. Bas, Eun. 3,3 (PG 29,
661) i

61. See Cyr. Jo. 2,1 (Pusey 1,188), ep. 17 (ACO 1,1,1,39) (Notice
that Cyr. here seems to suggest that the Spirit proceeds from.both
Father and Son, tvelua Y&p &Anfelag wvduaotal xal ectuv XpLoToS N

akﬁ%eua xal tpoxeltal map'! alTol xaddncp dudiel xal €x tolU 9Seob
xal matpdc.); Thdt. exp.fid. 5 (CAC 4,20).

62. See Dldym Trin. 2,17 (PG 39,725), Kat cdumwvov §¢ 131 éauroﬁ
Thv To® ayuou Hve3uaros Stbaonailav wapLOTEV, eone !'"Otav ek%m 10

veDua T0 dyLov, éxelvo upds 6uddEeL xat &vapvdoel ndvta, & elmov

outv..

63. See Cyr.H. catech. 16,14 (Rupp 2,222), § tapdxAntos, TEPL OV
clnev 0 ocwthp, excelvog Vudcg ﬁué&aeu ndvra nab unouvioer Vudg navta
(ouu elne 5LSdEeL udvov, alka HOL unouvﬁoeu oga elmov AT oV

yap GAla XpLotol Subdyuata xal dAda ayfou mvedpatoc, &AAa ta avtd),

64. See Didym. Trin. 2,17 (PG 39,725), Katl év Euayyeku¢ rous
auocrdkous SLEAoHWY © ﬁecndrns, O0TL Tfig eaUtoU gnLgavelag oUX NOCWV
£0TaL n uapoucua 100 aytou Hveduaros, ®al n euet%ev TEPLYLVOUEVN

cwtnela 17 utloet® AGAA!' Con xal A avtn, 6Ld Thv ulav fedtnTa xal
evépyetav, Adyeve 'Zuuodper . . !

65. Epiph. haer. 48,11,5-10 (GCS 31,234-235), XpLOTOS YGp nuas
e8C8ate Aéywv oTL 'TO uveﬁua o TAPEAHANTOV anOUTéAlw vuty'! XaL T
onuetla éuéous ekeyev OTL 'enetvds ue SokdoeL! Oc ta &AndA EoTuLv

L6ETY OTL oL ayuou andcrokou TO rapaxAntov ntvelua AaBdvteg wdpLov
t64Eaoav, odtos 8¢ & Movtavog éavtov SoEdret (48,11,5-6 (GCS 31,
234)). In Chapter 11 Eplph combats two claims Wh1Ch he attrlbutes
to Montanus, V1z., eym uﬁpbos 0 &eos 0 navtonpatmp natayuvduevos £V
av%pmnm, and, oUte ayyelos oUte mpéoBus, &AA'Eydh udpLog & 9edg

tathp HA%ov. Cf. Ign.¥Eph. 9 (PG 5,740) where it is similarly argued
that the true Spirit may be dlstlngu1shed (from the deceiving spirit
in false teachers) because he tells the things of and glorifies Christ.
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66. See, e.g., Didym. Trin. 3,41,2 (PG 39,988); Epiph. haer. 66,19,3
(GCS 37,43), 66,61,5-6 (GCS 37,98-99); Gr.Naz. or. 41,12 ~ (PG 36 445)
Also, cf., among others, the personal statement of falth of Theophan-
ius of Tyana subscribed to by the Eusebian council in Antioch (341)
as in Ath. syn. 24,4 (Opitz 2,1,250) which places the fulfillment of
the paraclete promise in Acts, surely meaning at Pentecost. (It also
identifies the Paraclete with the Spirit promised in Joel 2,8, an
identification almost taken for granted among catholic writers.)
That the Paraclete was given (in fullest measure) on the day of
Pentecost seems to be a thing so self-evident among the Greek fathers
that it does not often require direct comment, perhaps because (apart
from Montanists, Manichaeans, and others like them) it was not
heavily disputed by the heretics of the day.

67. For an example of such explanation see below n.147.

68. Didym. Trin. 3,41,2 (PG 39,985.988). Didym. does not mean to
suggest, however, that the Spirit first came at Pentecost; for he is
eternally omnipresent. Christ did not lie at 14,17 when he said,
tap! Uutv péver, nal év Vutv €otat. But the Paraclete appeared, was
received, and was more completely manlfest at Pentecost, and thls in
fulfillment of Jesus' promise, ourm ®al TO AyLOv TveDua det uev ndvta

tnadpou xal cuvetxcv, usra 5¢ tnv &v 11 Mevtnuoath &xLgoltnoLy avuTol
terevdtepov Eneyvdodn xal £60Edodn (PG 39 ,988).

69. Hegem. Arch. 31(27),6-9 (GCS 16,44). 1In the same place Hegen,
imagines the souls of those who died between Jesus' promise and its
supposed fulfillment in Manes making their complaint to God: Cur
entim, Cum promigeris sub Tiberio Caesare missurum te esse paracletum,

qut arggeret nog de peccato et de iudicio et de iustitia, sub

Probo demum Romano - imperatore misistt? Later in his book (38(34),5-6
(GCS 16,55-56)), he tries a more dubious argument based upon an
eccentric exegesis of the words de meo aceipiet (Jo. 16,14) which
seems to take meo to mean something like 'my disciples': Post hunc
[Paul] ergo et post eos qut cum 1pso fuerant, id est post dicipuloe,
nullun alium venire secundum scripturas sperandum est; ait enim
dominus noster Iesus de paracleto, quia et de meo accipiet . . . .

