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Past scholarly literature has interpreted the orientation of the teaching of
the Paraclete in the Fourth Gospel as either retrospective or prospective.
First, I will argue that it is prospective, but that this does not imply that the
Paraclete teaches things that have not yet been taught by Jesus. The Gospel
text challenges us to conceive the teaching of the Paraclete as prospective,
but also as repeating Jesus’ teaching. A synthesis of the retrospective and pro-
spective interpretation is thus required. Second, I will argue that this paradox-
ical synthesis can be obtained on the basis of Kierkegaard’s category of
repetition.
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1. Introduction

The present article provides a study of the relationship between the activity of
the Paraclete and Jesus concerning revelation in the Fourth Gospel. The question at
stake is whether it is only Jesus’ teaching that can be called revelatory or whether the
Paraclete also has a proper revelatory function. In the first case, the orientation of the
teaching of the Paraclete is retrospective, because he only reminds disciples of
the teaching of Jesus, the actual locus of revelation. The Paraclete does not have a
teaching function distinct from his reminding function. In the second case, the
orientation of the teaching of the Paraclete is prospective, because his teaching is
not restricted to reminding disciples of the teaching of Jesus. The teaching function
of the Paraclete is distinct from his reminding function.

Two texts in the Fourth Gospel provide us with information about the orien-
tation of the teaching of the Paraclete: John 14.25-6 and 16.12-13. Sections 2
and 3 will analyse these texts. Previous scholarly literature has interpreted the
two texts as representing the orientation of the teaching of the Paraclete as

6g etither prospective or retrospective. I will argue that a synthesis of these two
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positions is required to make full sense of the texts in the literary context of the
Gospel. Section 4 will demonstrate that Kierkegaard’s category of repetition is
required to obtain this synthesis.

2. John 14.25-6

14.25a  TOOTOL AEAGANKOL

14.25b nocp’ VULV LEVOV-

14.26a0. 0O d¢ nocpouc?mtog,

14.26b 10 nveuuoc 10 OL’YIOV

14.26C O nemya 0 ToTP €V T OVOpOTL oV,
14.26af3 eKewog Uuocg 6160(2_,81 TavTo

14.26d  xol Unouvncsat VUOLG TTAVTOL

14.26e O €OV VUV [€YD].

Scholarly literature has provided two possible interpretations of the orien-
tation of the teaching of the Paraclete in John 14.25-6. The point of disagreement
between these two interpretations is whether teaching and reminding are two dif-
ferent functions of the Paraclete or aspects of the same function. Two criteria are
used to discern this: (i) the antecedent(s) of the relative pronoun in 14.26¢€; (ii) the
semantic value of kot in 14.26d.

Interpretation one: the relative pronoun in John 14.26e has both mévta in
14.26d and ndvta in 14.26af as antecedent. If this is the case, the conjunction
Kol in 14.26d can only have an explicative (or epexegetical) meaning. This kol
can then not be cumulative, because the proposition that the Paraclete will
remind the disciples of everything that Jesus has said to them (14.26de) does
not add additional information to the proposition that the Paraclete will teach
the disciples everything that Jesus has said to them (14.26af}, €). John 14.26
thus states that the Paraclete will teach the disciples everything that Jesus has
said to them by reminding them of everything that Jesus has said to them.
According to proponents of this interpretation, the teaching function of the
Paraclete is restricted to reminding the disciples of the words of Jesus. Teaching
and reminding are aspects of one and the same function of the Paraclete.’

1 See e.g. M.-]. Lagrange, Fvangile selon Saint Jean (Ftudes Bibliques; Paris: Gabalda, 1936°)
391; R. K. Bultmann, Das Evangelium des Johannes (KEK 2; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1950'") 484-5; F. Porsch, Pneuma und Wort: Ein exegetischer Beitrag zur
Pneumatologie des Johannesevangeliums (FThSt 16; Frankfurt a.M.: Knecht, 1974) 257; L. de
la Potterie, La vérité dans Saint Jean (2 vols.; AnBib 73; Rome: Biblical Institute, 1977)
1.367-9; J. Rahner, ‘Vergegenwirtigende Erinnerung: Die Abschiedsreden, der Geist-Paraklet
und die Retrospektive des Johannesevangeliums’, ZNW 91 (2000) 72-90, at 77; L. Wehr,
““Er wird euch alles lehren und euch an alles erinnern, was ich euch gesagt habe” (Joh 14,26):
Die hermeneutische Funktion des Geist-Parakleten und die Kriterien der Traditionsbildung
im Johannesevangelium’, Pneuma und Gemeinde: Christsein in der Tradition des Paulus
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According to Hans Klein, further support for this interpretation can be found in a
parallel in Matt 28.20: 313Q0KOVTEG OLOTOVG TNPEV TTAVTOL OO0 EVETEIAOUNY
Vulv.” In this interpretation of John 14.25-6, the orientation of the teaching of
the Paraclete is retrospective. The teaching function of the Paraclete cannot
properly be called revelatory, because his teaching consists only in reminding
the disciples of the past revelation that took place in Jesus.

Interpretation two: the antecedent of the relative pronoun in John 14.26e is
only Tévto in 14.26d. If this is the case, the meaning of kol in 14.26d can be
either explicative or cumulative. If explicative, John 14.26 states that the
Paraclete will teach the disciples everything by reminding them of everything
that Jesus has said to them. This is the same result as in interpretation one
above. The teaching of the Paraclete is restricted to reminding the disciples of
everything that Jesus has said to them. Teaching and reminding are two aspects
of the same function of the Paraclete. The orientation of the teaching of the
Paraclete is retrospective.® If the meaning of xoi in 14.26d is cumulative,
another interpretation of the orientation of the Paraclete is made possible. The
Paraclete teaches everything and, in addition, reminds the disciples of everything
that Jesus has said to them. Teaching and reminding are two distinct functions of
the Paraclete. As such, the teaching of the Paraclete is not restricted to reminding
the disciples of everything that Jesus has said to them. This interpretation thus
opens up the possibility of viewing the orientation of the teaching of the

und Johannes. Festschrift fiir Josef Hainz zum 65. Geburtstag (ed. J. Eckert, M. Schmidl and
H. Steichele; Diisseldorf: Patmos, 2001) 329 n. 15; C. S. Keener, The Gospel of John:
A Commentary (2 vols; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2003) 1.978; H. Thyen, Das
Johannesevangelium (HNT 6; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2015%) 635; M. Theobald, ‘“Erinnert
euch der Worte, die ich euch gesagt habe...” (Joh 15,20): “Erinnerungsarbeit”
im Johannesevangelium’, Jahrbuch fiir biblische Theologie 22 (2007) 105-30, at 126-7.

