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One cannct fail to notice 2 grest difference in
tone between the synootic zospels and the writings of
Clement of Alexandria; the one vreathes the religious fer-
vour insvired by the perfect 1life, the other is an atteupt
tc interpret that l1life, which this writer alaso rolds up as
his ideal, by th= philosophic concents of a theologr. The
study of Clement of Alexandria shoews tnat tiiere are under-
lving his theology two distinct influences, Christigniry
vith ite roots in Judaismn,an” Greek Philosophv. These two
streamns of thougnt had long before met in Pnilo the Jew, and
later in Justin the Christian martvr, and through these men
the notion of the interaction of the two influences had
reached Clement; but he also knew the Christian Seriptures
and the writings of the Creek philosovhers at first hand.
But if re is not the first to Lring the intellectualisn of
Greece into touch with the reli;zious fervour of the Last, he
ie at least one of the most interesting men ccnnectel with
that interaction becaunse he 4id so rmuch in an original way
t0o bring them really together. The purvnose of this easgr
i=s to study ~hat Clement thougnt of Greek Philosophv, how it
predetermined his conception of Christianity, what elenents
it gave to his theology, and whether more of his theological
belief's than he was aware of did not come from CGre=sk sources
rather than from Christian.

An essny dealing vith the theology of one of the
Christian Fatners necessitates cn the part of the writer
some theorv of the development of Christian doctrine, fo
that hrere T shall briefly state the vier taken in the follow-
ing pagen, vithout, however, substantiating that view by any
argunents,; that the reader may know the nresunvnositions
unrderlring the nethod I have employed, in the hope that
auch knovledge may helvn to exnlain the vievs put forward in
the essay itself.

Christian doctrine reslly grew, It was not merely
a logical development of what was implicit in ite earliest
Torms; in many cases it tcek in new material by the help of
which 1t developed what was implicit in itself. The doctrine
of the the Trinity is sn example of this, as it vas develop-
ed out of the ?aptismal Pormula by the help of the Greek
ideas of the'XoYos and UMMETadIS , and the leral ter: of
Romsn lav "persona; but all of these words, with all that
was implied in them, were borrowed bodily. Again cChristian-
ity made these horrowed ideas peculiarly its own, as it used
tiel.,, «¢0 that thev becsme nart and narcel of Christian doct-
rine for all 'vtire generations., There wag no "kKernel"



around which a "husk" grew until the kernel was eventually
covered up; 1t vas Christianity still, even if it expressed
itself in different ways from thst in wrich it had been ex-
pressed by earlier thinkers. The Christianity of &t. Augus-—
tine is no less Christianity than that of St. Peter or St.
Paul. Let us rather express the developmnent of Christian
doctrine by likening it to the growth of an organic being,
vhich takes in and assimilates to its own nature new mater-
ial, and throws off what it cannot use; which severs its
connection with the parent,and goes dout into the world to
fight for itself; which fights,and in the fight is forced to
develope or borrow new methods of defence, which at length
become characteristic of itself. But the struggle for
existence is very ssvere, and victory is often won onlv by
compromise with the opvonent - by recognizing that he too
nas something valuable. Christianity is a princinle of 1life
and growth, of which the germ may convsnientlyv be found in
the Lord's Prayer; and,as it is alive, so 1t 1s constantly
progressing by absorbing outside matter, with the nhelp of
which 1t reexpresses itaelf in new ways. The process of .
borrowing of Greek 1ldeas by Christianity was not“ipso facto
an obscuration of its primitive force and simplicityv, or vet
a secularization. It was Christianity still and must be
Judged as the Christianity of its age, and not merely by
comparsion vith what it was in times gone by, or is now, or
what we think it ought to be. It has had a different miasion
to fulfil in eacnh age, and (omitting the question of whether
it has fulfilled that mission in the best way in each case),
ve must Judge the Christianity of the Didache or of Tertull-
ian primarily in ite own surroundings before comparing them
with the Christianity of Thomas & Quinas, for the purposs
of depreciating one or the other. The Creek notions,which
Clenent aso franklv confesses to have borrowed, denote no
obscuration of Christianityv bv Creek ideas, but rather that,
as I hope to prove, the movement with which he is represent-
ed, answered an urgent ne=si of the time, and as such repre-
gente 3 nececsary and benetricial advance.

The nethod of investigation must here, as in all
cases, be determined by the particular nature of the evid-
enc~ to be adduced. Here the material is very elusive, for
Christian writers of that early period so seldom tell us
their mental presvppositions, that it is difficult to re-
construct the process of thelr thought., It was a growth,
and vhat we have 1s the result of that growth; we have the
ideas of the great men of the Churcnh, who put those ideas
into vriting in niddle 1ife, when their education was com-
plete, and their prejudices were alreadyvy formed. The re-—
sults o7 that growth are before uvus, and also the particular
characteristics of the surroundings in which they lived.

Can we in the case of one man relate these two, and show how
his ideas developed ? What of the causes,known to be in-
fluential in Clement's d-v, and accescible to him, can
account for the finisnel product oi his thought as represent-



ed in his works ? The only method open to us is one of com—
rarsion, and not one of strict deduction; we cannct always
say that this was the wav, but we usually can answer that it
might have veen. Now seldom do men open the secrets of their
hearts to us and allow us, as it were, to read thelr diaries;
we know of only two Romans who did so, Cicerc and the Emperor
Marcus Aurelius. When the process of thought is over, they
vish to forget it, and give the world only the results. Or
again, they may not be concscious enough of the steps taken

t0o tell them to others in after years; they acted alnost in-
tuitively, and their past mental history was socn lost sight
of, Jjust because it had gone on so unconsciously, except as
it gleams throuzh in the stray phrases, mhich the historian
now uses as his texts. But Clement 1s verv frank; he is not
afraid to praise Plato, or to use the philosophic language of
his day without disguising it. He sees that Christianity has
gomething to 4o wvith the Acadenwy if it is to win Greece, and
s0 he tells us mucn of his egrlv education. Thus his 1life is
important as shewing us whst influencea acted on hin before
he became a Christian.

There are two Looke which I regrat to say that
I was not able to read while preparing to write this thesis,
they are Dr. "h. Zshn'e Forschungen zur Geschichte des
Neutestamentlichen Kanons und der altchristlichen Litter—
atur, Band 3! Supprlementum Clementinum; and Dr., A. Harnak's
Geschichkte der altchristlichen Litteratur bis Eusebius.
O0f the former book Mr., de Faye ape' aks with the highsst
praise,and often tells one that his own work is in many
vespactes but 2n attempt to follow out the discoveries of
Zahne Of the other book I have found a review in th= Amer,
Journ. Theol., Vol 2, No.3., by Caspar René Gregory, but not
in time to make use of it in the thesis proper. Harnak,
w8 a re told, has taken grsat care to find out ths sourcses
and valus of Hu=e rius' Fcclesistical History. OFf this
work "the first chapter deals with the very important point
thizt the real threzd of all thse chronological data in the
Church History, so far as they flow from Fus=bius > im-—
self, is the 1list of the Roman Emperors .... Harnak goes
over the various dates and shows that not only those which
ocive the names of the various Emperors, but also those
which give a seemingly undecided, Yat the +ime®, or "in
those times® 1really are to be attributed to the reigns of
the Emperors. The few casas tiat s9em t0 be Aoubtful ara
clear when after the survey of the whole field we find that
the Emperors are the settl1sd drta-givers for Tusebius".
By this important discovery Harnak has been able to show
how both 7ahn and Kvrigcaer have several times besn at sea for
want of just such a determination. "Harnak is not dis-
pleassc with Tucebius because he does not try to give
averything an exact dats. On the contrary, it is of necwss-



ity true that RTusebius could not date everything precisely,
and if he had onece gone upon the plan of hearing the grass
of history grow and of saying exactly upon what day each
thing had happened, we should have had a mass of dates
which would havse been largely imaginary and which would be
harder to unravel than the inexact but prscisely honsst
dstes that he has given to us*, Harnak also points out
that Eusebius must have had & chronology at hand for the
dat2s of Clement among a feow others. Then he proves that
the dependance of Jerome's De Viribus Illustribus on
Fusebius much as Wescott had dons in the Dict. of Christ.
Bioge I did not have even this synousis of what I'arnak had
written, when I wrote the chapter on the 1ife and works of
Clement, but I now find that I have no need t0 change any
of my arguments, and I believe that on the whole the rs-
sults 07 Harnsli's work tend to support my naive presuppos—
itions as to thse value of Eussbius as an historical writer
o7 ths first rank.