Et stcut non super omnes homines spiritus habitare poterat, nisti super
eun qui. de Maria dei genitrice natus est, ita et in nullum alium
spiritus paracletus venire poterat, nisi super apostolos et super
beatum Paulum. The more usual catholic exegesis in this period sees
the promise of the Paraclete as applicable to all Christians, though
of necessity it came first upon the disciples; cf., e.g., Gr.Naz. or.
41,13 (PG 36,448) 1In seeking to deny the Manichaean claim to

possess the Paraclete, Hegem. effectively denies his continuing .
presence in the Church.

70, < Both Cyr. and Thdr.Mops. are preoccupied in their commentaries
with Arianism and other heresies. Even Chrys., whose primary concern is
the application - of Scripture to the needs of the hearers, continually
meets with texts used by Arians (especially Anomoeans) to support

their doctrine that the Son is not even of like substance with the
Father. -These he seeks to reclaim for the Church and, to do so,
develops his doctrine of condescension to explain texts relating to

the human weakness of Christ. Moreover, in addition to providing

mere Soyuatikwtépa EEfynous which will counter every point of heretical
teaching, Cyr. sees the commentator's task as including a positive

\ g
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consideration of the doctrinal implications of the text (see M.F.
Wiles, The Spiritual Gospel (Cambridge, 1960), 6) and it is his aim
in the commentary on John to prove both that the Son is of the same
divine substance as the Father and that both have their own individual
subsistence. Thdr.Mops. considers it the commentator's primary task
to concentrate on the difficult texts, especially those perverted

in current heretical preaching (See Wiles, 6). For Thdr., then, as
for all the School of Antioch, the task of exegesis is the task of
defending orthodoxy and is therefore intimately bound up with dogma.
The fragments of the two heresiarchs seem not to include any of the
more offensive and heretical dogmas of their authors.

71. In this section we are again concerned primarily with represent-
ative exegesis and significant variation. Matters which seem to be
largely the result of individual idiosyncracy will be either con-
signed to footnotes or left out altogether.

72. Cyr Jo. 9,1 (Pusey 2 463), tva Ttolvuv enuéeu&n camwg o0 Kdéprog
AUEV InooUs o Xpuotbs, npbs Tévag aurm véyové Te xal EoTLy O Adyos,
xal TCOLY n Thig uuocxécews oweukerab xdpLs, €9' % &otal xal &Andds,
uapendubcev cVdUC THV ayanwvrmv 10 npdcwuov, xau tbv axpLRfA vouowdlana
napaceuyvucb T Adyw, 6euuvus OTL TPOS aurous HaL oux eTépous n TS

nuepdTnTos enayyekua xalL 1 ThV TVEVURTLUEV ayaddv enldoorg L' avtol
xpathoeL uaL yevioeTal.

73. Chrys. hom. 75,1 in Jo. (PG 59 403), LVa un vouucwcbv ATAWS

v alrtnowv Coxdewv endyayeve Eav ayandté pee téte, gnou, moldow.
Cf. 76,2 (PG 59,412).

74. Thdr.Mops. Jo. 126 (ST 141,391), Jo.Syr. on 14, 15 (CSCO 115,
271-272), 'Yuds pév, gnotv, altelv npo_ﬁheu updtepov dyardvtac ual
v aydrnv deuxnvivrag: tf TnpﬁOEL TV €vtoAdv. (Note: passages from
Thdr.Mops. in which the Greek fragments correspond with the Syriac
translation will be quoted here in the Greek only. Where helpful,

divergences will be quoted both in Greek and in the Latin of Vosté's
translation of the Syriac (as in CSCO 116).)

75. See Apoll. Jo. 103 (TU 89,42), nuétepov vyap 1 thpnoug THV
LVTOAGY xal ToUTO TS WPOS TOV xdpuov aYanng andéeusus, Chrys. hom.

75,1 in Jo. (PG 59,403), Tb éﬁnore ée talta elnov; OTL uokkou VOV
etcu AZYovres poBeladaL tov Beov uau ayanqv, Tots 5¢ epyous T

EVavTLa enbéeunvuvrau- 0 Ge 8eds TnV SLa T&V epymv ayaunv enLgntel
.« . ToOtd &oTLv &ydnn, to weldeodaL rodrous, 1AL euueuv 1§ Todou-
HEVY; Cyr. Jo 9,1 (Pusey 2,464-465), ov Yap €V apyale pnudtwv
woAaxelaLs N nCoTLS, GAA! év tats Qv Spwpévwy noudrncb 50nbuaC€Tub

. « o OUXOUV anddeLELg tﬁs aydang nau TEAEWTATOS TRC ELGTENS 0pOS,
Thv evayyeiLniiv Soyudtwv n tihpnoug xaL TEV deluv EVToAbv n oviaxid.
(Thdr Mops. hom. 10,3 (ST 145,248-249), taking another line, suggests
in his paraphrastlc way that it is because of the greatness of the

gift to be given the disciples that they ought to keep the com-
mandments with perseverance and great diligence.)

76. Chrys. hom. 75,1 in Jo. (PG 59,403), "Eduxa Uutv evroknv
Cva ayauate akkﬁkous' Lo ourm ToLfite allﬁkous, xaJWS HalL EYH
vuty €rolnoa. ToUtd €otLy aydan, 10 nc’feadaL TOUTOLS & o
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77. Chrys. hom. 71,1 in Mt. (PG 58,661), At 6e evtokau abToD, HOL

10 uemalabov aVTGV* | AYQRTNOELS Kﬁpbov oV Bedv gov, XAl TOV TANOLYOV
gov w< eavtdv.