2 See H. Klein, ‘Der Paraklet als Subjekt prophetischer Rede im Johannesevangelium’, Sacra
Scripta 9 (2011) 173-88, at 178.

3 See e.g. R. E. Brown, The Gospel according to John (xui-xxi) (AB 29A; New York: Doubleday,
1970) 650-1; R. Schnackenburg, Das Johannesevangelium (4 vols.; HthK 4/3; Freiburg/
Basle/Vienna: Herder, 1975) u.94-5; E. Franck, Revelation Taught: The Paraclete in the
Gospel of John (ConBNT 14; Lund: CWK Gleerup, 1985) 42; A. Dettwiler, Die Gegenwart des
Erhohten: Eine exegetische Studie zu den johanneischen Abschiedsreden (Joh 13,31-16,33)
unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung ihres Relecture-Charakters (FRLANT 169; Goéttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1995) 203; C. Bennema, The Power of Saving Wisdom: An
Investigation of Spirit and Wisdom in Relation to the Soteriology of the Fourth Gospel
(WUNT 11/148; Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2002) 229; M. Gourgues, ‘Le paraclet, 'esprit de
vérité: deux désignations, deux fonctions’, Theology and Christology in the Fourth Gospel:
Essays by the Members of the SNTS Johannine Writings Seminar (ed. G. Van Belle; BETL
184; Leuven: Leuven University Press/Peeters, 2005) 83-108, at 97-8; J. Zumstein, L’évangile
selon de Saint Jean (13-21) (CNT 4b; Geneva: Labor et fides, 2007) 82; A. Dettwiler, ‘La pneu-
matologie de 'Evangile de Jean: un essai de syntheése’, ETR 92 (2017) 353-77, at 365-6.
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Paraclete as prospective. The Paraclete teaches not only something about the past,
but also about the future. In this interpretation, it is not only Jesus but also the
Paraclete who has a revelatory function. The Paraclete can reveal things that
have not yet been revealed in/by Jesus.*

We will evaluate the aforementioned interpretations of John 14.25-6 by asking
what the antecedent of the relative pronoun in 14.26e is (2.1) and what the seman-
tic meaning of xod in 14.26d is (2.2).

2.1 John 14.26e: Antecedent(s) of Relative Pronoun?

According to Ignace de la Potterie and Felix Porsch, the following argu-
ments can be given for the interpretation that the relative pronoun of John
14.26€e has two antecedents, namely évto of both 14.26d and 14.26af: (i) the
relative clause of 14.26e cannot be separated from 14.26a, because £€kelvog
and £y® provide a chiastic structure to 14.26af-e that does not allow such a
separation;® (ii) the inclusio between to0tor AeAGANKQ [...] Duiv and €imov Vuiv

4 See e.g. B. F. Westcott, The Gospel according to St. John (London: Clarke, 1880) 208-9; B. Weiss,
Das Johannes-Evangelium (KEK 2; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1902°) 414; T. Zahn,
Das Evangelium des Johannes ausgelegt (Kommentar zum neuen Testament 4; Leipzig:
Deichert, 1921°) 572-3; H. Windisch, Die fiinf johanneischen Parakletspriiche: Festgabe fiir
Adolf Jillicher zum 70. Geburtstag 26. Januar 1927 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1927) 116;
W. Bauer, Das Johannesevangelium (HNT 6; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1933°%) 187;
]J. H. Bernard, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel according to St. John
(2 vols; ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1949°%) m.553; F. Mufiner, ‘Die johanneischen
Parakletspriiche und die apostolische Tradition’, BZ N.F. 5 (1961) 56-70, at 60; A. Feuillet,
‘De munere doctrinali a Paraclito in ecclesia expleto iuxta evangelium sancti Ioannis
(Disquisitio biblica de relationibus inter scripturam et traditionem)’, De scriptura et traditione
(Rome: Pontifica academia Mariana internationalis, 1963) 115-36, at 118; C. Hoegen-Rohls,
Der nachosterliche Johannes: Die Abschiedsreden als hermeneutischer Schliissel zum vierten
Evangelium (WUNT 1/84; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1996) 116-17; R. Bieringer, ‘The
Spirit's Guidance Into All the Truth: The Text-Critical Problems of John 16,13’, New Testament
Textual Criticism and Exegesis: Festschrift J. Delobel (ed. A. Denaux; BETL 161; Leuven: Leuven
University Press/Peeters, 2002) 198-9; F. Hahn, ‘Sehen und Glauben im Johannesevangelium’,
Studien zum Neuen Testament, vol. r: Grundsatzfragen, Jesusforschung, Evangelien (ed. J. Frey
and J. Schlegel; WUNT 191; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006) 521-38, at 536.

5 See de la Potterie, La vérité, 1.367-8; Porsch, Pneuma, 257. De la Potterie structures Jn
14,26afB-e as follows:

(a) (b) (0
€KEIVOG

VUOG Kol UTOUVNOEL & eimov
S1dGEeL VUGG vuv
névTal névTal EY®

https://doi.org/10.1017/5002868851900033X Published online by Cambridge University Press

71


https://doi.org/10.1017/S002868851900033X

72 THOMAS TOPS

£y does not permit this separation;® (iii) Jesus says in 14.26¢ that the Father will
send the Holy Spirit in Jesus’ name. If the Paraclete is to reveal Jesus, it would be
strange that $186&e1 névto. is detached from & eimov Vulv €yd.”

However, scholarly literature has also provided counterarguments to the view
that the relative pronoun in John 14.26e has both mévto in 14.26af and 14.26d as
its antecedent: (i) according to Christina Hoegen-Rohls, a first counterargument is
that the separation of 14.26e from 14.26af} provides a much stronger parallel
structure between the teaching of Jesus and the teaching of the Paraclete.
Whereas the pre-Easter era is characterised by the pre-Easter revelatory teaching
of Jesus, the post-Easter era is characterised by the post-Easter revelatory teaching
of the Paraclete. Both Jesus and the Paraclete have a revelatory function. This,
however, does not mean that the teaching of the Paraclete is detached from the
word of Jesus. The parallelism between the teaching of Jesus and the teaching
of the Paraclete implies that the Paraclete will reveal the word of Jesus, just as
Jesus has revealed the word of the Father. Yet, this does not mean that the
Paraclete only reminds of what has already been revealed in/by Jesus. The orien-
tation of the teaching of the Paraclete is not conceived as retrospective, but as
prospective. The Paraclete will teach what each time (mévto) is to be said
about Jesus and the Father in the future.® This counterargument presupposes
that the meaning of kol in 14.26d is cumulative; (ii) according to Theodor
Zahn, a second counterargument is that if the relative pronoun in 14.26e has
also oo in 14.26ap as its antecedent, the use of Duog and wévto in 14.26ap
is superfluous.’