The translations of Clement in the thesis are
either my own, or they have at least been comparad with the
Crask and approvad of., The text itself of Clement, how—
ever, presents many difficulties, both becsuss of careless
eRiting, and because all the MSS of the large works ¢an'be:
traced back to twe: one containing the Protrepticus and
Pasdagogus, for which we ars indahted to Arethas Bishop of
Casgarea in Cappodocia,; this is called ths Parisinugs (P),
ags it is now in the Rinhliothéque Nationsle at Paris, and
another containing the Stromateis, which is now in the
Msdicesan Library at Florence, and called the Laurentianus.
But the facts just stated have only been known for about
fiftesn years, through the work of Dr.0. St&hlin of the
Berlin Academy., Thus it is difficult enough to get a good
text undsr any conditions because there is the second MS
of real value in either cass, by which the other might be
corracted, and earlier editors did not take the trouble to
find out ths resysctive values of the MSS, so that they in
2ll cases followed the poorer onses., The only edition which
will be of use in the future is thse one which Dr. Stahlin
is now bringing out, since hs first worked out the relation
of ths MSS gnd discoversd what ones each previous sditor
has used, before he settled his own text., But this edition
I have not been abls 10 procurs,but have ussd the edition
of Potter, as reprinted by Migne in his Patrologia, and

that of Klotz, to the chapters and sections of whose edition

all my references have besn mads, For this reason I havs

carefully avoidsd any refeorencs to passages where the text
before me did not make sense,or where it sesmed that there
might possibly be any corruption.



The corrupt text, which I have been obliged to
use, has also prevsentsd ms from working out the relation
of the quotations of Plato in Clemsnt to the present MSS
of Plato, +this would not be such a hugse task as it might
seem, sinces the ddition of Klotz has an®Index rerum
memoraeabilium", in which the name of Plato stands at the
hezd of three columne, and since the edition of NMigne has
an elaborate system of cross~references. I cannot belisvs
that Clasmsent quoted his Plato from memory, as I have taken
occassion t0 note a few vpassages, in which he exactly follows
our text. It would be interesting to know, if it can be
provan from the cquotations, from which family of the Plat-
onic MSS came the one which Clemsnt used.

I havs not us=d th=- Eighth Book of tha Stromateis
bacausse the ceritical question undsrlying it has besn by no
means ssttlad. Thus Photius says that it 4id not form part
of the Stromateis in his day but that ths Quis Dives Sal-
vatur tock its places It is nossinls, as ds Faye says,
that we have hera some of the unformed material for the
graat work which Cl=m-=nt had hoved to writes on theology.
Then there was no place for any such book among his woris
~nd 20 it was put in at diffaerent places in the early lSS,.
At any rats it ss9sms a sort of hand«book of Platonie
philosopvhy, and has not besn worked into tha boedy of tns
Stromat=2is.

v o—— — o e o it



Chapter 1. THE LIFE AND WORK S OF CLEMENT

concerning the 8xternal facts of the life of
Clement we know very little; we know neither the place nor
time either of his birth or death. He flits quickly across
the vage of history from darkness into darkness and is knovn
to us, not by this or that sveciic thing which he did or
did not accomplisr, but bv what he thought and the influence
he exerted over men. We know nim alniost entirely through
his vritings, and in these we must find our Clement. FHere
we have asomething worth having and something the influence
of which will never cease, while the storyvy of some trivial
incident in his l1life would be of 1littls cons=cuence in the
history of the world in comparsion with what we know of his
thoughte and teachings. And buried up in these we have the
biography of his mental develonment; here we have an auto-
biographical sketch as useful, if not so exwnlicit, as the
confessions of St. Auvgustine; and such a sketch can bhe re-
constructed in its main outlines.

Titus Flavius Clemens is the full name of our
Clenent as given bv Tusebius(l), by Photius(2), and is pre-
fixed to the Y ¢¢ of the Stromateis. The remarkable coin-
cidence of his name with that of Flavius Clenmens, the
Consul of 95 A.D., and the nephew of Vespsasian can hardly
have been accidental, though no evidence is extant to prove
what was his exact relation with that family. However this
coincidence, taken along with the manifest learning he dis-
plays, suggeste that he came from a vealthy family, which
alone could have given him the excellent education which he
must heave received.

Epiphanius of Salamis (3) is the first to speak
of Clement's birthplace and he says there were tvo opinions
current in his day (i.e. a century and a half later) :
"Clement, vwhon some say was from Alexandria, but others
from Athens". Now there are obvious reasons for connecting
hin with Alexandria, the seat of his life's worl, but there
are no apparent reasons for connecting him with Athens.
The statement that he was born at Athene rm:ct therefore rest
on some credited tradition of the time of Tpinhanius that
he was born or educated there. This supposition gets
support from the story he himself tells of his wanderings,
in vhich he starts from Athens; and it at leact coincides
mith the fact the he recelved a good education in philosophy,
which he could certainly get at Athens. Ve wans thus in all
probability an Athenian by education if not by birth.

(1) v.t. Vi. 13, (2) cod, 1ll. (3) Haer. 32.6,



Clemsnt was not born a Christian; he hints at
this when he speaks of "disclaiming his former opinions"
(4), and Fussblus definitelv savs he was born a pagan
(5). He was thus placed in quite a different nosition
from voung Origen, who was a Christisn from boyhood and
received a Christisn education. Clement certainly went
to the ordinary pagan grammar school where he received
his extensive knowledge of mythology from the study of
the writings of the ancisnt posta - the sacred history of
the Greeks. Thence he passed on into the schools of
philosophy, before he became a Christian. We may be sure
of one thing at least that he was a confirmed philosopher
before he became a confirmed Christian. This would mean
that he did not become a Christian until he was about the
age of twenty-five. He has not told us what it was that
definitelyv led him to Christianity but we can infer some-
thing of what it must have been., Now it is a fact which
no one will denvy that the future 1life of a Christiasn is
much conditioned by the crisis, if such there be, or at
least the decisive circumstance, which led to his beconing
one, This is preeminentlyv true in the case of St. Augus-
tine and if we had Loth the confessions and the works meant
for public reading, of other men, it would very probably
be true in their cases too. What thev emphasize in the
Christianity of their future vears, is what they had found
wanting in their old religion; and their particular con-
ception of it is explained by what *hey experienced at the
moment of their conversion. St. Paul is a noteworthy ex-
ample as he tells us about the decisive crisis which drove
him into Christianity. Thus what Cla1ient emphasizes is
the new element he found at his convsersion and that is the
intellectual - a new conception of the deity and a new
idea of what the religious 1life means. It was his intell-
ect and not his conscience that found satisfaction in
Christianity, and we must consider that he had been lead-
ing a worthy life before he became a Christian. There was
no great gulf in his moral 1life - he did not feel that the
acceptance of Christianity had mean* for him a couplete
transplanting from a 1lifs of darkness and sin into ons of
bright happiness and holiness, as it meant for :St. Augus-
tine. He had become dissatisfied while a student with
polvtheism both from the moral and the intellectual sides,but he
had found a schemeof ethics in the philosopnic sects; what
he was still longing for was the knowledge of things divine.
He had sought tnis too among the philosonheras, and the
Pvthagoreans had set him to learning geometry as an iniis-
pen=2ble propaesdutic study, and the only consolation they
could zgive his wearv intellect was that " God geometrizes.
What a loss of time for thne man who was looking for a
vision of God - for a vision of the unknown God! MHe was
also Aissatisfiel with ¢toicism, because its theology de-
graded God, "hen it said that He was in the meansst orf
matter. All that Stoicism could tell him, which he »ished

