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P R E F A C E 

One cannot. f'ail to notiee 3. gre8.i:- rtif':ference in 
tone between the synoptic 60spelr; and the writings o:f 
Clement o:f Alexandria; the one breathes the religious fer­
vol~r inspired by the pe:rfect life, th~ other is an atte1npt 
to interpret that lif'e, which thi~ ~ri te:r.." alno r.olrl_s up as 
his ideal, by thA philosophic concept~~ of a theolo~r. The 
study of Clement of' Alexandria sl".tG"IrR that tlj.f3~,.·r-; a1•e under­
l~ring hiR theology two distinct influences, Christiani 1:.y 
v:i t11 i tr~ roots in Jurtaisr1, r~n·~. GrPc:;Y PhiloRophy. These t'''O 
streruns of thougr.:.t had long before m~t in P:0.ilo the J0rr, and 
later in Just in the Christia'tl rnarty1 .. , End t.hrougn. thene men 
the notion o:f the interaction of the two influences had 
reacnect Clement; but he also k:n_0v: the Christian Ecriptl:res 
and the writings of the Greek. philoso:pn.ers at :first hand. 
But if r:e is not the :first to C)_"iT•g the intell~ctuR.lj_Rn o:f 
Greec'= i!lto touch with the relif;ious fervour of' the East, he 
is at lea~t. one o:f the most int-eresting men connect8·t with 
that interaction because he iid so much in an original way 
to bring them really together. Tbe pur}) os~ of thin P.qs a.:r 
is t.o study ,__hat Clement thought o:f Greek. Philosophy, how it 
predAterrnine.~. hiR conception of Christian! ty, what elerJents 
it gHVe to his theology, and l'_rheth~r 1nore Of his theological 
belief's tha_'tl he was aware o:f ct.id not corne f'rom Gr~!3k souraceR 
rather than from Christia.'rl. 

An esr:'i:-.. y dealing ,.,.i th the theolog~r of on8 o:f the 
Chi·istian Fathers necessitates en the part o:f the w:ri ter 
some theory o:f the developlnent or .... Christian doctrine, fiO 

that l 1ere I Rh-9.11 brief'ly Rte.te the vie,-c taken in the :foll01';­
ing pag~8, v'i thout, ho,~~Av~r, 8Ub~tqnt iatins; tJ:.at viev.r by any 
argwnents; that the reader may know the :pr~~til)3)0Bi ttonR 
u~rt0r1:~int the method I have employed, in the hope that 
such knOV"ledg~ may hel!) t.o ~Xl)lain the ~ri8'~·s pt~t f'orwarci in 
the essay itAelf. 

r.hrif"'!tiT"l rioctri:n.P r~al1; .. grBV'. It was not merely 
a logical rle~.'elorJment of' ~r!:at w•=ts implic:t t in ~- t~ ea::lie::::t 
r·orms; in many cases 1 t tcuk in new material by th8 h~lp o:r 
which 1 t developed what was implicit in itself'. The rioctrir~~ 
of the the Trinity is an example of this, as 1 t. r~as develop­
ed out o:f the ~a.:Ptiernal ~or~lA by the help of' the Greek 
ideas of the ~oyos and \nr66-T~~lS , Rnrt t.h~ le:~8.l t.eJ":n of 
Homa .. '1 la'T' "persona"; b"L:.t u.ll of' theF.e words, with all that 
was irlplied in them, were borrowed bo.iily. Ag:1in ChriRtian-
1 t.~r mad~ thes'9 ':lorroweri. ict.ean peculiarly 1 ts own, as 1 t used 
tt~?L, r=:o that they b~cgme part B.nd :parcel of ~hrintian doct­
rine for all !'Utl.Xe gAnerations. Tf:ere w·-~9 !10 "ker'nel 11 



arov.ncl vrhich a "husk" grew. unt.il t.he kernA1 v.ras eventuall;r 
covered up; it rras Christianity still, e'\ren if' 1 t expreRRert 
1 tself in di:f:ferent ways from that in w:t.ich it had be~!1 P-X­
presseti by earlier thinlc~ers. The Craaist.iani ty o:f st. Augus­
tine is no less Christianity than that o:f st. Peter or st. 
Paul. Let us rather expresg the development of ChristiaJl 
doctrine by likening it to the growth of an organic being, 
~hich takes in and assi~ilates to its own nature new mater­
ial, and throws off VThat it cannot use; which severs its 
connection ~ith the parent,and goes out into the world to 
fight for itself; which :fights,~nd in the fight is forced to 
develope or borrow new rnethods of defence, which at leneth 
become characteristic o:f itself. But the struggle :for 
existence is very severe, and vietory is o.:ften won only by 
com;promise with the oppont=?.nt - by reeognizing that he too 
has so1nething valuable. Christianity iR a :principle of life 
and growth, of" which t.he germ may conv9n1entl~r be f'ounrl in 
the Lord's Prayer; and, as it. is alive, so 1 t is constantl;r 
progressing by absorbing outside matter, with the help of 
which it reexnresses itsel~ in new ways. The process of 

~ u ~ 

borrowing o:f Greek ideas by Christianity was not ipso :facto 
an obscuration o:f its primitive i'orce and sirnplieity, or yet 
a secularization. It v:ras Christianity still and must be 
judged as the Christianity of its age, and not merely by 
comparsion ·rri th what it was in times gone by, or is now, or 
what we think it ought to be. It has had a different rniRsion 
t.o :ftllf'il in each age, and (omitting the question of' wheth~r 
it has fulfilled that mission in the best way in each case), 
we must judge th8 Christial11 t.~: of the Didache or of' Tertull­
ia..'Yl primarily in 1 ts own surroundings bA:fo:re comparing them 
with the Christianity o:f Thomas ~ Qu.inas, :for th.~ pu.rpone 
of depreciating one or the other. The Gr8ek notionR,~hich 
Clement so !'rankly confesses to have borrowed, denote no 
obscuration o:f Chri~tianit.y by GrAek ideas, but rather that, 
as I hope to prove, the rnovem~nt with ~hich h~ is represent­
ed, answered an urgent neei of' the time, anri. af3 quch reprA­
sentR a necec~ary and beneficial advance. 

The method of investigation m1st here, nn in all 
cases, be determined by the particular naturF3 of' t.hA evid­
enc~ to be adduced. Here the material is very elusivf:~, f'or 
Ch.:riRt.ian 1~"':;:'1 ters of' that early periorl. so seldom tell us 
their mental presuppoRi tions, that 1 t iR di:f:f'icul t to re­
construct the process of their thought. It ~as a growth, 
and vrhat we have is the result of that grovrth; we hB.ve the 
idAas o~ the great men of the Church, who put those ideas 
into ~ri ting in r1iddle lit"'e, when their education was coln­
plete, anrl their p:rejudic~R ~er~ already formed. The re­
sults 02:-. that growth arA before u.s, and also the particular 
characteristics of the surroundings in which they li,red.. 
Can we in the case of one man relate theRe two, and show ho,~~.r 
hin ideas developert '? What of' the causes, known to be ·in­
fluential in Clement•s ct~y, and acces~ible to him, eRn 
account for the t'inisr·~e i prodttct of' hin thought aR repr'3R~nt-



ed in his works ? The only method open to -~-s is one of com­
parsion, and not on~ o:f strict deduction; we cannot always 
say that this ,r,.f-1s the wav, but we UBUally can answer that it 
might have been. Now seld.orn do men open t.he secrAts o:f their 
hearts to us and allo"!: us, as it were, to reali. their diaries; 
we know o:f only two Romans who did so, Cicero ancl the Emperor 
Marcus Aureli us. When the process of thought is over~, they 
ris:h to :forget 1 t, a..n.d. give the worln only the results. Or 
agai:-1, they tnay not be conscious enough o:f the steps taken 
to tell them to others in after years; they acted alnoRt in­
tuitively, and their past mental history was soon los+, sight 
o~, just because it had gone on so unconsciously, except as 
it gleams throu6~ in the stray phrases, "P.Thich the historian 
now uses as his texts. But Clement is ~rery frank; he iA not 
afraid to praise Plato, or to use the philoRophic lan~1age of 
his day ,~,.i thout disguising it. He sees that Christianity has 
somethin(: to d.o 1r'i th the Acarteiny if 1 t is to win Greece, and 
so he tells us much of' hi8 earl~r education. Thus his life is 
important as shewing us w:hat in?lu~nc~~ qct~d on hir~1 before 
he bee rune a Christian. 

There are twv 'L·JOl~s which I regret to say that 
I was not able to read while preparing to write this thesis; 
they are Dr. '1h. ZP.hn.' s Forschun.gen zur Geschichte des 
Neut.estamen+.lichen Kanons und der altchristlic1H3n Littel\-
at ur. Band 3: SU1)})lementum Clement. inum; and. Dr. A. Harnak' s 
Geschichte der altchristlichen Litteratur bis Eusebius. 
Or tlH-3 f'ormer book Mr. o.e F:3.ye spe• ·qks with the highest 
pra.ise, and often tells one that his own wort. is in many 
:;e Gl}e.ct. s but ~~n attempt to ~011 ow out the discoveries of 
Zahn. o~ the other book I hB.ve found 8- review in t.hd Am.er. 
lrourn. Tt!eol. 1.1o1 2. No.3. by caspar Rene Gregory. but not 
in time to make use o:f it in the t.heeis proper. Harnak, 
we a re told, has taken great care to ~ind out the sources 
and value o:f El;.~:.f3 1··rius' Eccles is+. ical Hist. ory. 0~ this 
work "the f'irBt chapter deals with the v.ery important point 
tl1::1.t +.l"l'3 reB.l thre8~ o'f all t.he chronological data in the 
Church History, so ~ar as they ~low ~rom Eus·:7bius Lim­
sel'f, is the 1 i t:'t of' the Roman Emperors • • • • Hnrnak goes 
over the various dates A.nd shows that not only those vrhic.h 
zive the names of' the various Emperors, but also those 
which give a seemingly undecided, ·"at the t jme''. or "in 
those times• really are to be attributed to the reigns of' 
the Emperors. The few cas~s tl:..:~.t seem to be rloubttul are 
clear when af'ter the survey o:f the whole rield we f'ind that 
the Emperors are the s e.t ..... 1 ed. n ~ + e-et ve ~ep f'or Eu ~ebi us" •. 
By this important discovery- Harna.k has been able to show 
how both 7.ahn 8.nd Kr·C,_g~I' hAve t:teveral times been at sea -ror 
w::1.nt of' just such a determination. "Harnak is not dis­
please,~ wtt.h :u.~·ebius heca.use he ooes not try to give 
~ver~.hing an exact date. On the contrary, it is o~ nec~s~-



ity true that Eusebius could not date everything precisely, 
and if he had once gone upon the plan o~ hearing the erRss 
of" hist, ory grow and o:r saying exactly upon wr .. at day eacrl 
thing had happened, we should have had a mass of dates 
which would have been largely imagina1--y and which would be 
harder to unravel than the inexact but, }Jrecisel~r hOnest. 
da_t9s that he has given to usu. Harnak also points out 
that Eusebius must have had a ch:rono1ogy Ht banc'~ "for the 
d.ate.s o:r Clement ~mong a. :rew others. Then he lJroves that 
the dependance o:r Je1 .. ome' e. J}e Vil--ibus I11ustribus on 
Eusebius much as Wescott had done in the Diet. Of Christ; 
Biog. I did not have even tt.Lis svno~)sis o'f what Harna.k had 
written, when I wrote the chapter on the life and works of 
Clement, butJ I now :find th8.t I have no need. to change any 
o~ my arguments, ann I believe that on the whole the re­
sults o:f Harnal~' s work t.end. to support my nalve presuppos­
itions ~s to the value o~ Eusebius as an historical writer 
0~ the rirst rank. 

The translations o~ C1ement in the thesis are 
either my own, or they bave at least been compared wit.h the 
Greek anc. approved o~. The text. itsel-r o:f Cl·ement., how­
ever, presents many dif"f'icul ties, bot.h becf1.1 .. :tse o~ careless 
enit.inp.:, and because all the MSS o~ the large works. ean·be: 
traced back to two: one containing the Protrepticus and 
Paedagogus, ~or which we are inneht.e<i. to Aret,has Bishop of' 
Caesare~ in Cappo0.ocia; t.his is called the Parisinvs ( P), 
as it is now in the Si 1)~_iottH3que NB.t, ionale 8'\1 Paris t and 
another containing tbe Stromateis, which is now in the 
Uedic-3an Li.brary at Florence, and. called the Laurentianus. 
But the facts just stated have only been known t'or about 
t'i~teen years, through the work o~ Dr.o. stahlin of the 
Berlin Academy. Thus it is di:fricult. enough to get, a good 
text und.9r any conditions bec8.use there ie the second MS 
o~ real value in either cas~. by which tr1e other might be 
corrected• and earlier editors did not take the trouble to 
find out the res~ective vRlue a~ the MSS, so that they in 
a11 cases ~ollowed the poorer ones. The only ectition which 
will be J~ use in the ~ture is the one which Dr. staplin 
is now bringing out, since he ~irst worked out the relation 
vi~ the HSS anc discovered. what ones each previous edi +.or 
has used, bej»ore he settled his own text. But this edit.ion 
I have not been able t.o procure, but have used. tbe edition 
of' Potter, as reprinted by Migne in his Patrologin, and 
that o:r Klotz, to the chapters and sections o~ whose edition 
all my ref'er·encee have been mad'9 1 For this reason I have 
c~re~lly avoided any ref'erence to passages where the text 
be~ore me did not make sense, or whe1 .. e 1 t seemed t.hat there 
might possibly be any corruption. 



The corrupt text, which I have been obliged to 
use, has ~lso prevented me from working out the relation 
o~ the quotations o:f Plat() tn Clemen+- t.o the present MSS 
o~ Plato; this would not be such a huge task as it might 
seem, sine~ the edition of" Klotz has an 11 Index reru.'1l 
memo1~abilium". in which the name of Flatu sta11ds at the 
t!eaC' o-r three columns, and since t.he edition o:f »Tigne has 
an elaborate system o:r cross-re~erences. I cannot believe 
that Clement quoted his Plato :from memory, as I have taken 
occassion to note a. ~ew passa.ges, in which he exactly ~o11ows 
our text. It would be interesting to know, i~ it can be 
proven ~rom t.:he quotB.t ions, :from which :family o:r the Plat­
onic MSS came the one which Clement used. 

I have not used th~ .S::ighth Book o? the stromA.teis 
because the crit.ical question underlying it has been by no 
means s9ttl9d. Thus Pr.1otius s8.ys tl:-1::tt it rtid not :fo:tn part 
o~ the Stromateis in his day but that the Quis Dives Sal­
vetur tooK its pl~ce. It is possi~1e. as ~e Faye s~ys. 
that we h8.V6 ber~ some o~ the un~ormed. material ~or the 
great work which Cl·-1n~~nt, 11a.rt hoped. to write on theology. 
Then th9re was no place f"or any such boo1: among .his v7·Jr1~~ 
~:nr so it was put, in at di~~erent places in t.he early I ... tss. 
At any rat9 it seems a sort of hand~book o:f Platonic 
philoso~hy, ann h~s not been worked into th~ body o~ the 
st romat ·3is. 



Chapter 1. THE LIFE AND WORKS 0~ (jJJ:IT:HENT 

Conc~rning the ~xternal facts of the life of 
Clement we kno,N very little; we know nei t.her the placf7 nor 
tiJ1Je either o:f his birth or death. He f'li ts quiekly across 
the page of history ~:ron darkness into darkness and is kY:oYn..,_ 
to us, not by this or that A~eci~ic thing which he did or 
did not accomplis~~, but. by what h8 thought a'l1.rl th~ influence 
he exerted over men. We know hi:r:1 alTt10St entirely throv.gh 
his ,:o:rri tings, and in these we rnust :find our Clement. Here 
we have something wortJ1 having and something the influence 
of which will never cease, while th~ story of' some trivial 
incident in his life would be of lit~l8 cons9~UAnce in the 
history of the world in comparsion 't'i tl1 vrhat we know of' his 
thoughts and teachings. And buried u:p in these we ha"e the 
biography of his l!19nte..l rl~velo1)Ir.P.nt; here ,.,re have an auto­
biographical sketch 8.8 use!'ul, if not. so 0xvlieit, as the 
confessions of st. Augustine; and such q Rketch can bA re­
constructed in its main outlines. 

Titus Flavius Clemens ts the :tull name o:f our 
Clement as gi,rf?n by EUR~bius( 1), by Photius( 2), and is pre­
fixed to the 1.~ Ff of the strornateis. The ren1a:rkable coin­
ctden~e o:f h18 name "!1 th that o:f Flavius Clerrmns, the 
Consul of 95 A. D., an.d the nl9phe,~.r of Vespasian can hardly 
have been accidental, though no evidenct=: is extant t.o prov~~ 
11That was his exact relation wi tl1 that f'amily. However this 
coincidence, taken along with the manifest learning he dis­
playR, sugeest.s that he ~.ame f'rorn a r:rea1 thy :family, VThich 
alone could have c;iven hiln the excA,llent education whtcll he 
must have received. 

Epipha'l"lius o:f EalamiR ( 3) is th~ fi:rnt to speak. 
of Clement.' s birthplace and he says there were t,1 '0 opinions 
current. inhis rtay (i.e. e. century and a hal:f later) : 
"Clement, whom some say was f'rom Alexand.:ria, but. others 
from Athens". Now there are obvious reasons for connecting 
hir11 v.ri t!l Alexandria, the seat o:f his life 's vrorl"., but there 
are no apparent reaso:1s for connecting hir!l wi t!1 Athens. 
The statem~nt that he ~as born at Athens r~lGt therefore rest 
on some credited tradition o~ the tin9 of EPi9haniuA that 
he was born or educated there. This BU!J})Osi tion get A 
nu:pport fror:, the story he hinsel:f tells of hiR wanrlerings, 
in v·hich he starts from Athens; and 1 t at lear;t. coincides 

1 

mi t.h the :fact the he received a good education in llhilosophy, 
~hich he could certatnly gAt at AthenB. Pe wan thus in all 
probability an Athenian by education if not by birth. 

( 1 ) fT • E • Vi. • 13 • ( 2 ) Cod. 111. (3) Haer. :~~.fi. 



Clement was not born s Christian; he hints at 
this when he speaks o:f "diaclaimine his :former opinions" 
( 4 ), and Eusebius de:fini tely says he ~as born a pagan 
(5). He was thus placed in quite a different ~o~ition 
f'rom ~roung Origen, who was a Christian from boyhood and 
receive·1 a Christia.Tl education. CleTllent. certainly went 
to the ordinary pagan grammar school wher~ he recQi,rert 
his extensive knowledge of' mythology frorn the ~tudy of 
the wri tlngs o:f the a..'t'J.ci~nt poetq - the sacr~ti~ histor:t o:f 
the Greeks. Thence he passed on into the schools of 
philosophy, be~ore he became a Christian. We may be s~u~e 
of one thing at least that h~ W38 a confirmed philosopher 
before he becrune a confirmed ChristiaTl.. This woul~ mean 
that he did not become a Christian lL'rltil he ~.ras about the 
age o~ twenty-five. He has not told us what it ~as that 
de:fi~ti tel~r led hin to Christianity but we can in:fer some-
thing o:f what it must have been. Now it is a fact which 
no one will deny that th~ fUtur0 li:fe of a GhristiA.n ir-1 
much conditioned by the crisis, it ... such there be, or at 
least the decisive circumstance, which led to his becorr1ing 
one. Thi9 is preemine!ltl~r true in the case of st. Augus-
tine and i:f we had. both th~ con:fes~ions qnd_ the work~ meant 
:for public reading, o:f other men, it would ,,ery probably 
be true in their cases too. What they emphasize in the 
Christia.'T1.1 ty o:f their fUture year~, is what they had :found 
wanting in their old religion; and their particular con-
ception o:f it is explained by what they experienced at the 
momgnt o:f their conversion. st. Paul is a noteworthy ex-
am:pl~ as he tells us about the decisi,re crisis which drove 
him into Christian! ty. Thus what Cl~Jl~::J.t emphaAizes is 
the new element he :fo~d at his conversio!l and that is the 
intellectual - a new conception o:f the deity an~ a new 
id~a o:f what t.he religiou~ li:f~ meanR. It was hiA intell-
ect artd not his conscience that f'ounci satisfaction in 
Christianity, and we must conAider that he had be~n l~ad-
ing a worthy life before he becrune a Chrir~t.ian. There was 
no great gulf in h18 moral life - he did not :feel that the 
acc~ptance of" Christian:'- t.y h'"1d meant. f'or him a complete 
transplmting f"rom a li:f~ o:r darknes~ anti sin into on~ of 
bright happiness and holiness, as it meant. :for ~st. AUguR-
tine. He had become dissatisfied while a student with 
pol~rthei~m both from the moral and the intA.lleet.ua.l si den, but he 
had found a schemeo:f ethicn in the philonophic sects; ,.rhat 
he 1Tas still longing :for w~~ the kno'"'rled.g~ of things divine. 
He had sought tnis too runong the philoso})h.~:r.~, and the 
P:rthagor9ans had set him to learning g~on1etry as an in:ti~­
p~n~:?.ble propaedutic study, and the only consolation they 
could giv~ hie weary intellect was that " God geoaetrizes". 
What a loss of" time for the man who Wfi.~ looking f'o:r:a a 
vision of God. - for a visio:1 of' the unknown God! r.r~ ~aA 
alSO di:-~satisfie·l vrith f-toicism, becaUBe its theology rl~­
graded. God, , .. Th0:'1 it ~aiti that He was in the meanest of 
matter. All that StoiciST!l could tell him, which he vrtshed 

(4) Paedag. I. 1.1. ( 5 ) ~·~nn. nemonstr. E"ang. 11.2. G4. 



to ¥:-·1o~·'·, 1V::-i8 G-o·l "~J~ras One an·-1_ t.hat ne was to be :found in 
the worl<.i:r1gs o:f exter•1al 1v1.ture; that the heav~:n.s ri~clared 
r'.i8 glory and the firmament shew.e:i h1s handiwork. It ,.,iri­
ened his notion of Providence that was All in All, but it 
coul"t not tell him o:f the !1at.1..1r~ of Qorl. Then he turned 
to Plato, and no~ ut last he hop~d to get a vision of God. 
The incor:porealideas :fille,.l hiu wit~1 enthusiasn; they SA0I!led. 
to giv·e wings to his thoughts, ,~;hereby to soar UIJ to the top 
of the ,,aul t of' heav~:: and contemplate the moving principle 
of All, the really and trull~r Good. But for all his ad.nir­
ation o:f Plato, his long-deAired viRion of God se~rns ne,r~r 
to have been :fulfilled. He f'el t the nee(l of' some connect­
ing link bet~TTe~:-J. h.imRfl=}l:f and that f'ar-o:ff" God, bet1~een the 
vrorld of se~:.S8 and t.he ~orlrl o:f thought. But 0'ren it .. 
Platonisrn co~ld not satisfy the inmost lon~ings of his soul, 
it cgrtainl:r le:ft a lasting 1mpress1o!l on his mi~d; and if 
it did not:r..ing raor~, it at least et'labled hiln to st 8. te his 
problC}Ll clearl~r a..l'ld dis:t inr~tlv; h~ 'T7ra'-'t'3r1 kno"("fle lge o:f that 
great world-pol~T·Jr whom 1:.9 f~l t to b~ the ,~TY Idea of' Good. 
I-ris eelectric philosophy hart t .. ailed t·J portray God. Novr he 
met '~"1 1th Christia.Tli ty, the complete ,_JiTiS·lou an•t l1lghest 
philosoph.~r, ?ri th a true knowl9ri5·:e o:f things hum.qn and 
d.i,rin'3, and a p9rfect practiRe o:f t1:.P- cor!'"8S}Jon.:.linG art. 
Its prophet~ gave him the conc~ption of divinity he had 
been grasp ins ;.l:fte::-"; 1 ts Ch:!:'ist came a6 the ideal nan to 
reveal that God to men and to teach th'9m to li~TI? like Htn­
self'; and then 1 t had the s t.arr11J of representing thi!1,~9 as 
tl~ey r9allu 'IJ!~:ro, in that i_ t cqme, strait~ht litr-; drops o:f 
rain, :from He~ven (~). 

The onlY c~rtai;"'! thin:~ ,~,rlich wA knov.r o:f th~ earl~' 
lif~ of' Clement is t~1:1t he was an exte:!l.si,_r~ travell~r. He 
himself' tells us that "he vi si t.8·l ~{a~:! a nraecia, 't.he East, 
Pale~ tine a!ld laetl~' Egypt"( '7). What was the object o.e 
this long ,.royage -:> Like a tru#9 Greek, he was gr~edy :for 
knowle:lge, but not now q knowled.gf.l of' things rtt ,,in~, but 
rather a knowledge of the histor:' a.Tlcl philoso~hy of' his n~w 
religion; and , .. ,~ may be certain that no ordinar~r teach~r 
sat.infi_eri_ t-.i_n; h~ wa ..... t~rl gome one who could 13Xplain Christ­
iat'l doctrin8S a ... 11d express them in. language ~~Thich he could 
underetanr:l, so that T"'S are not surpriG~r~_ to f'in·i ~.hat he 
~tudiAd under severCil teachers bef'ore Le found re~~t. He 
tells uq of ~18 teachers: hA begins by statin~ that his work 
was not •:'ri tten f'or display but a~ me:r1oranrta against old age 

( R) This r~(~o~1struction of 0l8n~r,'f:, 'A philo80I)!'.tc riif!""'icul t­
ies an·i the ansv'~'er he t'ol:· ~ct fo~·:' them in ~hriRtiant -t:.y wr:ts 
made bV thA help of a suggestion o:f M. de F~1YP; that ClenA:lt 'A 

co~ver~ion w~~ much the s:une as that. o:f the writer of the 
Dialo~.J.~ vri th Trypho. 

( 7 ) f't rom. I .I. 11 • 



of the vigorous and aniraated disco1:rses he -~-~ran pr1vel0~·3'l 
to hear ":from blessed a..110.. truly remarkable men. O:f t;·!ese 
one FUG in Greece, an Ionian, t.h8 other i:n. Hag!la Graecia; 
the f'irst of' these can1e fr·on Catfo- ~rria, the latt.r:~J~ :fyoorn 
Eg:rpt. There were others :from the East, of vr1·1ieh one was 
a native of ~rria, the other a Hebrevr :from Palestin8. W11en 
I Cal1lc:' UlJ:):'"l the last, ryhc w~s the :firs+. 1:1 po1TTer, having 
traced him out in ~~;rpt 1"~1er~ h8 lR~r coYlcc:>8leri., I remaino.~_ 
vrit!1 him. He, the true teacher, the ~lcilian b~~ gathering 
the «?:r:·oj_l of' the flOW·3rs o:f the prophetic and a:pos tolic 
rl'JC.tio 1n, engendAr~'i_ in th~ souls of' hi_s hea:r-ers a deat~nless 
element of Kno~t.•le'"lt;e" ( 7). Then h~ sa~rs that the ne t.Aach­
ers have :faithfully guarded the apostolic tradition o:f 
doctrines, which hart been handed dovm to them, and tha~. the~r 
ha.'Ylded 1 t on to hin. This neans that all these teachers 
were Christians, ani that he was ~eeking to learn more from 
these men about the doctTineH o:f his nev.r religion. There i~ 
not the slightest evidence on the other han(l :ro:r the Buppoq­
ttion that f'lBM9!lt b~c~lmf3 a Christian while on his trav8lo, 
Pla·i_ '?. b~r ):.{. ti.9 ~ qy~, who t h*3n com:p ar~ s (~ l'3ffii~n t to Plot in us , 
who set out on his tra\r~l8 "en ae~t~ de scie:'1C 0 divtn9 et 
humai:ie; il etait avide de savolr" (8). Gl13mAnt had :found 
t.his knowle.-:J.s~ alr'3ady, and he was then seeking merely to 
explain it mor~ :fUlly. 

Who th~c~ t~achers were, he has not himself told 
us, Lut scholars ar~ in gen~ra.l agree1nent in acce1Jt.i!1G the 
~td.t.eEl~n.t of Etu~e0i1:;_s ( q) that t1_1·3 last teachAr, vrhorn he so 
v-armly prai?)·~:.~, 1rr;.1:~ Pa11taenu~. fame hr1_ve b9li13ved that 
Clement studied under 'Iatian and T!.t~odotus ( 10), but t.h~_R 
c ~.!1. :r.arr~_l v be so, for Clement .s;i ves as his re risen f'or writ­
ing, his de~ire to p~rpetuate the teaching of his masters 
in cr.ristian qoctrine mho had wri t~P~!. nothing ( 11). These 
teachers are the UJ."1}:no"~J~n nen, whom he ~o often s:veg_k_!S o:f as 

t /). I ) • 
"th'3 elders" (o' ltft.6"~Ult~L'C.. , by whlch narne hP. rloes 
!1.ot. mea.l'l so much that th'3Y were church officials as t~1at 
t.!1ey were old u:;!1 who could rememb~~(' the earliest generat­
ion o:f Christia.,Y}8, an(l as SU(',h wer-8 the rl~IJOSi toriPr-o. of:' 
tJhristian tradition. Now o:f theRe elcterR he of't~n r:l-9:1.-i:.ions 
PanteJ?!.l1).<:, e~p'3cially on questions of doctrines and tradi t­
ions. Thus the teachi;1g~ of' t.j-lf3 stromat>3is, t.he long~st 
r·ork preserV·3·t, ar8 thos~ vrhtch he recei V8(i on thes-9 
jOUrneyingS t vr}lfch, aS he believe·l, .he VT·.-l~ merely T~p:rOdUC­
fng ( 12 ) • ._. w~;.n quite unconsr~ious o:f any fUndamentQl .lif'·i"'f~!~-
9noe b~twe~n his 1octr1ner? q~~ thos~ of his predecessors. 
Though there may be illusion in thiA convtction, the:r-e must 
be r:!uch truth in it. also, els'3 it would h~ve b~~n d.eteet~d. 
by othlt3r writers of the next few· centurien; a~ ,_~r·~ shall h.·i.ve 

( 7 ) strom. I .I.ll. 
(8) .M. Eugene de F8.ye: Cleue!l.t. ri'fllr~·<·rTl~~ta. p •. ~3. 
( 9) Eusebius H .E. VI. 11. ( lJ) ~~.Ltcheoek.,.ss .. 
(!J.) strom I.Jl, and Eclog.'Proph.87, in Bunsen's Ante-Nic.I. 
(12) ~cl.Prop:r .. ~7. so & 5R, & 8tr.II.R7,G8, bein~\ t'··o t·.,t·~r-

P~~tationP hP hB~ heard of PRalmB I.l. -
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occasion to point out, Cl~7ment reproduces much of' the 
thought of Justin Martyr and the Foltrth Gosp9l, while on 
the other hand orthodoxy, as wg unrierstrP1rt i_ t. tod::t;r, rlid 
not exint even in the "orks of' Irenaeus, as it wa8 in a 
large measure the proriuct o"f the school of' Alexaniiria. 
Clement is thus aq"orthortox'~ to use the anachronism, as any 
man ot' the time, and he .ioes cons(~ lously t:~~~, to re~xrori_uc~ 
the expositions he has heard. When we combine thiB con­
clusion u.rith the other, thB.t on his journeyings he was stS . .:::J<­
i~t,; to len.rn from the aged men of' the Church more about its 
history, we have .:;ivPn Hpecial importanc8 to tl'lf? state:t·Je:'l.ts 
made by Clenent in the works preserved to us, :1nd. those in 
V{Orks now lost, but fortunately quoted by Euseti-c.s 1:-~ a 
special chapter, on questions of early Church history. We 
see that Cle.:~1ent was a ca.re"fnl Rturte:'1.t, and O!l.~ 1;nho l!ras in­
terested in past history; as Eus3bius Ae9ms to h~re knov~, 
~h~n h~ t~kes a whole chapter to reproduc8 the 8tatements of 
Clenent about the ~9.rly history of the Church. 

Uow v;e are prepared to dat~ r.1enent. We finri him 
teaching in th8 catechetical ~hool in 190 A.D. as a 
colleagu'9 to Pa.~-taenu~, an·i. later on,1~rnen Pantaenu.s may 
have been teaching in th~ East, but wa~ more probably dead, 
as sole head of the school (13). w~ also know that ~hen he 
'?TOte the stromateis, some tirne after 193 J~,.. D., he could 
still speak. o:f himself as in his prime and as lookinc; :forvrard 
towar·is hiR old age. These f~Pt.A enabl'9 us to place him be­
tween certain limi tA; we must be C8.r~fUl not to think of' 
him as past middle lit'e lVhen ~10 ,vrote th~ strornatei..n, and 
,_.,e must. al~o gi,re hirn time for his education anrt traveln. 
Hts e.4_ucation must have taken up his time until h~ was about 
tw~~t,r-f'i"_re; al"ld his tra".'~ls anri instruction under Pantaenus 
vroul.-l tak~ u:p S8"l~ral ~rearB mo:ro. Thus the year 100 A. D., 
or thereabol .. :ts, se(1ms to "fulf'iJ. alJ_ th~ con·iitio:18 pres~nt­
ed by known facts; so that he be~Jane a teach8r in the 8chool 
at ~hA ~ge o:f thirty, which does not se~m unreasonable con­
Ri(lering 111s precociuR _senius :for acquiring facts r=tn·l the 
exc91].:-~~1t training he had had. ThiR alRo suggests a motive 
:for his ~-:>light :from Alexandria in ~02 "'A. D • ., when the p0j'­

secution broke out; he was still in h18 prilnA, a..11d felt that 
he -prould b~ worth more to the Churcr.:. as a teac:her th: t··1 as a 
martyr. 

After 80?, A. D. Cl·~ment never came back. to Alex­
andria. This is the only reasonable infer~nee that can be 

{ 13) From :musebiu~ ';:f .E. VI .14 P,_ 19 we s~e that. Ori~en as 
vrell as Alexander was a pupil of Pantaenu8 ~o t118.t he must 
hav~ tqk~n in Clement as a colleague. But on tlv-} oth~r h'i.!1·~ 
we know t.hB.t Aom~ of rl~ment 1 s work~~ were written before 
1~2 A. D. so that he 1nust h:J.ve b~8:1 teachi.n:::~ there :for some 
time. This is /.4ahn 1 s ~rgurJen t a A r~pro11,_CPrl.. by .rvf. d~ Hl:-tyA.. 

'";lor Cleinent as the successor of' Panta8nu:~ 843~ ~~u~~biu~ 
r r • r:; • VI • 6 • 
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made :from the :following passage O:f EUsebius, whj_t_!j1 we quote 
here in :full :for fUture reference: "While he { 1. e. 01~ige~·1 ) 
was engage:i with his granunar school, as eiren he himself 
somewhere says, and sine~ t.J1ere was no one at .Alexanct.rta 
who had been given the task o:f giving cat.ech~?t.ieal instr"tlct­
ion, but all had been driven awat by -.the :fear o:f persec\1-tion, 
there crune to him c~rtain o:f the p~ople to hear the word o:f 
God. He was in his eighteenth year, when he was :put at the 
head of the Catechet.ical suhool, in which he made p:rogrBss 
during th'3 persecutions o:f Aquila, the governor or Alexand­
ria. And VThen he saw t.h~lt hl3 had already more than he coLld. 
teach, since the Catechetical school had bP-en entruRtB·l to 
him alone by Denetrius, who was at the head of the Alex­
fuidrin~ Church, considering that the teaohin;;; o:f li t~:rat.u .. -rA 
was inconsistBnt w·i th the practise necessary :for sacred 
teaching, vrit.hout delay he abandoned the teaching in the 
gxaam1rr1ar school as usel.qnn and inconsi~t.ent "( 14). This 
passage shows that Demetrius gave the boy Origen the charge 
of the school durin~ the time o:f persecution because there 
was no one el~e able to do the work. This explanation why 
Origin at so ~arly an age (about eighteen) receiverl t11iR i~n­
portant :poBi tion is :perfectly a0 .. 8r::uate, and there is no 
reason to doubt the express ~tatem~nt o:f ~UB8bil;_s. !-IA also 
tells us that when Origen "·.ron a gr~at reputation, Denv~triu8 
trie:l to get rid o:f him, but he kept on "'1 th his tea~hing 
and helri the poRt tion when t.he Emperor Eeverus died ( 15 ) • 
All this irapli~s that Origen kept his poBition continuously 
and that Cle1nent nev8I· crune back. The next we hear o:f 
Clement is :from a letter, which his :pupil AlexanriAr, then 
Bishop of Jerusalen, writes while in prison to the Church 
at An tioch, r~commending Clenent to that Church as a "Jnan who 
had con:firmed and increased the Chu:rch o:r God" ( lR). This 
letter impfies that Clement Y-"as not teaching out h~li)ing his 
:form~r pupil and :friend in his episcopal duties, ClerJent 
must have died soon a:ft~r, :for Alexander speaks of him and 
Pantaenus as being dead whe!l writing a letter to Origen (17), 
the words o:f v.rhich sf'.:.ow that h~ w~~:s 'l!frri ting at thl3 tinA when 
Origen :first got into trouble with his Bishop, as he takes 
care to tell him that their :friendship, which grew up be­
tween them as achoolboys in t.h~ school o:f Pantaenus and 
Clement, can never bt=;} brok~n. ClQ,me:r1t 1 s lif'e wqs th:n~ cut 
short when he was in his prirne, and be~c·or~ he had co1npleted 
the li:fe-work he had planned out :for himsel:f. 