In my view, it is more likely on the basis of these (counter)arguments that only
the m&vto in John 14.26d is the antecedent of the relative pronoun in 14.26e. The
argument of Hoegen-Rohls that this interpretation allows for a stronger parallel-
ism between Jesus’ teaching and the Paraclete’s teaching is persuasive because of
the strong analogies between Jesus and the Paraclete depicted elsewhere in the
Gospel: (i) just as the Paraclete is sent by the Father (14.16, 26), also Jesus is
sent by the Father (3.17; 5.24, 37-8; 6.38, 44); (ii) the sending of the Paraclete
takes place in Jesus’ name (14.26).'° Furthermore, a stronger parallelism
between Jesus’ teaching and the Paraclete’s teaching helps us understand why
Jesus is also called mopdixAntog (cf. John 14.16; see also 1 John 2.1).

6 See de la Potterie, La vérité, 1.368; Porsch, Pneuma, 257 nn. 210, 213.

7 See de la Potterie, La vérité, 1.368.

8 See Hoegen-Rohls, Der nachdsterliche Johannes, 116-17.

9 See Zahn, Johannes, 572. According to de la Potterie (La vérité, 1.368), the adjective mdvto in
Jn 14,26af is, however, not omitted to: (i) give to it a “légére valeur emphatique”, see E. A.
Abbott, Johannine Grammar (London: Black, 1906) n° 2606 for John's use of superfluous
words to draw attention; (ii) keep the rhythmic balance in the chiastic structure of (a) and
(b), see n. 5.

10 See Wehr, ‘“Er wird”’, 329-30.
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I consider the arguments of the presumed chiastic structure and inclusio in
John 14.25-6 to be unpersuasive, because: (i) €xelvog is a demonstrative
pronoun, whereas £y is a personal pronoun. These terms do not correspond
to each other in 14.26af-e. It is also not clear to me how there can be an inclusio
between torvto: AeAdANKO TTol” VULV uévev and & eimov Vuiv £ya. The personal
pronoun £Y® does not correspond to the demonstrative pronoun to0to. The per-
sonal pronoun U1y is also not the same as wop ™ VUV pévav. Nor does the word
order of 14.26aB-e allow for a concentric structure; (ii) the presumed chiastic
structure and inclusio presuppose the reading of £y® in 14.26€, which is attested
by B L 060 0141 (33 £y €lmov Duiv) 127 1819, but not by PP X ADT A © f* 3
Byz.; (iii) even if one allows for this confused and complex chiastic structure, it is
hardly conceivable that an author would have constructed it with the intention of
ensuring that the relative clause of 14.26e cannot be separated from 14.26af; (iv)
furthermore, I do not even see why this presumed chiastic structure and inclusio
does not allow for such a separation. In sum, the chiastic structure and inclusio are
clearly scholarly constructs to exclude the possibility that the text would say the
Paraclete will teach something that Jesus has not yet taught.

The argument that John 14.26¢ (0 Téuyel 0 motp €v @ OVOUOTL LoV)
implies that & einov Vulv [£yd)] is attached to 515GEe1 mdvto. is also unpersuasive.
The idea that the Paraclete is sent in Jesus’ name does not guarantee that the
Paraclete can only remind the disciples of the words of Jesus. I admit that other
texts in the Fourth Gospel do convincingly demonstrate that the teaching of the
Paraclete is repeating the teaching of Jesus. According to 8.40 and 15.15, Jesus
revealed everything that he had heard from the Father (cf. 15.15 mdvto O
fikovoo Topd. ToU TOTPOG LoV £yvaploo VULY). The relative clause in 15.15 is
non-restrictive. It is not the case that Jesus only revealed that which he has
heard from the Father whereas there are still other things that the Father has
not told him which can later be revealed by the Paraclete. Jesus is the truth
(14.6). Jesus has revealed the name of the Father (17.6, 26).

However, the view that the teaching of the Paraclete can only repeat the teach-
ing of Jesus does not warrant the conclusion that the teaching function of the
Paraclete is restricted to reminding the disciples of the words of Jesus. Put differ-
ently, this view does not guarantee that & inov Vplv [£ya] is attached to S184Eet
névto. Bven if the Paraclete can only reveal Jesus, this does not necessarily mean
that teaching and reminding are aspects of one and the same function of the
Paraclete. He could still have a revelatory function.

Both the first and second interpretations of John 14.25-6 presuppose that
attributing a revelatory function to the Paraclete implies that revelation was
incomplete in Jesus. In my view, this implication is unjustified. Instead of limiting
the revelatory function of Jesus, the revelatory function of the Paraclete strength-
ens the analogy between the teaching of Jesus and the teaching of the Paraclete.
Whereas Jesus reveals the Father (1.18; 14.7), the Paraclete reveals Jesus (14.20,
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25-6; 15.26-7; 16.7-11, 12-15). In their collaboration, there cannot be a competi-
tion between Jesus and the Paraclete, because both parties depend on each other
in this single revelatory process. The relationship between Jesus and the Paraclete
is one of co-operation. Therefore, the claim that the Paraclete can only reveal
Jesus cannot be used as an argument against the view that the teaching of the
Paraclete is revelatory or that teaching and reminding are two distinct functions
of the Paraclete. The interpretation of the orientation of the Paraclete’s teaching
as prospective is still a possibility. Yet it is also the case that the proponents of
this interpretation need to be corrected, because they wrongly suggest that the
prospective orientation of the Paraclete’s teaching implies that the Paraclete
will teach things that have not yet been taught by Jesus.

2.2 John 14.26d: Explicative or Cumulative kai?

The study of Vern Poythress distinguishes three different meanings of ko
in the sayings of the Johannine Jesus and the commentary of the evangelist on
these sayings."' Two of these three meanings can be applied to xoi in John 14.26.

(1) The conjunction Kol can co-ordinate two sentences or preferably short
clauses that are thematically related to each other. Additionally, these clauses
often have individual words in common (see e.g. John 14.21(2), 28; 15.1, 2,
16)."* In my view, this is also the case with the use of kol in 14.26. Both
14.26af} and 14.26d share the same topic, i.e. the activity of the Paraclete. There
are also some words in common here, viz. u6,g and névto. This first possible
meaning of Kol in 14.26 agrees with what we have previously called the cumula-
tive meaning of kol. The teaching and the reminding function of the Paraclete are
presented as distinct from each other. The conjunction kod in 14.26 coordinates
these two functions.

(2) The conjunction xod is used when the second sentence is a step-wise add-
ition to the first. Only one sub-category of this second use of kodi in John is relevant
for our discussion, viz. where the second sentence adds information about one
aspect only of the first sentence (e.g. John 14.4, 30). As we have seen, this explica-
tive meaning of kol can also apply to kol in 14.26. The teaching activity of the
Paraclete is explained as the activity of reminding the disciples of Jesus’ words.