(4) Paedag. I. 1.1. (5) “ns. Temonstr. Lvang. 11.2.04,



to know, was o1 was One and that Ve was to be found in

the workings of extsarinal naturs; that the heagvens declared
his glory and the firmament shewed nis handiwork. It wid-
ened his notion of Providence that was All in All, but it
could not tell him of the nature of God. Then he turned

to Plato, and now at last he hon=4 to get a vision of God.
The incorporealideas filled hiw with enthusiasm; they seemed
to give wings to his thougnhts, whereby to soar up to the top
of the vault of heaven and contemplate the moving principle
of All, the reallv and trullv Good. But for all his adnir-
ation of Plato, his long-desir=sd vision of God seems nevar
to have been fulfilled. He felt thne neel of some connect-
ing 1link betwe=n himself and that far-off God, between the
vorld of sensa and the world of thought. But =ven ir
Platonism could not satisfy the inmost lonzings of his soul,
it certainly left a lasting impression on his mind; and if
it did nothing nore, it at least enabled him to state his
problain clearly and distinatlyvy he watsed knowlelige of that
great world-»owsr whom he felt 10 be the verv TIdea of Good.
His 8@lectric philosophy nal failed 1o portray God., Now he
met with Christianity, the complete wisloii and highest
philosonhv, vith a true knowledce of things human and
Aivine, and a pnerfect practise of the corresvoniing art,
Its prophete gave him the conception of divinity he had
been graspinsg after; 1ts Christ came as the ideal nan to
reveal that God to men and to teach tnem to live 1ike Hinm-
self; and then it had the stamp of representing tninzxs as
thev reallv were, in that it came, straizht 1like drops of
rain, from Heaven (5).

The onlv certain thins »nich we know of the early
life of Clement is that he was an extencive traveller. He
himself tells us that "he visitel 'lagha Graecia, the Tast,
Palestine and lastly Egypt"(7). What was the object or
this long vovage ® Like a true Greek, he was greedy for
knowledge, but not now a knowledge of things divine, but
rather a knowledge of the historv and philosonhy of his new
religion; and ve may b= certain that no ordiinary teach=r
satinfied hin; he wa-t=d some one who could explain Christ-
ian doctrines and exprecss them in language which he could
understand, so that we are nct surprises? to find that he
studisd under several teachers before ne found re«t, He
tells us of nis teachers: he begins by stating tnat his work
was not vriiten for display but as memoranda against old age

() This reconstruction of "lenent's philosonhic Aifficult-
ies ani the answer he tf'ou:d Tor them in Christianitv wagq

made by the help of a suggestion of M, de Fave that Clenent's
convercion was much the gsame as that of the writer or the
Dialogua=s with Trypho.

(7) ¢“trom. T .X11.



of the vigorous and animated discourses he was priveleygs?

to hear "from blessed and truly remarkable men. O0f thnes e
one vas in fOreece, an Ionian, the other in Magna Graecia,
the first of these came Tron Cadlo- Srria, the latter from
Tgypt. There were others from the East, of vnich one was

2 native of Svria, the other a Hebrew from Palestins. When
I canle upon the last, whe was the firs* in power, having
traced him out in Tgvpt vhere ha lav conc=21ed, I remaine?
with him. He, the true teacner, the Sicilian hss gathering
the <pnil of the flowsrs of the prophetic and apostolic
meador, engenderad in the souls of Iiis hearers a deatnless
element of knowledge" (7). Then he savs that these teach-
ers have faithfully guarded the apostolic tradition of
doctrines, which had been handed down to them, and tha* thev
handed it on to him. This rieans that all these teachers
vere Christians, ani that he was seecking to learh more fron
these men about the doctrines of his new religion. There is
not the slightest evidence on the other han? Tor the suppos-—
ition that (Clemant bacame a Christian while on his travels,
made by M, Ae Fave, who then compares "lement to Plotinus,
who set out on nis travels "en o®dte de science divine et
humaine; il était avide de savoir® {(8). 0lement had found
this knowledcge alresady, and he was then seeking merelyv to
s¥yplain it more fullv.

Who thee= teachers were, he has not himself told
us, wut scholars ar= in geneiul agreelent in accepting the
at=atemant of Tusehius (9) tha+ th= last teacher, wnhom he soO

varmly prals~aa, was Pgntaenus, Some have uellpvci that

Clement studied under Tatian arnd Th=odotus (10), but this
con hardlyv be s0, for Clement =sives as his resscn for writ-
ing, his decire to pnermetuate the teacning of his masters
in christian doctrine who had writ+ten nothing (11). These
teacrers are tne unknorn iien, whom he <o often speaks of as
"the elders" (of WeLSPUWTLQOL ), by which name he doss
not mean <o much that thev were churcn officials as taat
they were o0ld nien who could remernber the earliest generat-
ion of Christians,and as such were the denositoriess of
Christian tradition. Now of these elders he often mentions
Pantaenua, especiglly on questions of doctrines and tradit-
ions. Thus the teachings of the Stromat=sis, the longest
vork preservai, are those which he receivad on thesa

Ks¢, Journeyings. vwhich, as he believel, he ¥wis merelyvy reproduc-

He ing (12)Y wes quite unconscious of any fundamentuzl 1iir< er-

ance betwesn his doctrines and those of his predecessors.
Though tnere may be iliusion in this conviction, there must
be rwuch truth in it also, elsa it would have been detected
by other writers of the next few centuriesd; as ws shall have

7) Strom. I.J.11.
) M, Bugene de FTaye: Clenent A' leciniria. n.23,
) Tusebius H.E. VI. 11. (10) itchcock,p.5s.
1) Strom T.11, and Tclogs.Proph.27, in Bunsen's Ante-Nic.I.
2) Td.PrOpb 27. 50 & 584, & Str.II1.A7,08, beiny tvo Lntar-
pretgtione he hg= heard of Psgalms I.1.

(
(
(
(
(
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occasion to point out, Clement reproduces much of the
thought of Justin Martvr and the Fourth Gosp=l, while on

the other hand orthodoxy, as ws understand it todav, d4id

not exist even in the works of Irenaeus, as it was Iin a
large measure the nrcduct of the school of Alexandria.
Clement is thus as™orthodiox”, to use the anachronism, as any
nan or the time, and ne 10es consclously t»v to renroduce

the expositions he has heard. When we combine this con-
clusion with the other, that on his Journeyings he was se=sk-—
in;: to learn from the aged men of the Church more about its
history, we have ziven spscial importance to the statenents
made by Clement in the works preserved to us, and those in
works now lost, but fortunatelv quoted by Tusebius in a
spscial chapnter, on oquestions of early Church histcry. We
see that Clement was a careful student, and on= who was in-
terested in past history,; as Zussbilus seems to have knovn,
vhen he takes a whole chapter to reproduce the statements of
Clenent about the esrly history of tne Churcin.