78. Cf. Jo. 12,49-50; 14,10.24.
79. Cyr. Jo. 9,1 (Pusey 2,465).

80. Thdr.Heracl. fr.Jo. 260 (TU 89,133-134), el 6¢ &AffderLa unapxwv
4drnéoTELAEV aurots'_g'nveﬂua 70 dyLov, udtnv TAavdpevol gavtdzovat
pdoxovtes 6La Movtavol xal Hpucuulkns drneotdAfaL OV TapdxAnTov HETO
svandord mou xal tpidxovta &tn THS &nooToAunfic XEPLTOS YEVOUEVWVY,

81 Thdr. Heracl fr.Jo. 261 (TU 89 ,134), 'EE v mdvta €nolnoav

ot &ndotodoL T 100 9c00 %elﬁuara HAL unEpané%avov aVToU 6ﬂkov, oTL
etrfpnoav avto® Tag svtokas. oVHo UV nELw%ncav xab 1511 TOU ayCov nvelpo-
T0S, evounoewg eu%us XaL 6La¢sdéovtab n Tov nata dpdya alpeols AEYOVTES

uera g'A' €1n 5.8 Movtavol xal MpLorCAANS KL MaELUCAANS &neoTAASAL
TOV TAPAXANITOV.

82. Apoll. Jo. 103 (TU 89 42), autetv 5e Aéyeb TOV natépa HOLTOL
tnv aéelmbnnv tpeogfelav Uuep nuwv- aVtos vdp ecrbv 0 S5LO0VS HOTG

TV SE0TMOTULXNY £EoualaVv ol XOTE TRV evépyeLay andvTwy TEV TATPLHEV
BOUANUATWVY.

83, Chrzs hom. 75,1 in Jo. (PG 59,403-404), évtaU&a 5¢€ @nouv
tpwtdv tov latépa, &ore aEudrLotov moufioat abtols tov Adyov. (Chrys.
follows this with references to various Scriptures to show that not
only had Jesus no need to ask the Father but could himself send, but
also that the Spirit had no need to be sent but could himself de-
scend.) Gr.Naz. or. 31,26 (Mason 178-179; PG 36,161-164) has an
intriguing explanation for Jesus' statement that he will ask the Fa-
ther and its apparent conflict with 14,26; 15,26; 16,7. The context
for his explanation is his contention that revelation has been and
is progressive or gradual so that, as it were, the human circuit
might not be overloaded. Accordingly, in the OT the Father is re-

vealed clearly, the Son only obscurely. In the NT the Father and the
Son are manifestly revealed, but the Spirit is only suggested. Now

the Spirit dwells with us and supplies a clearer demonstration of
himself. The Spirit himself, for the same reason, only came to

dwell in the disciples gradually at the beginning of the Gospel.

Now Gr. adds to this his rather sophisticated explanation concerning
these verses, suggesting that it was the same divine concern not to
overextend the human capacity that prompted him to a gradual revela-
tlon.of the Sp1r1t in the Farewell Dlscourses uab ond "Inood

xat! okuyov sumauvatau, mg envotioeuLg uau altoc evtuyxdvwy éntueiéo-
TEPOV® "Epwtiiow, mnou, tov narépa, xal dAlov rmapdxAntov uéu¢eu nutv,
10 nvelua Tfg axn%euas- Cva un avru%eos elval 64En Tug, nalL g

an' alkns TLVOS EEOUULGS ntoLetodal TOUS Adyoug. eEra, Méuder uév,

tv 6¢& ") dvduatl uov. 710 ’Epwtdow napeus, 10 NMéuder terﬁpnuev. elTO,
néu¢w, 1o olxeCov dflwua* efta, “HEer, 1 ToU wnveduatoc &Zouota.

(It is interesting to wonder if Gr. might not also have used a similar

line of argument to explain the separation of the paraclete materials
in John had the implications of their segregation occurred to him.)

84. Chrys. hom. 75,1 in Jo. (PG 59 404) Tb odv, gnoLv, £0TLV,
'Epwtiow TOV Hargpa, AeLnvds This mapovolag Tov xaLpdv. Chrysostom's
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imaginary interlocutor asks two further questions, the answers to
which are instructive. First, why did the Spirit not come while Jesus
was with the disciples? Chrys. answers that it was because 1t was
only later, after their sins had been loosed by the not yet accom-
plished sacrifice of Jesus and they were being sent forth into dangers,
that they had need for the Anointer (aielgovta). Secondly, to the
question why the Spirit did not come immediately after the resur-
rection, Chrys. answers that the delay was to increase the disciples'

desire for the Spirit through tribulation and fear so that they might
receive the gift with great joy.

85. Cyr. Jo. 9, 1 (Pusey 2,466), AaAet TOLYapOUv WS Gedg TE ouoﬁ XaL

GvdpwToS, oUTw Yip v TnpRoal uaABs T petd ocapxos olxovouly TOUS
rpoérovrag Adyovs.