The two uses of kad in the Gospel of John mentioned above do not help us to
determine the meaning of kod in John 14.26. The discussion focuses on whether
the meaning of kol in 14.26 is cumulative or explicative. In my understanding, the
view that xoi is cumulative is the better interpretation because it allows for a
stronger parallelism between the teaching of Jesus and the teaching of the
Paraclete. An additional condition for this stronger parallelism is that the only

11 See V. S. Poythress, ‘The Use of the Intersentence Conjunctions de, oun, kai and Asyndeton in

The Gospel of John’, NovT 26 (1984) 312-40.
12 The notation John 14.21(2) indicates the second use of k0 in John 14.21.
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antecedent of the relative pronoun in 14.26€ is TévTo in 14.26d. As demonstrated
in the previous subsection, this is more in agreement with the strong analogies
between Jesus and the Paraclete depicted elsewhere in the Gospel and explains
why Jesus is also called Paraclete. Like Jesus, the Paraclete has a proper revelatory
function. Admittedly, this stronger parallel presentation is not warranted, but only
made more probable by other analogies between Jesus and the Paraclete depicted
elsewhere in the Gospel. Therefore, in the next section we will examine how the
orientation of the teaching of the Paraclete is presented in 16.12-13.

3. John 16.12-13

16.12a €TL TOAMO £X® VUV AEYELY,

16.12b OAA’ 0V dVvacHe PBoaotalew dpti
16.13a Otov O €M0N €kelvog,

16.13b 10 mvevuo TG GAnOeiog,

16.13c OOMNYNOEL VUAG £V TN GANOeio moon:
16.13d 0V yOop AOXANGCEL G~ £00VTOD,

16.13e GAA’ 0G0 AKOVGEL AUANGEL

16.13f Kol TO EpYOUEVO BvOryYEAET DUTV."?

There are many variae lectiones for John 16.13."* According to Bieringer’s
text-critical analysis of the external evidence, the main question is whether to read
€v ) GAnBeiq méon + dxovet (8*) or €1g v dANnBeloy Taooy + dkovoet (B).'°
When the prepositions €v and €ig are taken in their strict (i.e. classical) sense,
Bieringer considers €v 1t} dAnbeiq mdon as indicating the ‘place where’,
whereas €ic ™v dANnBeloy ooV expresses the ‘goal to which’. According to
the first phrase, the Spirit of truth guides the disciples in the full truth, where
they already are. In the second wording, the Spirit of truth guides the disciples
into the full truth, where they are not yet. According to Bieringer, the present
tense dkovVel links the speaking of the Paraclete closely to the revelation of
Jesus. The future tense &xovoel, on the other hand, leaves ‘more room for the
newness of future developments’.’® When the prepositions £v and €i¢ are taken

13 The text of John 16.12-13 is taken from NAZ®,

14 Bieringer, ‘The Spirit’, 184-5, 190 distinguishes ten variants in the textual tradition of John
16.13c and three variants for 16.13e.

15 See Bieringer, ‘The Spirit’, 184-92.

16 See Bieringer, ‘The Spirit’, 183-4. C. Stefan, ‘The Paraclete and Prophecy in the Johannine
Community’, The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies 27 (2005) 273-96, at 286 cor-
rectly observes that, if the fourth evangelist really wanted to present the Paraclete as ‘only
recalling and interpreting Jesus’ earthly words’, he would have ‘used the past tense of the
verb dikoV®, which would imply that the Paraclete “will declare what he heard”. This past
tense is, however, nowhere attested in the manuscripts.
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in their weak (i.e. interchangeable) sense, the interpretative possibilities of 16.13
remain the same.'” In that case, it does not matter whether one reads €v or €ic.
Both prepositions can express either the meaning of motion, direction, goal or
rest, sphere, place.

I observe that the interpretation of John 16.12-13 is interrelated with that of
14.25-6. Just as for 14.25-6, scholarly literature has provided the two following
interpretations for 16.12-13 concerning the orientation of the teaching of the
Paraclete.

Interpretation one: when one understands teaching and reminding as the
same function of the Paraclete in John 14.25-6, one interprets the prepositional
phrase €v t dAnbeiq mdon/eig v GAnbeloy maooy in 16.13 as indicating
the ‘place where’. The Paraclete will guide the disciples in the full truth, where
they already are. He will therefore not reveal entirely new things, but only
further develop or deepen what has already been revealed in/by Jesus. This devel-
opment should be understood in terms of the application/actualisation of what
has already been given. The Paraclete only applies to new contexts what has
already been revealed in/by Jesus. According to 16.13-14, the Paraclete will
declare the coming things (10 €pyoueva) by reminding the disciples of the
past, that is, in agreement with the retrospective character of his teaching. The
Paraclete will not announce unknown things that have not yet taken place, but
will help the disciples to understand the things that will come to pass by remind-
ing them of the teaching of Jesus."®

Interpretation two: if one understands teaching and reminding as distinct
functions of the Paraclete in John 14.25-6, the prepositional phrase €v 0
aAndeiq mdon/eig v GAnBewoy ooy is interpreted as expressing the ‘place
to which’. The Paraclete will guide the disciples into the full truth, where they
are not yet. John 16.13c is then understood as parallel to 14.26af. The Paraclete
will reveal things (16.12a ToALG) that have not yet been revealed in/by Jesus.
According to 16.13f, he will declare the coming things (Tt €pydueva), which
God and Jesus (will)*° communicate to him (cf. John 4.25; see also Isa 41.22-3;
44.7; 45.11). His teaching is thus not oriented to the past, but to the future.

17 BDR §205 speaks about the confusion of £€v and €ig in the NT in the sense that €v can be used
for €ig and €ig for €v. For this confusion in the Gospel of John in particular, see the chart in
Bieringer, ‘The Spirit’, 201.

18 See e.g. Lagrange, Jean, 420-3; Bultmann, Johannes, 441-3; Brown, John (x11-xx1), 714-16;
Schnackenburg, Johannes, u.i52-4; de la Potterie, La vérité, 1.422-66; Dettwiler, Die
Gegenwart, 231-6; Rahner, ‘Vergegenwirtigende Erinnerung’, 89; Wehr, ‘““Er wird”’, 330-2;
Gourgues, ‘Le paraclet, 96-9; Zumstein, Jean (13-21), 138-9; Thyen, Johannes, 665-7;
Dettwiler, ‘La pneumatologie’, 370-1.