Now we are prepared to date Mlenent. We find him
teaching in the Catechetical &hool in 190 A.D. as a
colleague to Pantagenus, ani later on,"nen Pantaenus may
have been teaching in the EFast, but was more probably dead,
as sole head of the school (13). We also know that when he
wrote the Stromateis, some time after 192 A.D., he could

"

still speak of himself as in his prime and as 1looking forvrard

towards his o0ld age., Thes=s facts enable us to place him be-
tween certain linits; we must be careful not to think of
him as past middle 1life when ne wrote the gtromateis, and

e must also give him time for his education and travels.
His education must have taken up his time until he was about
twentvr-five; and his travels and instruction under Pantaenus
woull take up several vears more, Thus the vear 150 A.D.,
or thereavouts, secms to fulfil all the conditions present-
ed by known facts; so tnat he becanne a teacher in the aschool
at the age of thirty, which does not seem unreasonadle con-
sidering nis precocius zenius for acquiring facts ani the
excellent training he had had. This also suggests a motive
for his ~1ight from Alexandria in 202 A.D.., when the psr-
secution broke out; he was still in nis prime, and felt that
he =ould be worth more to the Churcn as & teacher th1 as a
martyr.

After 202 A.D. Clement never came back to Alex-
andria., This is the only reasonable inference that can be

(13) From Kusevbius H,.E. VI.14 2% 19 we cee that Orizen as
well as Alexander was a pupil o Pantaenus so that he must
have taken in Clement as a colleague. But on tne other nnAd
we know that som= of Clement's works were written before

122 A.D. 80 that he must have been teschiny there for some
time. This 1is Zahn's argument as reprohicad bv M, de Tnva,
mor C%ement as the successor of Pantaenun 8ea Tusebius

. I.6.
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made from the following passage of FEusebius, whicn we quote
here in full for future reference: "While he (i.e. Origen)
was engaged with his grammar school, as even he himself
somewnere says,and since tihere was no one at Alexandria

who had been given the task of giving catechetical instruct-
ion, but all had besn driven away bv the féar of persecution,
there came to him certain of the peonle to hear the word of
God. He was in his eighteenth vear, when he was put at the
head of the Catechnetical school, in which he made progress
during the persecutions of Aquila, the governor of Alexand-
ria., And vhen he saw that he had already more than he could
teach, since tnhe Catechetical school had hesn entrustel to
him alone by Demetrius, who was at the head of the Alex-
andrins Church, considering that the teaching of litesrature
was inconsistent with the practise necessary for sacred
teachinz, without delav he abandoned the teaching in the
grammar school as uselass and inconsictent"(14). This
passage shows that Denetrius gave the bov Origen the charge
of the school during the time of persecution because there
a8 no one =1se able to do the work., This explanation why
Origin at so early an age (avout eignteen) received this imn-
portant position is verfectly adenuate, and there is no
reason to doubt the express statement of Tusebive. He also
tells us that when Origen won a great reputation, Demetrius
trisi1 to get rid of him, but he kKept on with his teaching
and held the position when the Fmperor Severus died (15).

11 this impli=ss that Origen kept his position continuously
and that Clement never caie back., The next we hear of
Clement 1s from a letter, which his pupil Alexander, then
Rishop of Jerusalen, writes while in prison to the Church
at antioch, recommending Clenent to that Church as a"man who
had confirmed and increased the church of God" (1), This
letter implies that Clement was not teachinz but helping his
form=sr pupil and friend in his episcopal duties, Clenent
must have died soon after, for Alexander speaks of him and
Pantaenus as being dead when writing a letter to Origen (17),
the words of which srow that he wags writing at the tine when
Origen first got intc trouble with his Bishop, as he takes
care to tell him that their friendship, which grew up be-
twaeen them as achoolboys in the school of Pantaenus and
Clement, can never e brokan. Clement's 1ife was thus cut
short mhen he was in his prime, and before he had completed
the life-work he had pnlanned out for himself. :

(14) Tusebius T.®, VI. 3., NB. Corrupl T in “without dn\t&l;.

(15) Tusebius 4,8, VI. 8.

(16) Fusebivs W,E. VI. 11. This epistle can be dated from
Fusebius.VI.8, whers he tells us that Alexander vwas in
prison when the Emperor Severus died,

(17 ) tusebius.



The origin of the Catechetical Shool at Alex-—
andria, ia which Clement won his reputation as a teacher,
is as obscure as most questions concerning the Ecclesias-—
ical history of the time,; but FEusebius, the historian of
the fourth century is very accurate, and he has quoted for
us several contemporzry documente which furnish us with
circumstantial evidence that enables us, with our better
historical method, to correct some of the traditions which
he cuotes as accredited in his own day. All that tradition
had praservad to us of the earlv history of the school is
trnat there was a school of sacred teaching ( T@Y ‘hemv
N0V WV ) there from ancient times (18). The school emerges
out of darkness under Pantaenus,and then it is an import-
ant institution. But even so we get no definite knowledge
concarning it until the time of Oriien and his pupils, and
from their statements, studied in the light of Clement's
works,we must try to find out what it was in his day. We
know that from the earliest times the confirmation classes
had be=n tauvzht the elements of the Christian religion, and
from this beginniag undountsilv grew the later Cat=achetical
Schocl. But some of the hearers, being men of educstion,
asked for an explanation of these ddctrines, and this pre-
cise teaching was soon offered. Tnus Gregory Thaumaturgus,
in his Pansgyric of Origen (19), tells us that after an
arduous preparatory trainiag, Origen 1led his pupils up to
a study of theology. The school was thus a seminary of
Christian instruction, and its alin was to put their doct-
rines on a reasoned basis. But it was more than this; it
was a vropagandist institution which undertook to convert
baZans and teznch them the Christian way of living. Hermas
tells us that in his day pagans ofTten came to Christian
servicesyand the reason why Origen opnenei the schnocl luring
the persecutions was that certain pagans came to him asking
to hear the word cf God. Christianitv was seesking to save
tne world, and it Tound it must asnociate with 1men of the
vorld, if it was to convert them. There were now among
the Christians men of education, v »-giized that if
Christianit» was to be wnider=stood gt 211 an1 reach its
coveted position of a vorldreligion, it must express it-
g21f in the ordinary technical terminology of the dav;
that it was natural and lawful to fight their enenies witn
the enenizs' weapons; and that they might summon vhilosopny
and rhetoric to tre defence of the peraecuted cmuse. Thus
were suddenly brougnt togetner in théd cosmonolitan city of
Alexandria two widely separated streamns of ancient civilig-
ation, and »e find in Clement's writings that the Christian

(18) Tusebius vw.m, V, 0. Philip of &ide, of the TivTth
century, tells us that Athenagoras foundei the school, but
he is an autnoritv otnerwise discir-adiitad and this is pro-
banlv onlv a guens of his own,