{ 14) EusebiUA H.~. VI. ~. N·8. Ccn-r\Lpt Ltxt tn ttwliJ.ob.t <it\A~"'. 
(15) ~usebius ~.E. VI. 8. 
(16) Eusebius H.E. VI. 11. This e~iRtl~ c~n be dated from 
Eusebius.VI.8, Where he tellA UA that Al~x~n~~r ~qR in 
prison when the Emperor feverus ~i.ie:t. 
( 17) Eusebiua. 
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Th~ origin of the Cat~chetical School at Alex­
andria, 1"1 which Cl~n~nt. won his re:putatton as a teaeher, 
is as obscure as most q_uest.lons concerning the Ecc1Asiaf1-
1cal history of' the time; but Eusebius, the hir-ttorian o:f 
the :fourth century is very accurate, and he has quoted for 
us several contemporary docum~?nts which :furnish us with 
circtunstantial evidence that enabl~s us, vri th our better 
historical method, to correct some of' the traditions which 
he quotes as accredited in his own day. All that tradition 
had pr3serir~rt to us o-r th~ ea!'l~r history of' the schoo-l: is 
t!~at there was a school o:f sacred. teaching ( TWV ft~(a)V 
~oy~v ) there from ancient times (18). The school emerges 
out o:f darkness under Pantaenus,and then it is an liftport­
a...nt insti t.ution. But e,ren so we get no de:fini te knowledge 
concf3:rning it until the tine of Ori~;P-~1 and his pupils, and 
f~rom their staternents, studied in the light o~ ClAraent's 
works, we must try to :find out what. it was in his day. We 
kno~ that ~rom the earliest times the confirmation classes 
had be·~n t.9.U;~ht the elements o:f the Christian religion, and 
from this beginni:1g undoubte~~_l,, gre~ the latPr GatAchetical 
Pchool. But some of the hearers, being m~n o:f education., 
askei f'or an explanation of these doctrines, and this pr~­
cise teaching was 80on offered. Thus Gregory Thaumaturg~s, 
in hiF; Pan8g;,r:!:ic o-r O:rig~n ( 1$}), t~ll8 us that a:fter an 
a:rduous preparatory tr~ini:"lg, Or1ge!1 led his pupil A up to 
a study of' theology. The school was thus a semina-ry o:f 
Christian instruction, and its ain was to put their doct­
rines on a reanonAd basis. But it was more ·than this; it 
was a :propagandist insti tut ton 't'rhich undertook to convert 
pagans &nd. te::tch tl1~m the Christian way of' living. Berinas 
tells us that .in his day pagans orten came to ChriRtian 
s~rvic~s, and the reason why Origen opene·l the sci1..o~:·l ·lu~ing 
the perBecutions v_r:::-~f1 t:hat certain pagans came to him askin;s 
to he~lr the vror-J_ cf' God. Christia.l'li ty w~1.s se~king to save 
the world, and it 2,ourv1 it must asnoei ?..t~ '1?r1 th nen o:f the 
vrorld, i:f it was to convert tl1ern. There were no,~! arnon~ 
the Chri8tians men o'f education, ,,;~o :'?(:alized that if 
Christiani t";" ":Vas to be un.j_.~rr)toon_ at ~3.11 !l1i.r1 reach 1 tR 
coveted position of" a v·orlr!Teli&ion, it must expr~~~ it­
S8lf :!.n th'3 ordinary technicB.l te:c·minology of the d~lY; 
that it wqs natural Bond lawfUl to :fight their enernies with 
the ener!li :38' l:7e:lponr::; and that th~y Plight summon :Philosophy 
and rhetoric to t(e de:f~nce of the pArnecuted cnuse. Thus 
'"rere suddenly brought together in t~l.19 cosmo:Doli tan (~1 ty o:r 
Alexa..l'ldria tvro widely separated streruns of aneiAnt civi_J.i_z­
ation, a..l'J.d , .. e find 1!1 Glemf9nt 's writings that the Chr1stia·,1 

(18) ~ueebiu~ u.~. V. 10. Philip of Side, o-r th~ f'if't.h 
centl-l:r'y, t0lls 1;11 that Ath~nagor8.s founde'1. the school, but 
he is an authority otherYrlse disnj'~·-~·ii t~i anri t.h.in :i8 pro­
baol v onl:r a gue'i~ of his o~rn. 
( 19 ) Gr~e;ory T!L~·tlu·L. P an~"~r 1_ '1 Or:t g. eh. R • 
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-r:ray o:f lif8 is not outvrardly distinct f:!. .... om t.h8 bet-tr;r ltfe 
to rrh.ich pg_gan :Preach:3r8 exhorted men, and that Christia~-
i ty is begi·-:ning to develope a syste1natie th~ology as g_n 
a'11.sYu~r to th~ great problems o:f h11mani ty. Probably the 
:firgt. roan to do this syFJt'3mn.t. ically waf5 the shadow per­
sonage of' Pantaenus. M·.:mrnest. Renan gives an aoJuirable 
S}.et<;l1 of 11iS vrork: "L~! ,rocation de Pantaenus etai t sur­
t.o~t. 1 'e··:.s~i_;;1~m·~:rlt oral; sa parol'3 av2.i t un charme P-xtreme; 
il laissa ·cnez ses :-lisciple~, :plUS celebres QUe lui, UYl 
Se!ltino.nt. pro:fon··l. Non moins f·~avor~:·tble o_u:~ c.Tust.in ... a la 
philoGophie, il conc'3i'a.i t lA christianisrne corm-lie le cutte 
de tout ce qui e~t be':lu. H-3V.J:o~ux geniA, trilliant, 
lVJTlineUX, bien-veill~lnt. J)OliT tout, 11 f'ut a SOTI heu..r•~ 
l'esprit,l~ ~Ius lib~ral e~ le plus onvert G~e l'E~li~e 
e~.t lJ08 se·ie JUs que-la, ~t ll rn::trque 1 'auror0 d 'U{l rl3marc~1~­
able L1ouv'3n'3::1t int.:;llectuel, 11u:perieu ?e1~t-et, ... ,~ a taus les 
essais de rationalisme qui se sont jamais prorlui t.s au s8in 
du chris~.ia?'lisme" ( 20). In Clement's day the school -r.:·as 
per:forming the thre8 t ·:~s}:~ abov~ mentionr-=)rl, o:f '\~ri:rl~1 i_n_:j 

heathen~, of" instructing them in the Christian life, and 
lastly of" explrrin-1_ng to the mor~~ advanced stude:1ts a Christ­
ian theology. In thi~ "~ay the school gave a F>ystern of ed­
ucation that satisfied all Christians, whether eiucatert or 
not, as it gave those v7hO ha~i trJ:: ::_:;_iJlli.t·?, a r~h8.!1'Je to :fin(t 
out ~·he_t Ghrif)tian doctrines stood ror; anri it. rtlGO rn:-ovid~ri 
1 ts own fUture t08..eh~rs "from those ,rrho were its mo9t a(l­
itance -~- :;_Jupils. Now these riirfer~nt qspt?ots of' the teachin~ 
of the school are apparent t11J:> 1 )~, ~hr)ut Cl~l19nt '~ wri ti:1g9. 

After 202 A.D. the history of the school comes out 
into the clt!Jar light. of' history ( 21 ), an:i vr'3 can learn much 
r·ro·.n ?!hat it w:1.s U...11~_3r Ortgen a~ to ,,rha.t i. t rnu8t ha,,e been 
under Pc·nta.en~.s and Clerrv~nt. Y!hen r.lAm.~nt l9'ft AlP.xand:r:tn. 
i:'l 202 becau~e of" the lJ~rsecution, thi?, ~chool ,., 1s c_l_oR~i, but 
at length Orieen r8opened it at the request of" certain 
p a2':.:tnR. No,·r Origen C::ln harrtly h8.,,e marte inno1rations so soon 
af"ter the sct1oo1 '~Tafl cloG~ri.; he thought h~ W8.A mer8l~r re­
viving a tirae-honol-;.red 1nntj_tt~ 1 ,i·J:1. Th8 only tnnov:l.tion 
C8.!1 h~ve been tht9 early age at which he bec::Une h~ad of' th~ 
school, a"Y'l_d_ that T'Jas nece89ary because of the exie~nctes 
cause·i by :o~r~ecutions. At i'irrJt. Origen kept his ~~~ranL.ar­
echool open :~lso, but soon, when h~ found t i1_'~.t h19 ha•i more 
pu:gils in the Catechetical school than h~ coulrl tA2J~h., he 
c1oa91 th~ other as being useless and inconsist~nt. By this 
he must hqv~ meant that it. ~as uselesA to keep both open, 
as he taug11t literature in both, anri that it W8.8 inconAiRt­
ent, as in the one h~ ·r->"~1s t;i17 1n,:_; only a part of th8 truth, 
th~ ,~hole of which Inieht be bad in the oth~r ( 8~). But "Pre 
now finri th8t Demet.riuA, th~ Bishop of Alexandria, inveHt~~il 
Orig'3n with the of'i'icial r1antershi!J of the school because at~ 

(20) ~. Benan. Marc-Au:rel'3 vol.? ,l~ l'Histoire deR Ortgines 
du ChristianiRrne ch.?4. p.43~. 
( ?,1 ) Eusebi us t.f. 'E. V & VI • ( ?2 ) fee note ( 14 ) • 
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his excellent work in :pror)agating Christianity ::md instruct­
ing the ~aith~~l; but while bestowing a nominal honour on 
Origen, he brought the School under his own jurisdiction. 
This act was merely one part in the development o~ the 
E.;>i sC-)_;;.-:~..t ·=' i~1t. o an ·3cclesi.A.st ic8.l mon.1.rch~r. which was lat9r 
to i>:3e~me a d'9Sl)·.:>tism, an'! cl~im th:3.t it alone held tbe }\.eys 
Jf' +.he Kin8:dom. This :;ivss us almost perf9ct p:ruv'f that 
the Church o-r Ale:c::.~·~:r:·i.:' at rir:d. :-!.::,r: n·.:) C;.JD_~-:~ct i·_n r;i + L t . .ne. 
C · · t '~n ·A. •.;:~+ .; ,. ·~ 1 c· ... '!.·. ,., .... 1 ur,..., 1· eh 1"1 ~ v ,. av ·=- ,....-~o.,~·J1 , ,_ · - -· ·~nt ·· v-, .:.::. -.-,a l·r 
.Jr J· .. ,v ... __ ~·._L,.·"··-'·· '-:t,..._l·-'\J_, ~-.Ll .., , ~··~.. ll 0 ~, . .L \!'i. 1.~.iJ ~-:--J)v ,,-~t . .l-..' 1-~: . ...t.L,::. ~" • 

A learn:~fl c:-(.c·istian. seeing the need_, hsc7. begun +.o of'~er in­
stru.ction there ~or the mere love o~ it, ~s pagan philosvph­
ers and preachers were ~oing elsewhere in the same city (23). 
The School mav hav~ been ~ounded by some wandering evangel­
ist, suc:r.L as we heA.r o-r in B-:J..ftebius ( 24), who was allowed to 
go on vrith his work, with perhaps some slight opposition 
:?rom the simple-mindefi., until +.he school. when under the 
leadership o~ a boy, was absorbed into the Church proper. 
This interpretation illustrates several things: it gives 
meaning to the words o:r Clement that he ~ound P::tnt2.enus 
concen1 ~cl in BC!,y-pt. ( 25) 4 it gi,res us a hint that Clement 
never came back to the school becauso it was no longer the 
~ree school in wt!ich he had taught, but under the jurisdici.­
ion o:r a bigoted and sal:fisri bisrJO!J ( 26 )i ~nd it. also ax­
plains th~ struggle betwetin Origen and his Bishop as, part­
ly a struggl'j bet w~en a r1an who st. ood :for ~reedom of' thought 
and a Bishop whose ~im was the subj~ction o~ ~veryone to 
himsel~. Av,ain, the compl9t~ sil9nce o~ Clement. Alexander, 
and Origen about earlier heB.ds o:f the scr!ool -:::.:.-~B;Lt t.o be 
conclusive that there were none. An obscure but learned 
Christian :rounded the school in a hurnble ·w'P..y and on his own 
responsibility, ~s his pupil Origen a~terw~rds restored it. 
It was Cl9ment himsel~ who brouett the cat. eche+. ical School 
in+.o +.he light o~ rlay B.nC1. IDJ:1.de it great. 

Clement was 811 extensi,re writer but we do not 
possess all his works. Eusebius names the ~allowing (27) .-

( 23) The f'R.ct thRt Ori.gen WCPJ.ld. not take pay ~rom the Cat­
echetical School,while he would f'rom the grammar school, 
points to the supposition that the teaching was gratuitous. 
( 24) Eusebius H.E. III. 37, and Didache, Cf!ell. 11 The ~postles 11 • 
as it c·~l1 a + .. hem were travelling missi0n:r:tries, as we see 
:rrom the orders about antertainin~ tho~. c.Tust. in. !·L~ r+. yr was 
such R. one. 
(25) see note (7). 
(26) All that Eusebius tells us of' Demetrius justi~ies this 
deser-iptton. 
( 27) 1',r19i t.h-3r tTerome nor Phot ius .. ;; can he1 y us riet•e. c.Terome 
only knows the worl(S that Eusebius knows, but. he omi+.s one 
md. mixes up the n~e o'f another. Photius omits the same 
one, No.(9) in our list. see Wesco+t'o article in Diet. 
Christ. Biog. Eus. H.E. VI. 1~. 



We hav9 today N0s. (1), (3), (4), (5), extensive ~ragments 
of' No. ( 2), and f'ragrnents of other Vlv~,,~::.n, e,g. "On the 
Soul" t.:: ·.\-Lie::_ Cl~~r1~nt himself' re-fers ( 28 )t but r10st of ther:;:~ 
f'ragment s r1re in all probability lJ8.SS~.ges f"rom the lof:d, 
work~ ~bo~e not~~. 

Omit+. in~ the sermon on Riches, the 1/I.Tv rKs which we 
0-:; poss~ss f'orrJ y::t.r+,s of' a. gre8t "cvilJl.~c. +.t.·~t.:·lop-iC1'.rl,. 
wh'icr. re r-~::_a proj~ct.e.r, but w~s never P_ble to eoroylete. 
Let us study thg pl8.n .he had f'ormed btd\):t>-. v.r~ tPLe up the 
sep:-:1tt~.te books. 

He givee us this plan at the beginning Of the 
Paedagogus: "Of" the three part. s o:f man, morals, act ions. and 
passions, his morals h~ve been taken by the Protre1ticus, 
which is the guide o~ pietv, ~n~ like the keel o~ a ship, is 
the f'oundation of the edirice of faith• rejoicing in which, 
an(l .h8.. -:."inp- ::tbjuren our anci9nt opinions, we renew our youth 
by coming into salvation. How good God is to Isre~l. to 
the upripht in heart ! All actions a;e the province o~ the 
Logos, wh1ch gives precepts (\ll'tO,&t'TtKOS ., ... ), while t.he 
Logos which exhorts (~~~~u&~i\KO~ ) cures the passions. 
It is however one and the salne Lo?.:vs, wttch on the one h8nn 
rer:.cv.es man ~rom the customs o~ this world in which he has 
been reared, and on th~ ott.~r L8n~ l~ao.s him ( ntS.t.ywy~v ) 
into the unique s~lvation which results from ~aith in God. 
Thus the heav>jnly c;u.i n.e, the Lop:Of', wRs right.l y called 
protrepticus or converter when he invites men to salvation. 
But now bytn:~. Rt once .he:~~ler ::tnn_ preceptor ( &t~cJ...-q'\lT( 1(os k&Ll 
~~9ti1KOS ), a part which lle playe a~ter the t·ormer 

Ho. 



t I ~ 
( t~J.lt.Yo~ J..VT't' ) , he exhorts to obedienc~ thos'3 
,,K!hom he has co:n.verted( lit. "the head which has been con­
veJ:ted"., in Migne ed..) promising the cure of the passions 
within us. Prom 1Nhich let the Logos be called b .. ;,r on~ namA 
appropriate to his character, the Paedagogus. Novr the 
Paedagogus 1 s concerned. nri th prac~. ice and not with theory. 
His aiin being to improv~ the souJ . ancl not. to teach it, 
and to be the Master, not of an intellectual li:fe, but o:f a 
v~tu9us 1-i..f'e.And yet the sqme Losos is a TAac!1er ( 5tS~~K-
~nl~O\ ), but not now (i.e. in this work). For the 
Logos which in natter o:f doctrine explains and reveals, is 
the sa~e as the Lo~os which teachBs. But being our Paedag­
ogus, it f'irst exhorts to tho. attainn8nt o:f :rir~ht disposi t­
ions a."'1d character, an.l ti1'3~ ~e~Buar:l~s U8 to th8 en8rgetic 
Dr9 . .-~t.tce of our duties, enjoj.ning on us :our8 col11t1ancJnents, 
a.Tl.d exhibi tine to such as li~re after·wards, representat.Lons 
o:f those T·rho have bee:!'l led astray. Both are most necessa:r:r 
clut i_es, that whieh asstunl9s the forin of cotLT18elli·-1g to obe~l­
ieilce, anrt t!L=i. t wllich is presev: t.ed in the i:>orm of example. 

E 1 d • 1 ,,- t• f' t -p t . C! 
.......... u ..... ~ .................... ager y '- es.Jr n 0 , •• nere .. ore, o per. ec" u . ., 
in a gradual dev9l09mP-n~cin salvation ancl to bring us unto 
a :per:r~~~t training ( 1Qta<LU~5 ), the Logos, beir1c; a lover 
of' ma.YJ.kin·i in all I'f3snects, makes use of 'JY". excellent 
~lan ( <illl(o vc ~(d ); and first exhorts ( "n'~O"£\'i lr-IOV 

a~~~~nall~ 't!~~~e!er~ ( ~Ji.. '~vsW"l~;vlllv ~ ~ 
A truly wonderfUl plan ror one's lif'e "'~.'ork ! And 

runninG through the whol~ o:f tl1at.:. ~)lan we f'ind the Logos, 
the keystune of' his theology. The Logoq is in th~ ~orld 
insp±ring every good and useful thought, and qo he cal'l 
s:yeak o:f h.is o~ works as the teachings o:f the Logos. The 
great work which he :prop098~ to write di~rides i toe!f 
according to the duties o:f the Logos, into three pa:rt9 o:f 
which one has been complete:1, the second is just being be­
gu_n, ~'hil~ the third is in the future. The first, th'3 
Protrepticus or exhortation, in a propagandist work, and 
is addresse·i to J.J:J.5~~s; 1 t tries to convince th~rn of' the 
folly o:f idolatry and iL1Taorali ty, wh ;_eh clement thought was 
a direct result of' the :form13r; and to -r.i.n thePl to th~ Rer­
''1el9 of the IJogos. His first aiin is to f'ree his hearers 
from the i.-)a0~n way of" living and pagal'l cu~toms (l.~ , ), 
or t·rhat ,he has jt..st ealle·1. 1\ "'uv,..~o ~os ~ck' ~b6'~t I(~ 
<TU~j &tlol ; and so h.e b~ginR by asking his hearers to 
give 'Up their I!l1rtnology t P!1i 1J:l, hovrc~VI3!' beaUtifUl, vras f'Ull 
of' decei t.s and the cause of th~ir corrupt ma_nr:ers. Instead 
o:f this hr-· offers theu a new son.:;, th8 IJogos as Teach~r o:f 
the human race; he does not aim merely at fr·3ei:1s t 1.~m froxn 
aupersti tion but he ~r1.Rhes to connnunicate his religio·: to 
them. Fro!n the beginning the Logos ~ar:· man' R ally and ,·;r1ve 
him revelatio·.-ln by pro:pl'lecy, but no,I\T he has appeared in 
hurnan form as Ghrist and sumrnons to piety. r1e cornpar~n thP 
Logos to a physiei~U1 mho, to cure his patients, eivef3 theu 
treat111ei.lt which th.P.y fio not like, hut. tt is merely to con­
fer a benefit. Cl··;1.v:'··1t exhorts men to Chri~t b~r "9Utt ing 



emphasis on Hie lOV9, which would even ~0e t.h/311 suffer 
temporary pain :for greater and 1aore lasti~'1~~ happineP. s; 
while he nAver employs the ntethod o:f terrifying men by fear 
of fUture r8tribution. 0lern8nt is a most persausive preach­
er; while he criticiseg paganism VAry Sfr~rerely, we ever 
feel that he had once been a paga~ himself, ~~d that he 
did not believe it was entirely bad and the vrorl< of ·1evils; 
he has ,"rords o:r pity rather than o:f scorn :for it, and the 
vrorst "!"le can say o:f it is that it deg!'a:::l~d God by likening 
Him to man. In the Protrept icus c l~ment in a j)'reach.er, 
speaking :for the Logos, an;_~ trying to win conv·3!.'t.R; and 
his ai1:1 has been accomplished vrhen t-heY have been bai:Jtized 
C1.-rf, -ro XouT1~v >. 

In the Paedaeogus Cleml3nt takes up t~is great task 
o:f e:iucationg mankind, from the point at wr1ich he had le:ft 
it in the Protrepticus, an,-l goes on to e;{plain to thonl9 '."!ho 
had left the darkness o:f paganism what ti1e ChriGt1~:"L~ li:fe 
really means~ What vras absolutely necessary has been accoin­
pliahed in his hear~~s, but Clem9nt does not wish them to 
stop there. The neophyte by a definite act of 1Yill has :;;ut 
:faith in Jesus as his Saviol:r, but he 19 Htill siek and 
diseased., from which state he must be set free. He has r.~;­
nounced :pagani~m and accepted. the new relieion but his soul 
is f'ull qf pasRions ( 1f~6-,q ) "from ,vhich only a severe dis­
cipline (~:'\ftS ) _base5 .. 9rl reason can lib~rat~ him; and no~ 
the r·1structor (111\~J-V (d yos ) cures theGe unnatural r>a~~ions 
Of' the SOUl by MeB.!lS Of exhortations. r~;he htunan physician 
he~l~ our bodies but the Gr~at P!1ysician, the Lot;os of the 
Father, heals bo:.h body a,1 Roul. And so he begins by ex­
:pl~=I ining the o:ff'ice o:f the Logos as Inn true tor aT'l~_ how both 
men ~~ women are alike under His charge. This last-was 
nece~sary as ~n a.'l"lswer to paganisn wi t.h its Gods. :fo~ each 
sex. Then he goes on to give UR some of th~ ~uties of the 
Christian li:fe, which we f'ind are merely thosr-: w.hich :pagan 
preach~rs were exhorting men to; in fact, h~ has in this 
pa:rt copied largely -rroro Husoniua Rufus, a stoic teacher of 
the first century A.D. Thus the Pae1agor,us is a book of 
Christian morality and i tR aim is pu:rely practical - thA in­
culcation o:f the duties of the Christian lif~, wtthout an 
explanation of all the philosophic difficulties underlying 
thooe duties; it is the -:,1)13 O'fficiis o:f the Lo~os to His 
children. · 

But Clem'3nt iR not satisfied ,.,1 th this; !le hopes 
to complete the work he has b~gu:"1, a'!"ld to makP- his h~arer~ 
into :perfect Christians who knuw what they ha"e believed. 
They have bee!l puri-t:i~d of all viees an'i. affections !~com­
patible '71th the ChrtRtian life; th~y ~~1'V'9 receiv~d its 
highest revelations but there is still ror thAm th~ nystern 
of ioctrine v:hich undetties those revelationB. The thi:r<1 
book ,,ill consist of' an ~xpop.t tion of Christian doctrinHs, 
~~lnJ h~ ')rOI>Ose~- to call 1 t o ~fSir- 1(~~05 • But w~ at 
one~ ask if it hae be'3n preoerv~d to u~, il!1· -~-, if not, if 



any o:f the men o:f the next century knel?' of it. We can 
answer posi tivt31Y to both questions that such. a ll'rork has 
never been heard o:f outside o:f his oryn r~:fe~~~c~~ to it as 
something which he hoped to do in the :fUture. And yAt nany 
scholars, knowi!!g th~.t no ~n-ark of such a na1ne exieted, but 
remembering his :pror1t8e, h1.ve argued. that the strornateis 
fOI'la t ·1at work; ar1n. that he fov.?1r:l the Rubject very intract­
able, an· I could not reiuce 1 t to a perfect system, ~o that 
he called the work a fera:p-bo.::;k. 'l'his ~P-9ms no be the opin­
ion of Hanak (e.g. I'Ogmengeschichte) ( 0 9) v-hen he 8 ~-:rs that 
Clem.ent in his day was not 9.ble to work out a system of 
t1~eolOL"Y but was obliged to leav~ the task to Origen. But 
such an interpretation or Cle1nent 's lire work rests entirel~r 
on the identification o:f th~ promised Didascg_lus with our 
strornateis, so that 1 t is 1:-;rorth vrhile to ask oursel"~.res i:f 
Clement ever meant to identi~r them. Now at the end of the 
Paedagogues "!'e find tl1ese words: "And now at last it is time 
for me to cease f"rom the Pae:lagog'llAS ann_ :for ~''n: to heA_r the 
Didascalus. And He, receiving you who have been t:raLn0d in 
noble livj_ng, will teach ~rou ,..t ~oyl'l "( .30 ~. Nothing could be 
clearer; 11.3 propo~e~ to give UR a system of doctrines. But 
is the mromateis such ? No, for in one p1ac~, when he is 
telling us what he has still :.o rio, he speaks o:f th~ :!lidas­
ce.lus as the ~rery croil!m and completion o:f his prese~l'lt work 
{ 31). Havi~g completed all that we have :fJropose·i ( 1. e. the 
stromateis, as he has just. tolri us, ,~·i th a ''"Ork on Prophecy 
and a comn.1entary j>~ _ th8 Ecriptures) in these memoirs, i:f the 
spirit '\"Till, ( \\4.0,.~ Tf.trroTs for CJTi ) we shall mi -11~ter 
to the urgent need and,addr(~3s ourselves to. t~e tru~ gnostic 
sci 9:':'1CA. o:f '!1ature

1 
( ~\) ~' ~o V,t eA... ) ............ wh1cn, according 

to the rule ( t<tlVti)V ) o:f the true gnestic tradition, starts 
f"rorn the discussion o:f co8tno::,ony and ~henc~ asc9nrls to the 
departmen,t o:f theology" (1.~. <l'"~'~~r\~ contains both 
KorMC~O Vld-. and &io~oll{~ ) • Thus when wri tin~ Book Four 
of the ~romat~is, Cle~0nt dirt not t.hlnk he was writing on 
theology but onl~r a pr~lin2.nary di8CU8sion. Nor ca.11 Bunsen 
be correct when he identi~il3s t.hl3 Hy-potypos~s ,,ri tl1 the 
Dida8calus, :for all vre know of t~~e Hypotyposes 30~s to pro~re 
that 1 t was merely the Connnentary on tne ~riptures, '1-~rh.teh 
he 11ad hop9d to v.rork into th~ stmrnatei9, when writing Book 
Four. Tllus Eusebius (33) telln us that Clenqnt in tht? 
Hypotyposes gave some accotmt o1· the writing of thl3 bookr5 
of the New Test.runent. As M .de Faye has 80 WAll argued, 
c1er~1ent never wro+ e the Diuascalus: 11 "nemet construnruent la 
tractatio:1 ~ioctrinale a une partie ulterieur~ rie son 
ouvraee •.•. 4 ...... 4Nous supposons tiOYlC que Clem~nt n•a nas 
reus~i 'a r.nener a bonne fin l'ouvrage aux pro:postion; granr:l­
ioses 0n' 11 a'rai t concu '9t cu~ le tern:ps on leP forces lui 

- I - ~ I 
ont 1na11que pour '9Cr1re c~ qui eut et~ lA- :prArnier~ dogmatique 

( :.19 ) Hatnak E:t..;. t t. I I p. 331, ( 3 0 ) I I I .1?. • 97 1 ~H~ ~ ~~~. ( 31) Strom. I V .1. whole chaptf3r.( 3~ ) .{BlmfJej1 - TTlppolyt'\u~ 
(Z3) Eusebiuq H.E. VI. ~. p.~~8. 



chret.ienne. CJest );. son eleve Orig~ne que cette tache de­
vai t etre reservee. Le re Prinapus d' Origene est proba'ble­
ment 1' ouvrage qui donne 1 'idee la }Jlus exact d0 cell1i q-u.e 
notre auteur efi:p~~ai t ecrt:re un jour" ( 34). Since such a 
careful schola1· aG J •. B. Ht:tyor acc~pts thJ_s thesis, 1 t does 
not seem necessary to repeat. a.11y n1ore Of rl0 l'l:1_:r0 1 f~ argt.urv~nts 
against the identification of the stroruateis ni t.h jyi_ q pro­
posed theological work. 

But what is the strornateis ? A s·ort of "horrj-
·i 1 o-:1uvr~ ", which th~ aut!lor ~"J.arl not at first thou0j1t o:f, but 
V7'l~.Lic.r.!. he aft9rvrards found 1 t nece~cary to write because his 
earlier works had been misun·terstooct. Thus he tells Uf) tl1at 
certain ignorant people believed that everything benid~s 
simple :faith was ~tl!)~r:fluous, and against these he defendr, 
[Iis un~ o-r Greek PhiloAo-nhy a!3 a n.l3cessary equipment (35), 
and st e..tes his :firm conv.1iction thB.t while one may be a be­
liever without learning (~,~ v~~~~~v ), it is ir~osstble 
:for a ma.TJ. without learning to ~comprehend ( c.T'O\tr\\'1-.l ) the 
t.h1-,1gs ~hich are declared ( ~ '1:u ~ lf\ft!l ~\y~~tVd ) in the 
:faith ( 36 ) • Again, the ~ trrrplA-mtnd~a must have been shocked 
at the ~--ay in \-r1_ic!l c 1~q~;1t tn. th~ last books o:f the Paedag­
ogus identifie.·'l the Christian w~ o:f livj_ng ~i t.h the pagan. 
nut Clement had never l!leant that account o:f Christian riuties 
to be taken as a complete description o:f the Chri.stia21 li:fe; 
and 80 he has to :portray what the li:fe of' the gnostie 
crhristian really iR, not merely with relation to ext~rnals, 
but especially with reference to his own soul .s_n.-~ vrill. 
Certain others objected to the very notion of expressing 
the Christian religion in t~rms o:f Greek thought; as we shall 
see later on, they were a'fraid that any theology at all r1eant 
the :fantastic systems of" Basilide_e and Valentinu8. Now 1 t 
was to a.'Yl.swer quch questions as these that ClerJent wrote his 
strom.qt~is, and_ this accounts for t.he polernical IJarts in it. 
Fe v:iGhe:i to just i "fy h:t G U8~ of" th~ Gre~k :philosoph~rs, and 
so he explained his notion of" a Provirl~ncro, which 18 t.11~ c~uq8 
of all t~'~at. is good, whether strict.l~r Christian or not; to 
ansWTer thl3 objection that the Christian li:fe meant o::l_ly a 
pu:rg~d pagan lif,e, with no positive addi~.ion, he gives us 
his notion of' 1{lcr"tl.s as a de:fini te act of -rill by 'lll!hich 
man at his conversion gets :posi tiv~ he1IJ a:vl ins:pirat:ton 
f"rou1 the J.ogos to lead. a bet~ er life; an'). f'inall y he tr9at~ 
of the progr8~stve ~rtucation o:f the Christ.ian until he be-
e Jmes an ~~xp'9rt theologian; and at t.h0 S811A time he points 
out, to those who were willing to search :for it, thA way in 
which a Christian theolo~r could b~ thought out without b~­
coming lik'3 that o:f Valentinu~. AB ne tells un in 1 t8 nB.E\A, 
1 t is a ~r8.:p-Dook, and not a 8~rstern of theolot;Y. But he 
nf9v~r expect~d 111rh~n he began to ,..rri te, that 1 t would grow to 

( .':)4 ) df9 Faye I f) a l~~ln~,t p. 9~. 
{ ::sf5 ) strom. I. 2. 
( 3 6 ) st rom I • A • 3 5 • 



the linits it did (37). q~ only expect~d to w~1t~ a short 
treatise which would co1ne bet.vreen th!3 Paedagogu•s and the 
Didscalus~ but the vrork grew in his h&.Yltis .s.~"l'l theological 
di~cussions ke:pt :forcing themselves in to such an extent 
that later ·writers could think he mea'!1t. it ·for a vrork on 
systematic theolo~y. 

Eusebius dates theRe works of' Clenent -wh~n he !1ays 
that in the. First Book o~ the ~romat81A nleme~t brings all 
his -iates down to the dec!th o:f CoiTitr-~odus 193 A. D. ( 38 )-~ ThiH 
:places the ~romat.AiA af't9r that date; an.-~ we may be quite 
certain t.h:-it "t-h~~r w~re writte.., out,at least in the :forrn of 
lecture-n::>teg, before he lef't Alexa!'_dria in 202. The 
Protrepticus and Pat9r:lagoguB muC)t b~ earlier, and they w~re 
~ri t.ten in the order named, as ihe j~irst chapter of tl1~ 
PaAdagogus ~hows ( 39). The other large work, the Hypot~rposes, 
is put b~fo::r>e the stromatA is b:r ~f. ie 4'aye, but in this he 
most certainl~r ~OA8 ·wrong: both M:J.iror a,.,fl. Th. Za11n art,rue 
against him. cJ.~n,.~nt in 1-,h"3 fi}_~st ehapter of" the Pa~?dn.~=~-

ov..~.s tells us that he hopes to wri t.e a colunlen+,a_ry 0!1 the 
~riptu.res be:fore he , .. ri teA his theological treatise; an~~- the 

Pypotyposes 't"!as such. It wa~ P.:'"'.oth.e:r ~O!'k preparatory to 
his nchef d'oeuvre". 

Underl:,rine all of' ClenentR 'VIr:ri t=:.n;··~R 18 the one 
notion of the Christian lif-3 as an education ct;.perint~nded 
by th~ Logos, of' Phich ~here are three stages representAd 
by the Prot.~e:pticus, th~ Paedagogus, and the untouched 
DidaGcalu8. Taken as ~uch his ,~ri t~nt;B re11resent the teach­
ing 11 e gave in the Cat e eh et i 0 -.1 Echo o 1 • G 1 ~ i:l ;:;n t ~ ~ r<. !1 o t t 11 ~ 
Bort o:f a man to write because he Jt;nr~w h~ eould '\IITi_ te T''ell; 
h~ never thougnt of that, but i1is v:.:r11ole ljl .rpose 1~ riAcirledly 
practical, to further the intereAts o-r Chr1stic:l!1i ty. nu .. ~n~t 
wa8 certain l~r ''ery rash ,"7!v~n h'3 sai<i that c l'3m~?nt 1.•ras a 
vrri t~r :'irRt, a Yid a ChriGtian writer after ( 40). His 'fTTri t-
1ngs see1n to be lecture-not-?:;, which he r~~,i~ei f'or public 
perusal vrhen he :found that his teachinB; w9.s p:t'oving aoc~pt­
able to th8 sturt~:Lt.R mi thin the school. fUch a suppoRi tion 
can alone explain the tntr'tlsion of learned quotations f'ron 
Greek philosol)l:·~:r·s in tht9 miri~t of burst~ o:f elo~u~nt ex­
hortation; these quotations had a meaning to his f3tUtil3:1.t.~, 
but ver-rr lit t.le. even to the educ~ted reader. outsici'9. Now we 
Ca'l'l bring all his writings together as rrork 1"Thich he .iid f'or 
his students while nq~t~r of the school. The Protr~pticus­
course v.ras :for those ,!rho vrere seeking the truth; the Q,uis 
D1 ,,es f8_l ''etur an"l the Paedagogue ror the ne 'r~Tho ,,,~re tJl~ring 

(37) strom. IV. 1.3. where he s.:.:tys he ·.-·111 next ~n'9Gent 
"wh~_l_tever po1ntc5 '~''8 were 110t able to embrace in th~ previoL:-: 
StroL~at.a 11 accord~nce '-"'1 th thl9 begi;··p1i.nt~ of the introduct­
ion, finic::hin2; t~~eHl ln one commentary". The intrortuetion 
of rtrom I. is lost. 
( 3 8 ) Eu R ~ b 1·~ s H • E • V I • S • ( 3 9 ) EA~ lJ age 
(40) In !113nzie'r.~ Rev~e~·r of Theol. ;in·l P>~_i..l. s-:av 190G 
P. ro9vi•.ivr o~ st.ahlint:; erltt.ion o-r Prot,r~·p+,icus ~nct ?a~ic1:-_,r:u~us. 



to perform the morg_l rluti~?s inculcat.=-~d by Chrj_nttan teacr>s!'R; 
c;..::-_~l the unwri+.ten Didaqculas would probably have represented 
the leetures ;;iven to those who went on to takl3 th0 highest 
course, that of nivini ty. Then th-3 Hy:poty.!..Joses wap to ser~re 
as a foundation :for the whole -.like the last b"_:.o}~ of' Ori6enR' 
ne Principus, as it treate~ of the revelation in the 
sacred ~ri})t.Ues. Be~i·ieR th1s 111!~ kno,,v that ll_rlfit~r o;rteen 
( 41) the students to cl-. a eou::. .. ~~e i::l 11 teratnTe <Yftt~~;,_TWV ) 
be :fore stucl:ling theology, and .. the srune must have bel3n the 
c~se when r"'l13r_~~~.1t lJiraR mastgr, because he so freqt..:: . .::·ntly quotes 
the great master-pi~ces o:f Greek literature, 8.nl1_ his ql:..ot­
ations would have besn alnost meaningl~f)8 u..nles 0 th8 stud.­
~nts kn'?.r the lllure important of t~1e ·~·orks (~uoted, by their 
own reading. Under Cl8ILi"''nt t,he CateL~hetical Echool was a 
li tT.le Cr.u:·istian ""Orld all in i tsel:f; 1 t was both a mission, 
a cr.:.urch,and a unive:csit.y; itR aim was to TYin paga!1A for 
its faith, to instruct its own students both morally an~ 
intellectually, b~r s-ennons and by learneri discol~rses; and it 
VTas a university which edueB.ted men to serve aA biBr:.ops a.nd 
teachers for the next generation. The institution was at 
first self- suf 'l,,ient, and it vr::::_r. only when the school be­
can:e incorporated into t~~e Bishop's clioc~3r~e that it g8.,,e up 
pro:pg_ga.!Yli ("! t ~-rork an-~ had to depend on oth~rs for its 
students. ThiR T,"T8_~ rhat th~ f!atecnical fchool at Jerusalem 
was like -~.nde1· Cyril in t 1'.~ Fourth Century ( 42), and the 
change :Crom that of Clelil9nt wa~3 rlue to the encroachments O:f 
the cl~rgy. Like many modern universities it began activit­
ies ~uite out~id_r:; thA r:tlurch, but was later absorb-31, (JJ1~l 
lilads to serve, bow"Jv~r un~.rillingl~r, thA dict<:~ter, of a clergy. 

( 41 ) Gregory Thatunnt: Pan8L;Y!'ic on Orig8n. Argt .1~ .• 
( 4?.) Cyril of Jerusalein! Cateclj.etical LecturAs. 
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Chapter 11. THE QUESTION OF THE RELATION 

OF GREEK PHILOSOPHY TO CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY; 

CLEMENT'S VIEW. 

Christianity in its earliest ~or.m was not philo­
sophic just because its parent Judaism was not; it indeed 
dealt with the pro~oundest problems o~ human life, but 
solely from the standpoint o~ the man who wished to live 
bet"tel'. ~d not ~rom that o:r the man who was trying to re­
late each thing to something else, anrl to :rom. a. system­
atic scheme o~ thought. Thus a blind. m~~ sitting by the 
wayside o:rt'ered to tl1e disciples the inter'3s+,ing theologi­
cal problem of the connection between sin and physical 
evil or de:formityi but it. w~.s to Christ :=m opportunity ~or 
d.oing good, and instead o:r giving a learned discourse, we 
are told that He healed. the man ( 1). This incident, is t, y­
pical; Christianity was at rirst a religious movement, and 
so wh~n we :rind Christ,iaJl teachers recognizing that it has 
anything to do with philosophy, ·that marks an important 
stey in its histo:ry. we are now to consider how this quest­
ion was ~orced to the ~ront. 

The words of" Paul seem t ~"Pica.l of" the Christ inn-
1 t y o-r the :N.rst century. th~:t+, not many wise men were call­
ed. It was working among +.he 1 ower classes, and. we might 
say that it had not yet de~initely shown itsel~ on the sur­
f"ace o~ tlle Roman Fm~)1.re, Paul was it,s one great thinker, 
but he stands almost alone, and af"ter his death we hear of" 
no 1nan Y!ho like him was '1 missionary and a. theologi»..n. As 
Harnak somewhere asks, where was Paulinism known in the 
second century except in Marcion ? (2). Christianity was 
preaching a religion which consisted essentially in a moral 
regeneration, and if" it asked men to believe certain 
statements about the lif"e of" its f'ound~r, it +,ook but lit.tle 
c~re to defend these beliefs, except by the upright life 
o~ its adherents. It was ~ighting the moral 9Vils o~ the 
Roman world, and all its forces were spent in that direct­
ion; it made no speci~l e~-ror-t:. to win men o~ education, but 
r8ther sought to humiliate them, by asking them to become 
as !-:rJ."c\'::is in Christ. The Christianity of the average man 

(1) Fourth Gospel IX. 1-7. 