19 Both the readings dikovet and GikoVoEeL in John 16.13e are legitimate in this interpretation of
16.13f. The indicative present GkoV€l can be explained as expressing eternal Trinitarian
relations: see Lagrange, Jean, 422; de la Potterie, La vérité, 1.441 n. 313.
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Instead of being retrospective, the teaching of the Paraclete is prospective. The
Paraclete is prophetic. His revelatory function is, however, not conceived as inde-
pendent from Jesus. The Paraclete is the mediator of Jesus’ revelation. Yet, this
dependence may not be understood as if the Paraclete’s teaching is a recollection
of Jesus’ teaching. Just as Jesus is the spokesperson of the Father, the Paraclete is
the spokesperson of Jesus. Jesus’ sayings are not a recollection of what the Father
spoke to him. Jesus rather speaks on behalf of the Father. Mutatis mutandis, the
teaching of the Paraclete is not a recollection of what the Paraclete hears (or
will hear) from Jesus, but the Paraclete speaks for Jesus. Nevertheless, the
words of the Paraclete are still perceived as Jesus’ words. The Paraclete is thus
bound to Jesus, but not to the past. He cannot teach something that contradicts
the teaching of Jesus, but expands Jesus’ teaching.*®

We will evaluate the two interpretations of John 16.12-13 mentioned above
by engaging in the text-critical discussion of 16.12-13 (3.1), and discussing
the meaning of méon/mocov in 16.13¢ (3.2), TOAG in 16.12a (3.3) and
0L EpYouevo. avoryyeAet in 16.13f (3.4).

3.1 John 16.13¢, e: €ig TV aAjbsiav nadoav + AkoOGEL or €V Ti)

Ginbsiq waon + axover?

According to Bieringer, the following two internal text-critical arguments
can be given for the view that €v is secondary to €ig and &KxoVeL to AKOVOEL:
(i) the stylistic argument: the combination of 0dnNY€w +£€v is common in the
LXX.*' The scribe was influenced by the LXX and replaced the original 03nyém
+ €1g with the more idiomatic 6Ny€® + €v.** The view that the fourth evangelist
was influenced by the LXX?? is less appealing, because one cannot explain on the
basis of the LXX why a scribe would have changed €v into €ig;** (ii) the theological
argument: the scribe wanted to mitigate ‘the revelatory role of the Spirit’ and

20 See e.g. Westcott, John, 230-1; Weiss, Johannes, 443-4; Windisch, Die fiinf johanneischen
Parakletspriiche, 121; Zahn, Johannes, 593; Bauer, Johannes, 198; Bernard, John, 509-11;
Mufiner, ‘Die johanneischen Parakletspriiche’, 61-2; Feuillet, ‘De munere’, 119-21;
Hoegen-Rohls, Der nachésterliche Johannes, 188-92; Bieringer, ‘The Spirit; Stefan,
‘The Paraclet’; Hahn, ‘Sehen’, 536.

21 The verb 68ny€w occurs forty-four times in the LXX. According to my analysis, in twenty-one
occurrences it is used in combination with €v + dative (Deut 1.3; Josh 24.3; Neh 9.19; Pss 5.9;
24(25).9; 26(27).11; 66(67).5; 72(73).24; 76(77).21; 77(78).14, 53, 72; 105(106).9; 118(119).35;
138(139).24; 142(143).10; Wis 9.11; 10.10, 17; 2 Esd 19.19; Ecclus 2.3). In three occurrences
it is found in combination with €i¢ (Exod 32.34; Pss 42(43).3; 106(107).7). For further seman-
tical analysis of the combination 03ny£€m + £v + dative in the LXX, see Bieringer, ‘The Spirit’,
195-6.

22 See also MufSner, ‘Die johanneischen Parakletspriiche’, 151 n. 16.

23 See Bauer, Johannes, 198; C. K. Barrett, The Gospel according to St John: An Introduction with
Commentary and Notes on the Greek Text (London: SPCK, 1978%) 407.

24 See Bieringer, ‘The Spirit’, 196-7.
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avoid ‘a competition with the revelatory activity of Jesus’.® Because dikovVel ‘is
never used together with €ig readings’ in the textual tradition of John 16.13, a
first scribe must have changed €ig into €v. This scribe probably understood
€ig v aAndelo Taioa as contradicting 8.40 and 16.7. The aim of this scribe
was to emphasise that ‘after Jesus’ revelatory activity AnOeio can no longer
be a goal’. ‘[Iln a second movement after some time, another scribe’ changed
axovoel into dkovel to stress ‘that the Paraclete’s activity does not embrace
anything that the earthly Jesus has not revealed’.®

Bieringer gives more weight to the second than to the first argument, because
he considers it ‘an open question whether John knew and used the LXX in general
and in [John] 16,13 in particular’.*” According to Bieringer, the question at stake
concerning the choice between €v 1) @Anfeiq mdon+ dkovVeL or €lg TV
aAnOeloy mOooV + AKOVoEL is ‘whether revelation is complete in Jesus or
whether the Paraclete also has a revelatory function’. If the Paraclete has a revela-
tory function, he ‘reveals new things which Jesus had not yet revealed’.”® Bieringer
thus presupposes that attributing a revelatory function to the Paraclete implies
that revelation was incomplete in Jesus. According to my analysis, this view is gen-
erally held by proponents of both interpretations of John 16.12-13.>° We have,
however, demonstrated in subsection 2.1 that this view is incorrect. To attribute
a revelatory function to the Paraclete does not imply weakening the revelatory
function of Jesus, but rather strengthening the co-operation and analogy
between Jesus and the Paraclete.

In my view, the question of which reading is more original is not important for
understanding the orientation of the teaching of the Paraclete, because both €v 0
aAndeiq méomn + dixovel and €ig TV GAROe0V TAGOY + GKOVGEL support the
view that this orientation is prospective. It makes no difference whether one
reads AkoVEL or AkoVGEL In both cases, the verb has a future meaning. Even if
one reads dkove, the phrase 6ty 8€ €101 €xelvog provides the necessary prag-
matic information to understand dxoVel as having future meaning. Compare
John 16.13 with 15.26 and 16.21:

Otov EABN O ToPBEKANTOG OV €Y TEULW® VUV TOPOL TOV TOTPAG, TO TVEDUOL
g OAnBeiog O mapd T00 TOTPOG EKTOPEVETON, EKETVOG LOPTVPTCEL TEPL
€uo0- (15.26)

M yovi dtow tikTn AOmny €xet, L LBV 1) Hpo ovThg Stov 8¢ yevvion O
no1diov, OVKETL UVNUOVEVEL ThHG OAlyewg d1or v xopov OtL £yevvion
&vBpwmnog €ig tOv KOopoV. (16.21)

25 Bieringer, ‘The Spirit’, 206. See also Lagrange, Jean, 421.
26 Bieringer, ‘The Spirit’, 196.

27 Bieringer, ‘The Spirit’, 202.

28 Bieringer, ‘The Spirit’, 183.

29 For these interpretations, see above, section 3.
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Both &ty €001 0 napdrAntog and Otov 8 yevvnon 10 Toudiov express a future
expectation. Because of this pragmatic information, the verbs £€xnopgbetot and
uvnuovevel, although morphologically present tense verbs, have a future
meaning. Comparably, the verb diovet in 16.13 has a future meaning, because
of the pragmatic information provided by dtowv 8¢ €101 €kelvoc.®® A correct ren-
dering of 16.13 would then be:

When the Spirit of truth comes, he will guide you into all the truth; for he will
not speak on his own, but will speak whatever he then hears (&kovet), and he
will declare to you the things that are to come.