(19) Gregory Thew:. Panerr 11 Orig. ch.R,
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gy of 1life is not outwardlv distinct from the bettor 1ife
to vhich pagan vnreachers exhortsd men, and that Christian-
ity is begi-ning to develops a systematic thaology as an
answer to the great problems of humanity. Probabdly the
first man to do this swvstematically was the shadow per-—
sonage of Pantaenus. M.Irnest Renan gives an admirable
sketch of his work: "Ls vocation de Pantsenus é@talt sur-
tout 1l'enseim=nant oral; sa naronle avait un charne axtréme;
il laissa cnez ses disciples, vlus célebres cue lui, un
centiment profoni. Non moins favorable cu=s Justin’y la
philosophie, il concavait 1le christianisme commir 12 culte
de tout c¢e qui est beau. Isursux génie, trilliant,
lurmineux, bien-veillant pour tout, il fut & son heur=
l'esprit 1le plus libéral et le plus onvert quas 1l'Tiline

it nossdié jusque-la, et il marque 1'aurors d'ul remariu-
able mouv=nst intsllectuel, supériesu Peut-&t+ne 3 tous les
essalis de rationslisme qui se sont Jamails produits au sein
du christianisme" (20). In Clement's day the school ™as
performing the three tasks above mention=ad, of winnins
heathens, of instructing them in the Christian 1life, and
lastlyv of explaining to the more advanced students a Christ-
ian theology. In this wayv the school gave a system of ed-
ucation that satiafisd all Christians, whether educated or
not, as it gave those vho nad trne =bilitr, a chance to find
out whzt Christian doctrines stocd for; and it nls0o provided
its own future teachers from those wno were its most ai-
vance! »unils. Now these different aspacts of the teaching
of the school are apparent throrrhout Clensnt's writings,

After 202 A.D. the history of the scnool comes out
into the clesar light of history (21), andl ws can learn much
froin vnat it was uni=r Origen as to what it must have been
under Pontaenus and Clement. When Clenent left Alexandria
i~ 202 becauwe of the persecution, the school s closal,but
at length Origen reopened it at the reguest of certalq
pazzns,  Now Origen c¢an hardly have made innovations so soon
after the school as closed; he thought he was mere=lv re-
viving a time-honouvred insiituiion., The only innovation
can have been the early age at wnich ne became head o the
school, and that was necessary because of *the exigencies
causel by neraecutione. At first Origen Kept his srauiar-
scrhool open =lso, but soon, when ho found th:t he had more
pvpils in the Catechetical school than he could teach, he
clo==7 the other as belng useless and inconsist=snt. By this
he must have meant that it was useless to keep both open,
as he taught literature in both,and that it was inconsist-
ent, as in the one he :u¢ giving only a nart of the truth,
tne vhole of which might be bad in the other (22). But we
now find that Demetrius, the Bishop of Alexandria, investad
Origen with the official mastershin of the school because of

(20) T. Renan. Marc-purele vol,7 1= 1'Wistoire des Origines
du Cnristianisme ch.”24. p.432.
(21) Fusebius y.%7. V & VI, (°2) cee note (14),



his exesllsent work in propagating Christianity and instruct-
ing the faithful,; but whils bestowing a nominal honour on
Origen, he hrought the School unda2r his own jurisdiction.
This act was merely onse part in ths dsvslopment of ths
Tplscopats into an acclesiastical monarchy, which was latar
130 b2cdnms a despotism, an? claim that it alons h3ld the keys
27 the Kingdom. Tais zivas us almost perfact proof that

the Church of Alsxzaniris at firet n-d no connzeticn vith tha
Cotachatic 1l Schodl, which may have grown Uy spontan2suslve.
A learn=d Shristian, seeing the nesd, had begun to offer in-
struction there for the mere lovs of it, as pagan philosoph-
8rs and preachsers wers doing eleswhsre in the same city (23)e
The School mav have besn founded by some wandering evangel-—
ist, such as we hear of in Tuesbius (24), who was allowsd to
g0 on with his work, with pserhaps some slight opposition
from tha simple-mindad, until the school, when under the
leadsrship of a boy, was absorbsd into the Church propsr.
This intarpvretation illustrates eaveral things: it gives
msaning to the words of Clsment that he found Pantaenus
concealad in Toypt (25); it gives us a hint that Clemsnt

nsver cams pacx to the school because it was no longser the
fres gchool in which he had taught, but under ths jurisdict -
ion of a bigoted and sslfish bishov (26); and it also Aax-
plains th= struggle betwsen Origen and his Bishop as, part-
ly a struggls between 2 man who stood for fresdom of thought

and a Bishop whoss aim was the subjsction of =vsryons to
himsslf. Again, the completa silsnce of Clement, Alexander,
and Origsn about sarlisr heads of the school cught 1o be
conclueivs that thars ware non9., An obscure but 1sarned
Christian found=d the school in a hunble way and on his own
rasponsibility, as his pupil Origean aftsrwards restored it.
It was Clsam=3nt himself who brought the Catachetical School
into ths 1light of day and made it great,

Clament was an axtensive writer but ws do not
possess all his works. BREussbius names the following (27)

(23) The Pact that Origen would not take pay from the Cat-
achetical School,while hs would from thse grammar school,
points *+0 the supvosition that the teaching was gratuitous.
(24 ) Eusebius HeE. III, 37,and Didachs, ch.ll."The apostles",
as it e311s them were travelling missionaries, as we 896
from the orders about entertaining them, Justin Martyr was
such a ons.

(25) Sea note (7).

(26) A11 that Rusebius tells us of Demetrius justifies this
description.

(27) Vaithar Jerome nor Photius. ean help us Lore., Jeromse
only knows the works that Fusebius knows, but he omits one
and mixes up the name of another., Photius omits the samse
ons, No.(2) in our list. See Wescott's article in Diect.,

Christ., Blog. Eus. HeEse VIe 13,
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(1). TTwpukTis, dbb VIL-

(2). “Ymromdass , bt V. ,
(3) TTg‘os'fEk)\Wa\s Xdjos THoTpETITIKoS,
(a). 'ITAtSoLX |5, bl IT.

(5).Tt/5 o b‘w'Sé}uVos W\o\{mos,
o /

(6).TT£Q\L Tou  THOWA.

(. AT ey WeTais,

(

(8. TTsgL KLTIAAN (2.
’ & /

(o TROITIKos $ly U povy V.

(10) Kavay SRR L Fr LD,

We havs today Nos, (1), (3), (4), (5), extensive fragments

of No. (2), and fragments of other works, €.g. "0On the

Soul' t: wnich Clam=nt himsself refars (28), but most of thss=z
fragrments are in 2ll probability passages from the loet

works above not=2d,

Omit+ing the sermon on Riches, tha works which ws
A5 poss=es forn parts of a great %coripise tlr-=clogicum?,
whicl. re had projectad, but was navser sble to complete,
Let us study ths plan he had formed befor- we talle up the
ssparate books,

He gives us this plan at the beginning of the
Pasdagogus:'0f the thres parts of man, morals, actions, and
vpassions, his morals have been ta2ken by the Protrefticus,
which is the guids of piety, and 1ike the kesl of a ship, is
the foundation of the edificeé of faith,; rejoicing in which,
and havine abjurad our ancisant opinions, we renew our youth
by coming into salvation. How good God is to Isreal, to
the upright in heart | All ag¢tions are the province of the
Logos, which gives precepts (YWoRiTikos - ) while the
Logos which exhorts PWﬂ:pU& TIKOY ) cures the passions.
It is however one and the same Logzos, wrich on the one hand
rescuees man from the customs of this world in which he has
besn reared, and on the other rsnd leads him (mLS-Ly(othV )
into the unique salvation whiceh results from faith in God,
Thus the heavesnly guide, the Logos, was rightly called
protrepticus or converter when he invites men to salvation.
But now byinz ~t ones hesler and preceptor ( B19aTOT(Kos kol
M HLTIKOS ), a part which he plays after the former