86. Cyr. Jo. 9,1 (Pusey 2,466-467), Cva un Soxoln &L TodTwy TO
100 8e00 nal Matpdg napw%etc%au npdcwnov, nyouv napaupetc%ab NV
100 teudvrog aurbv eEovalav, tnv tnL tale va oy Lwv ¢blorbuuaus

TR xpfioLuov aUTOV OUYXOPNYOV &ocafal xal oguvenLddoelv AUTY TOV
TRPAHANTOV E€QN. -

87. Cyr. Jo. 9,1 (Pusey 2,467), t0’Epwtiow mdALv enbmv, ms av%pw-
tog, LOLARS TE avatbeeus oln 1 9ely te uaf apphty gdoel to aldrh
pdirota mpémov, bs €v mpoodny ToU Beol uat Natpds.

88. Thdr.Mops. Jo. 126 (ST 141 ,392), Jo*_xz_ on 14,16 (CSCO 115 272),
Kduetvo 8¢ npocentéov, StL To epwtﬁcw cxnuatucas uakkov elnev, 4vTL
100 Au' éuoﬁ 6§€Eeode TNV xapuv. Ou ydp Gn RpeoBeveLV eueklev Cva
Aaewcu, xau toUto SfAov eE v TpowpLoTo oUtw yevéodal napa To0

Bcol SLd tnv nuetépav XpeELav nat tpoaniyyeito, . . . EL 6 &v

tnayyerle Exevto © 640Lg, mepLTTN TGV érnyyeluévav n altnous.

89. Cyr. Jo. 9,1 (Pusey 2 467), "AAlov yeuﬁv NapdxAntov 10 Nvelua
xaAet Tfic TOU Geoﬁ XOLL Hatpos ovalag, NTOL TRC eautol.

90. See Chrys. hom. 75,1 in Jo. (PG 59,403); Cyr. Jo. 9,1 (Pusey
2,467); Didym. Trin. 3,38 (PG 39,976); Gr.Nyss. ref.Eun. 184 (Jaeger

2,390-391); Nonn. par.Jo. (Scheindler 159); Thdr.Mops. Jo.Syr.
on 14,16 (CSCO 115,272), cf. Mac. 3 (PO 9,640).

91. See Cyr. Jo. 9,1 (Pusey 2,470-473). )

92. Cyr. Jo. 9,1 (Pusey 2 467), @AAov TOLVUV TapdrAntov To Ivelua
HAAET, EV bbbabs uev uroogtdoeat voetodal $€Awv avtd.

93. Cyr. Jo. 9 1 (Pusey 2,472), to Yeunv eV anapaAlduty xetolal
TAVTITNTL tﬁv aytoav Teudda SvaxnpdtTel coglic.

94, Chrys hom. 75,1 in Jo. (PT 59 403) Kat, Yap 10 Salua oD Adyou

-—r'—""\'-—!—"—_
100Td €oTLY, OTL TaS €x SLauétpou ectmoas abpéceus LG TANY] uatﬁveyue.
pyr uev yap eLretv, AAlov, Geunvucuv auroD Tfic UNOOTACEWS TRV OSLaPOPAEV:
TH 5¢ elnelv, Igggggﬁnlgg_ s ovolag Thv guyydvelav.

95. See p.43 above.

96.* Thdr Heracl. fr. Jo 261 (TU 89, 134), eE 5v 5¢ AyeL altetv ToOV
tatépa, tva dAAov mapdrAntov néudn, cagdc T4 tpla tpdowna THS ULES
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uapbctncu pra6os' 0U5€b§ Yap Aéyeu, StL £autdy Tl alTel Xal €QUTOV
néUnEL ONEP PAOLY oL TAS UNooTdoeLS OUYXLOVTES.

97. Thdr.Mops. Jo.Syr. on 14,16 (CSCO 115,272; trans. 116,194), Alzum
autem diett Paraclitum, 1d est, alium praeceptor'em, paraclztwn voeans,

1d est consolatorem, dbctrtnamrznjangustzts, quia Spiritus, sua gratia,
leviora reddet quae 1llis ab hominibus inferentur mala, et, con-
solationis instar, per dona sua faciet tllos leviter ferre mala,

steut de facto contigit. DNam quantum discipuli prius timebant mortem,
tantum post descensum Spwttus gaudebant N tmbulatwmbus suts. Cf.

Jo. 126 (ST 141,391), "Allov 68 toapaxAntov Adyel avtl ToU aklov
SLédonaiov, Hapanlnrov Zymv tnv £V TOoLg 6euvots 6u6acuakuav, ms av
100 Iveduatog T olnely xapLTb HEAAOVTOS EKLHOUQLCEbv aurous T4 napa
TV avdpdrwy enaydueva uau pgov o€peLv napacneuacovros- & &1 xabL &x'
aurmv Sy va upayuatwv, iV podnTtdv oUTw UEV npdtepov 656Ldrmv

tov 9dvatov, oUTw 8¢ peTd TNV 10U Mveduatoc xdodov &o¢' ols Enaoyov
néouévuv.,

98, Thdr.Mops. hom. 10,7 (ST 145,256-257), C'est elle qu'il appelle

aussi Paraclet,Czlest-d~dire 'consolateur’, parce qu'il peut et est

capable d'enseigner ce qu'il leur faut pour les consoler dans les
epreuves multzples de ce.mondé. Cf. (above n.97) id est, alium

praeceptorem (Jo.Syr.) and &vtl 10U aAlov Suédoxalov (Jo.).

99, Didym. Spir. 25 (PG 39,1056), Consolatorem autem venientem
Spiritum sanctum'dictt ab operatione et nomen 1mponens: quia non

solum consolatur eos quos se dignos repererit, et ab ommi tristitia
et perturbatione reddit alienos . . . . Sempiterna quippe laetitia
in eorum corde versatur, quorum Spiritus sanctus habitator est.