The adverb ‘then’ indicates that the hearing of the Paraclete takes place in the
future.

An additional argument for the view that both the variae lectiones dukovet and
axovoel in John 16.13 have future meaning are the phrases €k 100 £uoD
Muyeton kol avoryyeAel DUty and €k 100 €uob AopPdvel kol dvoyyelel
VUV in respectively 16.14 and 16.15. The shift from the future Afuyeton to the
present Aoppdver in these phrases does not imply a temporal division between
that which the Paraclete will receive from Jesus in the future and that which he
is currently receiving in the present. Both verbs have a future meaning.**

Because both the variae lectiones dixovel and dxovoet in John 16.13 have
future meaning, it does not matter whether one reads €v 1] ¢AnOeiq néon or
€ig v GAndeoy ooy, The future meaning of dkovel and GkovoeL implies
that the teaching of the Paraclete is not a recollection of Jesus’ words. The
future orientation of the teaching of the Paraclete means that the disciples are
at present not yet in the full truth. The Paraclete will lead them into the full
truth, where they are not yet. Consequently, the preposition £v has the same
meaning as €ig in 16.13. Both €v 1] dAnBeiq mdon+ dkovel and €ig v
oAnBelov Taoo + dkovoet support the view that the teaching of the Paraclete
is prospective. Text-critically it is more likely that the original reading was €v
aAnBeiq wéon + dkovel and that a first scribe explicated the future meaning of
aKoVel by changing it into dxovoel. A second scribe changed €v into €ig
because, in his or her understanding of Greek, the preposition €ig is more

30 That morphologically present tense verbs express posterior information is a phenomenon that
is also attested in Dutch, German, English, Italian, Modern Greek, and beyond: see
H. Broekhuis and H. J. Verkuyl, ‘Binary Tense and Modality’, NLLT 32 (2014) 973-1009;
A. Giannakidou, ‘The Futurity of the Present and the Modality of the Future: A
Commentary on Broekhuis and Verkuyl', NLLT 32 (2014) 1011-32.

31 The future meaning of Aodvet in John 16.15 has been noticed by modern translators: see e.
g. KJV (‘All things that the Father hath are mine: therefore said I, that he shall take (AoBéver)
of mine, and shall shew it unto you’); NRSV (‘All that the Father has is mine. For this reason
I said that he will take (Aoypdiver) what is mine and declare it to you’).
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adequate than €v to express the goal of future revelation, although the original v
already had this meaning of direction and goal because of the future meaning of
AKOVEL.

3.2 John 16.13c: The Meaning of mao1)/ nacov

According to Bieringer’s analysis, the meaning of ndon/ndcov in John
16.13c has been understood in two fundamentally distinct ways. ‘Some exegetes’
see the adjective mdion/ndcoy as expressing ‘the idea of totality, completeness or
fullness of revelation’. For Bieringer, this idea of totality suggests that the Paraclete
reveals new things in comparison to what has been revealed in/by Jesus. In my
analysis, this view corresponds to interpretation two of 16.12-13. Bieringer
observes that, because of this allusion to new revelation, many scholars implicitly
apply ndion/mocoyv not to dANnBela, but to ‘the disciples’ relationship with the
aAanbeia’, which has been revealed in Jesus. Bieringer correctly claims that in
this second interpretation, moon/m0cay is not seen as an adjective modifying
aAnBeo, but as an adverb modifying 0dny€w: ‘that one will guide you completely
in/into the truth’.*® In my view, this interpretation of ndon/mocoy implies that
the Paraclete will guide the disciples in the truth, where they already are. He
will thus not reveal entirely new things, but will only further develop or deepen
what was already revealed in/by Jesus. According to my analysis, such an inter-
pretation corresponds to interpretation one of 16.12-13. In this first interpretation
of Téion/mAooy in 16.13¢, the emphasis is on the completeness of truth, which
implies that truth was not complete in Jesus. In the second interpretation, the
emphasis is on the completeness of the guidance, which implies that truth was
already complete in Jesus, but that the conditions for understanding the truth
were not yet given. These conditions will be accomplished by the teaching of
the Paraclete.

3.3 John 16.12a: The Meaning of mOALG
I further observe that there is an interrelation between the interpretation
of the meaning of m&on/nocoy in John 16.13¢ and the interpretation of the
meaning of TOAAG in 16.12a. The word mwOALG has been interpreted in two
ways, as indicating: (i) additional new revelation that is more difficult and
profound than the teaching provided by Jesus; (ii) a more complete explication,
development, deepening of that which has been revealed in/by Jesus.*®* The
first interpretation of TOAAG corresponds to the first interpretation of mdon/
naoov. The second interpretation corresponds to the second interpretation of
Ao/ TOGOV.
According to de la Potterie, the first interpretation of moAAG is excluded,
because it cannot explain why ToAAG is called a burden in John 16.12b and

32 Bieringer, ‘The Spirit’, 200.
33 See e.g. Lagrange, Jean, 420; de la Potterie, La vérité, 1.429.
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that at the same time the role of the Spirit is described as ‘une illumination pour
aider les disciples a mieux comprendre le Christ et son message’ (14.25-6; 16.4,
25).3* This description of the role of the Spirit is in opposition to the view of the
first interpretation of ToAAQ that the additional revelation that the Paraclete will
bring is more complex and, therefore, harder to bear (Boctdlewv). In my view,
however, the argument of de la Potterie is circular, because it presupposes that
14.25-6 characterises the orientation of the teaching of the Paraclete as retrospect-
ive. In other words, the argument of de la Potterie assumes that the teaching of the
Paraclete retrospectively explains what was already revealed in/by Jesus, whereas
this is the issue under discussion.