(28) Strome III.3,13,
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( §T\'6 1Yos cL{TFQ ), he exhorts to obediencs thos=s
whom he has converted(lit., "the head which has been con-
verted", in Migne ed.) promising the cure of the passions
within us. ¥From which let the Logos be cslled bv ons name
appropriate to his character, the Pasdagogus. Now the
Paedagogus is concerned with practice and not with theory.
His ainm being to improves the soul . and not to teach it,
and to be the Master, not of an intellectual 1life, but of a
virtuqus life.and yet the same Logos 1is a Teacher (8!8&0K-
¢£\&K0$ ), but not now (i.s. in this work). For the
Logos which in matter of doetrine explains and reveals, 1is
the same as the Lozos which teaches. But being our Paedag-
ogus, ii Tirst exhorts to the attainment of risht disposit-
ions and charscter, asnl the1 nersuadess us to tha energetic
practice of our duties, enjoining on us pure comandments,
and exhibiting to such as live afterwards, representations
of those who have been led astravyv. Both are most necessarv
duties, that which assumes the form of counselling to obe!i-
ienhce, and tnat wvhich is pressnted in the 7orm of exampnls.
Crrerncnm e mw sm. e s BAgerly desirin;:, therefore, to perfect us
in a gradual develooment in salvation and to bring us unto
a perfasct training ( MANLLANS ), the Logos, beins a lover
of mankini in all respects, makes use of 3n excellent

lan ( o1Kove J(d ), and first exhorts ( sI'I'QOTQ‘)'.'(\‘(!&\/
vwbav ), then leads (fWirTd TSy @ GV
and finally teaches (tm Taoawv iviif Loy

A trulv wonderful plan for one's life work ! And
running through the whole of that »lan we find the Logos,
thie kevstone of his theology. The Logos is in the world
inspiring every good and useiful thougnt, and <o he can
snegk of his own works as the teachings of the Logos. The
great work which he proposes to write divides itself
according to the duties of the Logos, into three marts of
which one has been completeid, the second is just being be-
gun, vhile the third is in the future. The first, th=
Protrepticus oxr exhortation, is a propazandist work, and
is addressedi to vagans; it tries to convince them of the
follv of idolatry and irmorality, which Clemeht thouzht was
a direct result of the former; and to min them to the ser-
vice of the Logos. His first aim is to free his hearers

Trom the pagzan way of living ang nagan customs (’ \ )s
or vhat he has Just calle?l rovre Qos K4y Kbe [ KY
cuvwlﬁil& ; and 50 he bagins bv asking his hearers'to

give' up their mvtnology, 'hich, hovaever begutiful, vas full
of deceits and the cause of their corrupt manners. Instead
of this ne offers theli a new son:, the Logos as Teacher of
the human race; he does not aim merely at fraeinz thsm from
superatition but he wishes to communicate his religio~ to
them, From the beginning the L,ogos wa~ man's ally and .ave
him revelations oy prophecy, but now he has appeared in
human form as Christ and summons to plety. e compares the
Logos to a physician ~ho, to cure his patients, gives then
treatinent which they 4o not 1like, hut 1t is mersely to con-
fer a benefit, Cleousnt sxhorts men to Christ by nutting



emphasis on His love, which would even =eee then suffer
temporary pain for greater and more lasting happniness;
while he naver emplovs the method of terrifving men by fear
of future retribution. Clem=snt is a most persausive preach—
egr; while he criticise=s paganism very severesly, we ever
feel that he nhad once veen a pazan himself, and that he

did not nelieve it was entirely bad and the work of devils;
he has words of pity rather than of scorn for it, and the
vorst ne can say of it is that it degradesd God by likening
Him to man. In the Protrepticus Clement is a preacher,
speaking for the Logos, an’ trving to win convarts; and
hi§kaim has been accomplished when they have veen vaptized
ey T Xou-rfbv ).

In the Paedazogus Clem=nt takes up nls great task
of educationg mankind, from the point at which he had left
it in the Protrepticus, anl goes on to explain to those who
had left the darkness of paganism what the Christian 1ife
really means, What was absolutely necessary has been accor—
pPlished in his hesgrers, dbut Cleraent does not wish them to
stop there. The neophvte bV a definite act of will has »nut
faith in Jesus as his Saviour, but he is still sick and
diseased, from which state he must be set free. Ile has ras-
nounced paganism and accepted the new religion but his soul
is full of passions (1F16 ) from wnich only a severe dis-
cipline (AKYSYS ) basei on reason can liberate him; and now
the Instructor (‘rmSeLV(dVOS ) cures these unnatural vassions
of the soul b¥ means of exhortations. The human phvsician
heals our bodies but the Great Pnysician, the Logos of thse
Fatner, neals boin body and souvl. And s0o he bejgins by ex-
plaining the office of the Logos as Instructor and how both
nen an< women are alike under His charge. This last was
neceassary as a2n answer to paganism with its Gods.for each
seX. Then he goes on to give us some of the Auties of the
Christian life, which we find are merely those which pagan
preachers were exhorting men to; in fact, ne has in this
part copied largely from Musonius Rufus, a Stoic teacher of
the first century A.D. Thus the Paedagocus is a book of
Christian morality and its aim is purelyv practical - the in-
culcation of the duties of the Christian life, without an
explanation of all the philosophic difficulties underlying
tnose duties; it 1is theé =De 0fficils of the Logos to His
children. '

But Clement 1s not satisfied with this; he hopes
to complete the work he has begun, and to make his hearers
into perfect Christians who know what they have believad.
They have been purified of all vices ani affections incom-
patible 7ith *he Christian 1ife; thev have received its
highest revelations but there is still for them the svesten
o7 doctrine which undellies those revelations. The third
book will coneist of an expopgition of Christian doctrines,
«nl 712 oroposed to call 1t o §i§Lr KaNos . But we at

once ask 1f it has besn preserved to us, ani, 1f not, if
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any of the men of the next century knew of it. We can
answar positivelv t0 both questions that such 3 work has
naver bsan heard of outside of his own rafer=amess to 1t as
something which he hoped to do in the future. And vet nany
scholars, knowing thst no work of such a name existed, but
remelcering his promise, have argued that the Stromateis
form tiat work; and that he found the subject very intract-
able, ani could not reduce it to a perfect svstem, s0 that
he called the work a Srap-bosk. This seems to be the opnin-
ion of Hamak (e.g. Nogmengeschichte) (©9) ¥hen he savs that
Cl=ement in his day was not able to work out a system of
treology but was obliged to leave the task to Origen. But
such an interpretation of Clement's 1life work rests entirely
on the identification of tihe promised Didascalus wiih our
Stromateis, so that it is worth while to ask ourselves 1if
Clemant ever meant to0 identify them. WNow at the end of the
Paedazogues we find these words: "And now at last it is time
for me to cease from the Paedlagogues and for vou to hear the
Dldascalus. And He, receiving you who have been trainel in
novle living, will teach vou 'rl\ovl'& n(30). Nothing could be
clearer; h= proposes to give us a system of doctrines. But
is the Stromateis sucn ? No, for in one vlace, when he is
telling us what he has still to 40, he speaks of the nidas-
calus as the very crown ani completion of his present work
(21). Having completed all that we have wrocosel (l.e.ths
Stromateis, as he has Just told us, with a work on Prophecy
and a comnientary on the Seriptures) in these memoirs, if the
spirit wviil, (Madu To vTols for ols ) we shzll miaister
to the urgent need and,address ourselves to the true gnostic
science of nature,(@vuwkoV\&. Jietees weswhich, according

to the rule (KdyWV ) of the true gnestic tradition, starts
from the discussion of cosmogony and thence ascends to the
deparjuent of theology" (i.ec. QueINOA  contains both