100. Didym. Spir. 27 (PG 39,1058), Quem aliwn paracletum nominavit,
non juxta naturae differentiam, sed operationis diversitatem. Cum

enitm Salvator mediatoris et legati personam habeat . . . . Spiritus

sanctus secundum aliam significantiam paracletus, ab eo quod consolatur
in tristitia positos, nuncupatus est.

101. Dldym. Trin. 3,38 (PG 39 972 973), 'AVTL Yap 100 voetv Hapanln-

Tov, h SLG tB _Tapaxaietoda Qg esov napQ tfis utloews, n 6Ld 1O Tapa-

uu%etc&ab aurnv, XL %uunéuav XL etprdvnv euBaAAeuv' OUvmVUUOL yap
oL léseus tfic mapariocwg nau napauu%uus ELGLV' .+ . OU &% &utt

100 oUTw VOEelv, Aéyoucbv SLa ro tapararety urep avthic Gvoudodal

MapdxAnTovs xalL Exdyououv, OTL xal &TogTEAAETAL.

102, See, e.g., Eus. e.th. 3,5,11 (GCS 14,161); also Gr.Nyss. ref.
Eun. 186 (Jaeger 2 ,391) who recognises both senses of the term but does
not indicate which applies in the paraclete passages, leaving that

to the judgment of the reader. This reticence on the part of Gr.

plus the fact that so many writers recognise the dual meanings of

the term napdxAntos even when wanting to stress only one of them may
suggest that an understanding of Paraclete as intercessor was not

only known but rather widespread in the Fourth and Fifth Century

Church. This may be true despite the fact that there seems to be
no extant writing which specifically teaches so.

103. Ot ued' budv ). Chrys. quotes the clause both ways in one
paragraph. See on 14,16 in the Appendix.
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104 Chrys hom. 75,1 in-Jo., Med!' vudv uéveu. ToUto 6nAoC, OTL

> usta TEAE urﬁv &mﬂctatau (PG 59 404), Tu €aTL, Meg! vudv ﬁ "0
oLV auros, 0TL ’Exw ued'! LUV elut. Allwg 5, HAL oL &tepdv TL

hedd A
atvlTTETAL, 0TL OU meloetat taﬂra aATEP eyw, ovte anogoutroeL (PG
59,405).

10S. Cyr. Jo. 9 (Pusey 2,467), Hveﬁua Yap totLy adtol. nal Yoﬁv
tfic &Andelag avTo uarwvduacs Mvedua, HalL SLG TEV TPOXELUEVWY EQUTOV
elval Tnv aiferav Aéywv. Following this analysis Cyr. argues at
some length for the deity of the Spirit and for his one essence
with Father and Son. It is a highly interesting passage which Cyr.
caps by suggesting-that, if the Spirit is create, we should expect

Christ to say something other than that the world cannot receive
whlle the Apostles can and do.

106. Thdr Mops. Jo. 126 (ST 141 391), JO. §Z£: on 14,17 (CSCO 115,
272), uat NMveOua 6% &indelag suakecev, ws OUBEV £TEPOV K TRV alﬂ%euav

5L8dokov 10 und' énuééxeadal tnv els 10 évavrtlov tpomdv. Cf. hom.
10,3 (ST 145,248-249). r

107. Chrys hom. 75,1 in Jo. (PG 59 ,404), Nvelua: 5¢ aindelag adTo
xareC, 6L& ToUtoU Toﬁs t¥noug ToVg &v Tff Nadard SnAbv.

108. See e.g., Apoll. Jo. 104 (TU 89,42-43); Bas. Spir. 22,53

(Johnston 107-108; SCH 17,211-212); Nonn. par.Jo. (Schelndler 159);
Thdr.Heracl. fr.Jo. 262 (TU 89,134).

109. Cf. Apoll. Jo. 104 (TU 89,43) and Bas. Spir. 22,53 (Johnston
108-109; SCH 17,212).

110. Chrys hom. 75,1 in Jo. (PG §9,404-405), 'AM' évtafla TNV
Yvwouv PNOLV. 'Euﬂyays YoUv* OUSE Iuvwcueu adtds oldec yap xalL &L
TS anpuBoﬁg Yvwoewg Yewplav Aéyeuv. Enebﬁn Yap TV auc&ﬁcewv
TPOVOTEPO E0TLY N GGLS, SLa Tadtne &el tnv AHPLART uapbcrncb yviioLv.
By udcuos, adds Chrys., Jesus here means the wicked (tous movnpoVs).

111. Cyr Jo 9 1 (Pusey 2,469).

112 Dldym Trin. 3 38 (PG 39 976) TS 58 Ypawebv, . « o £0gLEEV,
OTL oL uev uoouuuou, Toﬁt' €OTLV GLQETLHOL, ov S¥vavtat AaBeTv
alTO, oru oU Yewpolouv auro TOUS tﬁs nuctemg owaakuots, ouée YLVWOKOU=

oLy auro, un doEdzovtes ws 8edve ol 6¢ ouoloyoﬁvtes aV1d efval
3edv, &xouoLv avto uévov nap! altole.