De la Potterie argues for the second interpretation of ToAAQ on the basis
of the observation that o0 dUvocOe and dpti in John 16.12b orient the
disciples to the future and indicate their present incapacity to understand
the words of Jesus.*® In my view, however, John 16.12-13 does stricto sensu
not say that the disciples are unable to bear words that Jesus has actually
spoken. Although Jesus would have spoken these words if the disciples
were able to bear them, he has chosen not to. The interrelation between
ToAAG and Téon/naoov rather suggests that the words the disciples were
unable to bear at that time will be spoken by the Paraclete. These words of
the Paraclete thus cannot be an explication, development or deepening of
the words that Jesus has actually spoken. Why would the disciples be unable
to bear explanations of the words they have already received from Jesus?
Explanations are always easier to understand than what is explained.
Therefore mOAAQ cannot refer to explanations of the words that Jesus has
actually spoken. This implies that the Paraclete has a teaching function that
cannot be reduced to reminding the disciples of what has already been
revealed in/by Jesus. Like Jesus’ teaching, the teaching of the Paraclete can
properly be called revelatory. Yet, as argued in subsection 2.1, it is not the
case that the Paraclete can be held to teach something that has not yet been
taught by Jesus. The paradox that we face here is that TOAAQ in 16.12a
designates the teaching of the Paraclete, which Jesus could not teach,
because his disciples were unable to bear it. Yet, at the same time, the teaching
of the Paraclete can only repeat the teaching of Jesus, because Jesus is
N &Anbeio (14.16) and has revealed everything there is to reveal about the
Father (15.15). In section 4, we will argue that Kierkegaard's category of
repetition is the key to understanding this paradox. We will see that this
category is able to conceive the teaching of the Paraclete as both new and
the same in comparison to the teaching of Jesus.

34 de la Potterie, La vérité, 1.429.
35 See de la Potterie, La vérité, 1.429.
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3.4 John 16.13f: The Meaning of Ta £pyoueva avayyeiet
The double use of AaAncel in John 16.13de introduces the direct explan-
ation of 16.13c. Because the meaning of kol in 16.13f is explicative,®® the phrase
0 EpYOUEVOL GvaryyeAET VULV is also an explanation of 0dnynoetl VUGG €v T
aAnBeiq Ton/eig v GAnOela nacay. There is, therefore, also an interrelation
between Tté.on/ndcay and T €pyouevo. The combination of dvoryy€AAm with Tor
€pyouevo has been interpreted in two ways:*’ (i) the prefix dvo of dvoryyEA®
indicates repetition.*® The Paraclete will thus only reannounce or reproclaim
what Jesus has said before him. He will not announce unknown things that have
not yet taken place, but will help to understand the things that will come to pass
(& €pyopeva) by reminding the disciples of the teaching of Jesus (see interpret-
ation one of 16.12-13);*° (ii) the verb dvoryyéAlm does not denote repetition or
announcement of something that has already taken place, but the prophetic func-
tion of the Paraclete. The Paraclete is able to reveal things (t& £pyopeva) before
they take place (see interpretation two of 16.12-13).*°
In my view, the second interpretation of t¢ €pydueva dvoyyeAel in John
16.13f is the better one for three reasons: (i) because of the interrelation
between 10 £pyduevo and Téon/mcoy in 16.13, there is a parallel between
T EpYOUEVD GvoryyeEAEL DUV in 16.13f and dvoryyelel iy Gmovto in 4.25.
The verb GvoyyéAl® occurs five times in the Fourth Gospel: three times in
16.13-15, once in 4.25, and once in 5.15. It is obvious that dvayyéAl® has the
meaning of reannouncing or retelling in 5.15. The man healed during the
Sabbath at first did not know who healed him (5.13). Only after he saw Jesus
again (5.14) was he able to announce (dvoyyéAAw) this to the ‘Jews’ (5.15).
However, this meaning of reannouncing of things that happened in the past is
not present in the claim of the Samaritan woman that the Messiah ‘will proclaim
all things to us’ (4.25).*" Because of the parallelism between T €pyOueEVO
avoyyeAel vulv and dvoyyeAetl Hulv Gmovto, this meaning of reannouncing

36 De la Potterie (La vérité, 1.440) correctly observes that dvowys?»sf in John 16.13f explains and
specifies the double use of AaAncel in 16.13de. The conjunction kod in 16.13f is, therefore,
‘épexégétique’.

37 Because of the indeterminate meaning of T €pyopevo in John 16.13f, this presentation of the
interpretation possibilities of 16.13f does not include e.g. Barrett’s suggestion (John, 490) that
0 €pyouEVe might refer to ‘the events of the passion, which was about to take place, and
include perhaps both the crucifixion and the resurrection’.

38 See P. Joiion, ‘Le verbe dvoryyé Ao dans Saint Jean’, RSR 28 (1938) 234-5.

39 See esp. Rahner, ‘Vergegenwirtigende Erinnerung’, 89; I. Broer, ‘GyYéAA®’, Exegetisches
Woérterbuch zum Neuen Testament 1 (2011) 29-32, at 31; Gourgues, ‘Le paraclet’, 99; de la
Potterie, La vérité, 1.448.

40 See esp. Stefan, ‘The Paraclete’, 273, 283, 286-7, 294-5.

41 See Stefan, ‘The Paraclete’, 281. Additionally, Brown (John (xi-xxi), 708), a proponent of inter-
pretation one of John 16.13f, doubts whether dvoryyéAA® in 4.25 has the meaning of rean-
nouncing or reproclaiming.
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or reproclaiming is also absent in 16.13f; (ii) the Johannine Jesus too elsewhere
has the ability to tell things before they happen, for example concerning his
death (e.g. John 12.23-4, 32-3; 13.1), Judas’ betrayal (13.18-19) and the persecu-
tion of the disciples (16.2-3); (iii) the combination of &voyyéll® with To
€pyoueva is unique in the Bible, but almost the same as the combination of
avoyyéAle with 10 €nepydpeva in Isa 41.23; 44.7. According to Franklin W.
Young, in Deutero-Isaiah the verb dvoryyéAAm designates ‘a very significant func-
tion of God in contrast to false-gods and false-prophets of alien nations’, namely,
the power to announce events that are to come ‘before they actually occur’ (see
Isa 41.28; 42.9; 44.7; 47.13; 46.9-10). The correct translation of &voyyéAl® in
these texts is not to reannounce or reproclaim, but ‘to reveal’.**

However, as argued earlier in subsection 2.1, this prophetic function of the
Paraclete does not imply that the Paraclete will teach things that have not yet
been taught by Jesus. Both Jesus and the Paraclete have a prophetic function,
yet there is not competition but collaboration between both. The next section
will argue that the key to understanding this enigma is a philosophical reflection
on the notion of repetition.