Koy oA and Bioho ﬂL ). Thus when writing Book Wour
of the Stromateis, Clekent 4id not think he was writing on
theology but only a prelininarvy discussion. Nor can Bunsen
be corréct when he identifies the Hvpotvposes with the
Didascalus, for all we know of tne Hypotvposes zoes to prove
that it was merely the Commentary on tne Scriptures, wnich
he had hoped to work into the Stwmateis, when writing Book
Four. Thus Euseblus (33) tells us that Clenent in the
Hypotyposes gave some account or the writing of the books
of the New Testament. As M.de Faye has so well argued,
Clément never wrote the Didascalus: 11 "remet constamment 1la
tractation doctrinale a une vartie ulterieure de son

OUVI AEL cetecaaaases NOUS sUpPppPOsSONns Aonc que Clement n'a pas
reussi 4 mensr 3 bonne fin 1'ouvrage aux provostions grand-
ioses mi1'i1l avait concu =t cu= 1le temps on lee forces lui
ont manque pour 4crire ce qui efit ét4 1la vremieres dogmaticue
(29 ) Hamak In:.t¥.II p.331. (%0) 17T,

2. 97 980{@%%.
(31) Strom.IV.1. whole chapterﬂS%){?unsen - U{ppolyﬁﬁu=
(z2) musebius H.%. VI, I. p.228,




chretienne. Clest & son éldve Origéne que ¢
vait etre reservee., Le De Prinapus 4'0rigene
ment l'ouvrage qui donne 1l'idee la plus exact 4 :
notre auteur ansnerait ecrirs un jour" (34). Since such a
careful scholar as J.B. Mavor accepts this thesis, 1t does
not seem necessary to repeat any more of ds Tave'e argurents
againet the identification of the Stromateis vwithh ais pro-
posed theological work.

>

But what is the Stromateis ? A Sort of "hors-
A'csuvra" wnich the author nad not at first thougnt of, but
vhicn he afterwards found it necessary to write because his
earlier works had been misunierstood., Thus he tells us that
certain ignorant people believed that everything besides
simple faith was superfluous, and against these he defends
nis us= of Greek Philosonhv as a2 necessary equipment (35),
and stztes his firm uonv<iot10n +ha+ while one may bs a be-—
liever without learning (Wymw | AUMLTWY ), it is irpossible
for a man without learning to co prqpend d@vf\ﬂ& ) the
things which are declared ( "R "oV y épiyd ) in the
faith (35). Again,the <imple-mindec must have been shocked
at the vay in wdich 21l=1snt in the last books of the Paedag-
ogus lidentifies1 the Christian w of 1living with the pagan.
But Clement had never iaeant that account of Christian duties
t0 be taken as a complete description of the Chrigstian 1life;
and 2o he has to portray what the life of the gnostic
Christian really is, not merely with relation to ext=srnals,
but espscially with reference to his own soul =n’ will,
Certain others objected to the very notion of expressing
the Christian religion in terms of Greek thought; as we shall
see later on, they were afraid that anv theology at all neant
the fantastic systems of Basilides and Valentinus. Now it
was to answer such questions as these tnat Clersnt wrote his
<¢romate1,, and this accounts for the polemical parts in it.
Fe wisnad to Justify his use of the Greek vhilosophers, and
80 he explained his notion of a Providence which is the cause
of all that is good, whether strictly Christian or not; to
ansTer the objection that the Christian life meant onlv a
purged pazan l*fe, with no positive addi<ion, he gives us
his notion of T\aﬁas as a definite act of ™ill hv which
man at his conversion gets positive help and insviration
from the T.ogos to lead a better l1life; an? Tinaliyv he treats
of the progressive education of the Christian until he be-
coles an expert theologian; and at the same time he points
out, to those who were willing to search for 1t, *the way 1in
which a Christian theology could be thouzht out without be-
coming 1like that of Valentinus. As ne tells us in its nanes,
it is a Srap-Took, and not a svstem of theoloyv. But he
never expected when he began to write,that it would grow to

34) de Faye's Clement p.93.
25) Strom. I. 2.
36) Strom I. 6. 35.
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the linits it Aid (37). He only expected to wriie a short
treatise which would come between the Paedagogu¥s and the
Didscalus$) but the work grew in his hands =ndl theologleal
discussions kent forcing themselves in to such an extent

that later writers could think he meant it for a work on
systematic theology.

Lusebius dates these works of Clenent when he says
that in the First Book of tha Stromateis Clemant brings all
his dAates down to the deatn of Comsodus 193 A.D. (38). This
places the Stromateis aftsr that date; an’® we may be quite
certain that thev were writte- out,at least in the form of
lecture-notes, hefore he 1left Alexardria in 202. The
Protrepticus and Paesdagogus must be earlier, and they wers
vritten in the order named, as the first chapter of the
Paedagogus <hows (29), The other large work, the Hypotvposes,
is put before the Stromateis bv M,4e ¥Tgyve, but in this he
most certainly zoes wrong: both Mavor and Th., Zahn argue
against him. Cl=en~nt in the first chanter of the Pasdaz-
ogve tells us that he hopes to write & conmentaryvy on the
Sriptures before he vrites his theological treatisejan’ the
Frpotvooses was such, It was samother work preparatory to
his “chef d'oeuvre".

Underlyving all of Clements vriftinss is the one
notion of the Christiasn 1if= as an education superintended
by the Logos, of which *here are three stages represented
by the Prctrepticus, the Paedagogus, and the untoucnsd
Didascalus. Taksn as such nis writings renresent the teach-
ing he gave in the Catechetic-1 Shool. (lsvent wae not the
sort of a man to write because he knew he could write well,;
he never thougnt of that, but nis whole ».rpose is decidedly
practical, to further the interests of Christianity. Birnet
was certainly very rash when he sald that Clement was a
writer Firsti, and a Christian writer after (40). His vrit-
ings seem to be lecture-notas, which he revisei for public
perusal vhen he found that his teaching was proving accept-
able to the sturdents within the schcol. Such a suppoesition
can alone explain the intrusion of learned aquotations froii
Greek philosonhiars in the midst of hursts of elocuent ex-—
hortation; these quotaticns had a meaning to his students,
but verr 1little.even to the educ=ated reader cutsid=s, Now ws
can bring all hls writings together as work vhich he AdAid for
his students while naster of the school. The Protrepticus-
course was Tor those who were seeking the truth; the Quis
Dives Calvetur ani the Paedagogus for these who wsre trving

(37) Strom, IV, 1.2, where he savs he "ill next Hrssant
"whatever points we were not able to embrace in the previous
Strorata 11 accordance with the begining of the introduct-
ion, finisniny tem in one commentarv", The introduction

of Ttrom I. 1s lost.

(38) Fusevius H.E., VI. 5. (39) == pagse

(40) In Menzie's Review of Theol. ani Pril, gy 1906

A ra3viaw of Stahlink edition of Protrepticus and Paqducogus,
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to perform the moral duties inculcatsd by Christian teacrers!
71l the unwritten nidasculas would probably have represented
the lectures given to those who went on to take the highest
course, that of Divinitv. Then ths Hypotyposea was to serve
as a foundation for the whole;like the last ook oT Origeng’
De Princivpiis, as it treated of the revelation in the

Sacred ccrivtues. Becides this we know that under Origan
(41) the students tock a coumse in literature (YAMRETOV )
before studying theology, and the saune must nave been the
case when "ler.»nt was master, because he so fvnrtsﬂflv quotes
the great master-pieces of Greek literature, and his cquot-
ations would have be=n alriost meaningless unleeé the stui-
ants knew the Liore important of tihe vworks cucted, by their
own reading. Under Clenient the Catecnetical Schoeool was g
little Christian vorld sll in itself; it was both a mission,
a cnurcnyand a university; it/ aim was to win nogqnq for

its faith, to instruct its own students becth morally and
intellectualiv, by semmons and by learned discouvrses; and it
wvas a univergity which educated men to serve as Tishous and
teachers for the next gpneratlon. The institution was at
first self=suf 'icient, ani it wae only when the school be-
came incorporated 1nto tiie 810309'3 diocese that it gave up
propsgandiaet vork snt had to depend on others for its
students. This was vhat the COatechical fchool at Jerusalem
was like under Cyril in the Fourth Centurv (42), and the
change irom that of Clen=nt was due to the encroachments of
the clergyvy. Like many modern universities it began activit-
ies cuite outside the Church, but was later absorbv=si, ani
liade tc serve, how=v=ar unwilliinglv, the dictutes of a clergy.