2~ .. 

(2) The re~erence is to Paul's ~t.t,itud'3 t.o Juclaism but it 
also shows the~eft8•aeii~ o~ the next seventy-f"ive years 

~~· JtitJ. 



o:r this period sa~ms ~r~nirably represented in the Didache, 
where it is expvtmded as a way Of living, and we are told 
what thfj C11:risti~..r1 mtu)t and must not do - its Christianity 
is an incarnn.tion of the moral law in the person of' Christ. 
The new movement is still satisfied wit~h the Jewisl1 garb in 
which it had been born. 

But inasmuch as Christi~·.nit ~l clnimed to be a 
perfect and universal religion. it was forced, as it grew 
in numbers and power, to de:rine its relation +.o other :re­
ligions, and also to work out f"or itself a pl11losophy of' 
i+.s fundamental belief's. This wA.s an inherent. neceP~ity 
which beg::tn to be felt early in the second century4 when 
Christianity almost unc..)::c.ciouslv net. +J~1e ~"3.1terna.tive. of' 
answering the philosophic questions which confronted it, or 
of' openJ. y- dscl.aring t. I~a t a st:.b j ect i ve expertence was 
sufficient to constitute them as Christians ap~rt f"ron1 any 
in·:. t::tllectual inte1:T.1ret. ::tt ion of that experience, and that 
reason was t Le enemy, fu"ld not the ally, of' religious t 1.'\.~.2 ..... 
It .f:oot. the lat+.er alternative, though not without some dis­
senting voices. Now since it was a d~spis~0 religion. and 
o~ten conf'ounded with Judaism, it v;as f"orced to def"end it­
sel:r; but, \"lhereas at i"'ii~st it l1an f~one this merely by 
pointing to the lives o~ its devotees, it now in the second 
cent.ury began to def"-:::rJ.(1 it~ .. ~,_ -:r by int.el1ectual met.horts. 
so th8.t we get. apologists. One Of" the f'il,st charges which 
they l'>"r. 'to B.nswer r' . .:,s t.hat of atheism• their tasl( was to 
sl".Lv~~·t th~·t they were not, and th1e necessitated some d~'finit.e 
not ion of" what Gorl wa.s. Another importr~nt question which 

zq 

the violent opposition it met forced it ta settle, was that 
o-r its relation to other religions; R.nd th1s brought up the 
question of' the place of' Christi:.-uli t.? in hist,ory. Thes.e 
q_,_.._'3stions were not settled u.ntil tLe second century of Chris­
tianity, but they eh..;·,•.- by tt1e.ir very e:rist9nc~ R.n inherent 
necessity, whici-1 v:as +. o be met sooner or later. But this 
nece22ity vJHS I-'reci•_~itnt.ed by exte:rn:1.1 events. 

Probably the most momentous event -ror Christianity 
in the second half' of' the ~irst c~ntury A.D. was the ~all of' 
Jerusalem 1 e~ore the army of" Titus. u~ to that time 
Christianity l!8.<1 -~~'J<?r. working part icularl~r among the Jews 
with :-J.lnlost n·J thought for Greek culture• but Judaism now 
tur--n"3r1 br:!.e}~ Q;l it,r:H~lf", and we f"ind no more of' such liberal, 
tho~;_gh nevout. Jews as Philo. He had no successor, an0 with 
1'"1it·1 P~llenistic Juo.aism came t.o an ~nrl, because Juc.A.ism on 
the fall of Jerusalem ente:r·ed a new stage uno'j:t' th,_:. 1ead.9r­
ehip of' Hillel. "Thia direct ion led ~Hrtl1er ann f'art.her away 
f'rum that whict.L the New Teetarn':jnt l:8J~ +.;~l:~n in f"olloVTin? up 
and t1 r..~-·-ld1ng the spii·it~ual element.s o:f the Old • That de­
velupmtjnt was incapabl>j o:r t "'.':Y.J1s'fornr; +.ion or renov~t ion" ( 3). 

( 3) EderEheim - "l,il'e of Christ" - vol. I. chayter 4. pg. 57 
o-r Jl.ner. IT'd. 

. 



It went on consistently to its completion in the Talmud 
Literature. This was a movtSm·,-::l::.t o~ contraction and concent­
ration, so that c.Tudaism now very carefUlly distinguished it­
self' f'rom all t.hat ii78.B F:ent. ile; it became secluded and. ex­
clusive. 

This action reacted on Christianity; whereas Paul 
svt::.c;l~t -1:. t) g~in his converts in the Jewish quarters o-r the 
cities l1e visited, that :field of' operations was nov .. - (;_.:-.-
f'i_, .. iteJ?· closed. we no longer get. such lett.ers as t,boae 
of' Paul to the Jewish converts in nome or Galatia, f~n~ t.he 
Christianity rep~sented by James the Bishop of Jerttsalem, 
becomes less and less important. Christianit;r w:=ts -rorced 
to win it~s converts :rrom paganism, rA.t,her than f'rom 
Judaism, which nvw saw its greatest lj.r~·.:-:t~y ~in ChristiH..nit.v. 
Thus the great. men o:r the next centt.u"y in the Cr!ristian 
Church are converts f'rom pagqnisrri.. 

Tl~t-: g~)2:;J'~l of'~ereo it e blessinPl3 ~reely to all and 
so was f;SeKing educated men, who asked f'or a solution or 
t \..- . ~ . - + , 1 t 1 1'11+'-f' . 1 t . 1, .p .p JL.el.r l!.L,, .. ~ ec u.:-1. J.1cu ,1.es, as we_ as ~or ease o~ 
conscience. These men had of"ten been trained in v:.~.ilor-:o~)~:-Y, 
P_nd it. s terminolog~r f"ormed "for them +~he very ground-work 
of' their thinking or speculative problenu;., as C.!:l"'is+, iani t. y 
h8.d no such language of" its own. Philoso")hy har~ many tech­
nic~l v;ords which shortened tl·1tj :;..:rcc·~c~:·~s of' thinking, and 
these the educ~_t,ed Chris+,ians ·::"3,:-~;.:~_n to use to explain, in 
a Christian way, the great 1JJ:·c.;:;l~nr~ of' lif'e. Bu.t these 
worrts brought with them cer+.a.in suppOE;itions, of which the 
most important was tt.t7 l~·vv:'3r anr importance o:f reason as a 
guide f"or act i'J~l. J~ow when tL·-~r-::: was broug.ht bef'or-e the 
well-trained minrl o:r +..he Greeks a rel j ~ion, claiming as it 
then w~s ;_:.•.3B:inning to do, to ·:_)e a body of revealed truth, 
they 8.t once t.rier~ to adjust the new material to· t,he old, 
and to express this new revelation, considered bot b. G_s P.n 
object i ,.re t'~ct, o:f past hi et. ory, and a sub j eet i ve :fact of" 
personal every-day experience, in tll~ te:.t.ms and notions +.hey 
had inherited f"rom their own philosoph~r. This stage was re­
pree.~nted by Justin Uartyr. He ,::; t=: nissatisf'ied with 
philosophy, else he wou10 r-.ever have become a Christian• 
but he saw no opposition ~J~tVH39n the +.wo. Thus he says that 
God gave philoso:y:-.. y to the Greeks :for the same purpose that 
He gaye + t~ L~1."i? + o the I-Iebrev.'s, t. o serve ~.s ~. slave ( 1i-t ~-
eL'J~ 1~ ) to l~ad t. hem to the school of Christ t and 
i!J cli"lls Socr~tes fin(~ H-3~t\-:.c1 i+.us Chl .. is+ if.f.ns bef'ore t.heir 
times. just as the Hebrew p8triarchs had been. Now we f'ind 
in (J,~:st in the phi loso}Jhic te:rm Logos used. to explain +~he 
natu:c':': J~ .... the r)erson of Christ, and this is the point where 
Gre~~: s~eculat. ion entered the Christ inn religion; it gave 
it a doctrine o:r cod. C!!risti:1ns had all alonE~ bet:~n i.r..t.~r­
e~.t erl in the T~~erson o-r th·3ir ~ound'3r, and now a philospher 
tried to explain the n:~.ture o-r that p-:.rsun ~_}Y 7! +,err·: bor-;-ov·-



sr ~roM the (_Tew Philo. Just in de~ini t ely 11 bapt. ized" 
philosophic terms and methods int,j Cl11'isti;:u1i+.·r .. but at +,hf:t 
same ~ime he insisted on his religion as a personal act or 
~ai th in a living and ide~l pers vn_:::;_1 tt ·r .. :.::~n0 not as ~- mere 
int.'3llectual comprehensto;~;, o:f cer-tain notions. It was 
the per:=-·ect philosv-phy, but ~~!~.i: o~o-}hy then me::::.nt not, so 
much a scheme o:f knowler1Et~ as the knowledge requisite f"or 
an art of" 1 ire. 

But l'lan y o:f the f'il•st, Christians drawn :from ~ he 
educat. ~d classes went so f"ar with their yhilosophizing +·:·,2+ 
t~q majortty of Christians said that they harl ~estroyed 
Christianity altogether. These ar-3 the peOlJle known Hs 
Gnostics, than whom there ne"t.rer were men. r::..Jr-5 abused, and 
more unjustly abused, by their fellow-C:-1ri~~t:i:-:~_ns. Now 
v;rhatever 'jlse we may ~ind in the 'frap..:ra.e.nts of" their writings, 
that. have been preserved to us, we m1:.F+ a.0rnit. +.hat thev were 
th9 'first systematic theologians. But they undoubtedly did 
philosophize avra.y many g:c·ea+ t ruf.hs taught by Christ.. anc. 
so they w~re driven out of" tte regular Churches to ~01~ 
ont-:f: o:f tt~i:L' ov.·n .• Let us rerlern.ber, however, that +.hey 
were n~~.r.~.i.." thought of" in their own day as anything but. 
Cl1rist . .t ~ul ~:..~, .h y;:~".1 ~r bad, Thus it i e grossl v un~air of" Canon 
3i 7[~: t . . j c,=;_ll Pl1.i.tarch a gnost. ic, merely bee a use .he was 
t.i.·vucl•::"~- b~' ti-:8 ~8.me q1...1.est. ions :lS Valent.inus, and g:::tve mu<i: 
ti'!e same r?~nswerg ( 4); he was not even a Christ i;ul, much less 
a sect.arian ( ~Jft*l5 =- Sect.). In suci"! an unjustif"ied 
comparsion Canon Bigg is -rolluwin~"' t.rl'-~ questionable author­
ity o~ such men as Ire.naeus anc. Epiphanius, who certainly 
did n.Jt und-:jr·st;·u1(:J -t 1-.,1i r op:r;onents wel1 enough to gi,,e a 
just criticism of th~M,and so they fell back on the method 
~f nisr~yresAnting what they disliked. But Clement o~ 
Alt3X;l_n(1 :ria :h& s preserved f"or us several f"ragrnffi t s of' the 
writin?s o~ Val9ntinus, -rrom which we "fino tha~ he was not 
such a f'oolis.h thinker af't~r all, but that Christ ocr:1J.~)i~R 
+.t!P. central posit, ton o:f his theolog~r ( 5): "~Talent.int:_s in his 
letter to Agathapous says that Jesus by su~jectin~ ~1~ 
thinpf'. to himsel-f became power:fUl, a:10 tn thiB way worked 
out t1s divinity". Clement loo}(S on 1.T;::;J C:1nt.i..nu~. R.s P. qtan 
wl".!.o had. trusted mere s:pecuJ.:1tior~ t.oo f'a1·, and had consequent­
ly dep~ted f'rom the tradit. ton;-1.1 -r~~.t+.h that. CPme "from the 
disciples; but he never t.akds d.eligl'lt in misconstruing and 
emphasizing wrongly the if~~s o~ his opponents "for the 
pu1'J)ose of' making t h·Jrn appear riniculous. From Clem9nt 
we thus see t.r!at ,I;;.J en+, tnus was reaJ 1 y d~~ling in an im­
pert>ect POrt o-r a way with the momentous philosophic prOblems 
lYrhichW.1d~1·li~ ~h-rird.i8nit.v, He was troubled by the que~t­
ion or ~vil. Christianity in that age insisted very strtin-
t; . .:-:.~s1:.r tjn the evil t.t1at. was in t.he worlo ~nd the gnJpt ics 
tr,u.::.: met this quest ion among the f'il'st. Thus C:-1non Bi ?:rr 
.r1i.r71_8':-ilf" r~Q~rs trj.:1t 1+. is un~a.ir t.o a.pyroach the~.~ men ~rom 

(4) Bigg Christian Platonists. 
( 5 ) ~ t :;. · ·Jr:1 • I I .: • ? • ~ n • 



+.he specula.tive side. since their metaphysical speculations 
were predet':jrmined by their answer to + 1-~~ auest ion o~ evil; 
we m,_)st begin to study them :from tl"!e ethical stan0point. 
an0 we then see that they were t :r.c,='!J19d by tl'"le }.Jresence o~ 
evil in a world made by an ~r~ipotent and Benevolent God. 
A~·a.in 1-:~rcion was trov.;.:;lecl i)v the rel:.~.tion o:f Cbrist,ianity to Judaism, since he :foun0. ctn:-ta.in qualitit-ls attributed to 
God in the Olrl J:e~t.:-1n.r:3nt., w:hich he saw were unworthy of Him, 
and since :le was not prep a red to accept the common doct rin~ 
ur +.r_e. -t.ime o:f allep-orical interpretation, according t.o 
whicr .. the evident historic meaning was declared t '-' to o-r 
no worth, except as ;1 means o-r conveying other A.n0. g1•eater 
tr-uths covered up in it, which were to be ext:c~~_c+ .. ~~n bv this 
met.hod of' aller-ory. But as he had no notion o-r development, 
he insisted that the God o:f t.he Olo T~s+:1r'1ent. was rlif'f'erent 
f'rom Him whom Christ called Fathart Christianity was ~ither 
Judaism,or it was n0t; and i~ certainly ~ae not. Thus he 
was lead into d_ith~ism. But v;e 01:.gr.lt to remember that such 
a n0t1on dirt n~t ~P~~~r as ~oOlish to these men as it does 
to us. because they were nearer polytheism than we are. In 
t:t·ying +.o solve the ].)roblems which con~ronted +.hem, 
und.ou~:~t'3(~.ly the gnustics did reach sume ~antastic con­
clusionr3, y>:::+. we ouvbt to remerber that they were breaking 
new gro·,;~··"' . ...-1. and han0.l.ing ver·y heavy tools, bef'ore we cono~mn 
~~dir clumsy workm~ship. Gnosticism is thus only a yart 
of' the great movement of' Greek Christianity o-r +.L~ .. _t. :~.rv-~ t.o 
gi,re q req~oned explAnation o-r the enigmR.s of' +.he religious 
life of' the Christian and o~ the per~Jn 0~ Christ, and in 
many rerpects is much like the theologic~l systems Of 
several af the early Fathers. 

But b'::1c~.:1.~_Ee of' their f'ancif'Ul, ann. o~ten '3.bsurd, 
results, ~he great majority of' Christians ~elt bound to 
use :fv .re·~ ;:r.2:::~ ins+, +, h~ Gno;- t tcs, ann. drove them out of' +. h~i r 
Chu.T'el'!-:: c:. 'ro just if'y t Lis step, an0. to prevHnt men :from 
~allin~ prey t.o the Gnostic theologies, the orthodox 
C!lur·c:.:., 1~ we may use the word for the conservative IJH.rt. y, 
begA.n +.o build a syst'3m. o:r their own, t.he tra0ition of' the 
C.hu rc.h. to which +,hey appealed, as a su}.Jrem~.--; .~l'.+ hori t. y 
against the :=t.rgument e o~ their opponent. s. 'i·t1is was part­
icularly necessdry, because many o:f +.1-.e Gno~-·+. ics were known 
to h8."Te tampered. with the commonl~.r ~ccept.ed traditions of' 
th~ day. to justify certain o~ th~j.r philORO~tic conclus­
ions :rrcm the sr-tcred writings. We must consider that. the 
imvorto.nce given in tlat .~g'j to 8.n ~rJost.oltca.l t.:radit.ton 
was meant, partly :tt least, t.o counterbalance Gnostic 
specu1at1ons. In thi~~ way t.h'3 rJhu~t·ct p:ot. 1-1 rule o~ ~ait.h, 
which its ::J.dh8r~nts r'.t:..st subscribe to. But in so doing 
t·t<j Church itstilr 9e:j:-~··J>T1~0 one o~ thA vary pUriJO~es which 
Gno~ticirart h:=-t.rl aimed at t +.he notion was ·fast becoming :fixed, 
l.lnrlij:r· tl.e il·:rl,::·.:.r.ce o-r thA Jewish Scri1_,t,ur8e, that Christ~­
ian1t.y vTr:.s a body of" revealed truths, and so "th':3 rule of" 
:fa i t.l!, '3Y~)l ~! in~0 ~~.nr ~xpan~.e~, was t ransf'om.ed ~rom a con-

17. 



~ession o~ existing :raith into a creed that condit. ions +.he 
existence of" f"aith" (6)• it was not a sponta.nevLJ.s out­
growth of" the lit»e wit. hin the f'old, but the pass-word which 
one had to give t.o get in. Thus n·ot only Gnosticism itsel:f, 
but the opposition it aroused ten(1-sc. t.o emphasize the in­
tellectual ele.ment o~ Christia.nity and when the church made 
Christianity into a body of" revealed doctrines, it gave 
f'uture theologians something def"inite t.o elaborate into a 
theology by the h~llJ of' ~philosOJ)hy. 

The early theologi~ns had worked with a f"ree 
h..~nd, with notrling to hinder them :rrom going wrorv: ~x:c~1pt 
their Logic; 1-'1 ~ture t.heologians had. to t~ke acco·Mt of" a 
C.b'U.rch tradition, as well as reason, of' wtl.ich t,he trarition 
was +>~l<.en as the criterion of' the trt..Lth, anc1. reason was 
only to explain it. But this "eh·J.ng~ ws.s only grarluB.l 8.n0 ~~ 
it took place later in Alex.andri;q_ than elsewhere. Thus \~o.~ 
Cl'3~nt appeals to the sacned script,,)_res. t.he te:~ching o~ · 
the Lord, and to the tra0ition which he had received :rrom 
the ancient eld~rs, b-;.;.t he lJlacgs P..long sin9 of" the common 
tradition, which IIarnak ( 7), vrith re~erence to Clement. 
says is Chl'ist. i;.~.n c onu1or. sense, another and secret one, the 
gnostic. As against Irenaenus he insist.s that the common 
or c~tho1ic trRdition is not the highest,and he does not 
:rind in it a f"ixed system of' f'UndRmental propo2.it.ions. We 
Might inn.9et1 'find a1l the it ems o~ the Roman "regula f"idei", 
the Apostles creed, scattered through Clement's works, but 
the linport~nt thing to note is that h8 does not bring them 
together into a creed. such a ~ixe~ stan~~r~ ~id not then 
exist in A1exand~ia,and the tranition which Clement aypeals 
to is uthe yet unsysternatized t.radi+.ion". Tr1is is import-
ant as showing that a Cr1rit:;tian theology was beginning to 
unf"old itself' be:f'ore tbe Church tradit. ion was 'f'ina11'' sett.l-.. 
eel. 

At f"irst Greek specula~n was disti~sted in 
many qu.11.rt ~:r~. b~C:.l.use men remembered that the Gnoet ics had 
be~n tr~ined in Greek ways o:r thinking bef"ore they became 
etJ.tist in_t'l s; anr they associated the ~iniehed product ~nt ire­
ly with the tools employed and not with the materir1.1. which 
t.hey had to work on. They believed that philosophy was 
entirely bad, partly because these early thev·i op:i::,.ns had 
b9en led into extravaganctes while using its methods, and 
pa1rtly because they found that many of" 'thf-\ J)!tllosophel$ 
o-r the d.a.y (e.g. Celsue) openly opposed them. They con­
ceived these attitudes to be the res·D.lt of .. pr:iloso:phic 
study, which only led to ~rrogance, and eo they demanded 
th~~ acceptance of" th'd rule of "f11t+.h wi. thou.t explR.n~.tion; 

(6) t.n. Osb~rn. Recovery of" the Gospel. 
( 7 ).Dr. Th. Zahn in his 11 S\t~J)1"~rv~nt.um Clemen.+.inum". I am 
told, ad.mits that Cl'3ment did not 11ave our ~ormal~Cl. 
Su.. n.:1rnH!: 1Iif.:~t. of nop:mR vol.~ pp:. ~2-34 wi t.h notes. 



they se·c-ln~d at'rai;l t·) "t:-:-i_:_s-1:. ti'18ir Gorl-:~i_v~n rGan:Y'1. 
Ta.tlan represents this t:r.0e of lllind; 11,_, absoll::.t~lv <1COTnc; 
?_,.,,i_ d·=-~PiR08 8.11 pa~J:trl culture and. asks for s.::~:l'3 ;--~Jl .. ,L,!1y 
lJ r· o ~--u . · t o ~ t h ~ z .. .::. 8.1 of t. he phi 1 os o y/:'18 r~ ~3 • A. ~a in he t ~k 8 s 
f;r~at ple Gl.tr .. e in Ll'-3!1 t i ·J>1 I::J.g th·~ 1no Rt fool 'i ~h s tort '3 ~~ a~~ou t 
th'3 terr·ible :i~'lt·r.s of p·-;iloso:o--~ers, an~I he n~·~ ~~ use of th~ 
:fact t11~y do -~1,_1t agree among themselves t.o prove tl1at t~1 :~:,r 
:~~r~ all in:po~ters ( 8 ). ~!l.lr; is t,·--;,-;:, attitu.·l~ of' tl1ose v:-~no 
v~ere frii)1t.en-3:t r)'r 0-r~ek :PililoRop!'_y, and Tatiar~ is p8.rt"Lc­
ularly interesting becaus~ ~~ i~Ps not se~ ~~Rt he hRR 
htruself bee-,1 influc.:.nceli by G:r:·e'3}~ l>j1iloso.l)h~.r ~...,.h~,., he us~s 
the doct.r1n8 of' the r.ogos ( 9). r:Fhs •":i3.05t :Gn cF' o tuuLttioR 

T!:8 Q1_i_qstio:'1 of A·-1Un'1ti(J"'1 o:.tl8o hBl})A•i to force 
C!:ristj_a.Di t.~.r to ciefin8 i t8 po~~i tion t() Gr"3·3k 01.J.l_t,ur~?. At 
first Christig,ni ty r1ad dravi:n !~l,H)t o-,~ i t8 C'T'1.~r~rt.R 1??!· :rn 
Ju:laism ,Gn-i the '3'1_1.1~.;'=1tional syB tAn of P8.2Ji.~J.isn ~n'Jrl .:1ut b~Gn 
ir•lyJort8.r1.t, bt.:_t :!:.•)'" it 1J:~~ar~.=. 'in ;-.~1-:-·1 t.nere were l!l8.'1Y RoPtan 
2.!1;·:;_ Gree}~ f'::D:il"i•::~ ···i_ th ehtl tr··-·:rt to ~ti_l1_C8.t~. Aga1;1 t'l8 
fact the.t infa~t be.ptism \liri not b:)t.~.~::- trv=~ ~hu::t>,..~-!!. du:ri:r:g 
tf-1.o first ·:.._:--yl. s~·'.on~i cAntury also }.Joi:.-lts t.u t!lf~ facr. t,,jq~. 
t• t - . t. ' . l l ~ . t' t. _.n_~re wer~ "00 rnqn .. r :Jcl:rls .letn n•""ll_._rl3n :LUrln:.--; noR::: ~-LLi3B; 

P.T·~/nably b~c:::._'l_,_C!I3 .g_..-1_,_~1 + P ,q~r~ Boug!:.t as co:'1v~J~ts an-: not 
c'nil1ren. In the tin'3 oJ ... TeY.~.Ul 1_ ;_T'1. w~ ".J1,)1Tr t~1g,t.:, t!1~ 
r~u~8tio··1 .yf -3J.ucation was an. in:uort.:.r-11 .. ..r-1e. 

Le~. U«3 a!3k ours~lu~s , .. :·1.~1t a Christial1 bo:r woul~l 
meet whe::1 he ,..:ent tv cln ordi··v1.]:>:r })~J'~R.?1. °Chool. H~ wonl'1 
first of all be taL:;·ht t() :r8a·i ou.t z.__,1 .. bou.Ks li tf~:~A.l ~ u 

saturatpr1_ ,.ri t.h +.h8 ol,·l r:lytr:.:Jl06:r, 't'if'lich all r;!·~:rist ians ·.,,·ere 
t chl.:( l t. t ·J -'1 ate; thB s t ·'):ri ~ ,.. 0 1.... t. 'r-118 1ny t. }l.o 1 o gy f'•Jrrn~d t1·1e 
sacrerj_ hiGtO:r·:r 0:::.--. tr1'3 timesf mrt :.::s SUC.h they 1"!r;:Pg '3Xpla i.ne,1_ 
an:l held up to the ony' s revel'8rt0'3. Then '1 part o-r· tl1e 
f~"3~S .,..rhir~l]. he pairl to nir-) master, "~raq .;f,' _·0rf3(1 to l~sl'"3 

:;o ~·l·~0S m·ttv=,-r~ra, tj'1_~ D!J.tronPr;~ i)l"' 1earn:ln,); and h~ W8.R 
also ·ooli6-J:1 to ket;p her f8(~t i v:11s o The ordi~lJl:':'V ~·iue!_-.tt.lon 

1·Ta8 th;_~n a d3."1_~e;··o1;.s pursul t ':>o~c· a Christian boy, n.l1.d B.t the 
1'3:1'1 of' t:he secon•l eentury .. ~ llicated I~en v,·~:r8 -~-~eelln~ it to 
bl9 AUCh. Th19y mArt:? 'J.Sk.i 'rl:; what mi~,:-· t be du~~8 t.n ::tt. t~neir 
children might b~ '9dUc9.t~~- 1 ik·~ ·Jtr1~="') and ~-~~t not run t~ne 
risJ<_ of loosin~ thei:r C:'1Lt.h in r!hrt~ti.·-tnttv. T~~t.ulJJ.an 
h··tn so11-9 very apt v·ords on thin subject.: "Qua~~endum aut0u 
est etiruJ de lU·iinagintris, RAd et e~teri~ p:ro:f~nRoribus 

(8) Tatian. uratiu ch.2,3. Tatia:'l'~ hatrGd "for G!'~~k 
'!'hi losop~;,r was probabl:r influenc~ct ·uy hin S:,rri;u1 origi_n 
~0 th::t~ he i,~ not ~~'~)i.c~.l of' n.ll t!1.:; t~hur(~h b-L·~t only 
o:f the Jev1i~h Christ i_~lYl.~; but t11is is 1ml10rt~_pyt for us, 
becat~se v·~ k 110,~- there 'Vere rn;:my of th·3~'9 i_n AleXmld:.r-18.. 

( ()) (\ tl ' t=": . .., r 8. . , . o c n. • -~ • 



litterarUln. inuno non d.ubi tandum aff'ines illos e8se 
multimodae idololatriae. priruurn quibus necesse est deos 
nationum praeriicare, nomina, genealogias, :fabulas, orna­
menta honorif.ica quaequ~ ~ormn enuntiare, tmn sollenmia 
:festaque eorundem obseruare, ut quibus u~ctigalia sua 
supputent. quis ludir11agister sine tabula VII idolor'Lun 
Quinquatria t&nen freuentabit ? ipsam primam noui dis­
cipuli stipem Mineruae et honori 8t nomini consecrat, ut 
etsi non profanatus alicui idolo uerbotenus de id.olot.hyto 
esRe d.icatur, pro idololatra uitetur. quid ? minus est 
inquinamenti ? eoque praestat quaestus et nominibus et 
honoribus idolo nuncupatus ? quam ?fin9rualia tiineruae, 
quam raturnalia Eaturni, quae etiam s8ruiculis nub tem!)ore 
S:ttur:"lalimn celebrari necesse est. etiaw. strenuae cap­
tandae et septinontit~, et Brurnae et carae cognationis 
honoraria exigt-3nda om~1ig_, Florae ~chola13 coronandae; 
:flamninicae et aed_iles sacriJ''ina}1t c~~at ;_; Rchola hono~-

a tur "fer! is. idem fit !doli natali; armis dictbolt 11ompa 
:frE?quentatur. quis haec co1npetere Christiano existir:1abi t, 
nisi qui putg,bit conuenir~ etiam non m:tgistro " scimus 
dici posse: si docere litt~ras ~9t aeruiR no~ licet, 9tirua 
nee discere licebi t, et quomodo r.i_uis insti ~-.u'3r~tu:r 'lrl 
prud.entiaJn interi1n hUJl.lantun uel ad quemcumque senswr1 ·l.;.el 
actUln, CUln i!18trm!l~ntuJn sit. ad omnen ui.. tam li tteratura ? 

quomodo repudiaJ11us sa~cularia stu{iia, f:lj_ne QUibu~ rliuina 
non possunt ? uidaemus igi tur necessi t .:!.t';la lit, t'3ratoriae 
erudi tionis, res:pitJ1runu8 ~x parte eam arlm.i tti non posse, 
ex parte ui tari." ( 10) Te!'tulli!l!"l S8·~s "the dangers; he 
sees that the e·lucation of t11~ t tne was alnost inext:rte­
ab1y mixed up tJTith, and in :fact an apolo~8ti.c :for paganism; 
and yet he fe8ls that tn a Rense the danger is U..TJ.aditoidable, 
as their chiln.ren must receive aTJ. erlucation in the srune 
studies as other children rio. lfe rio~s reco~iz~ that 
secular and spiri t.ual ed.ucation CLre eve~tually inseparabl~; 
vrhat ht:} seems to want ia a pure;8d pagan education, For he 
does not wi~h t.o reject it altogether. This seems the one 
thing ,,...:nich the fiery T9rtul1ian thought usef'ul in all 
pagan culture,- and this -;_rery :fact qhov.rs how inportant thP. 
c:u~st.ion thl3n was. 

After the pritnar:r ~ducat.ion came the grann:1ar­
school ~ducation with itr, study o:f Greek science runon~ 
other thing~~ was th~ Christian boy to study music, 
dancing and eHlJf~~....~ially a.ntronor -~~' ~ Tertullia11. gi v~n a rie­
ciried ansl"'er in th~ case of astronon1y: l(an:Lu,ld.:~,~~t irnuq inter 
art en etiarn :prof'essiones quasdrun obnoxios ictolatriaf3. d(~ 
astrologiR ne lo~u~:v1.~:·.G cJ;_il1_r-n #3Rt.~ t 11). n~ ·iiG.li.J.:.~''· thin 
study just betJ~U~~ O"f 1 tr, intin~lt.e ~O!l:t'l.~r.tiOl1 n l th pagan 
rituals and beliefs. 

( 101 T~rtullian - ~ rrtolritria. 10. The text i8 that of 
Rei·i·fersuheirl and ·,·;t:-;r:ot"Trt v.ri t.h ~om~ ~hang~r, of' fl1Y ovrn in 
punctuation anri t:r:P. omts~~ion of a bracY.At. 
( 11 } T er t ul i. 1 a,., • d ~ I n. o 1 ::1 t r 1 a c h • q • 



But. he was an enthusiast '-'7ho never :lLi thlngs by hal·uAs; 
and this iinpetuosi ~~' and enthusiasm of his nature ex.f)1a Lnn 
many of hiR \riew.s. He t!l.ouijht. Greek science was evil be­
cause o~': its ·.Jon v~12tion with Dagqnisn, an.rl go he wished to 
throv- 1 t entirel~r oYe::r.·"uo!iJ:l l, overlooking its U!1t9:f1llnf3s~ 
when properly used. The Roman syste1n of' e:tueation 1'r8.s 

dangerous in all 1 ts parts a.Drl Christianity as yet ha:i 
~cthlng to off8r in its pla08. 

The s·~:3r;~1ing condemnation of' Tertullian was ·felt 
by man~r to b~ too sweeping and 'r'u~ ar0 not surprised to 
find that ma.11y o.f the Christian Fatht9rs, and espPciql1y 
t~ose ~·~ho enjoyed such an education in t.~neir yout.l"l, '"38."r 
the usefulne~s of t.hi8 education and did not v.·is!~ to b~ish 
it ~J.t :~-~11, but. r8.ther to rnakA .t t f:lerve the ends of Chrif)t.­
iani t.~r ( 12). The life h.tRtr)r~r o:f n-r-~~;ory ThautJaturgus 
sho:~""s us what sort of :-1n education ~t~!. intelligent Ch~·iGti~1::1 
b·JY r~Gei ve.i at Alexandria, vrhen Or L~t=;n was at th~ hearl of 
the c atec!1~t lcal school; and the case o:f Grei;t>r·y i 9 '3S}?~c-
1ally inte: ... est i ,1i;; qs 'h.~ t'31Ls us that he c:.=-.Jne u:id.~r Orligen 
i:!l"l·:J~r! quite you.l'lg. Nov~ he t~ll8 uq ( 13) that he studied 
Logic, Physics, G-eo1netry, Ast!'onomy, a.Tl.d t?s:peci "3.12. y the 80ienc·~ 
o:f Ethics as a preparatory colt.rHe un~ier Orig~n who th~n lerl 
hir~1 o:n to the st-u'lY of Greek p~1.iloso[J~ny. He stud.ir;·l all 
a_l'ld 8.!lY writing~ available, Nheth3r pagan or Christian, 
pr.:.ilosop~n.ie or not, Grt?~k or barb!:lrinn. But 8.11 thir.:J rnere­
ly an introduction to t!~e ~d·.u1y 01'"" th.gology, in ,..rhtch of' 
all sub~ eets he s::±ys that Origen was most fa111ous as a 
teacher. Orig8n hims~lf' in a letter to Gregory, after tell­
in~ his form~r pupil th:lt 1--te might b~ a :famou8 'Rom.an lav,.ryer 
or Greek philosopher, b'3g8 i1irn to devot~ his goo'"]_ "'atural 
p:1rts to Christianity; and so ~n.e hsks him t.o Mak~ an extract 
from the philoso:IJhers of the Greeks, rrhic!1 raay s0rve as a 
course of 0 tudy or prf9parat1on "for Christianity, and f'rorn 
geometry a't'lrl astr~Yr'lomy v.~hat "TV1ll serire to explai.n the sacr13d. 
sr:riptures, in order that all ti1a t. t!-113 sonR o:f :philoRor)hBrs 
ar~ WtJ'lt to say about Geometry, Granunar, Rh0toric and 
Astronomy as :fellov~-h~lp~:rr) to 9hilosophy may be used for 
the bene:f1 t O:L Christian! t--:r ( 14). These two passages s!tovr 
the attitude Y .. hic:r·, tl·t8 eateeh~t icql ~chool under Orig~n 
tool: ··r l t:'1 reference to Greek philoso~)!~:,r a:-::1 eul tur~ in 
g~nl9r al . 

The atti turle o-r Clement to Greek t:r~ou~:n.t and 
civilizat. Lo·1 ,,7a8 mu0h more exact just b~C1.l.,_r:.~ h9 ,.r.~tG one 
of the first to take a li1J0ral vi-'3 1~ 1 such 8.8 ,ff/3 ·n8.''8 juRt 
~ •-: =:- ..... t ~ ~.1 t 0 r i :.; e n he 1 d ; he f e 1 t it ne c e s ~=J ~lrY t 0 ~ i. v A n. "1. 
elq,bor~t~ def~nc~ o:f hi9 pr)cLLti•Y1, uecaus~ Of its 'h)'!~lt:"', 

( 12 ) This argument. dO':}f3 not prp,t~nd. to l_'o.l:_r)rr chronolo:1.c8.l 
or·1~r, a<3 Te:!·t.l:ll.iun is GOrl8"~.-he:tt l::.tt·<'-' t:nan ·"'!lr~· v~,t :1.nd. 1~9~ri 
h 1 I) ,.,.r)rk~: thu~ hi 8 reElarkA on t rv~ :i.yei·f'lg •Jf' hair i.··l '' ·,1i) 

r;u11· u T"1~m1n ~1r1.u 1" 1 s f-ro 1 .~""~ 1 ~m~n t 'n P ,·-1~ 1 ac;o t;·Ll f3 • But T ert l~ll­
ian in :1 conveni0n.t. Pl8.n to uq~, A.c ,.,P knn,cr hiJ'l W13ll. 