113. Thdr.Mops. Jo.Syr. on-14,17 (CSCO 115,273; trans. 116,195),

Tam mirum est, inquit, donum szmtus , quem acceptum esti8 per me 2, Ut
mundus universus, etiam in unum'conzuratus, nequeat sumere eum, nist
sponte sua descendat super eos. Non enim dixit: quem non potest

aceipere, sed: em non potest sumere; 1d est, nemo potest etinere
eum, ne totus qm%e'm mundus stmul, nisi pergratiam suam super 1llum,
qui dignus est, descendat per voluntatem suam aut per voluntatem
Patris. See also hom. 10,6 (ST 145,254-255),

114, Thdr.Mops. !E:SZE' on 14,17 (CSCO 115,273-274; trans. 116,

195), Quapropter confwmms verbum swuum, dixit:  quia non videt eum,
nec scit eum. Quod enim est supra viswm et intellectum eorum, Cuius

natura est abscondzta et incomprehensibilis cogitationi creaturarum,

quomodo posset exprimi scientia eorum? Vos autem quod tncomprehensibi-
le est cognoscetis et accipietis per me. Non dizxit: etiam videbi-
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tis eum; hoc enim est tmpossibile. See also hom. 10,6 (ST 145,254-
255).

115. See Chrys. hom. 75,1 in Jo. (PG 59,405). Cf. Nonn. par.Jo.
(Scheindler159-160), but contrast Thdr.Heracl. fr.Jo. 262 (TU 89,
134) who suggests that Jesus could speak the final two clauses of
14,17 because the disciples had already received the gift through

baptism and were about to receive it through the Paraclete in a
very short time.

116. Thdr.Heracl. fr.Jo. 271-272 (TU 89,136-137), for example,

alone among the Greeks of this era uses the verses as part of his
continuing anti-Montanist polemic. He combats the Montanist asser-
tion that Montanus, Priscilla, and Maximilla are the first-fruits of
the Spirit. The Lord, he says, promises in 14,26 that the Spirit will
call things to memory. But it 1is impossible to call things to memory
which are not already known.. Therefore, since neither Montanus,

Maximilla, nor Priscilla had seen and listened to the Lord, it 1is
impossible that they had ever heard anything from him. How then can
they be the first-fruits of the Spirit? No, says Thdr., this prom-

ise is principally applicable to the apostles, they who both heard
the Lord and were later reminded by the Paraclete.

117. Cyr. Jo. 10 (Pusey 2,506.508).
118. Amph. hom. on Jo. 14,28 (Moss 337; trans. 351).
119. Amph. hom. on Jo. 14,28 (Moss 337; trans. 352).

120, Thdr.Mops. Jo.Syr. on 14,25-26 (CSCO 115,277; trans. 116,198),
Dum loquitur de emittendo super eos Spiritu, manifesto haud designat
naturam Spiritus; non enim utpote extra mundum exigtens, tunc venturus
est super homines. Sed ita designat Spiritus gratiam et operationem
erga credentes, quae crescit et interdum extinguitur . . . . Non enim
de natura Spiritus hoc dicebat, quia nequit humana intquitas minuere
naturam Spiritus. It is, as will be seen below, typical of Thdr.

to understand all such (anthropomorphic) statements in the paraclete

passages in terms of the grace of the Spirit rather than of his
nature.

12}. Cyr. 223 10 (Pusey 2,506), Thy §¢ toU puvoTnplou TeletotdTny
nat axpLBeoTatnyv nutv anoxdiuvdiy Sta 100 napxAidtov yevéodaL Adyer,
tovt€oTL, ToU AyCou Hvedgaros droctadévtos mapd ToU NaTpog Emi

1§ dvduatL avtol, Aéyw 6n 1ol Yiol.

122. Thdr.Mops. Jo.Syr. on 14,25-26 (CSCO 115,277; trans. 116,198),
Sed, inquit, haec locutus sum vobis, ut sctiatis quid oporteat vos
observare, quamdiu vobiscum sum. Cum enim ascendero in caelum ae vos
receperitis gratiam Spiritus, tunc per operationem Spiritus multa
nondum nota addiscetis. Cf. Jo. 128 (ST 141,394).

123. Amph. hom. on Jo. 14,28 (Moss 338,trans. 353), "'He therefore shall
teach you everything, and he shall bring everything to your remem-

brance'. He shall teach those things which I have not said; he shall
bring to remembrance those things which I have said."
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124, See Cyr. Jo. 10 (Pusey 2,506), WS Yap XprTOS eV nuuv 8 vedua
aﬁToU- 5L0 roﬁ_g'mndbv O0TL exelvog 8uLbdEetl Vudc ndvTo a eCtov VULV
YW, enebén Ydp €0TL Hveﬁua XpLGTOU ®aL VoUS abroﬁ, UOTG TO YEYPOU-
uévov, oux etepdv TL nap! aurov dv, natd ve TOV &V TaUtdtnrb PUOLAT]
Adyov, xattolL vooUuevdv Tte KGL*UE&DXOV Lébws,otée tdvta Ta &V avuTH,
and Didym. Trin. 3,38 (PG_39,976), Td 6, !''Exelvos . . . & elnov
outv,' mapdyyeiud eotiv un anuotioar 1§ ayly NMveduate o o . OUx
anqéouca Yap, anbv, tfic -eufic Ykuns XOLL 6L6aaxalbas ecrau n avtol®
enebén xaL T %edtnrb nkuévwg uab exouévws sxeu' HOLVY 6E THS
dyCas Tpuddog t& SuLddypata, xal T& TpdS cwtnplav SwpruaTta.