4. Repetition as a Key Notion for Understanding the Teaching
Function of the Paraclete

The previous two sections have analysed John 14.25-6 and 16.12-13 with
special attention to the orientation of the teaching of the Paraclete. Both analyses
have demonstrated that this orientation can be interpreted both as retrospective
and prospective. We have argued that the prospective interpretation is the better
one. In this interpretation, the reminding and the teaching function of the
Paraclete are considered to be distinct from each other. However, the proponents
of the retrospective interpretation have correctly pointed out that the Paraclete
will not teach anything that has not yet been taught by Jesus. The best interpret-
ation is, therefore, a synthesis of the retrospective and prospective interpretations.
The present section will argue that Kierkegaard’s category of repetition is a key
term for obtaining this synthesis.

4.1 Kierkegaard’s Distinction between Recollection and Repetition

Kierkegaard contrasts repetition with Plato’s notion of recollection
(&véipvnoig). According to Kierkegaard, repetition and recollection are the
same movement, but in opposite directions. Whereas recollection is retrospective,
repetition is prospective. Recollection is cognitive and means ‘the articulate

42 F. W. Young, ‘A Study of the Relation of Isaiah to the Fourth Gospel’, ZNW 46 (1955) 215-33, at
224-6. See also Sirach’s passage on Isaiah, Ecclus 48.25: OUnédeiéev 10 €o0pevo Kol o
AmOKPLEO TPV T TopayEVESOHOL CLUTO.
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retrieval of an impression of a past actuality’ from the realm of ideas.*® As such, it
is a movement from reality to ideality. It is immanent and static, because it deals
with that which is and does not bring anything new nor change our existence.
Recollection ‘regards knowing the (already existing) truth’.** Repetition, on the
other hand, is existential and means that ‘a past actuality becomes actual once
again: someone who repeats is renewing actuality’.*® Repetition is a movement
from ideality to reality. It is a transcendence, because it is a coming into
being.*® Repetition is a paradoxical movement in which nothing changes, but
everything becomes new.

According to Kierkegaard, the occurrence of repetition is dependent on recol-
lection. According to Niels Eriksen, this can be explained on the basis of Luther’s
distinction between law and gospel. Eriksen finds this distinction ‘reflected at
various levels’ in Kierkegaard’s thinking on repetition. He defines the law as
‘the word that refers a human being to the horizon of possibilities within his
own existence’. This corresponds to Kierkegaard’s notion of recollection,
because it is a movement from reality to ideality and has a cognitive and retro-
spective character. When confronted with the law, human beings seek to fulfil
their possibilities and at the same time realise ‘the impossibility of this fulfilment’.
The law gradually closes ‘the horizon of possibilities’ and ‘makes the individual
become as nothing before God’. Human beings are in need of the gospel to
‘create new life’. This corresponds to the meaning of repetition as ‘coming into

) 47

being’.

4.2 The Paraclete’s Reminding and Teaching as Recollection and

Repetition

Kierkegaard’s distinction between recollection and repetition is useful for
our understanding of the relationship between the reminding and the teaching
function of the Paraclete in the Gospel of John. The category of recollection can
be used to understand the reminding function of the Paraclete. It is self-evident
that his reminding function is retrospective and cognitive. This is explicitly
attested by the parenthetical comments, in John 2.19-22 and 12.12-16, on the res-
urrection of the temple and Jesus’ royal entry in Jerusalem respectively. Both texts
demonstrate that the reminding function of the Paraclete enables the disciples to

43 C. Carlisle, ‘Kierkegaard’s Repetition: The Possibility of Motion’, British Journal for the History
of Philosophy 13 (2005) 521-41, at 525.

44 1.-A. Bérliba, ‘Seren Kierkegaard's Repetition: Existence in Motion’, Symposion 1 (2014) 23-49,
at 27.

45 Carlisle, ‘Kierkegaard’s Repetition: The Possibility of Motion’, 525.

46 See Carlisle, ‘Kierkegaard’'s Repetition: The Possibility of Motion’, 525-6; Bérliba, ‘Seren
Kierkegaard’s Repetition: Existence in Motion’, 27.

47 N. N. Eriksen, Kierkegaard’s Category of Repetition: A Reconstruction (Kierkegaard Studies
Monograph Series 5; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2000) 132-4.
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understand retrospectively Jesus’ words and deeds. As such, the reminding func-
tion of the Paraclete is essential for opening the horizon of possibilities in the
existence of the disciples.

Yet, according to the gospel story, the knowledge claims of the disciples are not
sufficient. When confronted with the task to live authentically, they are at the
same time hindered by their impotence. On two occasions, viz. John 6.69 and
16.29-30, the disciples confess and affirm faith. The reaction of Jesus in 6.70-1
and 16.31-2 to these confessions painfully reveals the impotence of the disciples
to live authentically. Characteristic of the pre-Easter era is that Jesus opens up a
new possibility of existence for the disciples, but that the disciples are unable to
let this possibility come into being. Although they are told the truth, they are
unable either to do what is true (cf. 3.21) or to worship the Father in truth
(cf. 4.23-4). In order to have an authentic existence and let the possibility
offered by Jesus come into being, the disciples have to receive the gift of the
Spirit (e.g. 14.25-6; 16.12-13).

Just as the category of repetition is prospective, the teaching of the Paraclete is
also oriented to the future (John 14.25-6; 16.12-13). Kierkegaard’s category of
repetition is useful not only for understanding the prospective orientation of
the teaching of the Paraclete in the Fourth Gospel, but also for apprehending
that this teaching is not in competition with the teaching of Jesus. The category
of repetition is the means to being able to attribute a revelatory function to
both Jesus and the Paraclete. The analogy that the Paraclete reveals Jesus, just
as Jesus has revealed the Father, can only be adequately conceived on the basis
of the category of repetition. According to this category, the Paraclete did not
teach anything that had not already been taught by Jesus. The Paraclete repeats
Jesus’ teaching as a totality, nothing more and nothing less. Yet, his teaching func-
tion is not reduced to his reminding function, but is genuinely revelatory.
Although his teaching does not add anything new to the old, it does renew the
old. Nothing has changed, yet everything has become new.

5. Conclusion

The present study has demonstrated that the teaching and the reminding
function of the Paraclete are two distinct functions. Whereas the reminding func-
tion is retrospective, the teaching function is prospective. Like Jesus, the Paraclete
has a proper revelatory function. This does not mean that the Paraclete teaches
things that have not yet been taught by Jesus. The reminding function of the
Paraclete is restricted to the teaching of Jesus. Yet, such a cognitive recollection
of Jesus’ words does not enable the disciples to translate Jesus’ teaching into
action. This requires existential transformation. This coming into being is
brought about by the teaching function of the Paraclete as a genuine form of
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repetition. The Johannine believer does not only get to know the truth, but he or
she is also transfigured by the truth. The reminding function of the Paraclete
enables the disciples to signify the truth. The teaching function of the Paraclete
transforms the disciples into a designation of the truth. One can only make an
authentic image of God by becoming an image of God.
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