(12) Gregory Tl'1aUlf•· pan~.-:,yr. ln .,)r·i~~· 
( l-1) Or1.g~7n 'r> letter to Gr'3gor~r Tna·l.J[l. cn.l. 



in ans~er to th-:? simple-minded and weaker brethern v:110 :.:rer 3 

af'r8.id. of' culture, both b~cB..use o:f its relation ~"rt th pagan-
i CJm, an·1 because it W1.8 bP;liev,-:ri. to l:.8_'1;,e cre8.t~d G·nost i_eism. 
These weaker bretrmrn'"tere u1en whom Clement felt that he 
could not ig!lore, a.::1:l so he took great care to co;1.(~ lllate 
them; he f'elt that he ha~ ~onething ~o teach theD, but 
that '~'!lai he had to te2-.0h them 11~ras In19r~ly a CO!il[)letion of' 
what they already posses se 1_. H.e wished to tak~ these mAn 
"~JTi th. him and not to alienate them as the neretic~.11 Gnostics 
had done by their !'igid di. "ff'er~ntiation of Christia·~~s into 
t1··o (_:.las~en. Thus we of'tr::>n f'i!1d that. ,.--.or the sake of 
argmrrent he acceptez1. tile lJOsi tions of thesr.:. nen anri th~n 
storTe1 t~1~1n that _,:-:.is O'TXll conclusions :follow .·'r,·Jm th8ir 
promises. The introiuct.io:n, 1,,) the stromateis has f'or its 
spe,.:ial purpose t!~.e justif'ic~ition of' th~ work he is under­
taking, in the eyes oF th38~ men. In no plac~ has he so 
cle8.rl'.' point/3 l out ti1~ f'f3ars 1rrhich his tea,_ntn~ h:l,_ ~-1\(:j_ t~ri, 
fin.-: the di f:...,icul ties VThi(:h \':ere be.~·ore him, if he \iiTaS to vri~l 
favour for his ,riev.rr5. He be~i:1s lJ~r cl:1irrd.ng f'or Christia'1. 
teaei:ers the ri.:)1t :>f' put 1:. ing t!1Air t.eachi.nt; i.n to wri tine;. 
He asks if' it is re;:l_so:!;j_"ole not to allow ~hri.stia'tlf.t., who 
alo!le l)•)SSess the i.'(rlOle truth, to '.'··ri_ te 'r~i.0:1 ·i.~1e Ol·i m~rt i'l.-
Olog;.r !l::.:ts so nst'Y'l.y a:polo ~i.sts. 2uch as attitude ruuo:'1~ !ll~J 
rea i-3rs rau8t be the rea.l~l t of G~ost i.(~if1(·l, ( 15) whic!~ was 
then rirst begin::.-_i:~;:; to f:('i_ghtf3"1. Pl~""l, trlJ)U,:-;h. it F~}G i +,s9l-r=' 
half' a century o1·1, just becai.;..:se therf3 nerr.-; 1:1'3"1. o:f 8-lucat­
ion 1!1 th~ Church ,·(rJ.o s 8.V·' ho,~.r :far these raen IHi•i ~o~'1e f:11iJ~:tY 
from th8 00Til!.Q.Only acc~pt~rt ,,;_~n~. Th~ Church was meeting 
pers~cuti0, f'rom ~tthout an~ th~ ~~~~~r o~ a crude ration­
alism :from yri thin, sv t11at. w~ are not su:rpris~rl to :fi.11ri i"~1 
many circles a conservative reaction by which it ctefi;'.es 
it Re 1 f as 8 .,..,_A ;r1··1 in, l i. v t sib 1 e , an~ ~ as ab so 1 ut e 1 y s 13 .D ar ate d. 
:f:ro::1 e\r~rything of this , .. Or>lrl. rr'fJ.i.!=3 l~st step it tid not 
ta.r'.e :for several ~~nturi~~ j1::.Rt b~cau~'9 t.h.~rA 17:-'J) it 'Yorld 
to win. It was aga.Lnst. t!~e genBral body of Chri~t ians at 
thP tirte th:1t 018I10nt. was thus ar&uing, t:n;~~t t!1er~ was some­
thine US'9:fu.l :for tjhri~ti·=:tns in Gr~~ek philoso::.itiY. Because 
o-r thl3 im_portanc~ o:f his oppont?.nt~ :J11i l;ec-=1.use of nis desire 
to vrin theln to hls vra:r of thinl':i!lf~' he often M1.}U~~ con­
(~'9Hnion~~ to them: he thi..:.s says that vhiloso:ohy is not ~ 
'Rine q_ua nc)r.; "sinr~e nearly C:tll rri thout the -=>ncyclic e·lt:..'.:;­
at ion and philoso:p~.Y of Greec~' a.'rld ROHP rri t.~nout a ~~-111)~0 ·­
le·~ig~ o:f li terat 1,.;.rt3, r1av ing be en mov13d. bv the ~ti vi_nr:: :phil­
osophy of th'3 barbarians, i1:1ve recei '-'13(1 vri t.h povre:r the 
teachinz, cof'tc'3rn1!!.:-.: Go·i, which corneA throuGh faith" (lnJ. 
He d0fini tel:." makes phi lo~o::""'"'r inf'~:rior and subordinate to 
the revelation '.·r~ti.eh came through ~hrist ( 17). Banh of' th~ 

( 15) Tertull~a'Yl i~l r,i~:: "De Praescrt!)1:.i0!1~ Haer~tiCO:r'1U11, 
~h. 1, '1-~ft!li tely asserts that r;r0el<_ phtlosovlvr r-r:1R the 
:fath8r of Gnost1~1Rn. The attitude of' Irenaeu8 is uuch 
t h 9 s ~ J.tle • 

( l -~ ) ~t, r G n . I • 8 0 • n q • 
( 1 r.• ) ~'1 ::. (;Jr1. T • ~ 0 . 0 8 an ( l I • [i • :..; ~ • 



sects pcssess only a 11art of" the truth and. 1 t is his pur­
pose to bring together an "tC'lect tc :philosophy", ( 18) and 
thus to reunite i~1 a Christian th~ology what men J1act torn 
asunder. Thus he will pier\. a.'l1.d. ahoe>~Je f:('om among th'3 
t eachin8;s of' th0 philosophers ( 1~), and even then he v~ilJ. 
not g13t all th9 truth, "for t1·J.~"l •i.id not kno1'~~T of' the Logos 
of God, no~ yet of God as a loving Father but only as a 
Creator ( 20). The barbarian and ~Tell~nic phj_losophy has 
torn off a fl"agment of eternal truth, not :froN the lnythol­
ogy o:f Dionysus but f'rom the theology ot' the ever-living 
Logos. This concession ClemAnt. most ,"illingly makes to 
his opponents, but at the same time he d.ef'ini tel~r aRser+ s 
h.i~ bel tl9f t!.1at th~se philosophers ha,re l>e8n illuminated 
by the Light o:f the Logos. 

~lement.'s attituti~ to Gr~ek philo~ophy r~sults 
:from the way in which he th:inks of' its cte"elor)me:nt; and h~ 
determines 1 ts origtn by its ,Forth. Be believ~s t.hat 1 t, 
co .. 1tai~1s a part of' the truth, a'lri h~ vr:tll nc)t · acc·e:pt the 
view that it was g1v~n to men to deceive th~ra.. H8 t!'a<~'3S 
all goodness back to,.God and t.herel"'ore philoRophy, as it. 
contains a part of the truth. qe is perfectly consist~nt 
in hi.s b~li~'f that Go0. 'eo. Provid3nce was at work in the c;iv­
ing or p~•ilosophy to the Grf3ek.n. But in his explanation 
of this belief' he is not. ~=10 consi~tent.. He has ~gainst. 
him the vie·w· that philooophy was stolen by ba;l ang~ls to 
misleart men,and he does 11ot ent.tr81,, r.ej~ct this view as 1Lroos~-
1ble that it waq AtOl9n by th~ 1ev11; but h~ ~oes reject-
the notion that betn~" th-3 r~sul t of a the:ft, 1 t rnust 
there :fore be bad ( 81). He strenuously ass~rtr> 1 hat. it in 
goort, and th~rP,.f='Or'9 canl"lot come f'rom a bad origin; 1 t raay . 
have l>een conveyed. to their hwna.'l1. ~1''98 by b:-;Ji ang~ls ( ~·~) 
but this does not rlii.!.lini~3h 1 't!3 i.T~lu~, f'or Go:l, 1Vho k'l!.oms 
all things and is all-powerfUl, iT He cl i.·t not pre~.r~nt t.h8 
the-ft, mu8t hav~ overruled it so that its results w~re c;l)u.l. 
T~-; rt8vi.l is thus t:r··:_:l~ro~,:~rA:i from a11 angel of darkness in­
to one o:f lic;ht., •7ho spok~ r-10T'l~ t.ruths, in o!'~i~!' that after­
wards he might deceive l!len l>y hiR lt~s. But such a ,,1~,~r 1~ 
!lOt !!l~r1ent. 's ov·n, as he de'fini t~l'~' t~lls us that oth~~r r1~n 
held it; and there is really no place for a devil in his 
theology, as w.~ Ahall prove later on. Wh:J.t ho3 is aiming at 
with this view iS to convict his onuonAnt out of hts own ... -
mouth. This view therefore Sl9f}J:l:-) a BO!'t of 0ompromir,e with 
h19 o:pponents,and in it he has surrenderert nothing which in 
o:f fUndamental in!>Ortanc~~ "for his own position as he will 
not allow that philosophy is a work of th~ de,ril. But he 
more commonly holds t.11'3 ~ri·~w that the Greeko plagi.·1rizert 

( 18} -st-rom. I. ? .37. 
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from. Hoses a"rlcl :passe1 o±":f as their ovm 'i;--_at was realTy 
J~~1nh (~3). Thus h~ tri~s. to ~rove that the Old Testa­
ment V' as ol,-~ '3!' t:·1 ":n Greek. phi loso:;)~~r. TorJ.~;.:r '1!7'0 knon t.:1a t. 
there is no rel·~tion bet·ro;reen L1v~n·'3 tvro dev~lop8ment8 of 
t.h.ought, a::.r~ t.hat. these Jewish writings, in the rorm L1 
"lThich ~3 :p082'3c:s th~m, Cr:L'l?iOt posGibly be earlier than the 
ninth cent.·ury 3. C., but. .!ire intiaat~7l;.r co-l'~-~st ~j- wi i".h the 
v.rork of' the earliest prol~!' ... 3ts. C!lern~nt ho,r.rever wq~. a firm 
believer 1~ Jewish tradition, and besides :t~e -.-·as ,i_e~i.)lV 
influ~nc~d bv Philo, ~ho h~i rea~ illlch of Greek philosophy 
into the stori'3s Oi"' th8 Pent.;:rt.·'1J.t~~:r..; so that 1l1Te neeci not be 
surprised to find him 9..I';:_;Uin__; that Greek philOROphy mas 
}Jla.:;ia~iz~·l. That the Greeks were not above trd_s, hA 
prov~s bir trv-:.iJ: :Dla~;5.c-U'j_~::I1lj r.ror1 ·:ne another ( '14). But t·or 
all this he , .. ill nJt su:r~8nrl~-;r it; nnd t.hi8 shows that he 
saw that Greek philosu}.J!:.y !-~(-~-:l somethi3lg which Chriritta.z."1.t ty 
a8 ;ret dirt not nave' and which he desired to vrj_n f\;:r it; 
h~ ~sp~cially a~~ir9s Plato, the chief thief. The first 
spark o~ .!)hilOf~O_:);J.~r CBJI1'9 f:r,):m th9 Ol~t T~rit~3JUt3nt but was 
festered by the Greeks; }1.::; was t·JO ~ood 8. Gre~k Rchol~.r 
not to have seen a wonderful de"relop.sU'3nt in it j):~t:·r~~!l thr:; 
ti.ne of Thal~s '3...l1r:l Ari.st.ot.l0. rl1his ansvrer Cleml3nt :C'OH.!·L~ 
i .. --: Je·,r_Lnh thouzht, 9.8 TI'T9ll as t!'.0 0!1.9 '.-rf1 tch his opponents 
held. In ei tllr~:r· e ~J.se he has ~ h.o,·rn the tJ~uth o:f phi losoDh"~,r, 
a"1d so he has justii"'ied his -~se of .it in his school. But 
he has e...""lother vieY.r of it, though not exclusiue of' t·~1e 
other, as Herk se~m~ to think. It l~ that all knov:ledg~ 
and. eG]:·e'--·iall:r :;)hil08.J})f1':' crJrr.~8 rli:r-~~tl,, frOI'l 0oi thrOUE;h 
the Lo-:;os; not only did God permit philosophy to corne into 
b~i~G but he caused it (25), From the very existence of" 
philosophy we nit~~ .. t inf'er +,.hat Gon. approves o-r it and that. 
it comes eventually ~rom Him. Philosophy and Christianity 
b0tt go back to a ~inglA God ~nd a sin~le revelation as 
their svurce, but one is comylete while th~ otli81" i~ not. 
Philosophy is thus a ~orerunner o"f Christianity, as was 
the Jewish Law ( 26). He has conceived u:f t.J-~13 J.ogos Rs the 
great ed.uc:=Itor o"f mankind and philosophy is one of" his 
works. This is a great conc'3ptiun Hnc1 ·Jl1·~ ,-·rr.ich the Church 
~OJ:'l. "forgot B.nd even Clanent ti.i<l not see all that it meant, 
f'or he was not will1ng to tLink o:r inolatry in t,he. same 
w'B..y as a preparat.ion "for a greater truth. Now such a view 
is not inconsistent with t1:":1 vi··~'? +.hat rnuc.b was borrowed 
~rom the Jewish Scriptures, as Providence worked in that 
borrowing, whic!! r.~.e se.·:-ln~~r= to +. hin1c o~ as a worthy search 
"for truth. Th~ ~oint which Clement has been trying to make 
all along is t.h:~d, Yrhr-t+. ever theory you accept as to the 
origin o'f Greek philosophy, there is still ~ound worl\.ing 
in 1t ~ divine P~ov16~nce, He wil! not have Providence 
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+. o:r·n asu..r,.d.er. 

Next let us ask what it is in Greek philosophy 
that c lament thinl',:.s valuable, VIe ht-t\T8 alreP.0.y nut iceo vrhen 
speaking of his concessions to !!is w9ake:r· br.r.ethern that 
Clement rejects some parts of" philosv.:.·l-·.~r :~s wort1-cless. 
~hus he has no use ~or sophistic rhetoric and eristic; they 
ar~ uere arts o:r deception (27). In theology +oo some 
par+, s are quite worthless, as "tares have been sown by the 
:proper husbandman of' t 8.r·t::~~; ~;o tha+, sect. r-:: F;R_~re sprung 
up among us along with the true wheat, such as the ath~ism 
of' Epicurus and. 1·.1i s r: ocd. rine or ple2.~.ure 11 • ( 28) Thus we see 
that Clem'jnt will not accept as parts o:f the true yhilos­
opLy ·~".rerything which he :rinds n~med. philoso-phy ( 29). He 
gives us a de~inition of what he means by philoso~_;[ .. ~r: 
lh;:ha+ ever has been well said by each o~ these sects and 
teaches righteousness along holy knowledge. all this ec1ec-
t icis~ I call p::-.~.ilosophy" ( 30). Clement is thus "nul1ius 
adclictus iurare in verba magistri" i he iP a +.rue 9clectic. 
His is Rn attempt to weqve together into a system o~ theol­
ogy all that was useful in Gre'j:~ s.yecu1~Jtion ~r.~ in 'iJFa!P ~~ 
case~ his work shows his ecl~ctici~m. ~or he has not always 
succe':30_ed in v;orking t h~~~ in con;cr1~ous el e.rr~?nt. ~ into a per­
~act system (31). In this respect Clement is only f'ollowing 
the spirit a~ ~h8 times. as al1 thinkers were then ecl9ctic, 
but rnos+, o~ them w~re the followers of one school m0re th~n 
the others; Clement however is truly ecl9~~ic, just because 
he is a Cl"!rist ian first and a philuBOlJl~j' ~tf+ e:t.,w~rds. But 
there are certain philosophers whom Clem8nt rejects absolut­
ely cind ~ntirely. and these aroS tLe E~~ic:ureans, t.he Scept1cs 
~nd the Sophists (32). He does not want philosophy as an 
end but as a means towar<ls ~ rhris+.i;:n ett.ucst1on ~no. th8olog~r .. 
and so he rej ~et s all 1Jhilosuyl4y which merely plays with 
worrls. Tr!e two ~- .. :~ rt, s of" philo~ophy which he w~nt 8 espec-
i:-~_11 y ~u·~ J£thics and Tbeology - ti-le parts which teach 
u ~ip)J.t 'dousn':1 t- r~ ~, nr holY .. knowl ~0 ~9". "Cler,'ent. est ime les 
philos~~~ss d'apr~s la valeur de l~UiS pr~ce~tes de c~n­
duit~ ~+. rle leur i0ees sur Dieu. En e'ff"et., pourquoi a-t-il 
un-9 adroirat ion si vive pour Pythagor~ ~t }!C1Lc Pl~t. on '"( 
c ':1st parce q_ue personne n 'a mieux pa.rle dt.~ Iiteux. Pourquoi 
est-il si severe pour le et oicismlj ? c 'est. parce que les 
st ·~iciens ont mate rialiae Dieu. ~+, lJ0Ul''l0.oi, d 'aut re part, 
en ~ait-11 le plus grand Ccts? Il le rtit ~xpreseement, 
c•est parce que leur mor~le ~t~it digne des plus grand~s 
~loges. Pourquoi enf'in fjf3t-il ~~J ect. iC1_1.:.~ ? N '~st.-c~ pas 
pour conserver ea lib~l~te et. pou.rvoir ct!oisir. dans les 
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doctrines et dc:J.::1s c!iaque 6cole, ce qui poDY8.i t 89!'i7 t::t.: a la 
moralA et a la reli~ion '? Voila rio::c le }Joint de vue 
~~:n.cuel Cl0n~:rlt s~ ~)1;-lr;P. toujou:cs pour jl..J.t~~r ld p~·lilosop:-~ir:. 
C 'est ce cu'il iur;~~::ri:- 0 ·'ie ne nas ov.:~·1~-~r lorRr;,~ 'il :..; 'agtt 

- ..... ...a.. - -

de deterEliner l~.C U8("3\;:C'F; d r in:fll~~r:.cs (il!P la J)!:·ilo~o:p~.i~ a 
enr:: GlT la r)~nsrfe." ( .3.3 ) 

In the 1.1 as t i.J r ... t 1 of; o ..:_J h y 1 e cl t 11 e G:r ~ e k s t o c hr is t 
a<:( t!'.0 I.Jn\'T <i:·: the Heu:r'8'-.-s ( 34). This ts a noole conG8J.J~·­
ion, :J.r_d_ it ex})lEti"(,_~ ~~_ll t}-~~-:~t lJe n: :rs about t11e val1~e O! ... 

Gree}'~ lJhilcso})!;y in :p2.c:-t. hi~tOJ'?'· He bases t!l_i_r~ vie,rr on 
ti--o Y\"l"l._'1("l·-·lp .,.·.; ,.-~ .J.·. 1 1·1iS COnte· --c...,.,··Y'l.PR il'TP"'Y'O wi11-i,,...~ tO 

J. ...~ 1:'-- ._:: ~J .J '.''!.:.....-\_._.!. _;,__ ...L _ _ ' /llLJ.J _._~_A._ /t- ', _.~_ ·-' ·~ -----...:..L.5 

a.-JJnit, tliat ctll ~ocd things cuEl~ eve!lt.-;__;;_·~lJ..~~ fr(Jl'l God. He 
'\,YTi 12. not let Prou i ri~r:J: <? be torn asu.."1der. 1Jov' he CT'i. Rpeak 
o:f it as a "Test8L1'=nt" ~"'or the ,,..,__:!:'Pe}~~ ( ?.r::-:. )', the ·'1os1J~l caue 
near ~nis o·-·n tine, but be:i.'oTe that at -:.he ~1ro~_::~r t inc~ ~ort 
.~;8i",:=; the La'',7 a.~d the Prophets to t~~:e l'_rews an(l PJ1ilo~O~)f'l~r 
to the ,~:re'31c~ ( ~R). l:OY' he can answer tl1'3 question ,:.,-hi eh 
troul>1ed thP.~9 ~arl;,r Christ :tans ver:r :rr:,cn, '"hat would happen 
to th.::> dead l:.eo..then; and the other ~u~stion ,.,.hy I'!Q(t vrai ted 
se long b'3:::--ore Tfo. n~nt ChriBt. !~is a'Yls 1:-rer to 'f:,rv~ laRt i_n 
'm"orthy of co:mparsion wi tn that of the "~l.Jistle t.o I:iognetus, 
vrr,ere we 3.re told: "1)-ut T7h.c;n :.he neasure of our own U..."1ris:clt­
~ousness was :fill'3(7_ ur, and it. had b~~:l :f1.1.11y shO''rn that 
punishment and death avai ted. it as it~ :r~?.'¥7 arri, and th'~ 't-i.l~B 
Phi er God had f'ore-ordainf3·-_i to she,. _ or·th His or n goodnl=l,...~ 

a!!d pow~r (Oh! the exceeding love o:f God :for u~:L'r'l ! ) He 
did ·not hate u~ etc.,"( 77). Hovr sB.rc:_,r~+ :i.c seem the words 
in the urac!_~t, an(. how in:fi_ni tel~r nor~ 0hrir,t-l; l:.~ i_s +.}~_e 

ansv:er of' Clern'3nt ! But he ·1id not put the Old Testament 
al'ld Philoso:vh7r on an equality; they both prorluce the sarne 
n1orali ty and that al'l irrl})erf'~ct but. indispensable tnorali ty 
( 38), but not the sarn~ rel ;_gio~, :for philof~O~)!J:;~r .-ti_d not 
abolish idolatry ( 39). This is an important ann. just dis­
tinction, t.h:1t the Jev.Ts got :farther along in their search 
:for r'od than 'tid th~ Greeks; but on the other ha.'Yld he is 
not :fair to paganism when he makes it consi8t ~olely in 
the worship of inanimate things - Plutarch woulrt ne'r~r have 
agr~e'i. to that; or ·1gain vrhen he will not allow that inol­
atry mac B.n imperfect grasping after God ( 40). No\ft; Clement 
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caT! say that the Old and Xer Test~1e:1t was of' primary it1-
por tance and philoRo:phy of' secondary ( 41). Thus we are led 
back again to the question of' the origin of Greek. philos­
o~'Jhy, on which we say that Clement had no one pr~cise 
an~vrl3r. What he does ~1~;; to impress on his readers is 
that vrhatever means ,Jl'as ernploy~d in the prortuction of 
philosophy, God was working through that mea'rls, ~o that 
philo~ophy is a part of the truth. Clement like Jl~_stin 
Martyr belie,res that reascn has been spread abroad in the 
Ut."1iverse in such a degree that m9n are able to attain a 
part of the truth :for themselves wlthout the teaching o:f 
th~ incarnate Log9s; ·:.he conceives of the divine I.1ogos 
( 1\tvos ~~JlJ.Tt&<o' ) as pen~tra't:i..nc, the universe, as it 
were by seeds, and stirring up all that is noble anrl good. 
This is a notion which was borrowed :fror11 Stoicisr17 but an 
ent.irel;" !1ew meaning was p-~t on 1 t. But Clet18!lt is not 
such an enthusiastic de,rot~e of' 11l1ilosophy that he has de­
termined to unit~ it, in all its parts and at any price, 
t'7i th the teaching o:f Christ. Not onl~r haR ~-e cr5.tieised it 
very severly, and rejected whole parts o:f it, but ~e ~ver 
thinks of' 1 t as elementary and ir®erfect ( }l~ I "-"1 ) 
to the full revelation o:f God in Christ (42). 

But Gl-=~n~~·~t. !i~~r yet to ru1:~,,~r thA r:_1.:0sti.on i.:f t}·J.8 
Christ j an may stud_y philosophy • He has stated tr·,at ChriBt­
iani ty co!1tai !1 ~ t:ttt v;r1ole trutf' ... , so t.hat it. see1us as i:f the 
objection of' his O:p!J0:'1°i.t~ wf),_:lrt holrl that philosophy was 
superfluous. But he beliP,res th~t it still han a mission 
to perform in the ,.·orld and that it can gi,re ChriS.tian:t ty 
real h~lp. In fact he sees that Christianity has not yet 
de,rc:lo:pP.d all its possibilities, but that 1 t must take into 
iteelf all that is good 1~ the ~orlrl, as that is really a 
part o:· i t.self', being the ref't:l t. o:f the 111.rorkings o:f the . 
Lor;os. He seems to have ha•i just that notion of' th~ d~­
VAl01""~13:r.J.ent o:f G!lrir,t.j_:.:l:r-~1 ty as a leaven in society, vrh:icr. 
would rege~erate it an~ ~t last bring the Kingdom of 
Heaven to earth, ti:_at c:r ... rist portra~rert in on~ o:f hi8 }1ar­
abler.; Chrintiani ty was to leaven ti·.:.·~ v:~lole l'UJT;.p, and -n.ot 
merely part O:f it. fb he ioes not vrish the Chureil to re-
j e c t cult ur 13 ; he s et?. 0 t !1. at t 11.f~ gr P. n t n F3 e ( l of t 1:. e c h ur en of' 
th~ day is er~ucation and C"L:l tu.:rae, as ~V8T';' one Al ~8 h~1s 1 t 
v.rhile the comrHon Christian i~3 c.n'l"i_"Ld of 1 t. ne in~~;_~t~ 

( 
41
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very strongl:" on the educational worth o:f Greek Deiences 
and philosophy. But the Christian philosophy is not to be 
taught to everyone, but o~ly to belieyers or those who 
are becoming Gnostics {- oC lt(tl ~Ult-.-...vrt.~ ) ; 
he is very much a:fraid o:f divulging the seeret mysteries 
o'f t.he ChristiaTl lire to the ~· !;li tiated ( 43). He '"·rants 
the Encyclical science ( ~ fAtJ- ftol1cl ) :for a Christian 
system o:f education, such as we . ave f'ouY1d that Origen 
gave in later years in the smne sehool. He saw that Greecl3 
wag th~ homeof' the arts and sciences,and he wished to win 
theoe :for Christianity ( 4L·=). In this wish he was tnerely 
a11ticipat.ing the action o~ fl~t·~~ gen~ration8 "'-rhich made 
t.he Trivium al"ld the Quad.riviur.I t:-ne very basis of their , ... -~ 
whole Rystern o:f Aducat.ion. History has justi:fi~d this·"' 
apology o:f Clement for Greek scienc8. Thus in ch.ll of 
strom VI he takes up ttl.e dif':ferent sciences, one at a till~-~, 
and shovrs their educational value, Thus for Music he can 
q_uote th~ caRe o'f David, vrho was known in Hebre,.~r tradition 
as the great p8alr1ist. But w:- at he desires most of all 
among these sciences is Dialectic - t.he art o:f reasoning. 
This is the pruning-knife which will cut away th~ entangled. 
bra..Tl.ches a11d di:ff·erentiate the true :from the false ( 45). 
He asks how one 1~ to meet th~ reasoning o:f philosophers 
and the Gnostic sects without using th~ir arguments (46). 
This o:f course is a solli,d argwnent and one ~hich all 
philosophers of the time recognized, that to properly re­
flute an opponent one mu8t a:!!.alyRA his premises and prove 
them :false ( 47). Clement has an answ.19r also for those ,~rho 
were a:fraid that the encyclical sciences would lea~ Chri~t-
1 a't1~ a~ tray: "but ·if the f'ai th which they possess :for I 
would :not call 1 t. y f lBdl~ be Auch aR to be dis8olved 
by plausible speech, let 1 t be ri.issolved a.11.d l~t them 
conf~M tltJ they do not possesB the truth. Fo:r truth 
( "f '6ll.~ t~ ( ) is irmnovable. but false opinion 
( 4( \1)~ 9'\tOL ) dissolves i tselfn ( 4n). Dialectic 
is useful that the truth may not b~ trampled U!ld~r foot. 
But on the other han~i. these studies are not to be useri as 
ends in thenv3elves, as the Greeks F30 often used theu, for 
they rculd_ then become E!'istic and Epid.ei,ctic Rhetoric; 
the1r are to be used for Chri~ttan pur:poAe8 tn "ri1Rtinguish-
1ng what is common to a class f:I·orn what iR peculia!' tp one 
indi ''id.ual in 1 t., since the caufle of· all error ( 1'J'~.LV~ ) 
and false opinion is in the inability to distinguish in 
what respects things are cormnon and in what renpects they 
are different" (48). The chief use of thA sc1'9nc~s iq thus 
to refUte his "opponents with their own weaponR. Under- \--,.~ , 
neath such a pas~ge aA this, of which we have quoted onl~r ~ 
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a fev-r passager;, there lie se~.'"-!r:::tl j_n~)o~tant. p:(l~co:'c~ptionr~, 
r:·hict explain lJ.is atti tl~J.t.c:: to GreeK le::ti'nln6; first, th:1t 
truth is one ~~_nr!. c~.nnot. cor:tradict 1 tself', since 1 t is 
incarnated in the Logos ~o that tr~~~ c~1not be in oppos-
1 tion to religious fai t:t.; secondly ths.t th~ Chrintia"1 can 
comprer1encl that tru.th, since tLe inc:;,r~;=1te Logos h.~?s r~"3-
uealed tt to n~n; ::tnd l~·lstl~r that th.:::: 0hristia..'l1 cannot be 
driven from h.is :poRi t.ion oy mer~ ar£;1-~r~.~P.ntf, since in making 
a judgment tl1e mind is not entirely passi·v'=', b1;_+J._0r1s some--
thing o:r its own, t .. ~.:-3 8.ssent. o-r the wil1 ( 01>V J<'"-\A&Uls ). 
Now, while these questions must. be discussed later in the 
chB.:p+,er on +,he li:fe o'f the Chrtstian in relR.tion to the 
qr_estion of Clement's theory o~ lrnowledge, they sesr;~~::rJ ,ror+ .. b 
·:.c!:,ile menttninP" here as helping to explain the point in 
question more especially as showing that he h::}.0 vrorkeo. 
o~t in ~is ~ind some consistent scheme or theology, whicl1 
be was prevented f'rom putt inc- tnto v.;ri+, ;.:.v=!' 'lJ~,r S<)rn.e con+ in­
g-:3nc y, o'f which we have no knowler1 £:'3. 

But +,Le. Scienc~s are only the helpers of" lJtilvf.­
ulJ:~y. +.h~~i.t' mis+.ress7t, v:hich itsel'f works tow8.rns the attain-
me n +. o ~ wi s cJ om ( <ro<V t ~ ) ( 4 9 ) , it is p 1 ::t c en. :::t b ov -5 t r. ~ 
~)cienc7!P. in sB.m~ w::J.y that Pla+.o' s Dialectic is 1)laced above tll(~h 
Philosoyhy is the very incarn~tion o~ +he Greek love o~ 
knowle~ve and is ttere~ore the crown and completion or the 
preparatory studies. Now Gre-31: :-·~.iloso-phy :=~s it, v1ere purges 
be~orehand and accustoms the soul be~orehand ~or the re-
ception of" :faith, on · ... ·,:-~ich +:.1~j +.ru+.h build.s u.p knowledge 
( yYGl5tS )(50). This must. mean that phllosoyhy t= purges 
tHe soul o~ moral rlisorrl~rs; an~ in this conception o~ 
philoso~-'~·~' 1".':3 is simply repeat ine +,he cvrnn1on not. ion of' his 
time., +, t'i8t philoF-o~_·.t!v ca.n h9l]) a man to lead a better li:fe. 
He sees that the travelllng missionaries o~ paghnif-tm a:re 
v:orking ~or the s8.me end tha+ he is, and so he welcomes 
them as helpers, and even incoryorates mucL or th~ ,."T()rl\.s 
of" one of" them, Musonius Hufus (51). Clem':Jnt is about the 
only Christ i::1n o-r t l-1~ time Vifl0 c cul rl r~q~ A.n;r+ h ing p·oc(l in 
t.hese philoRophic prea.cherP, ::) .. nfJ. so his attitude- to them 
is ~speci;:1lly interesting; ll~~>i n~' t' ·te.t us ( S2) ht:" bel ie,res 
+.hat they could never h~.ve w'1dertakdn sucr1 a calling, ancl 
have carried it out ·ri+,r. ~:•.ny ~:uccer.s 11+. nJ 1, with()ut the 
help o-r God. He se··s that they are not, ~irst an~ ~oremo~t. 
opponen.t.s of' CLristianity,but that they ar~ both looking 

( 4 9 ) s t r om • I • 5 • 3 0 
(50) strom. VII.3.20. 
(51) C orn}Jare hlusonius ttufU.s, ed. Hen e. a ( Teubner), and 

·:~·~nr;Jr1n(1: -t~:··:<:-+ i.O,..,,:~~ rrn:yonia.'1P~. (Berlin). 
(52) Epi~tatus III.2?,.~. 



towards the same end,and theref'ore that they stlot:.1ld v.:orl<. 
+. oget.her, as long as their paths J.ie togett.Ler. Clement 
seems to have understood better than any otr.Ler rHi.n o:r his 
0?_y what Christ. meant when he s8.id. "he that is not against 
us. is f'or us." 

But. pt..ilosophy is B.lso t:se.f'ul :from +hA in+ el, ect­
ual standpoint; it impB.rf.s c~rtain conceptions about God 
and t:.e world, on which th~ C~:r·is+ ii-ln m~.y build his theology. 
Now he says th8.t "vhilosophy is an enquiry conce1,.ning truth 
anil +.te nat· ... :_r:·~ of' P:Yd, rea11~r exis+.R. ~-n~- t:ruth itself" is 
that o"f which +.he Lord himself' said"I am t,he truth''( 53) 
Pl:1iloso1.~:-~u is a se~_rch 'for truth, which he then explR.inf::' 
to be a search after God as revealed bf ~is Logos. Bu~ h0 
be1 iEnr5s t. hat a 11 men have some revela ., ion o~ this t.ruth o:f 
God, and so the philosoyhers will assist 1-.~.im, P..s +.h~v ha.d 
?_lon? his w~y by imparting certain not ions about God and 
His relation to man. Thus philosopr.~.y ··yr'-3~JB..res rnen ~or the 
truth by teaching them that Go~ created the world and that 
now He cares ~or it an~ th~t His Provirlence iR real.lv a 
bene~icent Provid9nce (54). Philosophy is an exerci~e which 
serves to develope tL>j + rut'l Gnos+ ic, but it is not the onl~r 
thing nec~sE . .S.r".-: "IJhilosophy helys towarc1s the com}Jre11ension 
of' t!-~~ t:r"t.ttt, 1)'3ing ~ search for truth, but 1 t ts not the C8.use 
·.)"f c::r~~-·:t'·jl:ension but a cause with others and a helper 11 (55). 
Clenent. thus never thinks o-r putting philosophy on a level 
with Chrtstianity, thougr1 !1e does believe: t h:-:_d. tt hH.R much 
t v teach the S hrist ian who wishes t 0 know Wl".L:;.t he has be­
liev~d, qnd also th~ preacher who wish~s to win the Greeks. 
Ha s9es th·3t ... ,he Greeks must have c.hrist.ian doctrines ex­
pressed in trJsir own lan~·:ua2;'9, ir t ~1-~'l .~~l---3 +.o und·:3rstan.f 
+.he.m., and this is what he 8.t-1:.>:3L1iJts to do.( 65) Thus we see 
that Clement conceive:::: o:r G~.,,~~l: nl!il08·J·.}:-~v. ~s helping to 
spread. the in~lu~:-:c'=' ::..;-- cnristianity in the world, and also 
as deepening +.11-:1 c~~!l+ ~:1t o-r the Christ i..A.n lif'e by giving it. <l 
theologiu~l vocabul~ry :n~ a love ~or sure knowledge, witll 
the help o-r which it rrt!._-~::-lt worK out a theology o~ its own. 
Then too this very t•aci o~ iu'1owinp: vrr.l:i t he :nas :Jel-j_ -3v·~A YJi 1 I 
m4ke th9 Christiqn a stronger man 1n~ ther9rure a more 
enttrgetic misstonary• and. t.h,_~s ·l th·.:701ur;;r (Ji.,. c~-lristianit:r 
wiJ1_ 9nh3nce its IJOwer ~ror1 within, as well as give it a 
l~rgsr f"ield in w.hict.t to work. T hi:=-~ i R a +. rui sm t. oct--:.. ·r t h:: t 
1-::- an~r religion wishes to be i:l universal one, it ~nust express 
its belie~s in th'=- +1".-:: Jloc··tc.al ;.u1d :nhi.l or~o-p~tc tel"ms of' the 
day, that men may satl what they are believin~<t and it is 
due in gr-::~ -.. t He~_sul--~ +. o the W·.):L--1~ ·Yf such m.en as Clement, 
and his 1-'-~~jJil Orig'jn, t.hat we today f'eel so ~;tr·Jn:~~ly t~~·~-? 

(53) :_~ t :r ()l'rt • I.5.32. 
(54) strom. I.l6.80. 
( ;) :5 ) rot r- "1 ,"_> u:, • 1.:10.97. 



n~cessity ~or a theological axpl.-u'J.,::;tion of" our intuiti\re 
r~ligious aspirations t-lnd be1iers, and an explanation which 
takes note o~ ~resent as well as past philosophic concept­
ions. 



Chapter III. THE NATURE OF GOD 

Christ had taught that God was a spirit, and 
that He was to be worshipped in spirit and. in truth; but 
when Clement accepted Christianity he was forced by his 
Gr~ek love ~or knowledge, to ask what Christ n1eant when He_, 
repeated these words; he ~elt the necessity c~ ~nding out 
for htmsel~ what this notion involved, and what spirit 
really was. To answe~ this question he was told by his 
brother-Christians to turn to the Hebrew scriptt~es and 
also certain Cl'lristian writings, in which he, would find a 
complete revelation o~ all truth, He did so but he inter­
preted these writings almost instincti,,.ely wit.h the help of" 
notions which he had brought with htm from his philosophic 
education. He had a precedent -ror this :procedure in the 
writings o~ the devout Jew Philo, and from him he borrows 
his metLod v~ allegorical interpretation. But bef"ore we 
discuss the influence of Greek thought, let us brie~ly sun 
up the elements o~ a t .. heology which Clement could. draw out 
of the Jewish Scriptures, as intdrpreted by Philo's system. 

The latest Jewish writers. the sages, inherit o~ 
course the monotheism Of the prophets, but th~Y have a.b~nd­
oned anthropomorphic conceptions o~ the I'ie+.y and tend to 
separate Goa ~rom His Creation. A ve1•se lil~e this is 
typical: "God is in Heaven and thou on earth• there~ore let 
thy words be few." Their reverence ~or God is as great as 
ever, but they are tending towards the notion of a cold and 
dispassionate God who is f'B.r removed f'rom men. Thus the God 
of Ecclesiastes is without emotions, and the God of Proverbs 
rules by general laws, without ~avour and without caprice. 
o~ course they do not separate God entirely ~rom the econvmy 
o~ His rrreation, but He is li~ted as ~ar away as possible 
fTom the trivial details of that econom~r. In +.heir e-r-rorte 
to rid t.he idea o-r Jewish limitations and. to spiritualize 
it, they have made their God supra-cosmic, if not transcend­
ental. 