125. Cyr. Jo. 10 (Pusey 2,506- 507), ovnoUv, WS 6L50§ T €V Tf
Bovkﬁceb To¥ Movoyevoﬁs, tdvta nutv avayyékeb, OUK EX ua%ﬁcews EXOV
rnv elSnoLv, tva un galdvntat 6Laudvou TAELY atonAnpolv, xab tous etépov
tuxov 6uanoo%ueumv Adyoug, QAA! ws Hveﬂua auroﬁ, na%anep aptums
cLPNHOUEY, xal eL60c adSuddutwe ndvra T £ oV XOL &V wnep ECTL, Ta

9eCa totg ayloug aronaldnter pvothpra.

126. See Thdr;Mops.‘hgg, 10,7 (ST 145,256-257) and Mac.25.26 (PO
g [ 665'666) ®

127. Chrys. hom. 77,3 in Jo. (PG 59,417), 'Exetvoc &Eudniotoc Zotal’
Hveﬁua vyap dAnfelag éctb. ALd ToUTO oV IveOua aylov, GAA' aindelog

adTo endieoc.
128. Cyr. Jo. 10,2 (Pusey 2,607.609).

129. Thdr.Mops. hom. 10,8 (ST 145,256-257). But cf. Mac. 27 (PO
9,666-667) where, sPeaklng of this title without specifylng his source,
he suggests that the Paraclete is called Spirit of truth because he
conducts those who receive him into all truth (cf. Jo. 16,13) and

that he is the leader into all truth because he possesses exact
knowledge about everything.

130. Thdr.Mops. Jo.Syr. on 15,26-27 (CSCO 115,288; trans. 116,206),
Volens autam-culpamraugere ex persona hutus qut testzmonzum,perhzbebzt,

att: qut a Patre procedit; id est, ille cutus essentia est ex natura
Patris. Nam nist per vocabulum procedit' naturalem inde intellegeret

processionem, sed extrinsecam quamdam msswnem, dubium esset de quo
loquatur . . .3 Jo. 130 (ST 141,398), [ OTL 6& 0V TPoOC xdpuv eﬁpntab

uathpeu T0 Hveﬁua tots Aeyouévous], o eE' aOTfis 10U Natpdc Tfig oucuas

gxeL thv UmapgLv. EL yap un ThY mucbunv exetlev npdo6ov EAEYEV 5La
700 &xmopedetal, GAAd TLva &TOOTOANV €Ewdev yuvopdvnv, &rnopov mepl

TCvos A€YeL, . . . (The words in brackets are supplied by the editor
from John Chrysostom.) Cf. also hom. 10,8-10 (ST 145,256-261) where
Thdr. writes that this clause means that the Spirit is eternally with
God the Father and inseparable from him because he is eternally in
him.

131.  Thdr.Heracl. fr.Jo. 302 (TU 89,144), &u' &v 5¢ Adyeu, 6b6dcueu,
OTL 10 tvelua &x TR ToU maTpoc ovolag éxunopedetal SuLad Tol ulod
elg &v9pdnous nataneunduevov. Note that Thdr. here expresses prec1se1y

the Eastern doctrine of the procession of the Holy Spirit: the Spirit
proceeds from the Father through the Son.

152, Cyr. Jo. 10,2 (Pusey 2,607), 1500 Yao L6ou nvelua tfis &Andelas,
TouTéoTLY £aUToU, TOV Hapduknrov elTUV, TaPX 100 Natpog adtoy
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exnopedeodal gnouv. QOuEp ydp €aTLV USLov Mvelpa 100 YioD quouxlis,
éy aPtQ 1€ bn&pxog xol SL' adToD TpoTLov, oﬁtwﬁql To0 garpds' ols
¢ 10 IlveUpa xoLvov, todtous ein 6Bmov ndvtwe av xal TO THS ovalag
oV StwpLouéva.

133, Cyr.igg,‘lo,z (Pusey 2,609), uaptuproeL 5¢& ndig; évepyﬁcav133p

&v Pty Te xal L' Vpav 10 mapddofa, pdptug foctal SCxaids TE xaL
aandng tis eufis deonpenols e€Eovolag, UL tHic €v Suvduel ueyaieldnros.
Cf. Thdr.Mops. Jo. 130 (ST 141,399), Jo.Syr. on 15,26-27 (CSCO 115,
288). Thdr., with his usual concern to stress the incorporeality of
the Spirit, says that 15,27 is added precisely that the disciples
might not think the Spirit's witness is to be given in words.

134, See Chrys. hom. 77,3 in Jo. (PG 59,417); Cyr. Jo. 10,2 (Pusey
2,609); Nonn. par.Jo. (Scheindler 170); cf. Thdr.Mops. Jo.130 (ST

141,399).
135. Cyr. Jo. 10,2 (Pusey 2,615-616).

i36. ‘Fyr.1£2, 10,2 (Pusey 2,616), éEﬂpneL‘uEv Yap CUUTap iV aﬁtots‘
ETL TMpOS 70 avaodZely eVndiwg, AatL &x mavtoc pYeodaL meLpaguol, UG
Ty €¢' arnaoL tols cupBalvouol xadnxdvtws tovetofal Subaonailav Te

wat £navépIwoLy.