In the rea~ o~ theology Plato has wei1ded an in­
fluence as ~ar reaching as that o~ the Hebrew Pr~phets. He 
laid down two canons of theology, or rather mythology, which 
really every writer o~ theology since hie day has taken into 
account: that God is the cause of good alone and not o~ 
evil, ~nrl that He is absolutely ~utabla (1). With these 
dogmas we can connect his notion o~ God's per~ect goodness, 

(1) Republic 378-380. 



and also His omniscience, and t.he f'act the He never con­
tradicts Hirne:el-?. But. if' God is so per~ect and ir:·~mutable, 
He must be li~ted above the processes o~ decay and gener~ 
;;:;_tion ,_"!hich go on in this world; and this is exactly 1'!1-.~.at 
Plato does, vrhen .he says that God lives in the tranr:::cr3r:0_­
ent?._l world o~ ideas, of" the reality o:f which this world 
only more or less partakes ( 2). God is VO"Gs and he con.­
t~m})1::?.tes tl1e Ideas. Again Dr. James Adam, in his edition 
or +.hP. ~_).epublic, believes that Plato meant to identt:ry God 
with t.he Idea o:f the Good, the :former being the rtilir_:-tou.s 
conce:pt.ion, ~.nd the latter the philOSO!Jhic, o:f· one and the 
sam'O t l1ing ( 3). But whether D. Adara was cor1"'ect. or not in 
making this identi~ication does not matter,since, later 
Platonists, sucl1 as Plutarch certc:tinly did 10.entif'y them, 
~n0 what we are now studying is not Plato's own thoughts 
so much as what was the E.tf:u:.::'_:~.rrl interpretatton o:r Plato in 
the second cent~ry A.D.. Now o~ the Idea o~ the Good, Plato 
satrs it ~~f so :.:,_:·.:r-el~.' t.ranscendenta.l t,]~~at it is even be,rond 
be1 . .:-:z ( .,£ 1(£l v J.. ~s 0'\) Ol~s ) , of· 't'lhich we can onl ~ say 
that it 9..lol~.e truly exists (4). But it is also inllJO:r·tant 
to not~ that his God is "nv colourless ont olue;ic;:.;_l ;;~_bG+. ract­
ion like beinz" but a personified moral principle, the Good. 
From these statements it seems a legit. ii'\;-;_t.e conclusion that 
the relation between suet a God and the transient world can 
only be expresst3d cy (:.;_ r··,s-1:·:.~-d:'!'Jr, tho,_;_?t:. Gon. is st,il1 the 
cause o-r the v:orld-process - He is the causa of" being. This 
is the point v~t':"I'e Plat. o' s System. as he ·le~+. it in his 
di;.1logues, set:=ivts t,o bl~eak down, and it was as an attempt to 
bridge thin gqp, that much o:r late~ philosophy came into 
ex1stence. Hovr Pl:..:to meant to relate the world of' b~e;Jr:~irp­
to +.he world o~ Ideas, we cannot de'finit.ely rutsr:er,but it 
was certainly not by the doctrine that the ifi.~R.s arE} im­
manent,in things• as he o-rten i::si ~~ts t~:ey are xw~ts 
T')v ott~ hft~v ( 5), and trJings only partake 
( ) , Ol' are an image o-r +.hem. We must be care-
~ul not to read tl1e r;octiine of the materialistic store 

into PJ.a4-.o' P ideas. ~.s a short way to an answer. 
Thus Pal to •s God is the transcencl.ental Heason of" the Universe 
~-r ~~~:-_i eh we c8n only say that it ever truly is and is ever ' 
the same, being the cause v-I e.x.i ~+.~nee P.nd l:Jlowlecp:e ~ It is 
that which we C8 . .n~,:,Jt thinl~ away, or get beyond (1tf~ 1\J-
vlT'rl k~s ) , and Pl-:tto is :fil?rll~r conv~nced tha. t at is 
the Good, or that God's pur}Jose is good (6). But Plato 
tries to bridg~ this p·,_!.l:f betr--·en God ~ . .r.~ man by mM's 
reason, which natu:r::-1.lly aspires to :fJlow God and eventually 
can iJlow :-~ir!l, :-,:f+,'9r it is ~reed f'rom the trammels o:r this 
world., w:-licli imprison it. But f'or man as such the na.t ·ure 
of' God 1~? r~t.ill inscrut~~ble, and t.he notion o:r a p:tilosol>h­
ar who has seen God is only a }Jattern laid U1J in l-it::~.--.v0r. .• 

(2) Timneu~ ?.c-3~ & Pulit.icus-(3) Adam's Ed. of' Rep.II.p.G2. 
( 4 ) Htipuol ic. S04 ~ { l·lyth. ( 5) R~IJUbl ic. 47t, A~ 
( 6) Titna~us. l~ f. 



Platonisrn ends in a Dualism of God set o.ve_r against tl1e 
world. 

Later Platonists, such as Plutarch and Maximus 
o~ Tyre, insist ·u·ery strongly on the transcendence o-r God, 
in opposition to the stoics, who identi~iec1 God with tlv~ 
v;orlrl-~)~~ocess; and at the same time more closely unit eel 
man with God by the belie~ that man's soul is an inc:::1rnat e 
rl.aern.on, or lesser o.eity. Educated men felt that their God 
o~ Platonism, when standing alone, was har~ly better than 
the God of Epicurus; and so by a regular hierarchy o~ 
daemons they sought to relate the two. This shows how ~ar 
transcendentalism had gone when it W8~S ~elt necessary to go 
back to the belie~ in lesser de.iti~s. 

Philo unites t,he suprB-cosmic God o~ the Wisdom 
Liter-r-l.ture with the purely transcendental God o~ Plato, with 
+,he r'3sult that God is now separated absolutely f'rom the 
Universe. All that man knows o~ God is what He is not; He 
is simple_and ine~rable, without quality or ro1~. but more 
tl1an that we know not ( 7). He is t.he purest. thing in the 
tmiverse, superior to all per~ection and knowledge, and 
batter even than the Good ( )(8). 
All these names applied to J~hovah are merely images o~ Him, 
who said "I am th;.tf, I :m."\ signif"ying that his nature was 
to be, not t. o be n<:!med ( 9 J. Ap:ain God is universal, not 
becaus'd ne is cont,aine~ in all, but because he contains all. 
( 10). The fUndament 81 thesis of" Philo' s theology is tl-le 
irnpossibili+.~ o-r knowing Gocl, and he is usually consistent 
wit11 it, though he does syeak of the perf"ect good.ta"3ss of' 
Gort (llJ. He insists that man cannot re~ch God either by 
reasoning or any other o~aration oF the s9u1, Those who 
seek God. in the world ~ind onlv a shadow ~ 12 J. And :t".tow can 
the rational soul know God, ·.i:.t-.tn:1 it does not know even it.~ 
s~l~? (13). None of" man's thoughts or aspirations reach 
God (14). Thus God se~m.s absolutely inaccessible to man, 
and Philo only unites them by the superior ~acult¥ o~ pure 
int~llig~nc'j. '."'lhtch is a direct gif't :rrom God ( 15). This 
alone 91svatas the soul towards the divine, but even then 
the soul 0o~s not W1d9rstand God (16). Such is the n:~.ture 
u~ God to Philo that, He seems entirely conceal~<1 within 
the f1;:;.rkness o-r his inaccessible being and ine~fable name. 

( 7 ) Philo. Quod D~us Inr :t:.t • cl"!,lJ. 
(8)(De Vit~ contempl. dh. 1. 

1De Opi~icio Mundi ch.2. 
( 9) De Norn. Hut at eh. 2. 
(10) De con~s. ling. ct.?.7. 
(11) De Cherub. ch.25. 
(12) Legis Alleg III ch.52. 

(13) Legis Alleg.I,29. 
(14) De Cherub chs. 13 

ann. 14. 
(1~) Legis Alleg.I.ch.l3. 
(16) De Somn.I.ch.ll. 

N .B. - Ti-...~se re~erencef. are mostly f'rom Vacharot, but in 
each case they h:1ve been verif'ied.. 



To prevent this, Philo gives us his Logos. o~ which more 
in the next chapter. For all that man can no, he is 
absolutely separated :rrorn God and Pl'1il o is ohl ip-e0 to adopt 
the not ion O:f a Mediator. or t,e:et ium quid, to prevent his 
philOSO}:>hy f'rom making th~ y\·orld r:~.S ,P:Od-less P.S t.he Epicur­
eans would have had him believe. 

Clement's doctrine of" God was the prevalen·t. one 
o~ his day, in which God is set over against the world that 
he ~ashionedt and the great change which his notion o:r God 
U.."lderwent when he became a Christian, was that a conviction 
was given :.im that he had :round a direct revelation o:f this 
God in Jesus Christ; by means o-r which conviction certain 
Philonic and C!J.ristian elements were superimpoFted on the 
Platonic conceptions a11--eady there. His future studies were 
an attempt to arn;:!lg~imat9 +,hese t.wo streams o:r thought into 
a Christian th~ology. 

According to Clement God is unknowable by the 
orclinar~r man; He iR not Y'Jlown through t,he .~enses, as He is 
:forn~_ess and shapel9ss, while the senses ,only v.erc'3i,re 
things that h~ve these qualities ( -ri c(t<Tt\t~ ) ( 17). 
The so-...:1 too is weak :for the compr-3henfiun of reality (18). 
WhA.t he means is that the ordinary man c:~nnot comprehend 
God at all, and that the c hrist iru1 ch.n, R.s we shall see 
later, only by putting himsel~ into an attitude of mind 
which he calls :raith, so that ClYt'ist can t'3ach h1m. But ~~c 
then only the perfect Christian will know Goc 's nature• t.he rr,k1tit 
ordinary Christian r~u)\t t'es+. ea.tisf"ieft ![it.h fl knowledge o:f \~.{p( .. 
the will o-r God ( 'ft, {"W 7\'tf·t~ '10\) ~ ) as revealed 
by 1-Its Logos. Ag~_in he sa.ye it is easier to de~ine what God 
is not, than what He is (19), anr'_ this itnpo~~ibilit.~r t,o de­
fine what God.'s nature really is, oeems to lead to agnostic­
ism. But here we s11ould a':j very cRrefl.J.li God is not ent.ire­
ly unknown and unknow3.~)le, since he has made a revelation o~ 
Himsel~ throuerl His IJ·J?O~, t.hrouph Wt1om He works; Clement 
has distinguis!led. between God_ as He is, and God in his work­
in:··s. Thus he believes in the +.eleological argument ( 20). 
:.1nd it is itt~~a,ct by thlfi that he gets his concev+.ion .. ::1' 
Goo ~~ the ~~ft '~ Ultl> \t'Vt&~ • But the a.t -tributes of 
God in Himself. cannot be known; man by S':1·~}~ing ccu.ln not 
~ind out God, and in his day had·· 'rountt · H1in out only because 
God had. seen ·that the revelation in nB.ture wA.s insu~~icient 
ann h~d given them a per~ect one through the person o~ the 
Logos ( 21). so when commenting on th~ P-:"ologue to the 
Fourth Gospel, (22), in a ~ragm~nt which has been preserved 
to us of' the Hypot yposes, he e.~_ys that +~he apJ)elat ion Of 

(17) Strom. ,,.1.7. ~his quotation is important in the re­
f'erence tv tL~ v~··:ro.s o~ God to Moses, a.e he interprets them 
in the s;1me way as Philo. see note \16) o-r this cha}Jter. 
( 18) storr1 v .12. 79 .. ~ 
(19) ~V IL 12.. ,.., tN ' ~ I 

( 20) strom V~1.6 - IIJ.~~Vlk'COV l(~r ~~t' l"nt\f ~~~\1.-
( 21) Strom VII .2.8. ( 2?) Trans .. o~ Cl~m:Anle'C eli,p. 



"ligl1t" as applied to God is only a metaphor, for we do not. 
lmow God and t.hexe:fore cannot def'ine Him. He is thus 
"il\t(.')~~O't05 , if all the words which we a])~)ly to Him 
are merel.~r similie s. "To arrive at the M:1.ster vl"' all is 
truly a dif:ficv.lt task as the object of" c-12r purs;;.i t e"rer 
:flees at our approa.ch ( 23). And no wond~r, ror He ir-~ not 
circumscribed in space ( 24 ) , nor is He in the :forn o~ any 
creature or of" like :passionsi He is absolutely f"ree from 
73Very quality which inheres to thfj tY.tnr:s o~ this r.rorld 
(25). He is the ultimate cause o~ the universe, the farth­
est cause ( 26), and not only is He be~ronr the universe. but 
beyond the intelligible world ( 27 ). He is tf.le point wi +.bout 
position• He is @s.rea 1:eroo=d Unity (yoi(~ Jll'Va..-S )( 28 ). so 
f"ar Clement is c0nsistent, he has merely told us what God 
is not, and t-3 l'"l::' ~ arri ,red ~-t t !1is by a process of" abstract­
ion, just as he tells us the true gnostic will reach a 
:·~n·.:n.·l ~d..~·e o:f God 't r f"reeing himself" o:f everything tl1:~ +. 
y;y_:ctc.~-\.es of" this world, until he arrives at the most gene:c~.l 
o-r ideas. Now while t.o us such an abstl'act ion r.~eans 
absolutely nothing, :for Clement it meant the E·~~i-·.c·~rJ.e~t. 
and highest real.ity. so that he could say thatuthe sacri~ice 
wt.ich is most acceptable to God is 'U!H:··~:•:<c .. v"it:E'" ~=tbstrnct. ion 
:frorl the body"(2~}. 4gain u·we adv:::·.~-:ce by analysis to the 
f'iret notiun t7tf6'mV ~<f\V ) , beginnin? wi t.h the properties 
U.t111 erl ying 1 t; and t al<.ing away -from the body its yh ysical 
qualities, sucl! 8.2 C.ept.h anrt breA.dth, and lastly length, we 
will reach the point ( ~0~~ ) which has position. and 
i:f ·~·-'oj~t.ake that aw~~r. we ha.va the conception o~ t.he unit 
( YOtrtk ~0"\t~S ). I:f then abstracting r.1 1J. t.h:1+, 
belongs to bodies and things called co:;go:r:-t)ala we cast our-
selves into the greatness of" Christ ( }ltytuo5 ). a.nd 
then ~.dv:s.n~e~t.o immenstt:r by holiner~s, we may reach tr.1e 
not ion ( 1lJ ~l ) $J-r t l~e All mighty. l<.nowing not what 
He is but what ~ is not ( 30). l~ow this notion of' the 
absolute trrtnsc~nr1:,_.r:.c·:-; ':\'f God is PlR+.onic, in t.he sens8 that 
this w~y o~ t~inking can be traced back to Plato; it is a 
di::r~ect ~r·esult. o-r PlRto' s conception of" God. as immutabl~~ 
whi J A t.h:~ wo:rld is ever changing. But Clement also use e. 
sev•<c::;1 Platonic phrases which show thrt (he knew Pl.::-~t:o,at , 
±'i~st .~1~nd. Tir~s he says that God is ~ ktlV~ l'\1\> 't\t&-S K~f 
\,~ ~V ~i<rl ( 31), which i~ a cert:-3.in remj_niscence o~ 
the Platonic one, \1\Extt VJ.- ~s c:pd'(l-5 ~~£t~lw'-. ~rw~tt( 32)' 
He lit.~ Plato cP..lls Gait the t-tov~.s , but wha.t is most 
co:1vi nc1.:~;; of" all that Plato here influenced Clement, is in 
his ~se of" the method o~ ebstraction by which he ~ets his 
not ion o-r Go~ -., ~ is by seyarat ing himse11=- f'rou the thinr,s 
o-r sense ( ~ oll~~-ri ~ ) until he c8.n contemplate the 
concepts o~ reason ( l'.l. V~ti-. ) • Bot.h t, he method ~n~ 
th~ wor~s use0 to e~plain t.ha~- method are a clii·ect reminis-

( 23) Strom.II.2.5. ( ~34) ~)trof'1 .• vrr.r,.~f~ t 6.~o. 
( ~ ;) ) s t rom .• I I • 2 • 6 • ( 2 6 ) s t r om. Y I I • 1. 2 • 
( ~ ~ 7 ) s t r om • V I • 9 • 7 8 & V • 6 • 3 8 • ( 2 8 ) :] t r or~ • " • I J • 7 8 • 
r ~~ 9 ) s t r orl v • 1 1 • G 8 • ( 3 o ) s t r om • '' • ·1 ., • 7 2 • 
( .-.~..1.. ) Paed~gogus I. 8. 71. ( 32) J.(trvu·ollc ~)09. 



cence o:f Pla.to'r3 own words about the contemplation of" the 
Id·32. or the G-ood in book six o:f the Republic. As Clement 
rer~l;1::.'1:s, w11at he Of":fers his hea.rers is af"ter all the un­
known God of whom Paul spoke (33). 

B~t in tte ot~e~ passages we tind that Clement 
seem.ir:gly is;rh.J:res the posit ion just explained and speal<.s 
of" c~:j:r:·tain attributes o:f God; he spe~.ks o:r God as hr:1.ving 
res.s.,:;.~."'l. as loving a;.'1d pitying. Here he is in~luenced .• not 
1::-:r Plato or Philo, but by the New Test,ament. \'J~1~~:·e he finds 
that God is a God of" moral qualities. Philo ~-~or·::~r.'h:8.t in­
consistently nid the same. ~ut what was inconsistent in 
Ph1.lo 1·s· not 1·n ClQmAnt v·h....:.n ,~·~ r··..:r~ 1 'l'·,....,Ar,"'l +,..,·:-+ +"'.1e Lo(Yoo 

' ._1 .. ..._, V t I ._) y, ·-- --' !. . ' I ............ ! ~ J.J.C:1. ~J ·' J.J _, E.• V ' 

~e we will explain later, is a revelBtion of God. The Logos 
came to reveal the will Hn(t .,., ~~rl':.ings o~ God, a.nC'. so Clt1m9nt 
believes he knows S()tnett.ing about this ~ar-off" God. But 
when r.~.e at t :ri·ry:_~t e ~ ,: ... ::.."' 1 i +,ie r; to Go0 . the Father • he believes 
that he lmows them through the Logos. These two doctrines 
are not :."'.'3C~~·s~l'i.l:'{ v:,·:tu~.lly e:::clusive, thqt God in Hirnsel± .. 
is incomprehensible. but that He is known in His v;ro:cl:inr:}: .• 
B~r +J his me~~ nE: Clement is able to retain i'ai th in a God of 
moral qualities. and to pr~vent Him -r.t,on bfjcor,_iil?- a. m.ere 
rn.et8.p:!!ysical nonenity on his hanc.s. ?ut in -the det~~rminat. ion 
of" t.he moral qualities or God,Cl~r;::~::.+. iE~ 

1 
Fl.F-':8.~9 r.:e~r:. to be 

a_P~a.ton~st. Go~ is without pass\9l1S ( ol.~VJtl ), 
w1t.noD.t 1~dignat1on or· yr..e;~r, ( ~VU~ ) ,anc. 'free 
~rom desires ( 'oL\f\.lfl ~ ~Tf J(os ) ( 34). 
He is n0t in hv.man : .... J~T.1 • ( ~;-;), but entirely f";.,ee ;frlm hwnan 
pasC:i·J~:>: • He is absolutely without want ( ~\.J£v~f. J ) 
(36), ~or he is per'fectly simple., while all thin._=-s of' sense 
are compound, and so e~ch one needs sornetLing ~lF~ b~r the 
hel-r) o~ rrhich to subsist. But God, being stmple and com­
prising everything, needs nothing else., ~·:.·.t, i~ ~:>~r:fect.ly 
sel~-su:r~icignt. (37). By this metho~ o~ abstraction he has 
reached t:he not ion of" a Goo, who i~, in nJ. 1 !'H8J)Elct. P n_t:f'fer­
ent :from man, except in re;:,.svn ( 1\~\'0~ ~ tc'V..s ) , which both 
He and man possess. He n•:; ... 1 '3:C f7!8A.T!l.s f.o ~i)J~r,et t.tat God is a 
personality as ouch as nan is, in the sense that He thinks 
bet" ore He r1ct f:!.. :0.~:.-·-=1 +here~ ore cR.n care 'for his Creat, ion; 
which, ir it means anything qt all, means that God is 
r;-,_t ion~.l. T.hus ev~r;. VJ.hen he is de~ining God in th-3 te~:··r;is 
of" a :philOE::Ophy, and has called bim the On~ or +J--"~ Poij~-~- , 
h':' ~,.r;.e~ia_t,~l:t r-;~)~a.ks o~ throwino.: onesel:f into tl1e greatness 
( 1! ~iVlt'Os ) o-r Christ ( 38). He nev'3r -ro1,p-~t, s +.hat 
God is a rational being as the Logos reveals Hir.1, but he 
then tries to f"ree the pers0nality o? Go~ rroM ever~rthing 
that might pertain to this world. As he so de~initely t-~lls 
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us, he reached this ider. of God by tryin~ to think o~ a 
mind that was free ~rom tj~e and space, and all the qualit­
ies which tlp1e and space, bring with them (38). He is pure 
being ( ~~.Pcl\a~ ~ 0)~ · )( 39 ). God is a sel:f-con- . 
sci\Jus .:..nd e.Jl:f-ctet en1ined being, who is ~ree f"rom everyth1ng 
o:r tbis world of" sense. such a definition pleases Clement 
because it does not identi~Y' God wit.h his creat.ion. (40 ), 
not yet does it make Him into a mere human being, as the 
pO}JUlar mythology did ( 41); and such a de:fini t ion t.Le :finds 
in the popularized Platonisrn o:f hie day. He has now carefi.J.l~y 
separ~ted God :rrom everything thB..t seems to connect Him with 
the world, and has connected Him with man only by the power 
of" reasoning (42), which brings with it moral qualities; he 
has once f"or ::1.11 separ&ted God f'rom matter. Now he is f'orced 
to allegorize away much o:r the Old Testament, saylng that it 
s:val~e in a wBy unworthy o'f God. But, like a Platonist, he 
is determined to hold to the notion ot· the g0odnt.1ss or love 
o~ Gorl_, a.ncl_ so he explains love as a re lilt ion of" af"f'ect ion 
which does not show desire or want on the p:1r"t of" the one 
who 1 oves, but is independ.:1nt o~ t. ime and s>ace ( 43 ) ; God's 
nature, in so :rar as we know it, ca.n thus 'be explained as 
th8.t of' benevolence and love. NOVl this is not so peculiarly 
a Christian conc~pt iun ~ e it, "firnt se~rn.s4 Plat. o was the :first 
to enunciA.t.e it. Plato says that it was because o-r His good­
ness t~1~+. Gorl creat.ed +he worldt44); f'or the sfUile reason 
Plato separates God f"rom everything that is evil, and onl.y 
allows him to be the Creator of the good; :ror tr,is reason be 
wishes to remanuf"acture mythology, because +.he (\10. oid not. 
~lways JJicture Him as the cause o:r t,he good alon1• Clement 
also nepeats the words of" Plato ( 45), ~~c; ~\'oll11e5 , as 
meaning that God is not the c~use of" evil; eo that even if 
Clement here reproduces a CLris+.ian thou:--t.Lt, when he speaks 
o~ God's goodness, he is still greatly in~luenced by Plato, 
as the words 7tl".ich he uses to express that thought clearly 
show. i•Again, following the examvle of" Plato and in direct 
v!J~j·Jsi+.ion to tTewish thought, Clement declares t.hat. God_ never 
takes vengence (46}. Thus he believes , sine~ the worlr is 
perf>ect,that there is no evil but moral evil an0 its results 
in the world1 and that misf'ortunes, it ... they 0o be~all man, 
come as violent persuasions when gentler ones have failed. 
He will not believe that God can 'Je 8..ngry or tak9 vengeance; 
tha.t would be doing himself' harm. "God punishes with the 
purpose of" bene:fi t +. iEg 1) ~t, h public J ~r nn0 as ind 1 ''idu~.l s +~hose 
who are being punished". Clement is so persistent in this 
beli~:r t,l::t-1-. h'3 s::~.ys that God. never willed that Christ. must 

-die b·o.t. rtoarely permittedit. uThis was the only way to sa~e-
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guard the Providence and GoodneE.s 0:f God ( 47). Tl".Lis is t,he 
Platonic notion o~ punishment - God is good and he cannot be 
anything else than kind··. Ag2.in rn~ny of' his contemporaries 
thought o~ the =• 1 'cl' "Hle;:t God of" their philosophy as 
an object of" v;J:x·~-!-·i~:)• Cleanthes is his day had done so, 
when he spoke of' repaying God in honour and chanting His 
de'='ds co~1t i~··,:--:.:)"~'.slv. as is most f"it ~or mortal men. who have 
no greater privelege than duly at all times to hymn the 
Univers~, Law. we find much the same in Epictetus 9~'Vt.Len he 
speaks of ~allowing the will of God or the law of' God, P-.nd 
of' the impossibi1it.y of escaping ~rom the Gon. within• and 
wben he says that he true attitude of" r:1en tov~'":=:;.r~ Gorl is one 
o-r gratitude. tlzzi This notion o-r worshipping God by doing 
His will was only in its in'fancy ;:-it:· .:•ne: +.he Gr~-5ks, and can 
not have deeply infiuenced. Clement. But he might have 11eld 
all t lle• doctrines a':J .y __ t, G :.)/l ' s transcendence ~.ne. goodness 
be~ore he became n Christian. 

But the God of Clcnent iA not merely the God of 
the Platonists; there are attributes which he ascr=lbes to 
~'~·od, besides t.hat o:r ·goori-nes~ corn..rnqn to both Christianity 

-- l • .. 

and PlatonisJa, w.hic~ arl3 Jl'3Culiarly Christ La11. T!lus he can 
hardly have brcu~ht. vri t.h him into Christiant ty the notio~1 
that God is not bound b~r natural la,,r to be good, but +,hat 
He in so b~cause T{f3 has willed it ( 48). This se~ll1S to 
point to the d.ef'ini tel~r ·"'hrist i. a:.:. i·iea of God as a person­
ality, wi t!1 p'3rhaps a covert attack on th!9 stoic tfgterl~lin­
ism. Plato, vrhom Clement so utuch ~1.·u1i.res, never hints at 
such a conceptio!l; his Idea of' t11.e Good, 1d~nt.1fi'3 1 l a2tltY10 
later thinke!'9 with f1.ori, mer'31Y lights u:p the universe a'rld 
man by th~ lig:i1t which He must emit ( 49). Clement, 1!1 the 
passage ~ust QUOtet"t, se;·1r1~~ t·1 ::;i '"J ~-l~ a cri tict r3n o:f Plato 
-r.h,::-:1. h9 !1a ... rs that "God is not good ,.,.i thot:.t w_Llling l. t, just 
as :fire ~hich warm~, but the ci~f't of' his bounties is the 
res"C.l t o:L ; c1 :J.Gt of' ln'l ll". This '~'lOtio,_ that the goodness 
of God is an ef'fort of --rL~ -.-rill iA peculi_arl~r r.hri~ti~!1; 
tn this respect the Platonic notion of' nod han bee~ con­
s1.derab ly chan_~~·i towards the notion of a IJ.od 'rri th a per­
sonali 'i:.y. Another distinct chaTlg~ nust ~r1ave corae over his 
notion of God bl' tr1~ adiition of th~ Christi_a.'1. ,,iew t11at 
'1od vrishes to save men and make tl1.e11 perfect as He 18 :per­
fect - that the aim of Go~'s providential care iR se~n not 
merely the orriertng of the U'1.:i." . .rerse but especially in His 
plans to save the human race. With this notton 1~ closely 
connected the idea of God as an education, m~to has gi,.ren 
d.efintte h-91P to man. Plato never thinks o:f Go·i an Gi,ri.ng 
m~'l any h~lp; hiR God j_~ a ~.ln vrhich shines by natural re­
f'Ulg13!1C'39bUt it n'3ver comes !lear to man; if man wisheR to 
contemplate the Idea of th~ Goorl, he must mou..11.t to thA top 
o-r th'3 vault of heaven. Clem~nt is conv.tnn~~l th:it Goi 

(47) strom.!V.l~.R~. (48) rtrom .. VI.l~~.l04., VII.?.4?,. 
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wishes to save men: to rind this :feeling o:r1.e !:.ag only to 
read the last ch8..1)ter of' th9 Protre})ticus, in which Cle:dent 
v.'i th great skill and !JOwer exhortB tJ1~ pagans to abandon 
their old er:ro:rs and listen to the teachings o:f Christ. 
Anoth9r great. addition to Clement's t~n.r:;ology a.t th~ time 
of' his conversion wa8 the notion that all work i:f done 
v·illin;;:;l~r a..nd because o:f love, was 1Jtorshi:p. Now he under­
stood the saying o:f Chrlsi:. t;1at God ,XTas a s:piri t and that 
he was to be -worshir)per:l in s:.oiri t anti in truth. Clenen t. • s 
doctrine of' r~od is a.11. attempt to think out thl9 content o:f 
the Christi9...T'l Yiew of' God, un.der the in:fluence o:f Platon­
ism. 

This Dualisn, which se:!)ar~tes G-od so entirel:r 
from the world, v:as th~ !'88Ult o:f :following Plato a..'1ri Philo 
in a~ attempt to purify God Of everythlng vr}l.lc;h pertains to 
space s..n;~. time; but gueh a doctri.ne was a common one amon~ 
educated men in Clement.'8 tinP., f1-"1d we might call it a 
natural develop!~ient UJFl.er the fore~ of' exif3ti!1.g cir(~11mstan.e~r,. 
Thus a consistent belief' in monot.hel~~d in polythei.9tin 
~urroundi:r1.gs woulri certainly tend towards the reje-~t.inn of 
t~1e ant.h.ropomorphisrn, 111. -r.rr1:.i0h polytheism had clothed it­
self. Agai~ the probl~rn of' evil troubl~~ th~ men of tnis 
age and espec1ally the tnissionary preachers of' both pagan-
ism a, d. Christianity; and the Christian look~d on "thi q 

l"!Orld" (i.e. ~oma11 EmpirP.) as given over to the apiri t o:f 
evil, from the evil of which botll t·ney ancl the pagan 
teachers urg~d men to flee. But if' this world wa8 so e'ril, 
rr~d,had. to be separated :from it, ml so the words of' Plato -
~ ~S 'el\1J.I1l'O.S - 'became a sort o:f a catc;h-worci of' the 

age as regards the problem of evil. Hence thP. educated men 
of' the t~ne readily accepted the Platonic doctrtn9 of God 
as ~Ol\ring their di·f·~"'tcul ties. The only school which defin­
itely opposed this transcen.0.~nt.ali~rn w~s tr1e stoic, which 
substi tuterl :for 1 t pa.nth-31srn. It transpo:rt~d. God into the 
midst of' the world as 1 ts S·.J'L:.l; thl3n the world and its Gori 
were in i:rttimat.e contact. That was a solution o:f nne part 
of' the problem but when tak9n .for all the truth it destroyed 
the iri.ea of' God. Nature was not iri~ntifi~d with the rrill 
of God,but God identifie 11 with th~ workings o:f Natu:re; 
Nature wan not deified, but God naturalized_. This only made 
the question of evil more difficult to explain,and so it 
was rejected by all vrho had not accept'3d stoi.cisrn on other 
grounds. Plutarch telln u~J h·:)~7 tht~ r!oct:rin~ a:ppeal~d to 
g_ l19.n ,.,ho v.ras an ardent student. or Plato (50), when he ~ays 
that Chrysippus is forced to believe that God is the cauAe 
of all -th~ bloorigh~d. a"1.d cruel tv of wars. This was the ef' 
effect o:f identL"fyln~ Gorl ,~r1.th nature, wd o-r C01l!'A~ men 
'fled T.o the opposite extrerne and ?OUl(i have nothing to do 
with the Stoic theology. 'J.lhis is the view of Clenent, t:.h~it 
~h~ st.oicn ri.isgr:J.c~ Gorl by irlent1 f'ying Hinl with the vilest 
of' rnatt~r (51). 

(50} Plutarch ~ 'q~pugn. ~oic. 
(51) Pretrept. 5.6~. 



Now this belief that Go1 1~ ~imself has nothing 
to do with the worl.l has con-1J_ tionArt the Chrtstoiogv, not 
only of Clem3nt but o:f all th~ Christian Fathers; and the 
nature o-r ~hriat anrl his relation both to God and the vrorld 
must be explained on these du8.list.ic prlnciples. Much o:f 
:future tneolo.s~r iq ·1n attempt to ju(3tif"y :from these promises 
the belie:f in tl~3 -liv ini ty of' a ChriAt who iR a Merliat.r")r 
between God an·1 Godless man. Viewed f'l'OJtl this stanrl.point, 
moRt of' Cnrist.ian riog:ma goes back to Plato • s dualism on the 
intelleetual side,.being an attempt to think out on 
Platonic princi1>-les all that. was in,rolvAd for roa'11. a..nd the 
world in the life of Christ. 



Chapter 4. THE LOGOS. 

This nec~c;si ty of uniting God vri th the world, and 
espec:ially with the ~oul of man, mur.t hav8 be~n the import­
ant thing amone the early religious dif~iculties of Clement, 
and it was just because that he f'el t t-'1at Christ had come 
to fill that. gap th~t he so enthusiastically ernbraeerl 
Christian! ty. The doctrrine o:f tl1.e Ijoeos is the Inost ira­
portant eleraent in ClF:1nAnt '~ thBology> bUt it w~1.s !1.t?CI38sar·~r 
to study his doctrine o:f God :first, as th~t conditionArl hin 
Chrir:tolot;y. Now his concern was not in the Christ. as a 
man who bore a.ll human trials B.nd n~l~essi ties and yet lived 
the perfect life; his i~ter~st was in ChriBt, th~ spirit 
V'"ho came to reveal to 111en the unseAn God ann to teach men 
to be like him. He is interested in Christ, th9 Logos. 

For his doctrine o~ the Logos he depends directly 
on the Fourth GOS2_)el, but as int~-:lJr~ted in th~ light of' 
Philo 's lFri tings. Thus tr.re need not discuR~ what the writer 
of the Fourth Gospel raeant in his proloLJL:e, and wheth.er he 
meant the aame as Clement. All that we need to re1nelaber 
is that Clement beliP.,,es h~ f"inris his own vie·ws there. What 
is i1nportant for UA ie to find out the inf'luenee of' Philo 
on Clernent., as Philo 1:as certainl~' inf'luenc~d by Gr~Bk ideas, 

Philo had separated God's Be in.::; entirely :front the 
wcrld1but he had also felt that God's power was ever at 
worktOt:ttere. This pov.rer of' Gori had i)l3en called "wisdoru" 
( <116,. (~ ) by the Jews, and Philo takes up thP-ir vie1rrs 
and expands them; lle is & direct 1lesoendan.t of the writer 
of the book of Wisdom. Jehovah himself is outside tl1e worlrl, 
but his power iA ~orking in it, to e:f~ect creation and to 
keep the 1Horld-11roce~8 runY"Jing. Then thiA ~isriom o:f God had 
been personified by the sages, ani Philo tries to givA a 
philoaophic explanation of this notion. He is far on the 
'!_aY ~awards making thin re,relat.ion of'_ qod into a pers·Jn, 
ror ne calls it ,the count~!lance ( '-! 11f0b'1dlta~ 1 ) of God, 
the shadow ( 6'k I aL. ) or the 1'01/0~ lfee 'fofC IC"S -
an outward tnani:festat ion o:f the hid({en pow13rs of thl3 un~een 
GorJ.. But b"r t.h~ tern1s already employe<l, , . .ro neF:: that Philo 
:-,_as ~~ught up a stoic :phraG'9 to explain a Jewish belief, and 
that the "wisdom" of th~ Old TestA.l11Ant 1~ now irientified 
with the ftoic Logos (a yrorld-princi.l)lA of law anri. or,·l~r), 
'~'hich is 1mmanf9nt in the universe. ;:,.jx.t, n~)t t·J f!1l.1_ t·q+Jo 
p:mtheisrl, h~ combtn~s the Plntonic doetrine of til'J tra:.'1::­
c~!lri.·E1t Tde::1a with th8 rJo<;:)~1, qo that he can now speak of 
it as immanent in, anrt transc~n.ryj_,.,,g ~f.)~.~i.i)l0 t111ngs. Thene 
three el~ments t:/.J to the making up of Philo 'n Lo~os, but +J~1~ 



Jewish one was in his mind first, an;·l the ot!1.ers were 
called in to explain it. The LogoR is also S})i . .,ken o~f in 
the plural' when he is thinking of' trlJ? r1ir:fere-nt. mani­
festations of God in natur~,or of the differ~nt "i~A~n" 
in nthe vrorld of thought, " which t!1us becarne not mere 
patterns, but -forceR working in the world. Agat:-1 t.he 1d.eas 
are spoken of as thoughtR i~ th~ mind of God, and in thiA 
vray they are brou.::;ht to.e;et.h.er t.o mak~ up t!,J? co:rrt.qnt. of the 
personified Logos. But 1<~:en t.!le icJ.eas are nom thought of 
as one ':-rorld-princi)1e, Philo still- calls it an .i.dea; and 
since he has irlenti:f::i_eri_ these ideas or tl1ougnts in the 
win;~ of Go cl vri t.h the angels Of Jev.rish mytholOtSY, the Lo;;os 
is an angel, the first-born of' archang~ln. In this way 
Philo is ,_~rorking towarrls a persontficR.tion of th~ Logos, as 
we ~"'Ould today call it, though Pr'li1:) never UReri t:1e wo:r·i 
"pPrsona", which is a technical one o:f Roma..Tl law. Now this 
Logos has two rtuties, that o:f creati:1g thl3 world,and o:f 
posing as an ideal for man. Philo has 1:n.terprPt9d nenesiB 
I. 26 as meaning that God :first cr~ated a "RPiri:tual nan" 
(the generic concept of' man) in his ovm iraage, and tl1iR 
spir i tua1 man he elsewhere irt.enti:fies 'ft'i tl1 the Logos ( 1 ) ; 
while Genesis II.7. he refers to the actual br~athine Man 
called Atlam, who was earthy, but made in th~ :forrn o:f the 
spiritual man. Tl1is interpretation of Genes1<3, by mhich 
!le ~et~ two men, is an important on~, a11d one 1r-rh ich later 
writers make much of. Now if the Logos is born, or an 
eL1anation, from Jehovah, of cours;;. it iR subordinatecl to 
Him, or is a shado?: o:f the di ,,ine light; the Logos is not a 
yerf~ct and fUll representation o:f all the divin~ powe~~. 
This is inport~nt as Gl~mAnt reproduces it later. Philo 
is not eapeciall~r inter~r;ted in thF? Logos as an interi~ediary 
to unite mankin'1 to Gori; the le~rv~r a..ngels rlo th9.t on 
occasions, an.·l when necessary. The (lut~r u:f th13 Logo:::; 1 s 
to create the world, to keep 1 t goi ·1g, an,·i to serve as an 
intellectual ideal for man. Now Philo has in his theory 
bridged the gap vrhich ?l9.tO leTt between the t'•ro wo:rlci.s of 
reason and of' sense; the only question one f~~l~ ltk~ asking 
is 't'-·h~ther any real bridge could span such a chasm without 
breaking of' 1 tn o~n 1Veight. we have thuB seen Philo take 
holrt of the doctrine of' "~1BdOJi1", :::1nci by means of philos­
ophical concepts and a myt11olog1cal b~lief, JTl:=inipulat~? that 
doctrine until he gave it a personality. ThP. J.Jo,:::oR ~9 a 
perRon in thue for Philo the result or a long proc~ss and 
hard toil, anri_ w~ are not Aure after all i i' he me~nt us to 
take it as an actual person3g~, as we think o~ a person,o~ not. 

Under the influence of th13 ~ourth GoRp~l, Clerv~nt 
~tarts out by pof3i. ting the person~!! ty or· the Logo~; the 
B:Y1r1 tual JJogos took on 1:lesh and became the Christ, , .. rho 
~~lked the hil~s of Ju~~a. By this use of the p~iloAophic 
do0trine o:f th~ Lo:·~os 0leTJent W13.s abl~ to ~-{;) tain to hi A own 

(!)De Conius. Lin~. ch.l4. 



satisfaction the work o:f Christ, and how ChriAt 1.~r8.s rii,rine. 
The Logos, who had already existed \llfi th the Father-God, 
took on hurnan :flesh and came as an incarnate man to teach 
men, since they had not been able, from the imperfect re­
velations of Himself in the world, to find out hiA teach­
ings and follow the •• (2). Thus Clement has at once ex­
plained the "fact that Christ CH.lled Hitnsel:f the s:>n o:r God; 
has bridged the awfUl gulf, thA abysmal depths of ~hich he 
had himself :felt so keenly, betvr9en man and his Creator; a11.d 
also enabled himself to think of creation and the world­
proc~ss as in some sense the ·work of God. But we also see 
that he ha8 brought together ideas from two different ; 
sources; he has ado:pt.ed Philo 1 s v· i ew o:f the Logo8, and has 
combined with it Christ's own statement that God was His 
Father. Now either of these, if taken literally, e~cludes 
t.he other, the Logos doctrine makes Christ only a partial 
ma'Yli'festat.ion of God; the oth.er makes !Iim 11 terally a Enn 
of the srune nature, who was conceived by the Holy ~iri t. 
But ClemAnt makes a gi'eat attempt to reconcile them, alld 
hi~ attemDt is interesting because ruture theologians in­
sist with the ut.most literaln~sg 0"1 the statement that C1'"1rist 
is the ran of God, and therefore a perfect manifestation o:r 
t:r.e Godhead ( 3). 

( 2 ) strom • VI I • 2 • A • 
( :3) Paul o:r aunosata is interesting because he n~es the 
dif'f'iculty; he feels that C~ist cannot have been the worlcl­
process, which became a person, and so ht3 rejects the 
literalis~s interpretation of both these ~hras~s, and holds 
the pur8 humanity of Christ "who was not be:fo:re lftary, but. 
recei,red from her the origin o:r His being". His pre-exist­
ence was simply in the di,r1n8 for~-k!lowledge, a.:""'ld his in­
carnation of the wisdon1 or will of God was th.8 sam~ in kind 
as the incarnation of any idea in a great leader; the in­
dY''elling was not that of a person but o:f a quali t:r. Now 
it is just possible that the writer of the Fourth Gospel 
meant no more than this, as he does not r~eern to· hav0 
thought of Christ as a~orld-principle. This woUld nec-
essitate tranglat1.ng ot' ~07"~ by "on account of 
Him", 1. e. on accou..r1t of this idea in God 1 s mind to give 
a perfect and a divine 1nan to thl9 V!Orld. The ,."Trite!' would 
th~n have adopted this idea to explain the divi..nA po~P.r, 
whiGh 8.11 hie di~ciples felt He had had; and as he hnrl to 
express it in Greek he took th~ Gr~ek ~ar1 Logos for the 
Hebrew Memra, p~rhaps with a rtirect al1Uf31on by 'tJT1.Y of 
contrast to Philo, whose Logos as a 'l?rorlri-power he cannot 
have U.."1d.-3:rstoort. This is only a suggestion. 
See the Diet. of Chr. Biog. ,, • 4. p. ~50, on P'1.ul o-r samosat a. 



' The Logos both ~s a d~ije faculty ( ~~~~lip,lt~ l• 
and also as a separate be1ng ( ~~~s ), ex1sted 
from the beginning. The Logos is on the one h~~d the image 
or revelation of' the divine powers, and as such is thought 
of as the wisdom or will of' God, working in the world as a 
principle of' being,and aiming at its ultinate perfection; 
but on the other hanct He has ever been a conscious per­
sonali t.y, and as such when Re fou_rtd that th.e world was not 
being taught by the revelation of Himself in natural pro­
cesses, took on human form, that He might teaeh men the tru~ 
way of living,and give them an example of it in His own 
person. As such the Logos is both Elan a.T'ld God - He was man 
in body, and God in soul. This is the most dif'ficul t part 
of Clenent 's theology to undArstaTld; how Christ can b~ both 
a world-principle, wr.ich is concei,red of as the power or 
God,and at the smne time a human personality, as it were 
catching up into Himself all the details o~ that infinite 
process. This difficul t.:r is probably due to the fact that 
Greek :philosophy had not. yet thought out the question o:f 
self-cohsciousness and pex•sonali ty. It is tru0 that 
Aristotle's God contellll>lates Himself',but that is only becaus~ 
Aristotle thinks 1 t would be beneath God • s digni t.y :for Hii!l 
to contemplate anything e

0
lse. Eptctetus is working towards 

the notion of sel:f-consc¥1sneqs, when he speak8 o:r the lLt' 
facuhlL~!J the mind~ which "accompanies ideas" ( 7rtJ.P~tb\71l 
~ ~ .. ~tc(t~ ) • But none o:r these :philosophers had. the 
exact notions o~ modern psycholo~r concerning personality. 
What Clement dof3s insist on with refernce both to God and. 
rnan,iR the ~reedom of the will,and that is an important 
step tow~d8 a definite notion of' personality. The Greek 
love f'or the personi:ficH.tion of natural objects and pro­
cesses tended to keep their notion of personality 'ragu·~. 
Now this all seems to be re:flect8ri in Cleraent 's conception 
of Christ as the Logos; he TII3".rer s~ems to f'eel that his 
notion of Him as a world power is incont:patible with "':.hat of 
human or even seini-hum&n personality. 

Now let UR d.etermtne what Cle1nent -conceived to be 
the relation bet'\•'een the IJogos anti_ God. The Logos is the 
consciousness of' God and also a distinct person. This mea_nR 
that Cl~mAnt has distinguished "between the thought anri th~ 
thinker; betwe~n mind and 1 tR unknovrrn foundation" ( 4), or, 
to use a metaphor :from hwnan p~raonali ty, between the 1nind 
and the brain. He has rtef'initely taken th~ step of' separ­
ating God frorn His Logos, and made the latter iiiULlanent in thA 
world, eo that he can say that God in Hiraself in not tl1e 
object of' demonstratmon, but the Lo~os is (5). This doct­
rine seei.ns to be the reFJul t of combining the Fourth Gospel 
YTi th Philo. There see1ns to be no influ~ncP of' Arintotle, 

(4) Bigg- ~hristian Platonists p.64. 
( 5 ) 3 t r om I V. 2 5 • 15 6 • 



as Bigg thinks ( 6),. in this se:parrttion of God froin the 
power that rules the world; Clement criticises A:rtr1t.otle 
too severly (7}. He has merely thought out to their 
logical conclusions the premises 1ri th v:·hich he started. 
He nov! has t.~.ro hypostases. But i:f the Logos is a de:fini te 
personality, can Clement exprAss the relation between Him 
anrt the Logos in such a way as to escape nitheisn ? He 
believes he can, and he seems to have argued in this manner. 
He has explained the N~w Test8mqnt notion of Chri~t as th8 
"~n of God" by Philo 's notion of' the Logos 9.S the reoul t­
ant of a definite of :forthgoing of the powers of' God; the 
birth is really a self-evolution. of God. But the act of 
birth is not, as in Origen, a perpetual process,but a de­
finite act which took IJlac'3 b~·f'ore t i1~1e bega.'l1., as time has 
to do v:ri th the things of' the ~"Jorld.. ThuB the Logos iG both 
a creRted thing,and not; with reference to God He iR a 
created thing, but vri th reference to the 'UIJ'orld !Te is e\Ter·­
lasting,as having existed :from bef'ore time and as being 
the instrument of God in creation. By this reconstruction 
of his thought we can account fur Photius' staten~nt t.hat 
Cl~nent made the Logos into a created thing, (8) and such 
phrasee :from Clement's own workr) as these: that Chr.ist is 
the new creation which :for a long time wa8 not known ( 9 ), 
and that. He was the first created Wisdom ( ~~~ ) 
(10). But this question of' the way in ~hich the Logos came 
into being di~ not interest Clement much, and he must have 
turned over in his grave at the emphasis which :fUture 
theologians placed on this question. · Now, 8.8 Hatch remarks 
(11) in speaking o:r Philo, this metaphor of' the g0n~ration 
o:f the Logos, whether as a single act or a continuous pro­
cess, belongs to a du~li~tic conception of the universe, 
which, as we have already reminder! ours~l"es,would explain 
much o:f Clement's theology. By this way of' thinking Clement 
has subordinated the Logos to God; he calls Hiln the instrum­
ent of God in creation (12 ), the first begotten Eon, and 
other nar11es which iiniJlY subordination ( 13). The Logos gives 
us a true representation of, but he ~oes not reveal all, 
the glory of the Father. Clement is very candid about this, 
and he never thinks 1 t. necessary to define J.tis relation to 
God more explicitly. He worships the Logos as a revelation 
o:f something else. This is the result o:f the interpretation 
o:e· Christ, the ~n of God, by the philosophic notion of' the 
Logos. 

(6) Bigg- Christian Platoni~ts, p.84. n.8. 
(7) Protrept. 5. 
(8) Photius- Quoted in Bigg: Chr. Plat. p. 
(~) Quis Dives 9:11v. 12. · 
( 1 o ) &'t r om . V .14 • 9 0 • 
( 11 )Hatch Hibbert t.ect- f'or 18R8 l). ?49. 
( 1~ )Protr .1. 6 • and strom. VI I . ~. 
( 13 )Rufinus saw the same 1.11!he:.1. he said: "interdurn invehin1us 
ali~ua in libris eiuR capitula in ~u1.bQJ.s filillr.l Dei crenturam 
dicit". quot~d by Gi~seler. 



Next let us study the Logos as cre~tur o~ the 
world. Here the important. question is whet.her Clement 
accepted the notion of two principles, matter an~ God,or 
v1hether he believed in CreA.tion ex nihi1o •. We may at 
least be certain of' this much,that this question gave hirn much 
trouble, and. he even seems to suspend r.i.is judgment purposely 
in his earlier works, w~· .. iel: we alone :possess, for fe8r o:f 
giving o:f:fence. Thus he f'eels the di:ff"iculty o:f supposing 
two yrinciples,~ten he critises Aristotle (14) 1 but here 
he seems to be objecting to matter as an intractable mat-
erial s~J.:bstra.t.e. Prom Clement.' s usual silence and :from 
this criticism of" Aristotle, Canon Bigg (15) with a seeming 
desire +. o read "orthodox" views into the di:ft'icult, passages 
of" Clement, con:fidently says he did not adJnit tl1e net.ernit~r" 
o~ matte:r; but Canon Bigg has :forgot.t.~n two ~acts, that by 
his intervretation the mani:fest dualism OT Clem~nt ralls to 
the ground, since if God mane matter ther-e v.uuld be no need 
of" separating Him :rron it,, ~ls nfoj, being Omni ~_~ot ent would. 
not have made anyt hi~;~~ f'rom which He would need to be se­
parat':jdi and als.J the express st. at ement matte to the con-
trary ·~)Y ?l-.otius ( 16 ), who had more o:r Clement's worl<:s then 
,_,.e)anr1 ,..~.to sai~. thnt he :round this doctrine in one O'f tt.~.e 
latest works, t.he HypotYJ)oses, which statem'3nt we L;.:J_ve :10 
rl3ason to doubt. Now if" Clement's system. was C·~nsistent 
at all, and that was cert;:=tinly his a~, he rn.y\.t. h:).~.rA be-
lieved in the eternity of a matter ( ~'Xf~\le~ 0 ('j ) of' some 
sort, though we may :feel certain that ne nA"TAI· lool-~'30 on 

th~:~_t matter as intractable in t.he hands of" tr1e Logos, Ol" 
inr.~.erently evil, since t:~t1 t..:..L1iverse iR perf"ect. He never 
traced. moral e,ril back to an imperf"ect universe. The 
story of' r.~.is earlier lire,d~u.J.'i!l~ v:ticr! be gives. ur::: to under­
stand that he studued Plato, enables us to conjecture that 
he brought with :1trn. i.:1.t,O r.hr1te.t.ias.'11tv the Platonic notion .. ' \ 
o~ f"onnless m~itt er whicr1 only existed polent i.:.tlly (To fA-, 

"ov ) ~ but w:-licl1 was s'3t over P-.f"~- inst God, as ind.est ruct-
ible; and thP .. t lJ.e thought of" the Logos as the demiurge who 
"arrHnge6 1

' (17) +.his invisihle ann "f'orrnless" (18) mass 
into an ordered and per:fect universe. Thus he accepts th~ 
Pl~J..tJo.nic notion, as explained. in t.ha Timaeus ( 19), t,hat 
t. ioe has a mea11.int, only with r~;ferenc·~ to the uni v~rse, an•l 
so th~ 'U~~ must b~ 'ollre'i"S ~ "6LXt'OVC)-$ ( 20) o Again Clement 
speaks o:f the creation of th8 ,.ror'in. o:f Irl~aB ,w!'.tch s~rved 
aa model :for the Logos in his creation o-r th8 n:=.tterial 
vrorld ( ?,1) - a!lother Platonic touch. Ho~'" wit~l tliiS vier: o-r t.wo 

( 14 ) Strom V .14. no .. 
(1~) Bi~g. Christian Platoniots p.76. 
( 16) Phot:iu·'3. ~F} Buns~n 1 8 Ana1Act8. I. 
( 17) strom VII .~.5o CleE1ent seldom useH o:f Cr0atton. 
(18) Gen~sis I.~, ar:J r.1em~nt read it in the LXX. 
(lC?) Timaevq ?,7 D'S. 
( 20) f:trom VI .In .148. 
(~1) strom V.6-3~. 



principles in creation, one acti v~ and the other pas si ~r~, 
it is possible to hold that there were other worlds b~~ore 
ours, vrhich is what his pupil Origen afterwards taught. As 
Bigg says: "Creation, as the word is conm1only considered, 
was in Orige~1 1 s 't'i'3w not t.h~ beginning but an i:lterme:i.iate 
step in human history. Aeon8 rolled away before this world 
was made; aeons upon aeons, days, weeks, months a.11d years, 
Rabbatic~l years, jubilee years o:f aeons will run their 
course bef'ore the end is attained. Tlle one :fix9d point in 
this gigantic drama is the end" (22). I:f vre attribute 
such viewR to Origen's teacher, thA statement of Photiu8 
bl3comes quit~ intellegible that Clement "thinks o:f matter 
as ti1neless and talks strangely o:f worlds before Ad:am"( 23). 
Again 1 when speaking o:f Greek plagiarisins :from t:ne Old 
Testament, he says they got their idea of two principles 
:from Genesis I .2, where it certain!~' is to bB f'ou:'ld in 
the LXX ,rersion ( 24 ). This interpretation is quite con­
sistent v7i th the rest o:f GlerJent 1 s philosophy, and it ex­
plains why Clen1ent is so careful to refUte stoiein1n, as 
1 t mixed up God with an alien prin(~il1li3; B.nd polytheism 
which '?"Orshi:pped not God but the mere matter ·which he had 
:fashioned - His 'tpy~ . Again 1 t explains what he 
means when he says that Go1 has no natural relation to us, 
since we have a body; otherwise th8r~ would be parts of 
God. and ~te would sin in parts ( 25). It also explai~s why 
he is so carefUl to sepa:rat.~ the immortal soul from the 
mortal, ~.-rh Lc!l only servBs to unite 1 t rri th the body, and 
is thus the seat of' the passions (26). Creation as such 
is a mere illusion, anri_ what the Logos did was to act as 
an architect. But t111~ :formlesR matter Clement never 
tho~ght of~as did some of the GnosticA, ~s a 9rinciDle 
of evil; to him the universe is perf~ct,and he does not 
tracC? moral 19Vil to an imperfection in matter. As 
Pr~ssenGe admirB.bl:r puts 1 t ; "To Glem8nt e,.ril is not a 
necesBary consequence of creation; it is not an esr;e:.1tial 
~'t1d priinordial think like matter; it is only an accident, 
the result of the estrangement of the will" (27). 

Another important trace o:r Greek· in:flue~.Cl3 tn 
Clement is the purpose he ascribes to God in Creation. 
In the Old and Nevr Testament we are never tolrt of any 
purposes in CrAation,but ar~ at one~ introd.uced to the 
description o:r vrhat actuall~r took place; which is all the 
more startling as the Bible has no place for Chance. ~he 
?.'!'1 ters do not try to fathom the purposes of God, though 
they o:ften state or inply that all things ~ere made for 
the sake of man. The purpose of sal,ration is nentionfld 

(2~) Bigg, Christian Platonists p.l~3. Quoted alAo by Harnak. 
( 23) Photius in Bunsen's "Analee.ta A..nte-Nicaena" vol. I. · 

p.l64,6. 
( ~ 4 ) St rom • V .14 • 91 • 
(25) Protrept.5.66. 
( 26) &9e note (4nlor this chapter. 
( 87) Prf9ssenc:-e' Her~sie(j ~nd Christian noctr ·IJ. ~ns. 



but not that of creation; concernin~ which we arA rn~rely 
told that when it was over it pleased God. J~w Cl~nAnt 
does say that. God created the world bec8.use o:f his good­
ness (28)1 and this is a c~rtain rAminiscence of Plato (29). 
now these fey· fragments ,:r:rh-tch w13 po~Begq of Clt3nent 's cos­
mological theory definitely point to the fact that he knew 
both Pla-to • s Timaeus and Philo 's De O:pi:ficio Mundi at :first 
hand; but he differs from Philo in that De does not con­
sider matter as intractable r!laterial substrata. Except 
:for this one dif'fgrence, ~l~I~P.nt • s cosmology is t.h~ most. 
legitimate offspring possible of Greek Science. But by 
this we do not meaT'l to assert that Cleraent was a Greek 
philosopher tnst~ad of a Christian theologia.Yl; in :place of 
the Jewish mythology v.rhich so many of his contemporaries 
were bringing into Christia'l'li ty, Fhen they put the Olrl 
Testament on a'Tl equality mi th the· teaching~ of Jesus, 
Glenent adant~d Gr8ek ~ienc~ to fill out what was lacking 
in the teac~in~ of Christ. · 

But the Logos ·~o"(re:t"'ns th~ worlrl. which T-re had 
created; He Bustains the worlrl proces~ and ke~ps th8 1.::rorld 
Jloving. After he had tuned. tr:e dis~~ord of th~ a tons into 
harmonious order, He set bounds to the ocean and prev~~:.ted 
it from encroaching on the la.nrt ( 3 6 ·t· He~~ he identifies 
his Logos ;··it~c! the stoic G1tt~~ft..TI/lo~ ~ 6~ in fact,if 
not in words, and. says t.hat :t't Btretch~s roi!l th0 c~n.t!'e 
to the·circumference, from the outermost -_parts to thA 
centre and tunes the whole. The Logos is the vrorld-:procesB 
and also a perRon which works for· good, ~nd RO is a moral · 
governor of the universe. This"' iR the moRt importa.11t ~~~~~ 
function of the Logos in ClE8nt, except that of teachi~g 
man; He does th~ ,,,ill ( ~ "i~~ ) of the Fath~r b:r 
governing the cou:rRe of' thi~ gs, and is the po11.:"er by ,:r;hich 
Providence iR administ~red. 'rhiA question of' a J;[oral 
Governor was a very important on~ at the tim8. Ch~i~tian-
1 t~r had accepted the Jewisi1 f-cri}Jt.Ure8 as SQU~l vri th their 
ovrr~ writings and tradition~' and this :fact led ~.rarnion in~.o 
Dithei~rn, when he fOU!"ld that the God of' the Old T~stament 
had ordered cruel and irnno:r.al thing~; ~nri in this way th~ 
very notion o:f a Providence ha~;_ been irlpugnerl_. Again 
certain Christians had thought of' the Roman Elnpire as the 
''ery incarnation of e"tril powers and its Emperor as ar1ti-
Gh1~iAt. - t t. wqs indeed the ki.ngrton of this worlri which ain~d 
at ~he suppression of' th8 Ohurch o:f Christ. rn this way 
they accounted for the moral de~reciqtion wr1ich they f'ounrt 
RO prevalent in the great cities; it could all be t:rac~?ti. 
back to a pergonal power of evil, ~hich had set up the 
Roman Empire ag his Kingdom on Earth. To ~xplain the prob-

( ~8) strom V .11. 76 ,rhere ht3 quot~s qnfi ap:pro"(r~~ or Plato. 
(29) Timaeus 29E. 
(30) Protrept. 1.5. 



19m o:f moral evil these, m'?n had adopted the notion, '"rhich 
re rind appearing in JewiRh thought aft~r th8 Exile and 
thence Jnaking 1 ts way into Chri~3tia'Yli ty, o:f tr-ro contending 
powers; ~nd then when Roman society o~posed them, they 
identified. it r.r1 th the Kingrlor:l o:f thlls Evil power. This 
was an ex:plici t denial o:f th8 uni,rer8::tli ty o:f Providence; 
God is the author o:f th'3 Good only an·'i Evil is due to ot.h~r 
causes. ~Tl"iis' view v;h:bh--fOund its :first philosophic ex:Pre~sion 
in the Timaeus o:f ·Plato, was transmitted., through soro.e o:f 
the Platonic schools, to the later syncretist writers who 
incorporated Platonic elements. In this Platonic :form it 
assumed the existence o:f in:ferior g,gents who u.l tir1n.tely 
owed their existence to God, but ,.:hose existfrnce as 1-Tllthors 
o:f evil He permitted. o:u O'trerlooked" ( 31). ThiA was tile 
ansvrer o:f Pluta:rch and many of' the Christian Gnostics. 
Thus Marc ion, the ~rurlasizing and. t11e Platonizing ~ ChriRtians 
had all virtually denied the universality of' Provid~nc~. 
Another ansv.rer vras the stoic, which in pract.iee arno1rmted t.o 
th3 epigram (32) that"the world is :perf'ect and everything 
in it a necessary e'lil", whi.ch must theref'o~e b~ endured; 
though they strenuously d-3nied the existence o:f any other 
evil tha.~ moral. God's Providence relates to the Uni".rerse 
as a whole ,so that inconvl3niences 1or seeming e"_,ils in the 
parts, are reall~r :for the uni ,rersal good. Thus Epictetus 
can believe that his !rune leg is for the eood o:f the 
u.ni verse, else it would not h·:~\''3 been so ( 33). · The Sto:l'Cs 
were also in most cases determinists, who held the doctrine 
o:f F·ree Will only in the sense that a man ma~l be happy in 
any condition if he ';';ills 1 t, and not. in the sense tn.at he 
could inter:fere with external circ~stanc~s and so make his 
conditions better. "The only real liberty and hm11an ciigni ty 
was to be f'OU'!1d in renu.:'lciation" ( 34). This wr1s pessi1ais1n 
a..'l'ld quietism, and could harrl.ly have appealed. to man~r except 
those in the greatest adversity. The stoic insint.ed on 
ProYidence as regards the whole, but :failed to gi,re an anr-;~rer 
that coincided with ob,rious experiAnce or satisfied man­
kind, about the providential care of the parts; they neg­
lected the notion of' the worth of' the individual man. 

Now Clern'9nt. has all thest3 answers in his Jnind 
when he explains his ,:riews on the question of' Pro"ridence. 
Personally he has the utmost faith that God (or the Logos, 
f'or he is not always exact in his use of' the terms), cares 
both for the universe as a whole and for each of' the parts, 
a~d his own conviction 1~ so firm that he is disgusted·with 

any one who feels doubt8 or questions tt, anrt says they 
deserve to be punished {35). He says Providence ia manif­
est :from the sight of all its skilfUl and wise works,tl1us 
accepting thf3 tf3leological argument, of which the ftoi~ had 
made such use bef'ore hizn ( 3(-)); and insists thqt thF3 Logos 

( 31) 
( 32) 
( 32) 
( 34) 
( 35) 
( 3.,) 

Hatch p.217. 
A.C. Bradley, q_uot~ti in David.Ron • s "stoic Creed". 
Epict0tua. nissert I.l~.~3. 
Dills ""Roma'l'l fbciety from Nero to 1:r. Aurelius" .p •. ':)10. 
str OlU • V • 1 • F3 •t 
S9 e n . 35 • 113.V-r:LJV 



cares both :for the individual arid the community, uror 
being the :power o:r the Father (i~e. allpowerful) He pre­
vails over whomsoever He will, not le_§"t.ring even thf3 small­
est part of' his government ( Stet ICtt ~w, ) uncared­
:for " ( 37). The stoics had insisted bn the care o:f God for 
ma~ as a member of the cooonunity, but Clement has fully 
gra:aped the f'U.'r1dan1ental id.ea o:f Christianityt that God cares 
f'or the indt vidual man as such and will save such as are 
weak and erring. But as a Platonist and a Christian, Clenent 
quali:fies this doctrine o:r a universal Pro,ridence by the 
opposite doctrine of man's Free Will, so that God's Provid;,_ 
ence never becomes Determinism v.ri tl1 him.. He states the 
antimony,without trying to reconcile it by philosophic 
arguments, and he certainly does not believe that "in moral 
thing~ liberty is a direct imperfection, a state o:r weakness, 
and supposesweakn·~es o:r reaso:'1 a ... '11.d weak~ess of love", ( 3R) 
since he attributes Free Will to God. He insists· on both 
:facts that God -saves 1nan, and that man. saves himself' ( 38); 
He j_~ the Saviour of all who come to Hi!!l ( 40). Deter!ninism 
in any sense, eithAr of natural law, or of a power outside 
the individual which 1r.Jorks for evil, se'3ms t.o him to irn­
pugn the divine goodness and t11e divine right to punish the 
indi,ridua.l who has sinned ( 41). To save 1aan 's raoral nature 
an.d t.he goodness o:f God, he is led to a strict lfonisin in 
Ethics, according to 111!hich man makl3s his own destiny by hiB 
own choice. There is no such theory as this in the New 
Testament, 1~.~here it· is taci tl~r assumed that man is moral, 
but no explanation o:f this fact is given; anri nl··:n~nt getR 
t.his notion ultimately :from Plato's Republj_c ( t,11e rnyth of' 
Book X), by transferring what Plato says o:r a pre-existent 
state to this pres~nt li:fe. The close rel~tion between the 
two is also shown by th~ :fact that ClAaent uses in thiA 
v~ry connection, o:r man mak~ng his o¥m choicf3 by an act of 
Will, the word8 of Plato, tt9ds ~elJ1(o 5 . The race did. 

( 37) stron1. VII .8 .6 and q. 
{38) Bigg<fs Christian Platonists p.ao, note. This note or 
Bigg; in which he quotes the above words of Jer~my Taylor, 
ae if to prove that 0lem8nt's view was incorrect, was 
certainly due to a prejudice of hiG own, for he has nut 
graJ)ped the notion o:f Clen"3nt that FrF?e-Will ts a e:pecial 
privelege and boon to man, in vir~ue o:f 1-'711ich he alonA o:f 
all creation is moral. He has rione Cle1nent a great nrong 
by not putting himself in Clementts position before he 
criticised him. 
( .39 ) See next cha:pt er. 
( 40) strom VII .2. 7. 
( 41 ) strom VI • 12 . 9 8 • 



not once :for all, in its representative Adara., make its 
eternal destiny, but each has to ehoose :for l1i1nselz ..... vrhet.her 
he will do good or bad. There is no inherent, or inherited, 
inclination to evil, for moral responsibility presupposen 
an equal tend8.ncy t.o move towards either the good or the 
bad (42). Again, moral evil is the only evil in the world, 
and all seeming evils such as pain are here to test man anrt 
to ~jelp to come out strong b~r conquering them. Glernent thus 
com:pares li:fe in this world o:f sense to a gym .. nast.ic contest~ 
at which Gori_ looks on ( 43), presenting a."1. almost exact 
likenens to the interpretation whieh Epictt3tus had put on 
the Labot:rs o:f Hercul'3s ( 44). Thus all the e,ril a.11.ri moral 
degredation in the world is traced back to inrii,iduR-1 actB 
o:f sin; but God overrules these acts or sin to good, so 
that only the sin:!.err:> themf)9lves are made worse by their 
sinni:-tg. The on~. i_rnportant example is th8.t. of' the thert 
o:f philosophy by bad angelstconce:rning which Clen~nt says 
that even if it were a true accou..11.t o:f the oric;in o:f philos­
ophy, still God overruled- it f'or good. He undoubtedly 
mean~ to a:p:ply the same 1.otion to all hur1a."1. act;_ons, as 
this passage shows: he is answering the argQ~8nt of the 
peOI)le ~~rho believe in a Devil, anri he says th~1t ev~n so 
"all things are overruled "from above to good, in order that 
the mani:fold \7isdom ( ~q>~ ) o-r God might becorne known 
in accordance with the fore-knowlerige ( -.rf~yvtZ~s ) o:f 
the ag~o, which he made through (rnst:rument.al "tv ) Chri<lt. 
And nothing is o:p:pos9d ·to or in any way hi:1ders God who is 
Lord anrt ~uler. But even th~ plan~ o:f those who have re­
volted, a."1.d tlleir power~ 8.lso, ha,-riiJ.g . reference only to a 
part, arise :from a bad disposition just as th~ t:\i.e~an~A o:f 
the body alAo arise, but are guided by the Universal Prov­
idence to a healthy end, eve~1 if' the caus~ be bad. In truth 
1 t is the greatest (proof) of' a riivine Pr·ov.irience that it 
does not allow the e"ril which has arisen :from a de:fection 
o:f the l_"Till to remain Uf3el~ss a.'rlri un:pro:fi table, much less 
to become harmful v:i 1-.h r=~spect to all the rest. For it is 
the work o:f the divine wisdom and virtu~ ~nd power (~or it 
is, i:f I may use the expression, the nature o:f nod to do 
good, just as it is the nature of' "fire to·warm and o:f light 
to.illuminat~) but this also iR especially hiR work to bring 
to some good and usef'Ul end what has be~n :Planned "'i tl1 an 
evil intent with reference to certain things ( Tl V t:J-v 1. e. 
with reference to a part of the whole),and to make a good 
use o:r seeming evils and t.he testitnony which results from 
temptation (45). Now such an elaborate theory of' Providence 

( 42) strom. VI .11. 95 "Uan is by natur~ adapted to virtue; not 
so as to be possessed of" 1 t by birth, but Ro ~le to be arlapt­
ed :for acquirtng it." 
(43) strom. VII.3.20. {44) EpictetuA Dinsert.I.R.3~. 
( 45 ) str.a.m. t\ I i ~./ q_s • _as. The wrong 1 acc~n t on ~uch a conunon 
word as nu.~~ \Y~~-nvwv- as printed b!' Klotz -
ahows his careieas~~ss. 



iq not. :found in the New Testrunent >where it ls lner~l:r 
stated that "Your Heavenl:r Father f"eedeth them". In all 
IJrobabili ty Clement had rec~ived this 1.octrine, before he 
becfin.e a Christian, :fron some stoic teaeh~r who said that 
1 t took all sorts of things to make UlJ a Li.niverse, and_ thnt 
if a man did sin, he could do his fellows no wrong by 
bringing material disadva!:.tage on them, as external circUln­
stan~es could not affect his state of ~ill,which alone 
mattered_, but o::J.l~r gave him a situation in which to show )(o:S~ 
his :powers. Now when Cleuent joined this ·view,c.as a:f:fecting · 
only tht? evil-doer, with his doctrine of the LJniire:.r:'sal i_ ty of 
Provi.--:ence, he would have th'3 -'10·'Jtrine portrayed above; 
all Of v·~-tiCh h~ e1ight have had b~'for~ he became a nhrist-
ian, and nevBr felt calle.(t upo'l. to re!.lou.noeJbut "PThich he 
rg,t.h9r used. to explain many questionFJ vrhj_e}l Chl--isti&!i t.y 
:forced him to think about. Fe can now give a philosophic 
j'l:sti~ .... i,::atio:n of 'the 'fll!ord.s of Paul that "all things work 
together for good to those ,::(no love God"; and he h~~R in­
terpreted the idea of Providence which he :finds in the New 
Testa_ment b~.r the help of Greek philosophy. 

!;ow (~leue::tt C'l."~"'!. i."lqi~t ::J.gainst thP t1~1J)8t1cs that 
the goodness of God is not incoml)&til)_L~ wi_th hi8 jURtic~, 
as ma!l e.lone i9 responsible for the degredation h.s has. 
brought O!l himRelf', in the position in 'f'rhie11 (}od put hint 
to t9st him. But even t.h~n punishment is not "'inriicti,r'3 
but remedi~11. tjl~r1~!1t has -fled from t :t1at dread-ful notion 
o:r God, which early Christiani +.y U!1.·4.t=:r (Je'lrTiRh influ~nc.o~ 
s~em~ o~ten to have inclined to, of regarding Him as an 
m~iyotent nastern Mon~rch, Who has issued definite 
conur£tnds, applic8.bl13 to· all nen undA:r all ci:r.clli1stances, 
and Who is therefore :please·i ··'hen thos~ comr.1anct.s 3.re obPyArt 
by hiR subjects, but becomes angry when tr.:.f~Y are iisob~y~d 
or slighted., and in His anger condemns the transgre~::;sors 
to a place of outer darkn~s~, ~here there shall be wailing 
and gnashing of teeth :for ages upon ages. SUch a God is a 
God of ven~eance a.n.-t ::-~ot one P:10 lov~s to forgi "'~ ninR. 
c 1 ~qt:Jn. t take~ middle grounri beti'!et9n s1.HJ!1 El en <:El·--:'. th~ 
Gnostics~who ~ntir~ly reject~d the notion -of God's justice 
as being ineonsi~tt3nt. rri_t.h a pl=}rfect God. 01AmAnt does not 
oppose the tr'o Q"t,;;.~:_..l i. :.ies of r.1~:r:'~'1:-' ::1~ri justic0, but 8ays 
that punisrunent is educative anri not retr1but1tre. He 
r-~uotes ~h8 flood. as a typical exam:ole: "if in f .. act all 
sinful f'lenh p~rish~d in thp floori_, DU..'t11~h.111Ant b8i:(lg l!1_­
flicted. on them for thl3 sake o:f educAtion, w~ must believe 

~~s!v~;-~~}i;~a{,i,~~~U~ ~ {~;~V~T?~~t 1~sd~~·:~~~~r~G 
Vrho turn to Hirt; 'lnd O!f thCJ Oi;hf'):f h''nr'! that mr;!'P, SUl)tlfl 
thing, t.hP. noul ( ~\)-~·1 ), could !'l.~V~?!' !'AC~iu~ any 
injvx~y frorr1 t.he gror;s8r 9lem~=r[t. of· 1''ater, bF:ing l7.11CO~­

QUerable by 1 ts subtle and sLhlJle nature, Vlhic!l is called 
ineorporea.l. ~ut. 'l."ng_t,:;v~r :part haR C)~-'t:?"! Pi.A.tie g:ror;s as a 



result o:f sin, tjlis is cast away alon5-~ ,!ri_ th th~ ca:r,··t.!ll 
~:piri t ( rf Kt l(o)l "trtcav~ ~ ) v·hicrl lu~-t~ against the 
soul" ( 46 ) . In another :place he calls 1)1~11.l80J:t8n t a correct­
ion o:f the soul ( 47). It is thus a rneans employed in bad 
cases Tihere men will not yi~ld to gentler persuasion,and 
is a part o:f God's scheme o:f a grarlual pBr:fect ion o:f all 
nen in his Kingdom. Thus the -n~tion of justice iR r1erged 
in t.hat o:f disciplinary love. l.:ow this id8a ()f punisl11~1ent 
is certainly not Jewish but Platonic, as Clemt3nt himself 
remarks ( 48 ), and especially the traning o·f 1 t all to the 
quality of goodness. 

Tl1e last paragraph is interest.i_ng not mer0ly b~­
cause it ~oint~ out a Platonic influence on Clement, for 
as a matter of :fact most o:f the philoROl)~ers of the t1me 
raust have had much the same notion o:f pun:ishment as a "self­
actint: law" workinc_; for the good of t.he world, but it is 
especially interesting as an instance of' a case in lYhich, 
by borro~ing Greek and not Jewish ideas, Clement has been 
able to win for his students a nobler conception o:f the 
deity, and. has made a de:fini te stE3IJ :forward in the develope­
ment of a Christian theology. 

Cl9Inent 's doctrine o:f Pro1rt(l~n0~ in its rel8.tion 
to man takes the :form o:f a doctrine of univer'sal revelation. 
This is the legitiMate outcome of his conception of the 
Logos as a personal influence which works through all the 
world to :perfect it. By means o:f his :philosophic ncctrine, 
he has given the widest possible meaning to the ~ork of 
0hrist. Before his incarnation the Logos, disseruinated like 
seed, was trying to teach all men, an~ therefore inspired 
the Hebrew prophets a.11ti. the great teach~rs of other nations. 
As he hirnsel:f says "it is impious to co!lsider, Aince we 
have agreed thht Providence exists, t!lat all prophl3c~r ann. 
also the economy conc~?.rning a faviour, did not take in 
ac~ordance vri th Providence"( 49). AJJ.d like Just in ~:artyr he 
believes that SOcrates and Plato were Christians b~:fore 
their times; they we:ee justified because they lived trp to 
the light which th'3~' had. Hence he can speak o:f these 
teachers as being in a certain way inspired and quote their 
works, if they left any, as an authori t.~r alnoBt eq_ual to 
that o:f the Old Testament (50). All truth is one but rnen 
have torn 1 t into parts as the Bacchantes did Pent:neus (51); 
the ,~ay o:f truth is one, and into it. flov! st:eeams :froin all 

( 46 }strom • VI • 6 • 5 ~ • 
(47) f.trom. !.~6.168 
(48) Paedag.I.8.67. 
( 4 9 ) str om . V. 1 • 6 • 
(50) strom. I .A .42. 
(51) strain. I .13. 57. 



sides. Or again, God is the cause o:f a.l1 t.h:i_ng8 that are 
eood, anr:l. vrhat he has bestowed on eac~h generation ad~rantag­
eously a'l'lr.t at se::tBonable times is a prelirainary trainint; for 
Christiapi t.;r - Thus he ca..'l'l !3ay that Philosophy was the 
IQ' SaL ~"V"~ _ to lead the Gre~ks to Chri~t, as th~ 
Law - _ the Jews. He seems to see t.nat no one set o:f 
sacred Enriptures h~s a'I"J.y ri.:;"r·,t to clai:m ~cor i tsel:f speeial 
reverence as a unique revelation,exc~pt as tt comes nearer 
the truth than others, :for all great and noble men have 
been in a greater or less degree inspired. But the ''ery 
not ion :frighte!ls hirn; it is too revolutionary to win gene!"al 
acceptance,and :for once Cleuent does not follow out his 
promis-es to their logical conclusions. He takes refu.ge in 
the Jevrish prejudic9, which Christianity had in his day 
baptized., but fotLnd it di:fficul t to spiri tualize, that they 
alone had a direct revelation of the t~ue Go~. He disting­
ui~h~s betvreen the revelation to the Je·ws and that to the 
philogo:ph~rs, not· onl:r as regards quantity but also as re­
gards the vray of' traTlsmission: "God iA the cause of all no·ol~ 
things, but of sollle X'cl~ 1tfO" ~ JA ~VtW as p~_ the 
Old and New Testaments, but ot o'thers k~T"hiako~O\)~~tk , 
as o:f philosophy (52)." The Old and New Testarnent come (t:lr­
ectly :from God, 1.~hile philosophy if3 :farther removed :from 
the source of' all gooQ,and comes by a more circuitous path. 
Or again, he sa.!'S that Ct.rist prea~J1.ert the go~pel in Hades 
to those who had never heard it before,that he might bring 
to repenta.TJ.ce those who had lived a just li:fe as :far as they 
could according to the Law and Philosophy,but not a perfect­
ly j~st lif'e (53). 