137. Chrys. hom., 78,1 in Jo. (PG 59,421). Chrys. adds a reason the
others do not. He suggests that Jesus did not say these things from
the beginning so that no might say he was merely guessing from the
ordinary course of events. He also considers the problem raised by
passages like Mt. 10,17.18. 1Is it true, he says, that our Lord had
not told them these things before? In nuce his answer is that, while
Jesus had previously told them about scourging and coming before
princes (e.g., in Mt. 10,17.18), he has hitherto not portrayed their
death as a thing so desirable that it should even be considered a
service to God, as he does here; he has not :told them that they are

to be judged as impious and corrupters, a thing suited above all others
to terrify them; and he has before spoken only of gentile persecutions
whereas now he foretells in a stronger way the acts of the Jews, as
well, and announces that the event is at their very door.

138. Thdr.M0ps.g21§Z£, on 16,4b (CSCO 115,291; trans. 116,208),

Non erat necesse, inquirt, ut prius haec dicerem vobis; non enim urgebat
me tempus, cum vobiscum essem, ut singulatim de eventibus 1llis
loquerer vobis, quia praesentia mea inter vos sufficiebat.

139. See Cyr. Jo. 10,2 (Pusey 2,616-617). Jesus knew the ascent
to the Father to be essential from the point of view of his human
nature. But as God he also knew the overwhelming sorrow of the
disciples at the realization that he would not always be with them.
He sympathises with their suffering, as it proceeds from love, and
with the speechlessness which kept them from asking the reason of
his departure. OSee also Chrys. hom. 78,1 in Jo. (PG 59,421). Ac-
cording to Chrys. the disciples were despondent because of their
anguish at being left by Jesus and because of their anguish in the
face of the terrible things which they have just learned are to come
to them. It is, says Chrys., a great comfort to them to learm
(through these verses) that Jesus knows the excess (UnepBoAd) of
their despondency (a$vuta). Why, he asks, if Jesus were consoling
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them by revealing that he knew the excess of their sorrow, did he

not go on to tell them they have been guaranteed the Spirit? It

is so that we might learn the great virtue of the disciples who
heard, as it were, the worst and yet did not flinch despite their
excessive sorrow and might consider what sort of men they were likely
to be after the gift of the Spirit if this is what they were before.

140, See Chrys. hom. 5,4 in I Cor. (Field 2,53; PG 61,45), ep

3,4 (SCH 13,159-160; PG 52,576); Thdr.Heracl. fr Jo. 309 (TU 89
146) Thdr.Mops. Jo. 130 (ST 141,399), J°,§XZ: on 16,5-6 (CSCO 115
292). Cyr. Jo. 10, 0,2 (Pusey 2,616-617) may imply the same thing.

141. See Bas. moral. 5,5 (PG 31,709); Chrys. hom. 78,1 in Jo. (PG
59,421); Cyr. Jo. 10,2 (Pusey 2,617); Thdr.Mops Jo. 130 (ST 141,400),
Jo.Syr. on 16,7 (CSCO 115,292). Bas. (loc.cit. ) e even goes so far as
to 1nfer the pr1nc1p1e or rule (opos) OTL tnv uata Xpborov aydrnv

& &xwv €otLv 0Te nal AUnel npog T0 cuugépov 1OV ayarnduevov from

16,7 (and other verses).

142, Cyr. Jo. 10,2 (Pusey 2,617-620).
143. Cyr. Jo. 10,2 (Pusey 2,620).

144, Cyr. Jo. 10,2 (Pusey 2 620-621), oUxoUv aandne Tod Emtﬁpos > Aé-

YOS Tuneépet VUtV Aéyovtos To0 Gnodnufical ue elg ovpavods® éxelvog
yap v i xatpos TS raddéov ToU NMveluatog.

145. Chrys. hom. 78,1 in Jo. (PG 59 421) T¢ Adyovouv €vtalda oL
NV npooﬁnoucav tepl ToU Nlveluatos OUH exovtes 5SEav cuuwépeb
AcordTny anek%etv, waL S0UAOV napastécaau, "Opdg Tig nokkn 10U

Iveduatos n agCay Cf. hom. 1,5 in Ac. (PG 60,20).

146 Chrys. hom. 78,3 in Jo. (PG 59 423) Avatl b& ouu npxero npbv
n aurov anel&etv, 'OTL oUW THC uarapas apdelong, OUTW Tﬁs auaptlag
Avdelong, @AL' ETL navtmv uneu%dvmv OVTWV TT) tbnwpuq, UK QV
ﬁapeyéveto. Ael olv, ONoL, TNV ex%pav Avdfivau, XOL HOTAAAGYRVGL
opds Tt 6eh, xat tdte 6€EaodaL 1O STHpoV eueuvo. ALGTL 85& onou,
Néudw avtdvy ToutéotL, NMporapacreudow VuES mpog TnV Umodoxhv. Iig
yep 10 RmavTaxod 8v néurnetal:

147. Chrys. hom. 1,5 in Ac. (PG 60,20). In this context Chrys. main-
tains that the fulfillment of the promise of the Paraclete (he quotes
14,16 and 16,7) came on the day of Pentecost and explains that the
infusion of Jo. 20,22-23 was merely a preparing of the disciples to
receive the Spirit. In his earlier hom. 86,3 in.-Jo. (PG 59,491),
however, where he specifically seeks to reconcile 16,7 with 20,22-
23, he rejects this interpretation of the latter passage. Some
espouse it, he says, on the ground that Jesus said not eAldBete but
rather AdBete Nvelpa ayuov. Chrys. here thinks it more likely that
the disciples did receive some spiritual power and grace at 20,22-
23, namely, the power to remit sins. The fuller miracle working
power came at Pentecost. Eus. e.th. 3,5,13-14 (GCS 14,161-162) agrees
with 