The doctrine trat the syiritual Logos took on a 
human :ro:rm and became man, is the very keystone o:r the 
theology o:r Clement, as without +.his the rest would all ~all 
to the ground. Now the bpdy in which the Logos took up His 
abode was a real body { ~~~ ) , but not th~t o~ a co~alJlon 

Oman. He was in deed &'ia~ 1:.\t tH9Jrottou ~'i ~d-:~ (54). 
and He was willing to make use of' ~~ ~-rc,_s ~Of f (55), 
but this ~le·sh was only a garment into which He - ad stepJ>9d 
and vdth which He had no natural connectio·n. He was ·u.nited 
ifilm.ediateiy with. the· ~le eh· (56) •. · Wit.h~t"·he ":intervention Qf ~ ~~ 
any· third element, -- ~ 

( 51 ) s t rom. I • 13. 57. 
(52) strom. 1.5.28. 
(53) Strom. VI.6. 
(54) Paedagog. 1.2.2. 
(55) str~. VI .1'7 .151. 
(56) strarn. VI.9.70. Christ's body did not need :roon ~or its 
maintenance but was held together b}l a holy power, and he 
ate ~ood merely th~t his di~c~~l~s might not think He was 
di~~erent :rrom themselves ( ~).:l\~s wovrt~ ) . .. 



such as Origin ~ound it necessary to use (57) when he 
s. u.pposed a human soul ~l) the person of Christ·. Tr.(:)_s he can 
speak o"P Christ as 1~~~' and do away with the notion o:f any 
struggle within between the ~esh and ~he soul (58). This 
is indeed_ the 11 pnetunatic Christology "o:f Harnack, according 
to which 11 tTesus was regarded. as a heavenly spiritual being 
( t..he highsst a:?ter God), who took f"lesh and again rettn~ned. 
t.o heaven a~ter the completion o:f his worlc on earth"( 59). 

(57) Origen De Princi:p. II.63. 11 Hac ergo substantia animae 
inter Deum carnemque medi~.nte (non enim possibile ~rat Dei 
nat uram corpori sine meci_i::-d, ori misceri ) nasci t, ur Deus homo, 
illa substantia media existent9 cui utique contra naturam 
non erat coryus ass1J.mere". QU\)ted by Gieseler. Origen seems 
to have been in:fluenced by Neo-Platonism in his answer to 
the psychophysical question o~ the relation o~ body and soul. 
Thus Plotinus, after arguing that the soul is a singl.e im­
material nousia" being one and the same subject o:f all per­
ceptions. goes on to ask how such a soul C8,n be related t.o 
the bod.y. The answer he gives is that by the union o:f soul 
and body there is producdd a corn:po,_~nd nature wr1ich is 
divisible. Origen seems to have adopted this view :for his 
own purposes, to explain how the rtivine Logos was 1L."lit.ed with 
a human body. See next note also. Clem~nt himsel~ :feels a 
di~riculty here ~s he says that the body and the Logos are 
he1d together by 11 a h·Jly power 11 • 

(58} Sea N. '4(,, whtlr·tj it 1 s ~ai~- to "lust against the soul". 
(59} Over against this pneumatic Christology Harnack puts 
the "adoption theory)' according to which Jesus was regarded 
as a virtuous man (~~} chosen by God. with whom the Diety or 
the Spirit o:f God was unit9d,and who a~ter being tested by 
a temptation in the wilderness was adorJted by God. as His son, 
and. invest9n. with dominion. The Pastor o~ Hermas gives clear 
expression to this view, but it. +, O•J p:oes back to Apostolic 
times and_ found its chief' justi:rication in Christ • s baptism 
as told by M~rk 1.9-13. :i.nn_ a~tarwards copied ,)Y Matthew and 
Luke. Here also belongs the conception that 'traced back 
the genealogy o~ Jesus to Joseph. That this view was a 
common one in the time of Cls.ment is seen by the importancti 
given to the Pastor o~ Hermas and by the statement o:r Eusebius 
(H.E. V.28} that this was once the ruling Christology a.t 
Rome. Again, it lies at the base o~ the theory o:f Va1entinus, 
Now these two Christologies are strictly speaking mutually 
exclusive - the man who ~as become a God and the Divine being 
who appeared in human ~orra. But the existence o~ the 
Anoption theory was compromised by the doctrine o:r the 
md.raculous birth o:r Christ by the Holy Spirit. Soon these 
two theories began to be compounded in an e~~ort to save 
both the humanity ~nd the divinity o~ Christ, and this is in 
part the meaning o:r Orig9n's notion that the pre-existent 
Logos was implant,9d in the ma.n Jesus. 0~ course these two 
"Christologies" were not in the strict sense o~ the word 
"d_octrines". but only general notions, more OI1 lass :fluid but 
stable enough .. that we can even now catch glimpses o~ them 
as niatinot ~rom one another. Copied loosely :rrom Harnack: 
Hist • o"f Dogma I • p.l89. 



r:llis Chrtstolo.~·~.r c~.:1 c~rt:~inlt.r 8e. traced as ~ar back as 
?atl.l's notion o:f Christ as a spiritual being. and it i~~ trLe 
rirect. outcon~ o"f an ~-t:+,empt to interpret the na+,ure o:f 
Christ in the terms of' a dualistic p!-~ilOSOlJl"!~', in vrhich the 
Dei t. y is absolutely separated ~rom t.he \rorld. Now this 
view is stated as de-finitely and as c:~-:.n~.ldly b~r Cl~m~nt, as 
qny one could state it; thus w~ :rind Cl~I~l~nt insisting that 
Cl1r,ist was per~ect ~ven "ue.f\)1'9 I-1-i .. s l:;r-~:J+ isP,. He was never 
a oar..; f'.o that we are not surprised to :find that Phut i"c.~s 
:fo~.L.Fi. u~·~e.resy" in Cl~m:~nt, who =e did not attribute ~:;- htunan 
n8.ture to Christ but only the appearance o:f 0n'S (CO). In 
Cl<::lm-::'r:t •s theology Christ is· not a human p~r\sonality at all, 
but a "spiritu-il beingu o:r quite a clirf"o-:'-3.:1+, :1n.ture f:,.:>or,_ 
n2n; WhJ c:1.rn::1 to earth in the garmojnt o~ human f'les~-1 that 
men might touch Him wit:h their l·~r1J11_,s nnn he.ar :from His own 
~i-·Js th::j_+, He was the son o:r God. He has elaborated a con­
cs~tion o:r the person 0f c~rist bv means o~ th9 ~octrine o~ 
the Logos a.s he :round it in the Fourth Gospel,which in turn 
~'le l"J.as ·3x::_:;l.:7_in·s.-1 ---~ ~y~ + _'_"';·-~ i~ oct rin·3 o-r tl1e S::iffi'9 name which he 
-round in Philo; and he has given us the Christ o:f the.olor;~:­
inst~-:;"lr_ v"f the Christ o:r hist.'J'l'7• But we must be cax'9:f'!v.l 
in making suer! a distinction to say exact.ly v'.~l1Ht Wt9 r1.ean. 
Cl ~q~_::_t has borrowed a philoso!)hic not. ion ready nade, by the 
help o~ vrhicb he has hoped to e:x.l7l;.1_in th'3 rv:~_ture o-r c1·1rist 'r~ 
bein~ ~n~ work, and this ~e-rinition of Christ has really 
made Hie1 into a tll'::3vlogic ... l_1 conc'3~;J+... o-r cY .... u'se ~lement be-
lieves they are id9ntical,but it is just here ~hat w9 t~ke 
oc(;assi0n + o n.ir-::---·::n: -r::2o:.1 him M·)st.. c:~l~r:.~nt must have eeen 
t1·1is hi.cls-3lf as he does speak of' the suf'-rering Jj~ CLi·i.~:~t, on 
+.he Cross4 but this is ,..L.'1COm..r>J.on. No\v +Lis net,,.::_prJ.ysic~l 
(.!11.-:tracter,which has no real hum~::.n personH.lity,is +.r1e res1.~1t 
o~ ~allowing out to its logical conclusions th~ dualistic 
p!.ilJE;O:i.Jliy whic!'J he inherited ·r.r.·~)n Pl.'::+o (61). 

Sue~ a notion o~ the person or c~r1st is possible, 
jus+_, because Cl-:.;r:1ent has no nJt ion .)J:o I1is '.:rorl·c 88 r'3rl.'3m) .. 't.i,re 
( :-.~. ;y:_.t~ri~~-baclt), but solell' r"'...S '3r1.ucative. He n~ver insists 
that the Logos bor6 tL~ bur~~~ or oin on th0 cross; an~ the 
omission o-r such:~~ r-:::;-rerence, when commentin,(): on Fif'ty­
t11ird chapter uf' I;:..~-.i·~h, sho-,__1_1:-~ b'3 conclusive ( 62~. Ag;qin 

(60) Photius Cod. 109. Quot8d in Bunsen: An:=ilecta ant':l­
,.ric -. ~-. ., .-. 
J.'. ·:1.-" ,-:-: .• 

( 111) HJv.r ':3arl:r sucb a conceiJt ion o~ Christ, was :r-jrtaed. is 
s-3·<r: in tbe f'act ti-.Lat St. Paul ':rithin thirty yti;t:cs of' t.he 
d-3·!+.h o:r Christ, !1olds a theory in nqny respects irt'3ntic.-:11 
vri t~-! Clement's. Thus v1e see that ~l'uln t.hd V•-1:~~~t earlieBt 
d0~rs. a lJl"~il .. 1so·o.~lY of' Dualism was at 1r:or·K li'jlpinv Chris+.­
i.-tnit;y"' to f'Ortaulate its belie:f"s in ;..1. C1 1) .. ·listic mould. 
( s ~ ) p :~t -:H ~- 2. ~~ 0?: • I • 8 • 6 7 • 



he denies that Christ sur-rered by t.lv3 will of" the F'1.tl1e r, 
(S3) since one o~ two thi~g2 ~ould th~n be true, that 
suf't'8ring would become a gc..c .. ( thtng because God wil~ed it. 
or else those who decree and exact punismnent would beco~e 
guiltless. It renains to s:~y that such things :happen with­
out the pr~vention of God, as this alone saves both Prov­
idence :::_nn the goodness of' God. ·Tl1us his theory o~ the 
Atoner~ent can eventually be traced back to his G01utj_on of 
the problem o~ evil. Since he does n0t b9lieve in the 
doctrine o~ original sin, he does not n~9d to insist on 
8h:t~ist, 's work c.s the legal act o:r paying vtith his own blood 
the debt owed by mankind to God ror its sins, but V!l".lich i+.. 
could ·not of' itselr pay, having been. bankrupted b:r Adam's siQ. 

Cl9ment conceiv~s of' Christ's work as that of an 
educator. rten are weal~ -ror the compreh9nsion o:f the things 
0~ re:~on ( 1i ~~ ) because th~y can perceive only things 
-:.j se..i..~.ve., and so the Logos carne 1n the :form o~ a man to 
teach a band o:f :rollowers. and to deliver to them a dd~inite 
revel~tion~ by living in accord~nce with which th~y might 
become like God (64). In this conception of' Christ's work 
Cl9uent is mer-91 ~r roll owing the belie~ +,r1en comP.lon th~.t 
Christ came to teact.1 men a body o-r trt,tr. -- +.he regula f'i(i.ei. 
Suer .. a concept ion gave Clement an o:rn.Jortuni t Y' 'fur insisting 
on the necessity of" lrno\vi.ng v.;·!'~Y.t he b9liev9d, ::~n(~_ also a 
SUI)port on which to be?:in builning a system of' theology. 
The insistence on the intellectual ~l9Ment in Christianity 
led Clement to a.doyt a Gr~ek theory of' knowledge as an ex­
planatiu:l o.r t.he C'hrist ia.n Sch9rne ·Yf ss.lvat, ion. 

( 63) Strom. rv .12. 83. 
(G4) This notion o~ Christ 1-s teachin~ as _a perfect Moral 
Law or system o~ casuistry, must. have develo-:-pef .. itsel-f be­
f'ore Cle::1ent 's time, as he presuppose~. tl-.. a.t e,e:ryons will 
:tgJ:9e to it.. It seems to me that this notion is a oi.rect 
result o:r· the Jewish relationship v-.f Ch:t'istt:lnity, as the 
Jewish Chri_stians wanted something to take the place of' their 
Torah. Tt1us the E:pistl~ ·.JT .. tT~•Itl~r;~ i R larg9ly taken up with 
q~estions o~ morality, and in th9 Didache we get a de-finite 
set or rules -ro~'"· the Christia .. n. lif\3; ~nd. both o-r these books 
are closely related to the Jewish pB.rty in the Christian 
Churc.rJ. HPrn;:,_c.h's notion of' :1. sec~tl.JJ.rization or C.hl"ist.ian 
Vorality under Greek in:fluencas (Hist. o:r Dogma, vol.2) hn.s 
be~n. I beli9ve, justly critiserl by Mayor (Edition~· xxvrrt). 
It seems that the Greek Christian merely pic::·3r Uy, a.n0. 
c~rri9rl on, wh~t was already a preval9nt tend9ncy in the 
Church. Christianity soon arter the dg8th o~ its ~irst 
nisciplas met. th-3 dilemma of remaininp~ a secludec1 sect of' 
religious devote~s. each o~ which w0u1~ b~ q aQint, or 0~ 



( 64 ) cont. inued. -
making certain compromises v1itl1 tr1e world to ·:·tJ':1 j_t. f'or 
Chrj_s+,. Its love "for making converts, 8nrl +,r1·j care with 
which it remembered the last-report~~ injunction or its 
Jtn.st;::n~, R~.:;.t Chrisf.i:;tnity out int.o the y.r,.)rld. Now in-
st e~~d o~ a universal princi:r.Jle o:f ~r·ir<nt act. ion. snc.h ;~ s 
C!'.~rist t:l.u?ht (Matt,h.22.36-40), t·rom Vlhicl·l the~r 'v"Tere the$­
selvss to deduce v:het,rter a particular action wa.s l,i ... <nt or 
wrong, weak :c:::.nr~ ~rri~1~: men ast.ec4 :ror some s:.J.}):)Ort or 
authorit.y f"rom without, which would at once k99D trl-:1m f"rom 
a.n~tr·::t.1y, and s::.r.ve th>jrcl tr1~ trouble o~ thinking. Ttus th9y 
were ~s~1y to acc3pt tne sayings of" Christ as a per~ect 
systffia o~ casuistry rrn~ they ~id not f"oresee that if" such a 
notion were t-J be united with that of" ~- c.tJ.urch vr_r--ltcl-~ ~~lone 
}:.r;_-3,:·: this t:r··u_+,h ;-=tn~~- wB.s there'fore the only n;_e.H.ne o:r salvat­
ion, it might become, in the hande o~ a menarchial clerpy. 
the cause o~ ~n intellectual stagnation ~or a thousand ye~rs. 



THE CHRISTIAN LIFE. 

Since the question o~ knowledge plays suc.b an im­
~Jortant pa.rt in t.l1;3 soteriolog:r o~ Cl9rct9nt, ~s we have just 
seen it must do, whl:jn he lhinl~s o~ CltL'i:?+. :prin~•.rt1y· a.s fl. 

te~c~0r, l~t us study his Psychology ~nd his Epistemology 
bef"ore vie study th8.t theory o-r r:-.~_.+.e~::-~i ulOF;Y r..oJ·-:~ in r"~.~~ta.il 
-f·;--·.X'l the· st andrJoint o:r +.he tn.PJ1 Y:ho is savec1. 

Cl':3t-·1"Sn.t 's Psychology is that O:f his clay ~lnfl in it 
we see sev9r::;.l. 9l~:-1.'3nt.a f"rom. dif':fsrent sources, wr.ticr.l have 
not been ·per:fectly reconciled. But tllis 8J)~.Jlies only t.o the 
det·n_ils o"f hia Psychology, f"or he is,nerf"~ctly consistent. 
in his Dualism O:f body 8nr:· f'}.Jiri t ( ()'6-f~ ~ V<'v5. O'r liVUJ tl~ ) ' 
"The constitu+,ion of" r,r~n. +.h'3n, sinee it exists among the 
things o~ sens~, is rrl;-:,.r1e u~J o! d.ir:-"'~~:"" ~nt. lJut. no+, O}J"~JOPit.e 

thinc~s, borJy anr1 soul~'.( 1) But !1'3 makes distinctions wit..htn 
,the S·-(·-~1 it r-:.~lf' (,\f.'"~' ) ; trnJ.s :"'~'3, spe~t:s of" th~ Platonic 

~1J:'v6~~~~ +he' rc:~!'1~t.J +.~~~~t~:X~:t;~51rii. ~ )~n~n~+.~~a!~i~~t 
prv1J-s:rr·'j, o~· reason ( Yo V5 . )( ~). He ~:.lr:.r~· 8pe;..;l\.s o:r + 9n 
·f:::cul+.tas of' th9 sou.l, 'lnd three crit.e:cia of" t:1e mind ( 4 ). 
But :=:tll these rr0_b6ivisions ~:t>:: .)n·l y -;-;y,, t h~ ~-'1J.J:'~~JO~!.:::t8 o'f :pr:~­
~189 ~9~1nitions, an~ th~y often cJm~ ~rom di~f"er~nt sources. 
\'!t.~.~1t :1e rioes wisl1 +.o in0i(:.t. on is t h:'~.t +Jh-3re ~re two p8.rt.s 
of +.be soul, :Jnl;r 0;1<3 of which is ir:v1or:t::;.l ( 5) :::1.nr' +.he other 
o-r -.:}-.let~ is :c•.jJ;:'+,en +.o + .. he borlv. being 8. sort .. o:f a"tertiuJTJ. 
r~::t(1 :· P.·J + . .£.~.at it yeris.hes wi+ !"l t!1•:1 body. Her9 he r1as done 
'::!._;;,f. C':.-:irJin -~inf1 Pl··~t.inlJ.S ni0 -'l'fter him; he has :fou.nc~ it 
necesE:r:~_:-_•y to posit·::~. third something to unit~ body ?.,nfl_ 2.'),_,.1, 
anr;t this he calls the A.nit~F-=.i.l, or f"l-:~:-,hlY~'-~Jtrit~ o:r~ tbr~ 
·fl~:H:;h, 8.n~ vr\th it he connects the JJB.ssions ( 1l-"'"G.q" ) and 
desires ( ilflfj11~{cl{. ). Nov.; Ld 02.11 ~cc·J~Jn+, :ro:r~ th~ ct:r_·urr~~le 

( 1 ) S t :(' OPJ. I'\:T • 2 6 • 1 0 6 
( 2 ) ~J t r om I I .1 o • '3 3 • 
( 3 ) St rom vr .16.134 ;:_~:r1 f":··;-: gn. 81 o-r Bdl+. H. Klo\'2.., , 
(4) strom II.ll.50 "['v ~~iV V~ ~15 fJ(~ ~~~ if,I.Dl 

kfiT~ fU; f.l-,\l~i~cl~, r!~~ 61~ ~hr t~-1~' w~ X'ill~p;iwv 
~ ~~LCUV kN f~~J.;~v 0>\1""'1 y V\1 ~ U~s. 
6 ~i.VW v~~~-rufcib :t~\"StT~ !-l£V V !CL\~ ~~~ 
lCJ..f ~ tU1i.- ~\r&t.t~- f. ~~ -n;v I(J..l~ J.f~OlV 
KJ.t ~U1.1J.v ~llf~ tw-lu)V, k:-r.\.· 

r t) ) : ~ t r om " • 6 • 52 • 



or purpose vithin the soul or man - a war between the flesh 
~-n·"' t~-~~.:. sr)irit. "T1"1e soul is con~er-:·seo. t.o be the bet+, 'jr 
part o:r mart and the body ti1e worse, but the soul is nvt 
~o0~ by n~ture nor is the body bad by nature, nor yet is 
that which is not good straigt.tt,way bad" ( 6). He:r~.::.; t·.e tal:ec~ 
c:--:, re to s3.y that t ht d"J.t<,.~ is not bad by nat u:r.'e (i.e. it is 
not b~d because itso~~was evil),but he doec ~eqn th~~ 
tl1e both.r introduces weaknes:::., as it prev·.:1nts men ~rom 
compref.ltH:c:cing the things ·Jr :·e:~u:; .)a ( 7). Reason on t.l1e 
oth9l"' h:4i1rl is a direct eman;:::+ion :fl'Om God (8). Here h0w-
aver Cl9ment would not hc:.ve ·LsEv=: + .. he wort.l ~~ p:.L:.·+. ·~ ( )l.O ~~~ ) 
:ls being too materialistic; he thinks o:r the relation o~ 
God to !'.1is spiri+.u8_l c:~_·~ .. t~_l'T'-jS as +.l'-1:~_+. between ~. bul~ninp: 
torch anr1

_ other u.nligllt ~rl on9s - the burning one t1anc~s on 
the -:f'lame Y·.'i+1l~~u+. lo.:.;r:-:ing P._ny of' it. s own ( 9 ~ The soul is 

1f. 

:1 spar:i( o:f the divine. ':Chus L·~ cr::.n (~:~.v that ltl~e. corn.pre­
hends lil~e. or that +.he rs~_son ( Ve-\15 ·) in man C')~nyr-3h'3nds 
the Reason of .. th~ Fvrld, t~-l-:t Lo:j",J":! ( 10). ;~;.-l.n is thus capable 
of" wisdom b-pJ. l'1e. can only B.t tain it by grasping the. DivinE; 
;l;:~_rl'"~ o·:)_+.str::::tcll!j(1 to lif't hin u~J (11), and. so he has ne . .:~(~. o-r 
a sp'3cial gi-ft f"rom God, th-:3 Holy Spirit. J:hie is sor:tet.hing 
~dfitional which is given ths ChristiRn ~lone (12). 

Christ led too busy a life to h~v0 any time to 
teD.ch p~;;,rehvlogy, B..nd so when Christians wi.sherl to f'orcrm.late 
a theology, th~y had to go outside or tL~ir cwn ~o~y ~or a 
theory of' Psychology, and they IJUt, Crd,ist 's te-aching about 
morals into tl"'J.-3 :-:1ould o-r a st:r_1ang~ PtLiloso;_.~hy. Paul 11;1<1 n.one 
this bef"ore Clen~nt, but in Paul's cas'j it i~ rli:ff'ie~.tlt +.o 
ascertain t. o what school of" thought he is iEr.1~diat ely in­
debted :for his not ionr:::. In Cl er1:--:n t ' t· e~:Pe hov;·-~ .... ~er v!e do 
know ~:J~r '7h•Jm he was inf"luencerl; it u~:u:~ by Plato, Arist ot lfj 
and laten_~ comment-=itors on A:cisto+.l':1. TtJ."tJ.s he has usen_ Plat.ot3 
~ivision of" the so~l into three parts, o~ which two are 
irrational,and Aristotl9'~ notion of" an active reason, which 
was then interpretdd tv mean :::in ef'f.lue~~ f'rom God. Plutarcr.~. 
.-1.nr1 :r8_::ir·,us of' Tyre both hold such views, and have c·ombin'9rl 
th'3!J in the s8.me way tr1at Clement has Clone, f'l~(;n r.~:.-~tch v:'3 Pir'V 

( 6) See note 1. 
( 7 ) st rom v • 1. 7 • 
(8) Dot::B not cot:J.e f'rorn parent4 Strom. 1.ri.lG.l35, but cvv1e.s 
-r·.:.·om ni thou+.. ::::+. rorn ".13-89. The passa~e in which .te 81Y9aks 
o~ a nn.tural rel:1tion between man anrl. God an(~ s8.VS !1~ c&.!lnot 
1J>3li~'T.r::J that, m8.n is a part o-r God ( s+.rom II.1G.74) seems to 
be mostly a hit at materialism ;;lt~ +.:~~-~ne.~~+ 1·r0}'r1D o-r the 
Gre7-:: s::t·)TI. H~ is ::tlso in ths "lil~~ss" o~ God or o:r His 
Gon. 8trom.V.l3-87 and VI. 9.72. 
(9) ~~.ll.t'k~ 
( 1 n ) St ·r-. ~1·1 'T '7 1 r 

.J J • J .• • . ) • ·'- ,} • 

( 11) Bigg: Christian :)1:.-,tonist s IJ• 3~. 
( 18 ) s t rom. V • 13 • 3 3 and vI • 1 G • 134 • see N • ( 3 ) • 



-reel certain +,hat such a. doct ·eine was a comJ1'10n one at the 
time. Aga~n under the in~luence o~ stoici~1 h~ hol~s th~ 
:tni+<r of" +,h~ g.)ul; a.nd like them he puts emphasis on the 
will, which comes under til~ head o~ VcrVS • Bu.t. Cl~~:;,;~:i.t 
is :.)81°~.rc-3 ali e.lse a. Christian, and. S•) 11~ has to speal<:. or~ 
the Holy Spirit, which v:as to l'3rJl t.r.!.~ll i.nto H.ll +.rut. h. 
This serves ~o lead us to hie Epist~mology. 

Clement begins by laying it do·wn that thei-:e a:~·':'?. 
trr·:J 1\.inds o~· "f~it.h and-. two kinds Of. de.rr,c·rle.tJ.·~:ltion, on9 
resting on knowledge ( tm<ftif JAO~\K,4V ) an0 the other on 
opi.n.i·J:l (So~ J...ffl k\tV ) • Now 'the dembnst rat ion which rest. s on 
Ol)inion is human and is the resi;J_t. G-;- x·h~toric·:~:l a:r,.r~unen.ts 
or (li·=t1etic syllogisms ( 13). :3y this he means th~t the man 
who uses euch a met.tod o-r d.emon~.trntion h::t.s not, grasrY30. t.he 
~irst principles of" ~·cnowledge, whicl1 are grasped by :faith 
alone, sv -t ~--~lt :;-~ 11. he does is mere I ~r to pla~r with words. 
Now +~his sort o:f ~~nowledge is of' no use at all f'or CleF~:~:lt , 
ss it~, is not. l~nov·lledp:9 at. ::tlJ_, but mere subjectiv~~t opinion 
( So~Cl ) • Man must grasp the. :first p:r.·inci}Jles ( <lf ~l ) , 
and then go on to understand things. Here Clem~nt has 
be·:~n in:rluenced by Arist o+.1 ; , vJL·:..~ sto'V:t' it. to be the work 
o:r ureason" to +,:=\.}~9 in f'"irst -.Jrincip).es ( 14 ). Faith is a 
de:fini t ~ act ~l-:> Y?i.l-:_ ( <1 kW cno5 ~6~, ~~ ) by which 
man belleves 1n a God whom he cannot see. But man was we,~:: 
,~_ne_ €LJ 0hrist cang as his t.e~1cher, and since His death the 
Holy Spil"i t has been teaching t:1M.n. Just how he tr.:.o:_;.r~11+. of" 
the r;r.J~~'~( o:r +.he. Holy Spirit, we cannot. s~~~'. ar:: that work 
which he expected to write on PrOlJl'le.cy ,~'1":: + . .he Soul has 
.1.ot. come c_own to us ( 15); but we may be certain o:r this 
ffil.,:;_ch at least that he meant it tu st.-lnc: b'3t "..TJ-~.n. the IJogos 
3.nd rr1n :S.s B.n intermediary in the syst.r3rrl o~ education, which 
tht3 Inca.rnate Logon began. Th9 :i'-'l ~,- S~)i T"i t seen8 to be tl1•3 
inst :rurnent o:f tl1e Logos in teaching mankind ( 16). It is 
not a naturB.l ~noo'.'.11en+. +. o mnn1cinn., since all men d.o not 
poss~ss it,, but. is is .~in in-fluence that comes into the soul 
af"ter conversion f':c·Jr:1 ~':ttho,l+., q.ntt. vive.~ it +.he ::tssurB.nce 
that 1 t is conteJnplating the ti.'Uth. It helps rnan t.o pro-·· 
grass :fron A st,,j,te in which he accepts things on f'aith to 
2.. liit:_::L~r- s.:.t.A. -:-_e in which he prov-9s what he has believed. 
It i.s more than an 1n:fluenc·9, it is also a :raculty o-r th~ 
S)Ul vtJhich !'le c8.n put. on :J.n equalit,y with the others (17). 
l.fore than that, it is a being lilce +.he IJogos. :ror ~ .. ~ ... ·~n 
cornr"~nt.in?-: on I (_Tohn ?,,1. "and i:f anyone h~.s ~in; 1.ed., vre have 

7 1oz) St -~., · II 1 1 .... , \ -.J r.,,,..f~i e ..LL=r_;e 

(14) AJ_'ist. Nichom.,.1Dt.h.~'II.6; Strom II.4.14. 

(15) ~~lr~ ~. ''~ ,~ s~.]t.t.t. 
( :!. 6 ) ~: t .l.•vt i V. 4 • 2 5 

(17) see note 4. 



Jesus Christ as our advocat-o ( conso1at orer~.) to the F:lther" 
he says: "Sicut enim apud pat rem consolato;r est pro rob is 
Dominus, sic etiam consolator est quem -post assum-pt.ionem 
suam dignatus est mittere. Hae namque primitivae virtutes 
ac primo creatae, itnmobiles et existentes secundum subs:-:_ 
tant iam et cu1n subiect is angel is et, arch:lngelis, cum quibus 
vocantur aequivoce, diversas operationes e~~iciunt". (18) 
Tl1us the Holy S::piri t, in some way which he has not de­
~init~ly explained, directs man~to the contemplation o~ Gorl. 

' 'N ~ ~ r t And what is +,his 110 J .. "' \11.\ -rov ? ~t is not by he 
ecstacy o:r the myst~c. but by means o:r i11.s own reason ·that 
man comprehends t.he Logos, Who is rational ( 19); 11e lmows 
the will of God within himself. To express this he adopts 
the phraseology of' the stoic theory o~ l(nowledge,and in 
practise be never gets mucb beyond it; a certain degr~e of' 
vividness and distinctness o:r intuition seems to constitute 
:for him the action o:r tl1e Holy SyJirit, and so he is aertain 
that he perceives things as they are in themsel,re8 
(~~J..~'ltTI K\Uc; )( 20), Another t,..r,{lce of' sto~c influence is 
t.ne J.nrport ance he puts on c!uV KJ...TJ-. t)"tm.~ , he does not 
:feel that i:f a man kr1ovrs thA right he n1u~t do 1 t, but 
r:1t.her that a soul may be in open rebellion against God; and 
on the other hand this importancA which he puts on t!1o, w!ll 
in the formatio~l of a jud_gm.gnt ehables him to say t.l1at men 
ought not. to accept e~rery plauAible argument, but that the 
influence o:f the SPirit should also be felt to witness with 
our spirit that things are iJeing repr~sented as the;r are. 
Thus v-r9 8ee that knowledge is not a process vf' reasoning, 
though that is a~ integral part o:r knowledge, but it is an 
intuitl,_re kno"vle'i:.:;e of" thB goori; which man oa11 obtain, 
however, .. only by help frotn out side; so that it. resolves 
itself into the interaction o:r a :finite mind and. the Inf'tn-
i te, in which :Proc9ss the :ft:ni t.e grasps the reality o:f the 
idea o:f God's · goo.'l'1.'3nc:t. Thus he C8.n qay "iH.c.l ha,.re no sensible 
image made o:f sensible n1att.er, but an image which is :per­
ceived by the n1ind alone, God who alone is trul~r norl " ( 9.1 ) . 
Thas is true kno~lertge, an revealed bv the Logos, an;i just 
becaus 3 the Logos reveals it, he b~ li.8"'~B it is per:fect ( 22 ) . 
But if this is alone true knowledge, then ~ler1ent 1nust 11old 
the doctrine of representative perception of external things, 
that. V"hat vre knov-r are only i(leas which correspond to things, 
and si!'lce we perceive them by the organs o:f sense we can 
·never be ~ure just to wh_at- degree they repr'3sent reality or 
the truth, vrhich is th~ Logos that is in them.· Olernent has 
separated Jl~41S and Yaus ( 23) anri knowlertge p~rtains 
to the latter'""dnly; by sense-pe:t,<(eption we .)ercei,re that 
RUch and such a bit. of ~tu:ff ( ""~ ._ ) is there, but '~r~ 
k~ow 1.~rhat it rneanR. a~ ':- f'o:rmed. thing by r~f~rence to 1 ts ~~'~L. 
~~TI'- ( 24); vrh1cn J.s tne Lo~os. It was jue.t because -a 

(18) Klotz vol.2. tom.IV.p.61. 
( 19 ) strom VI • 9 • 72. 
( B 0 ) strom I • ~ o .1 o o • 
(21) Protrepticus 4.51. 
( ~~9,) stro1n VI. 8. '70 
( 2 3 ) st r orn I I • 11 • 5o 
( ~4) An Arintot.el~8:r1 rtoctrine whieh was then very conu-!lonly 

accepted. 



men cou19~ not compr9hend God perf'ectly by this round about. 
w;1y ( T1tftQ'f~a-tv )( 25) thrv~J.gh nB.tural processes t.ha.t +.he 
Logos was incarnated, who a~ter t.lis assumption sent t.he 
Il·.)ly Spiri +. to help men to get k.nowledg9. Be:fore ttJlt 
Clement ae'3ms to believe that the Holy Spirit only occas­
iona1l~r spoke, as through the Hebrew prophets, an0_ that 
the Greeks knew Him only by a round about way and so call­
ed Him the Unknown God (26). Again he s:=tys that "the 
Greeks who philosophized correctly knew God only by re­
nect~ion and through a veil" i.e. as revealed in nature 
and not as ~he Hebrew prophets knew Him by 2. clil'ect revel­
~tion through the Holy Spirit (27). 

~·fuw such per~ect knowledge can never be separat­
ed r~on right action (28). In this he is ~ollowing the 
philosophers of' his day (e.g. stoics) who said that· ~rirtue 
consists o:f :r::.nowledge, but he is especially indebted to 
Plato, who like Clern';jnt insisted that in tl"le IJer:frlct r1an 
Virtue is Knowledgs but also allows :for a lO"~Ner sort of 
virtue in a lower stage, in which m9n are part iall ~r pel~ 
:fected. But in one respect Clement has taken a de:rinite 
and momentous sttip beyond his yagan contemporaries• they 
told their pupils to get their knowledge ~or themselves 
and by their own e:f:forts;they encouraged then. to go 011 in, 
the search f'or it but they inE--isted +.t.Lat they must get it 
7or themselves. Christianity on the other hand could of'rer 
to the men o-r th~ tirne a lf;:.lster who came to earth on :pur­
i)ose to reveal suct.L truth as men needed and a Master whose 
"ipse. dixit. n was :rtnal :for-"ii1is "-.rerv reason that He came to 
reveH-1 Gvd. It was no longer a case o-r "tendentemque manus 
ulteriori.s ripae amore 11 but God had come to the shore on 
wt.1ich man stood. Now even i~ this in:rl uence :r:r·or1 Gon. v.·a s 
only subjec+.,ive,.still merely as ::t value-ju(l~ent it would 
have been o~ immense help,in as much as the will makes up 
a 1::1.rge pR.rt o:f each judgment. Christ, iani t y had an external 
help to offer, while stoicism wit.h its "Gon. witbin" could 
n:1ver do more than inspire cou.r~_ge and hopt9 t the ('emanation 
:rrom Godflin their Psychology n~ver became an~.hing than the 
YcUs in Clement's; while he could o~:fer in addition 
the Holy Spirit, which thus takes up a prominent place 
in his theory o-r knowledge. But with this one, though 
:prominent. excaptionJhis theory of knowledge is b·)rrowed. 
~rom the Greek philosophers. Thus like Aristotle he be­
lieves t.t.Lat the f"irst princiyles ::1re undem\)nstrab1e H.nd 
must be grasped by an act of reason, which he calls ~aith: 

( 25) Stroo I .19.91. J..fss read m.~l~.l~V • Eusebius corrects 
it - Higne ad locum. 
( 26.) strom 1.19.91. ,, , c.' C' i AJ 
(27) strom 1.19.94. KI-T tp.~J.Il\1 J(.lt qLit~J{\lVu •.• .,C)t'rc3'~ 76\' rtt~ 
This is allnost. cer+.ainly a rer.tiniscence o-r Plut.arch' s De • 
Isirlt:3 ch.9. 354 B.c. where the same collocation is -roundi 
+.his c::tn hardly be a mere coincidenceyas 8ti~C"<nV is rare. 
(28) Strom 11.10.47 



lik8 Plato h~ insists t~1at Knowlerige is only knowle.-lge of 
the G-ood, and that. if' thA perfect ma.n knows '¥hat is 1-.ir;l1t 
he ;~:ill d~L. it, and. '-'~i th these h~ combtn~s the stoic notion 
or K~~~~~s. . 

Next let us study the different stages throL~~ 
"'!'hich the inclividuA.l passes 8.8 r.~ :r~rogreRses towa.rds this 
ideal of perfect knowledge an~ right action. ~~ have seen 
that he conceives of the soul as coning into the ~orl~ ~ith 
no ent~y on either the debit or cre~it side of its account 
in the book of li:fe; it. must Flak~ t ts ovrn destiny, Tihet.her 
for good or for bad. I:f th8 ROUl decides b2r an A.Ct of vrill 
to follow th~ teachin~ of the Logos, thA first 8tep iA that 
o"f :fai t.h ( 1t131'ls ) • In thj_s '-~~ord there are t~o notion~ 
coming :from t~o r~_i f:ferl3nt sources. CleL.10nt def'ineH :faith 
by c1uott ' . .:.; rr~o:-r'~'i'S XI .1. t:h.at "rai_ t.h is the substantiation 
o:f things hoped .. i ... o:r, the eerti:ficatio~-1 o:f "thi:r1.t_;s ~ot 89~-n". 
JToVJ tl1e first claune of' that. de! ..... ini tion U·Jil3~~ -r:':'nm nebre~r 
t h o· · .,..h t t ,"' o co P.0. oY'Id -~='rom Greek· an ·1 t'n e"'ir v'er o. -P-; -rot , ,..,, i t'· ~ ·i -·-··-~ '--~- ... ::~-~ ... _., ·} 1 ~· .. .J ')JJ .'.1 J... ' L .. .J .'' V .L . ._ __ .. ~ \.-4.!.~ f:l,_. 

in t YJ.~:; liberal ~r 13,·ri_ ~h fehool of" Philo. The :first rneanR 
trust or confidence in a person, a rnov~~9~t,or a religion, 
and this i..s its mea!li~~6 vrher1 1.7.se.-l j_n th·-=! Old TestrunAnt ( 2~). 
Thus Abrahrun is reckoned by Paul as t.!i_~~ i~Lc~ 1 rho trl:tst8d 
~Jehov 8.~. ·J~~..,_,-~_ mho was therefore counted riB;ht ~·)l::.s ( .3,)); and 
~-1oah is call~d righteous bv t·;")_::- ':ri. t.'~::r of t.·~e 'I;l)istle to thf7 
Heore''-:"S' becaUG-3 -;~ 13 built the ::trk, vrhen th.ert3 \T8_8 "10 8ign o:f 
a flood, solely ·oecat:se r~·o-5 .. had orderAd it ( .)1). Faith in 
this s~~~A is the trust which one persc~ ~as in anoth9r to 
cg_rry out a promis~ or cnv-~:1ant, a1vi it iuplies a kno,~:l.c;.-tge 
of' the charactl=3r of the other :P8.rt.y. '71v~n applie(i t.o God 
it means the belief' t:nat Gorl -1~~ the rewarrler o:f them that 
diligently seek Him (38). Faith in tnis sens~ nra0, not 
foi.r~d in the sg_cred. li·terature of the Greeks, just beca1:.ne 
t!'l,~ir gods did not inui te conf'irte·nce. But the other sense 
of faith does coJJe from Gree~1 ~hought - th~ int~llectual 
notiol! of' conviction ( RV.KJ..Tik tt~~ ) in distt~ction to 
posi t.1 ~re kno~'rl13dge, andh8.Vlng all shades o:f mean1ng fron1 mere 
CO!l~80ture ( £il<~n"ot ) to trustvrorth assurance. This in its 
meantnz vrh~n 1 t is sairi that by faith we unrlerst~.J.nd. that 
the worlds were fa8hioned by th~ connand of God (;)3). In 
t.h is sense the Greeks used it as the r.~O.illpre11ension o:f the 
invisible. This is the belief' that God is ( 34). Pat~l US13~1 
t.he TIOr·1 in this se!lse ,T·h~n. he nays, "w·3 walk by :faith and 
~"Ot 'o~r Sl• rri·lt 1l ( .rz.s) ~;o,~~ tn1 A,~~'~ t·:'Q T'lA'-i'""'ll• .,., D·r~ ""a--1 -f'i-raqt l·JeA!1 ,.l! &} \.. \..._'\- - • •• I • ·- .~ , ..J • * -.f.__") •~ l - l - - ,_. J ,J,. 

brought together by Philo, so tll:It t)l'3 ,"!ord m~ans ,.rt th hir..1 
an i!'ltui t 1 ,_re kno,~'ledge of God's being, leadinc;~a r~li anc~ "se.. 

( 29) 
( 30) 
( 71) 
( 'ZC)) 

r,_J ' 

( ~ ~ ) 
( 34) 
( 35) 
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on Him in all uatte:rs o-r practical life and a cher:ful co­
operation •'71 th T-Ii13 :pur:pog~. This is thA mea.11i.n~ urhich 
Clement finds also in Paul a.Ttd t.he nri ter of th'2- ~Distle 
to the Hebrews, and on this foundation he lays, with the 
help of Greek philosophy, tlle lofty, noble, and usef'ul 
superstructure of a Christia~ gnos,is. 

''· 

But first let us ask what fai t.h 1neans to Clr:}m~nt., 
nov that he ha~ ex:pa.nd.ed and de:fined the meanint; or the 
vrord by the 11elp o:f Greek l1hilosophy. First o:f all, 1 t is 
a de:fini te act of' "fT:i.lJ,\whi(~h accepts 1 pe:fore-hand

1 
c8rtain 

beliefs ( 1 ~ f}os o~ ~'l'fs I<MJ ltf~~ \fJ{S tU~tD ~ 1 ~" s 
ltfDkctt~X~\Vtk>.S ){36); it is that act o:f vrill which . 
every one 1.nust make to become a Chrir:;tian, aTFt 1 t is set over 
against gnosis whic~l compr8hend.s a s~rstem of Christian 
doctrine base•i on t.h8 tnowledge of' God. Thus :faith is the 
least possible requirement :for the Christian life. Now 
faith is not natural, as Valentinus held, but a complete 
change in the indiYidu~ wh~eh the indi\Tidua). makes of' its 
oVirn accord ( 1flft"~.s 0\'v ~i.T<kV'-'f~ KJ:r6.tfJ.ta~(f.... )( 36). 
Ri.nce :faith is not a natura act' nhich one do~s by his 
very nature, but tJ1e result or f'ree choice, it is the :first 
ste:p in that system o:f education .tn which ua'Yl, partly by 
his own v·ill and. partly b~r the help o-r Gorl, iR lt:fted up 
to· see God. Tlle act of :faith and the adv~··1t o:f ~.hA Hol '' 
spirit muRt thus b~ identical in point Ol~· tine. Thur, 
Clement s ·ys that "as th~ game of bnll rloes not dep~nct 
merely on one throwing th~ bqll skilf'ull,,, but there is also 
need of another to catch it at the :proper time, in order 
that the game ma:.r !Je completed accord.in(}; to the rules of 
playing ball, so qlso it is the case that the teaching Cfu~ 
be trusted, 1Yhenever f'ai th on the part of the hearers, be­
ing a sort of a natural art, contribute8 towqxds learning 
( · ) " ( 37 ) • Here he seems to mean t:r..a t ther·3 are tY!O 

part.ies conc~rned. in the proces1=> o:f knowing, man and God, 
and that tl1e act of mg_n is natural vrhen cornpar'3<1. v.ri th the 
act of God. Then he goes on to say that the IJogoA has 
preachAd to all and has giYen them no ple·a :for ignorance, 
t.hough he kne.v..r beforeh.ani those who were not likely to obey 
( "TG'U'S M_ ilt!~~#L~~S ). Now repe~tance i~ the per­
fect act or fa1tn, for lf he does not bel1eve that waR a 
sin to which he vras addicted, he w:Lll not bt=- taught: U.."1d if 
h8 dogn not b9lieve that. punisrJnent has b~en prepared :fo~ 
the sin:.1er, and salYation for the man who lives according 
t.o the COltllrland.l!.lents, he v.ril_~_ not r~f'orm"( 38). Then he 
quotes from Paul's injunction to Tinothy about thoR~ ,.~Tho 
put aei(le faith and a good consuience and therf>b7' mqtiP- a 
ship-wreck of' tht:}ir faith: "SJ then we 1nust no lonG'~r 

( 36) strom II .6 .?.? • 
( 3 7 ) st r om I I • R • 8 5 • 
(38) strom II.R.27, 



slander :faith in an· o:f'"f-hg_nd way as something both sin:ole 
and common and belonging to anyon~. For if i_ t were a merely 
human pra.ctis'3, as the Gree.ks sup:Josed, it vrould h:J.ve been 
extinguished"( 39) A..nd. again: "faith apDears to us to be 
the first r:J.o~r8m8nt t.ovr~rds salvation; arte:r 1JI'hieh fear, 
hope and rep~?!lt.ance, maki"1g :progress wi t.h the help of 
courage and patience, lead us to love and gn_o~is". Tht?n 
he quotes with approval the v.·ords o:f B8.rnabAs '"'ho desired 
his readArR to })0~8ess gnosis alo-:Lg v:i th f''ai th. Pea.l" an(t 
pati eilce are the helper8 o~ f'8.i th, artd long-suffering a."1.d 
cot~age are t.he allies. Then he mP.ntions thA virtues of 
~q'(" , 0\:ll tS , 'fllfttt W, and Y.t-~5l5 as being 

the 13len1ent.s of knowledge, lo ~hat faitJi. is more el,~H0'1tal 
still, but is as nec9~sar;r to the gnostic as breathing is 
to man vrho 1 i ves in this world. But as it is not l)OG s i_b.l~ 
t.o li~re vrithOUt the fOUr '3leinents, RO WithOUt :faith it. iB 
impossible :.o obtai··1 gnosis. Thir~ 111 the :fou11dation of' 
truth ( 40). From .. ~is pasf~age ;:re s~~ that for the man -rho 
poRR·3~:-s-9s \IJ(\\v 1Tl51'i\t , moral excelle~·1 ... ~-3 conni~tR :tn 
shov-.rin~ forlh ~ ... ertain vtrtu~s and in keepi11g the la1v 
thro-u.~rl :fear ( 41). Now for the 0!r('istia11 who is at this 
stage th~ Paedago2,us is intended to ~Ar"~'A as a text-book 
o:f morals, g_nd its morality is th~.lt or ... rulen or laws. It 
does not ap:p8al to ma'V1.'~ reason but to his f'ear of' pun.ish.:,_ 
men t.. Thus in tht?. :first iJook of' thF3 Paeriagot?,l.::.S Cl~rD.8n t 
finds it nec~s..sB.ry to point out. th;:~_t Gorl, by the IJogos, 
both .restrains men from sin ~JY thr~:-tt8ntng and sa"8~ thAn 
b;.r exhorting: ( 42 ); and to :prO"~!e t-~.,_at God's justiee is not 
incon~i stent "ri_ th r.rts goorl',.,e8s ( 43). T'his all means that 
tl:le principle of this 8cheme of morf:llity is that of' f'ear. 
EUch is the state of the "psychic" ~hristian ·who bP.li~ven 
t.hat God is, and that h~ ''rill pu_ni~.::h nin; and RO, taking 
the authority o:f th~ nhurch as his guirie, he is leadinr; tht3 
best moral lj_fe he can. But all this he is doing on the 
authority o:f another who do~~ know, so that his gu.trle in 
1i:fe is a Ret of rules. Again, though he has DUt faith in 
Christ, still he is morally diseased F.1nd from theRe rlisea8~s 
hA can be s~t :fr~l=} only by severe riiscipline. Thus l!.la11~' 
of the rules in th~ book arf?. negat.i"'r~ anri riisciplinary. It 
in also interesting to n-Jt.9 how littl~ t,h~ t;h~iRtian rr·way 
of' life" here explained dif'f'ers i'ro1n the iti~al of cont~Jnp­
ora:ry p~_gan preachers; outwardly they are almost :i.clf3nt:lc:t.l, 
and ~lement has here borrowed f'or his OV':'n purposes whole 
p&ssages f'rom Hu~oniu~ Rufus (44). In fact, the very form 
o:f the b·ook is a i?'ell kno,·rn Gre~k 11 terar:r onP., !Jtlr't t.h~ 
ordinary Christian "-r.ray o:f 11 iT 1nL:" is he :re -;xpou:-"1--1_.-::;:i. ju'l t as 

( 3~ -) 
(41) 
( A:'), ) 

( 13) 
( 44) 
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a11.y philosophic teachAr might expound :nis. 

But OV8l ... :..1.:"!.r'1_ abOV9 t.-.J.1R l5_f'~ -r-rhi_eh rP.Atf1 on 
sim:plF3 f'ai t.h, Clement thin~~s of' &"1cthr~r ,._,hi(~h. r0sts on. :reas­
o~ - t.h9 lif'e of t.he perfect or gnostic Christian.. ThiR 
;1otion of' an 8li t.e bon_y of" 0h~istians had been ;.-:;_ colTL.~lon 
one runong tl1e 2-::.ere.tice.l enostie~, who DlB.C"?t~ e1 great im­
portance on knowledge. They had. :pic~}~~d U~) P8.U1 1 R vro:rri~ 
e.bout "b:-l.bAs in !Jhrist" an:i identified them v·i t.h the siml)le 
c-:::.ri8tta.ns, as com~)arf3(1 l'Ti. ~.];. t~'1'3lnselves who had knowledge. 
They had divided t11e Christians into two camps, an~1. this led. 
to a secession of' t.he pleus or common people, who vroulri 
have nothing to do with the aristocrats. Now the GnoRtics 
seem to have wished to reduce Christianity to a syRtem o:f 
knowledge, wht?nce th~ir nqme; they were thA rirst thl3olo~­
irLns, and Clement's theology muAt b~ studied partly as an 
answer to that of the heret.iC'll Gnostics. Thus Cl'9rnent. i.n­
sists that faith and gnosis are closely related; faith is 
t.he :foundation 011. whieh gnosis is built or the sine qua non 
in the develop~ment towards it.. "Gnosis ,-which is +.he 
scienti:fic expla11ation o:f the thtngs ,qhi~.-~h have b~en hanrlecl 
down according to the true p!1ilosophy, is relat~ri to :fai t!1" 
( 45). This w;1s what Clement especially wished of his 
gnosis; it was to explB.tn th~ Chrir,t:i.an doetrines b;r referr­
ing them to the Logos, thP. cause o:f all kno,~le4_~ ~1n'l that 
which was alone known. 3ut t;li s knowlerlge ( VV w l1l S ) 
is accompanied by right action; lil~e t.he stoi~ VIiseman, h8 
does everything by r8f'ere~'1ce to his reason, so that all he 
does i8 })er:fl9ct. W·3 h~?:re havA ~- nP.~r :prineiple of' .moral 
action- a direL~t knowle<lge of' God's wi.ll. This ~~'P.G.(l 
second system of' rnorals in Cler.1P.nt of' w!.1loll lo~re (OtVci~ ), 
b::tsed on }:-_nowled~~, is the guiding princilJle ~.lil·i r-_l.pa·t·hy 
(~,a ~{.1.. ) the alrJ. Thu8 1 t i.s love that 8nables the 
Christian tu c;o to martyr.iom ( 4'3); it is loiu~ ,.,..hinh R8nds 
the gnostic out into the Torld to vrin con\rerts( 47) a..nd to 
hel:p his :fellow-lnen(48). Clement has ind.e.ed. cauc;l""~t t·:0 
8!)i.ri t of Christ, rr:,v?n he fF:iYB tha-t:. ti.1e perfect Chrlst..ian 
"!rill act fron1 lo,re. And. t.hen he tells u~ that man's airn 
:for h~· mself' is to gai. ::1 coruplete c:ont:r:-ol over t.hB pasRions 
( 'ollra '.s ), or even to eradicate the1n. He ins istR on this 
again -nd again ~~d hol~s up the Apostles as exrurr~les, He 
has thus borrowed a terrn :from rtoic philosophy. This 
shows that to Cl'3ue.nt t}1-?. li"fe of' conternpl8.tion was t.h~ per­
f'ect one, since in the lif'e of' a1Jtion Llan must have ~mot tonG, 
even 1~ it is only the care of' his frunily; a~d thene emot­
ions distract him f'rom his contemplation and :p:revt?·nt hirn 
entirely from se:paratin(~ hins~lf from things of s~nse. 

( 45) 
( 46) 
( 47) 
( 48) 
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The :perfect kno,7leti.ge 1~<rhich he has, tnasmuch as it is made 
up so largr::ly of acts of \Trill, ~'11.8.bles hin to conr:u~r 
absolutely all such affections as are not necessary :for 
self'-maintenaJl.Ce ( 49). Today this notion t11at the aiEl of 
et.hics is to conquer th0 bo ·~y would not be insisted on v:·i th 
the rigour 1•ri th which t:lement did insi~t on it. Bu-t. the 
times are dif'f'erent.; then so1ne such quali t.y WB.R req_uired of' 
th~ Christ. lan who stood continually in t.he :fear of l_)ersecut.­
ion; a.T'ld so we f"il'lrl tl18.t Christian tea~:~ hers extoll t.his as 
the aim o:f li"fe. But in Clen9nt this i!1sistence on apath~r 
as the end of li:fe, is also con!le8ted with hiG the'x~y of' 
knowledge, according to which n1an knows God acco~rding as he 
:frees hil!l8'3l:f :f:rom the boriy and the bodil~r part o:f the Roul. 
Thus· the doctrine of' ~~ Btlol "T?:"hieh Clem~nt has borrowed 
'from St.oicisrt, i9 not mere asceticisra vrhieh believer~ tn th~ 
~U:p3)rA~8ion o:f the borty anrt it5 wants as a praise'rrorthy act 
in i tsel:L, out it i9 c.los'9l"r relaterl to hi9 t'rleorv of iramor­
tality, in v:~nieh 1-:8 sC;.ys that i.t :tn only VO'Vs ychich t;mne 
rron1 God, that goes baek to Him, so t.hat th11 f'leRhly spirit 
tlust be cast o:ff' (50). Now in such a system the ul t:imate 
{ 49) 
(50) r't is interesting to compare C!leaent. 1 ~ vi AT~ of' the re­
lation o. :f 7flrrt~ and~~~5 to. the Platonic riist:tnction be-
tween ic~L and }m ..i.L ; and the Stoic's rigfd. rti:f'ferent.iat-
ion bet1Veen the cOcll\e~ 1 

-tlltd the ~ • The 1m~ J:A4 of 
Plato i9 outwarril~ nuch like the Qou~~ Cleraentl (i.e. 
not considering h~~ th~:.r are got ) ut. .,.,(J"{(..5 1 s far differ-
ent fr·om Plato's }JoloL • In Plato "O:!Jinion" is concerned 
vri th things o:f thiR world, b'\J.t the Clem8ntin~ 1(1'~t.S . is 
concer!'led. vri t.h God, or. the Idea of t.he Good, just as "~W~S 
is, but in QUite a dif':ferent way. ClAmAnt nevBr thinks o:f 
knowlec1.ge of objects, except as they are a mani:fes-t:.ation o:f 
the truth of the Logos. And besides all this in Plato the 
philosophf::\r only s8es the Good, and that for a short tial3, 
a:fter which he must return into th/3 ca,re, but in Gletnent. 's 
theory of knowlecig'3 the cha~:nn is span~"'.ed by God reaching 
out his hand to meet ~Hill half-way, so t.hat ma'rJ. is thus in 
continual contact 'llri th God if he 'Wills it. Cler!lent 1 f3 theol­
ogy is the first philosophic attempt, on Platonic principles, 
which has succeerled in spaJ1.ni~.g this gap left by Plato. In 
comparsion with the stoic "fool", even Wh1!3n he is making 
moral progress, the Christian can take one step up from 
ignorance o:f God by having :faith in Him, so that t!1e change 
:from a 'foolishne~g to wisdom is not instantaneous. ·Again 
Clement does recognize that ext.ernalR have some ''alue for 
such a Christian, for he oouns~ls th~ Chri~tian in sunh a 
stage how to use them; he sees that environment to such a 
Christian means a great deal. But the stoic wise man is l:lke 
the gnostic Christ iaTl in that thiR VV~<1b'~~Th~n once gaine~\1~s a continual privelege anti that now all his actB are Kl1-o~uvf.l~~ 
as done with perfect ips~e;ht int.o ti1e rril.l of Gori, Be~ore 
thi 8 his act~ ware kot&li ~ 1. e. duti~s which cue~ tom or ex­
ternal authority had h1m do. It Ae.::,ms as if' the distinction 
made by th~ her~tic~il Gnostic~ would ha,re exactly amount~d to 
th~ stoic riist:Lnction b~twe~n thA wis~ aPd the fool. Thua, 
however much Cleraent. ov:erl to Plat.oBic and stoic sourc~s for 
r.is notion of' knoVTledge, the notion is llo·wever r1u1 te separate 



aim is not moral virtue, as that supposes a s+.:t."V.ggle 1 but 
rath$3r lil~enesEt to and union with God, so +.hat the virtues 
which he often speaks o~ and d9~ines in the te~s o~ Greek 
philosophy (51} are only a stag9 in the development of moral 
pro_gres s ( -rt(D ~te-rm . ) as their aim ! either knowledge or 
the sunpressiyn o/ the emotions ( 1roL ~ ). The virtues 
are )('~tcUTf I(~( t :ror ~ven 1:r he do,. s not use the adject-
ive, he ~.oes speak o:r Kct 9clf'lS, which stage comes a~ter 
7rf~ts · ( :ror '«9Jf61S is tl'!e resu.lt o:r studying philosophy) 
and o:r course it comes be:rore yvw rts , i~hich stage the 
rational -part of' the soul is strictly l~ '.s 4 so that 
the purging o:r the soul must come at the t e when he is 
practising these virtues. This is especially intereBting, 
as it shows a great likeness to many Neo-P1atonic notions; 
and it is T'J.it.e reasonable to suppose thB.t Clement is here 
reproducing the Platonism o~ the age (52). 

The Ethics o~ early Christianity and the Greek 
world. have been brought into contact with the result above 
nvted., that we get two moral theories - an aristocratic :ror 
ths educated,and a democratic ~or the common peo~le. Christ­
ianity based its morality .on a divine comm.and, which it took 
over ~rom Judaism. The Moral Law was-theocratic. Greek 
thought on the otiler hand based its l{ora1ity on Rativnalism, 
or a theory o:r the wo:rld and society. We see this in Plato 
who cannot separate Ethics ~rom either Politics or Meta­
physics; and while the stoics and Epicureans de~initely 
separattid Ethics ~ron Politics, yet they both founded Ethics 
on a. th-7ory of the world and of Psychology - in f'act the:r 
studied Metaphysics almost always as a ~oundation f'or their 
Morals. This is the meaning o:r their constant appeal to 
"nature"• their system was :founded on the na.ture o~ man and 
the nature of the universe. It is t1~e th~t. the l~ter 

(50) Continued -
~rom either of' them• he borrowed :from these philosophers, 
not at hap-hazard, but as Plotinus ~fterwards borrowed, 
that he might use these notions as building material ~or a 
superst~tcture which would be quite his own and. unique, even 
i~ older building material had been used. 
(51) Paed.agog r.12.11; de:rinition of' "virtue". 
(52) ~hittaker in his work on Nao-Platonism (introduction 
~nd chavters 1 - 4) showe that this movement in philosophy 
was merely an attempt to think out a system by combining 
all that was best in previous Greek- speculation. Thus we 
are not .surprised that many o~ Cl9ment 's doctl~ines f'orrn.ect, 
by uniting several previous notions,can be paralleled f'rom 
Plotinus, though there can have been no ~.irect, contact be­
tween the two systems of' thought, 



Stoics, such as Epictet us, speaks o:r the law o:f God, b~tt. by 
this they mean the laws or plan o:r nature. Thus Epictetus 
says: "~or this J_s a law o:r nature and o~ God, that the 
stronger sh(>uld. ever overcome the weaker" (53). The Ethics 
o~ Epictetus are not founded on such a text ~s that,but 
rather on the constitution o~ man as a social being. ~~s 
A Greek system o:f Ethics such as th~t o~ Plato, in which 
Alt~~ism plays an important part, is always based on the 
nature o:f man as a social being. Thus the Gre9ks had elab­
oratedsystemSo:f morality in which we :first get the notion 
o:f virtues i.e. moralit.;r is divtded up according to the 
di:f:ferent spheres of action,and each has a virtue. Greek 
rnora11.· ty was rationalistie and ,"loj, religious I and so among 
the Greeks we do not ·.rind that ~~(J-'-rti ~el means more to them 
than:~ :failure or loss (54)• they ha~ no notion o:r sin as an 
act o~ rebellion against the will o~ God. Then too the 
Greeks put a great smphasis on the intellectual side of 
morals, that 1~ a person knows a thing he will do it. The 
Greek philosophers, many o~ them men o~ iron will, insisted 
on knowledge as a basis :ror moral ref"ormation. Could these 
tw') theories of moralityt which had grown up on quite 
di:r:rerent soils,'3ver be united ? Thts need was all the 
more urgent in Clement '·s day because a great moral re:rormat­
ion, quite independent o:f Christianity, was being led. by 
the philosophic missionaries o:r pag~nism. In Clement's 
theory of pistis and gnosis wa get these theories united: 
the Christian notion of ~ear of God's law is united with the 
Greel(. notion o~ a moralit.y for the common classes which 
rests not on knowledge b1J;t on some lower :f'aculty o~ t.he 
mind, and. this gives u.s pistisi while above this we get a 
combination o~ the Greek conception o:r a per:f'ect morality 
based on· t.nowledge and o~ the Christian id.ea of' l<.eeping God's 
Law through love. In this way Clement beliBves he has 
united Greek Ethics with Christian. In many r9spects this 
is an ·-admirable system, as it· recvgnizes t,hat not every one 
can think out a morality for himsel~ ~ram a general principle, 
such as Christ gave t.Lis disciples f'eP a })9l'f!oet p:ti.aoi}lle 
e:F ~Ad.uet, and t'hat the ordinary man must take it ready 
made in the :rorr.l o:r law; but 1 t certainly was influenced. by 
Greek instead of Christian thought when it made Christianity 
consist, in a system o:f knowledge from which morality was to 
be suspended. Then too this syncretism o~ moralitieo brought 
into Christianity the Greek notion o~ personal diginity and 
the Rom~n one o~ personal rights, which in later t1mes·~ 
through the very recognit,ion o~ a lower 1nora1 st.andard ~or 
the laity. quite drove out ~rom popular morality the Christ­
ian doctrine o~ hUMility ~nd service, while the clergy with 

(53} Epictetus Dissert, !.29.19. 
(54) Aeschylus alone of" +.he Greeks se'3ms t,o have the notion 
o~ the moral law being the will o~ Zeus. 



their higber r:.yster:~s o:r nore.lit? had r9tr~ated ~ror.J. tl1e 
wickedness o:r the world that they migt1t live an UJ.1.ta1·nished 
lif"e, T.his is +,:-:.-:; ~utv.re d_eve.lopement v(hich the not.ion o:f 
two moralities takes, and while i+ vJould be unjust to :find 
the cause -ro:r this rl9velopement anywhere else than in the 
condit1ons of' the time, yet we must recognize th~_~_+J -':his 
tendency c~ae in through an attempt to unite two distinct 
moral theories. 

Next let us speak of the Eschat010rrical beli~:rs 
o~ Cl-"'~:19nt. Christ's Yiews on this st1.bject covered three 
main points~ the belief in the c~rtain tritwph oY His King­
dOM., which He connected wi tl1 His coming; the cert?.tnf, ;r o~ 
:I ~rictory o:r li:re over oe8.th, which He connected with His 
resurr·ection;and this :princi~ple o:f juclgme.nt., tlJ.nt {-~'f:~.::-c·y li:f6 
must reap the re~ard of' its ov:n labours, whether good or 
bad, in the world to corn~ i~ not in this. More than these 
three wonder~.l teaGhings cannot be got out o~ the New 
Testament, w.hen we r'3r,~~t·_l_ber that H~ spoke to tTews and in 
Jewish :rorM~... What the early Christian writers do give 
us that g0ds ~eyon~ these thr9e, se~ms to be a borrowing 
"from Jewish religious beliers or the product o:f their own 
~ertile tmap;inations. NOYl the8'3 three great noctrines, 
~tnpliried no doubt by being transmitted to .him througl-1 Jer.r­
ish minds, ~l9m3nt tried to explain by the hP.l}) or Greek 
not ions and ideas v:i th which his mind_ was f'il}_ ed nnd with­
out which :-1·3 could not think consistently at ::tll. We have 
alr9ady noted .his belie~ that the p:·~~T2-ical 1U1iY:1:t'se is pe~r­
:rect, and_ that man is being slowly :;ducated by the Logos, and 
also .his vieViS on 1JU.~.'1isr.u:n·::n+, e Fer~ let us s-qe8.l\. o-r the 
fUture life. He s;~~ ys that the Logos can1e to teach man t,,o 
become like God (55 )and t !ia-t r:-tn.n who by n;:tture has the tfk"'v 
o-r God in his reason, is to get an ~f.'o("' ~lS . t o.,,.Gvd ( 5:3). 
1~s r·:c.st me·::__::- by this t.hfit man by nB.t·ure has the flktl\V o'f 
God in his reas·Jn, and that under the teaching or the Holy 
S~Jirit thiB is t. '' :-~~~t control over and. conquer tl'le 11Cl ~ )Se ___ A 

or the irrational JSs»a~ so that at de~th tl1t:1 r:3ason of"-lHm 5~. 
m_ay b~ reabsol"'bt3d into the diYine lt\"t~~~~ . Thus he 
can say that th9 Gnostic will be and rlow is a Go~ (57). 
No·:.· this is not. a (Jewish notion at all but ~. Gr9ek. The 
Jews, when ttH~y developed a not ion o:f j_nrlortali t y. lool\.ed 
on it as ~ lit9ral resurrection o? the body with all the 
attributes it now has, whicL livt:~s on in J:reaven. Bveryt.hinr·· 
~hich exists on earth has existed previously in H~aven and 
will return there. rr_.~iCC'.):L·rtr.e- to +.11'.3 He.1::.9nic conception, 
which has becJrr,e ;::_ssociated with Platonism, the idea o~ pre­
exist~nc~ ls in~~pend9nt o~ ~he ide~ 8~ God; it is based 

( 55 r~"-P-rot r9pt. 1. 8. 
(56) Protrept.I0.98 and Strom.II.:?.~.l~l. 
( 5 7 ) S t :cor~ • I iT. ?, 3 • 14 9 • 



on the conception o~ the contrast. between spirit and matter, 
between the in~init8 ~~~d rinite, ~ound in the cosmos it­
eel~. In the case o:r all spiritual beings, lif'e in the 
body or flesh in ::1.t bottom nn inadsquate and unsuit.able 
cond.i +.ion, ?or the spirit is eternal, the :flesh perishable • 
But the pre-tempora.l existence, which was only a doub+.-rtl.l 
assumption as regards ordinary spirits, was a Inatter o~ 
ceL'+.~int y in the ca.se o:r the higher and purer ones. They 
lived in an upper world long be:rore this earth was created, 
:md they lived there as spirits without the npolluted gar­
ment o:r the -flesh 11 " (58). Now v.·9 s9e that the l~t ter is the 
meaning o:r immort.ality in Clement, and here again the great 
debt wh±ch Clament owes to Plato is brought before us. 

Let us close +.his sketch of" the Christian li:re 
as Clement conceived o~ it. by· placing along side o~ it. 
ll!lOther sketch o-r t.l1e teachings o:r one o:r the Noblest o:r 
p::,gan teact.Lers. 11 In Maximu.s o:f Tyre, although he has no 
claim to the reputation o:r a strong and original thinker, we 
see this new religious s~irit o-r the second century perhaps 
in its purest ~o~. Man is an enigma, a contradiction, a 
being placed on the con:rines o:r two wor1ds. A beast in his 
~l9shly nature, he is akin to God in his higher part, nay, 
the son o~ God. Even the noblest spirits here below live 
in a sort o:r twilight, or in a heady exoitement, an intox­
icqtion o:r the senses. Yet, cramped as it is in the yrison 
o~ the :flesh, the s0u1 may 1~aise itself' above tl1e misty 
region o:r perpetual change towards the light or the Eternal. 
For in the slurnber o:r +.his mol'tal li:re, the pure spirit, is 
sometimes visited by visions coming through the gate o:r 
horn 9 visions o:r another world se~n in some ~or.mer time. 
Ann, ~allowing them, the moral hero, like f{eracles, the model 
vr- strenuous virtue, through toil and t ribulat ion nvty- gain 
the crown. On this stormy sea o~ time, I)l'1tloso1)h~r gtves us 
the veil of' Leucothea to charm the troubled waters. It is 
true that only when rele6se comes at cla.Jth, does the soul 
attain to the ~11 vision o~ God. For the Highest is 
separated :from us by a great gul-f. ygt· thEit ~nalysis o:f th.e 
svul ~hich Maxtmus partly borrows :from Aristotle, discovers 
His seat in us, the highest reason, that power o~ intuitive, 
all-embracing, instantaneous vision, which is distinct from 
the slower ~.nr1 ten+,::ttive operations o:r th~ underst#anding. 
It is by this higher• :faculty that God is seen, so :rar as He 
may be, in this mixed and imper:rect sta.te. For the vision 
o:f God can only in any degree be won by abstraction ~rom 
sense and passion and everything earthly, in a struggle ever 
upwards, beyond the paths o:f the heavenly orbs, to the 

(58) Harn~ck Hist. o~ Dogma !.Appendix l.p.319. 



rsgion o~ eternal calm 11 VThe1 .. e ~alls not rain or .hail or 
any snow, but a white cl01J.dl':3ss rB.0.ianc9 spr9ads over all". 
And when may we see God ? "Thou shat see Him fUlly 11

, 

Maximus says, u onl:: when He calls thee·,. in age or d~ath, 
but meant ilne glimpses of tl)e Beauty which aye hath not 
seen no-r c:~ t ')ngue speak o:r, may be won, i~ +.he veils nnd 
wra-ppings which hide His splendour be torn away". (59) 

(59) DilJ.'s Roman society :rrom Nero to M.Aurelius p.421. 



CONCLUSION 

THE HI ffi!ORICAL IMPORTANCE 

OF CLEMENT'S ATTEMPT TO GIVE A P~ILO SOPHIC 

EXPLANATION OF CHRI Sl'IAN D0CTRI1JE S. 

There are two elements which go to make up 
Clement's theolo~r, the tradition OT th8 Church which is 
best represented in t.he Regula FidF3i or in the Did ache, ann. 
Greek speculation, which was called in to explain these 
:facts concerning t.h1:3 life o:f Christ. The aim of Clement 
was to give a rational accou!lt of the Christian religion, . 
and to do this he made use of the p~ilosophic termn common 
among the Greek thinkers. His was a ":fidens quaer~ns in­
tAllectum"; he saw that it was quite impossible :for any 
religious f~r,rour to li lre and conquer the world, if' it did 
not first turn back on itself a11.d attempt to :find out its 
own intellectual content. He saw also that philosophy 
can:r..ot be th'3 enerny,but must rather be the ally o:f religious 
:fai t.h; that the re:flP.cttl.r~ part of man's 1nental lit"'~ cannot be 
in Q!):po~i tion ·to the unre:flective ;,and that reason itself' 
might create something o:f itA own which would b~ o~ in:fin-
1 te value to the tjhristian as a weapon v.ri t.h which to d0fend 
hi1rrsel:f against his enemies, and as a meaYls towards sati:1-
:fying the cra,!ing of the soul f'or knowledge. But Cl~!n~nt 
n~ver lets philosophical explanation take the place of 
religious faith, however much f9rn:phasi~ he puts on knowlt9dge 
as the crown of the religious life. The important a11d nec­
egsary t~ing is the religi~us experience. 

The notion o-r a Creed or bocty or beliefs is Greek, 
At· the time when Clement li,.red, and -Por severA-l c~nturies 
earlier, men of education had joined themA9l,res to one or 
another of the philosophic schools, each of which aec~pted 
a regular set of dot;,'lllas, :formUlated by 1 ts founder and his 
most brilliant pupils. And as these schools came in·to 
violent opposition 1Uft.h one a"loth~r, thl3~' became rnore ex­
clusi,.re; they protecte·i themeel·veR by req_ut!'ing as a AO!.'t 
o:f entrance qualification a stateue~·tt that the person 1!i'OUld 
acc'3pt and def~nq. certain beliefs. The"J..fanuale' of' Epict.etu8 
a111 the k"f(6.l. Ao!~\. of' Epicurus formed just such creeds, 
and in the case o:f thA :!i.JI)icure8.!1. school, 1 t. is almost 
certain that this little book becrune a sort of catechiRo, 



.which the pupils learned by heart. Thus it is in Greek 
philosophical schools that we find the nearest approach 
to a11ything like a cr8ed. Now in th~ case o:f 0hristiani ty 
a creed :was not developed by Greeks but against Grf3eks -
it wan develOI)ed by the orthodox body against t11~ H8ll~n­
izing Gnostics,and this ga~.re philo8ophical sp+?culation a 
place to work in and 130mething to mani:pul~lte. Thus by vray 
o:f reaction. against Greek thought, Christianity rie~relopAd 
a Creed. 

Greek philosophical explanation enter,:;·i Christ­
ianity. through the doctrine of' the Logos, Yrhicn was used .. to 
explain the b~lie:f in Christ's di·u·i,.li ty. But philoRophy 
was no docile pupil, ,rr.f11ch was wtlling to take a lower seat, 
but it demanded a hearing on its own anc.J"u.nt, .and r;o 1JirB get 
a love :for word-playing in :future theology. The Greeks in 
becoming Chr1Ati9...ns lost none of their love for precise and 
exact· definition. The love of theological speculation be­
came more and more pro1ninent in :futu_-re years B.nri it can· 
undoubtedly be traced eventually to the Greek love f'or 
knowledge. Now Clenent !3tands at the beginning of' such a 
movement and he gi\res 1 t great imr)etus by his epistemolog­
ical theory o'f the work o:f ChriAt. Thus i•u? beli0ue it was 
to Greece that Christiant t'l.' owed the ~'1otion both of' a creed 
a'Yld a th9ology. 

We have omitted all mention of ~ doctrine of th~ 
Trinity in C!l~nent just beeause it means so li ttl~ to hirn; 
but b~cause of its import~nc~ tn th~ ~ture th~ological 
batt.lee, it is 1·.rorth the mentioning here. Tl1e doct:ri:n~ o:f 
the Logos has f'orced Clement to subordinate Christ to God 
as He is only a revelation of God; then too the notion of 
the Holy f!)iri t as thP inRtrument o:f ·the IJogos, has further 
suborr1inat. ed the r~oly ~iri t., so t!lat. no,r we have a series 
of' tr~ee hypostases, v..rh1ch look very much lil\e the Trinity 
o:r Plotinus. Is there any possible relation b~tween ther1 '? 
We may answ'9r at once that there can be no rlirect influence 
unless 1 t ir, through Nurn~niu~. Now Clenv~nt. and Numenius 
both make Reason the supreme· ·i. Gori anrl_ :n.ot an rlid P lot.inus, 
the seeond. Again th~ second hypostasJ.n is in both 8. 
Creating Gori; but in Numenius th~ third hypostasis is really 
ident.ic~l vri t.h th~ second, but by coming int.o contact 'T-Ti th 
matter He is ·:ii,Tld.ed. This at once throws out the hypoth­
esis that these two Trtnities are the same. What did take 
:Plf:lce in Clement is that he develop~?d th~ Chureh rormula 
used in baptisM, by llll38..-'r18 of' nertain Platonic notions such 
as that it is not Go1 Hinself but an In:f~rior D?i t~r, who 
creates the world. Under Platonlc in:fluen~~9 h~ has <>ub­
ordinated the revelations and thi~ p:roc~RA of sttlJoriination 
can be parall~l8rl in the Neo-Platonic plJiloAophy; otherwis~ 
G l'3ment 1 s doctrine is a legit irnat'7? unfolding or that forrnula 
v.rhen it V!aS eXi_Jl8.i118ri by the termA Of a riUalist ic philos­
Ophy. It is not tl'H? ri3BV.l t of Cl~me"lt 1 n theology ,,..,htc;h is 



so importa.11t in the future history o:f Christi8.ni ty· but the 
atternpt which he made, as -t.hat attempt. laid. do,~ ... ~ the prin­
ciplAS along ll!Thich theology was to de,.relo:pe. Thus hiR 
system was virtuall~r rejected along v.rith Origen'R, but thA 
impetus ~·rnich he gave to the de"{rAlo:pement of" a sy8t.ematic 
Christian theology cannot. bs Oi'~r e:=~timateri. 

We have tried to show how that Clement had formed 
a system of, theology, which ho,rrever hA carefully disting­
uished :from the Christian .li:fe ."80 that religion and theology 
a:re not identical for him .. But Rince the perfect Christian 
li:fe is the result o:f a theolo.:;y, Cl~-3m:::lnt has gone far on 
th8 way to identi:fying them. . The conception of c:nristiani ty 
a~ a ne'l;'i: and :per:fect philoBophy, which was then so prevalent 
among Christians o:f the ed.ucB.ted clas~.~s who stood forth 
as apologists :for Christiani t.y, w~1n c~rtainl~r destined to 
lead to a theology as a necessity for the Christian bP.­
liever. The ~r19ry notion that Christian! tv was a re\realed 
religion deposited with the apostles, would force it, when 
brought among Greek surroundings to explain it in a theology, 
and soon men began to mix Uj) a fact that ~as to b~ explained 
,;-:ri t.h an explanation of it; ,:-·e see how early this came in 
by reference to that doctrine of the Regula Fidei, which 
said tllat Cl1~iAt desc~nded into Hel:l; at :first this was 
meant- to explain so1nething elsA, but 1 t Wfl.s soo:n. adopterl.. in 
the Creed as a thing to be believed o:f itsel~. The n~xt 
and last etep in the developem~nt of Christianity :from a 
religion into a mere theology was the notion o:f two stand­
ards o:f morality, one for the theologian and anoth~r for the 
layman. This notion was in :futux-9 years used to juAtify a 
ch1;_rch which had apostacized and was carrying on t.he wo:rk 
o:f Greek philosophy instead o~ the work of its Haster Christ. 
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Adam's Edition of' Plato's R'3public., 

Hyde's Epicurus to Christ. 

Bernard's Great Moral Teachers. 

ErtR.A_ TU1~ 

The mistake has been v~ry ~requently made o~ 
misspelling Harnacl\.' s n~e • and fiB it comes so oft. en. it 
has been impossi~)le to corr·ect it in each case. 
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