(41) Gregory Thaumat: Panesvric on Origen. Argt.lZ2.
(42) Cyril of Jerusalem i Cateclietical Lectures.
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Chapter 11, THE QUESTION OF THE RELATIOCN
OF GREEK PHILOSOPHY TO CHRISTIAN THEOLOCGY,
CLEMENT'S VIEW.

Christianity in its earlisst form was not philo-
gsophic just because its parent Judaism was not, it indseed
dsalt with the profoundast problems of human life, but
solely from the standpoint of the man who wished to live
betitor, and not from that of the man who was trying to re—
late each thing to something else, and to fom a system—
gatic schame of thought. Thus a blind man sitting by the
wayside offered to the disciples the intsaresting theologi-
cal problem of the connection hetween sin and physical
evil or deformity, but it was to Christ an opportunity for
doing good, and instead of giving a learned discourse, we
are told that He healsd the man (1). Thie incident is ty-
pical; Christianity was at first a religious movement, and
80 when we find Christian teachers recognizing that it has
anything to do with philosophy, that marks an important
gtey in its history. We are now t0 consider how this quest-

ion was forced to the front,.

The words of Paul sesm typical of the Christian-
ity of the first century, that not many wise men were call-
eds It was working among the lowar classes, and we might
say that it had not yet definitely shown itself on the sur-
face of the Roman Fmviree Paul was its one great thinker,
but he stands almost alone, and after his death we hear of
no man who 1like him was 2 missionary and a theologian., As
Harnak somewhsre asks, where was Paulinism known in the
second century except in Marcion ? (2). Christianity was
preaching a religion which consisted essentially in & moral
regeneration, and if it asked men to believe certain
statemsnts about the 1life of its foundsr, it took but 1little
care to defend these beliefs, except by the upright life
of its adhsrents, It was fighting the morsal evils of the
Roman world, and 211 its forces were spent in that direct-
ion, it made no spscial effort to win men of education, but
rather sought to huniliate them, by asking them to become
as tart\es 1in Christ, The Christianity of the average man

TTI) Fourth Gospel IX. 1-7.
(2) The reference is to Paul's attitude to Judaism but it

also shows the’ehewaseses of the next seventy-frive years ]
N Se

ot e
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of this period sssms acnirably represented in the Didache,
where it is exvpound=d as a way of living, and we are told
what the Christian must and must not do - its Christianity
is an inearnation of the moral law in the person of Christ.
The new movement is still satisfied with the Jewish garb in

which it had been born.

But inasmuch as Cnristi:nity eclaimed to0 be 2
perfect and universal religion, it was forced, as it grew
in numbsrs and power, to define ite relation o0 other re-
ligions, and also to work out for itself a philosophy oOf
itg fundamental belisfs. This was an inherent neces=ity
which began to bhe P21t early in the second ceentury, when
Christianity almost uaconsciouslv met the slternative, of
answering the philosophic questions which confronted it, or
of openly dsclaring trat a subjective experisence was
sufficiant to constitute them as Christisns apart from any
int=llectual interuretation of that experience, and that
reason was tl.e enemy, and not the ally, of religious tiuct
It +00lz the latter alternative, though not without some dis—
senting voices, Now since it was a dospie«d religilon, and
often confounded with Judaism, it wase forced to defend it-
gelf, but, whereas at Tiret it had done this mersly by
vointing to the 1lives of its devotees, it now in the second
century bsgan to dsf=nd it--1Ff by intellectual methods,
s0 that we get apologists. One of the first charges which
they n:d +0 snewer vw-:g that of atheism; their task was to
show thet they were not, and this necessitated some dzfinite
notion of what God was, Another important question which
the violent opposition it met forced it to setile, was that
of its relation to other religions,; and this brought up the
question of the place of Christinnitr in history. Thece
cvactions wers not settled until tiis second century of Chris-
tianity, but they show by their very existencse an inhsrent
necessity, which was 1o be met soonsr or later., But this
neecsssity wes nrecinitated by externsal events.

Probably the most momentous avent for Christianity
in ths second half of the first c=anturv A.D. was the fall of
Jerusalsm 'efore the army of Titus. Up to that timse
Christianity lund Leer working particularlv among the Jews
with almost no thought for Greek culture, but Judaism now
turned tack o1 itaeelf, and we find no more of such liberal,
thoigh devout, Jews as Philos He had no successor, and with
him e1lenistic Judaism came to an end, because Judaism on
the fall of Jerusalem entered a new stags und=sr the leader—
chip of Hil1l9l. "This direction 1ed fartlser and farther away
from that which the New Testamw=nt Izd t=kean in followings up
and vnf-1ding the spiritual 9lements of the 01d + That de-
velopment was ineaparls of tinnsfornstion or renovationv(3).

3) Edsreheim - "Life of Christ! - vol.I. chapter 4. pg.57
of Amer, T?d.



It went on consistently to itc completion in the Talmud
Literaturs, This was a movemsut of contraction and conecent—
ration, so that Judaism now very carefully distinguished it-
self from all that was rentile, it became secludsd and ex-

clusive,.

This action reacted on Christianity, whereas Paul
souzht to gain his converts in the Jewish quarters of ths
cities he visited, that field of operations was now <=
firitalr closed, Ve no longer get such letters as thoses
of Paul to the Jewish converts in Rome or Galatia, ~nc¢ the
Chrietianity rsprecented by James the Bishop of Jerusalsem,
becomss 18ss and less important. Christianitv was forced
to win its converts from paganism, rather than from
Judaism, which now saw its greatest «nwiy in Christianit.r,
Thus the great men of the next century in the Christian
Church are converts from paganisiie

The gozpel offered ite bhlessingsfreely 1o all and
80 was &33king educated men, who asked for a solution of
their int«71lectual AdAifficultiss, as well asg for sage of
conscience, These men had often been trained in philcsonty,
Aand its terminologv formed for them the very ground—work

of their thinking or speculative protlems, as Christianity
had no suech language of its own. Philosophiv had many tech—
nieal vords which shortensed tis vrcc-ozec of thinking, and
these the educ~ted Christians “sgan 10 use to explain, in

a Christian way, the great vprcilens of 1life., But these
words brought with them certain suppositions, of which the
mnost important was the rower and importance of reason as a
cuide for action. Now when tlL:r- was brought before the
waell-trained mind of the Greseks a relirion, claiming as it
then was »eginning to do, to e a body of revealed truth,
they a2t onece trisd to adjust the new material to the old,
and to express this new revelation, considered botlh sg =2n
objectivs fzet of past history, and a subjective fact of
personal svery-day experience, in tle teims and notions they
had inheritsd from their own philosophy. This stagse was re—
pressonted by Justin Martyre Is vra digsatisfied with
philosovhy, ®81se he would never have become a Christian,

but he saw no opposition atwaean the two, Thus he says that
God gave philosoviy to the Greeks for thie same purpose that
He gays the law to the Hebrews, to serve as a slave ( T8~
ol uygs ) to 1=2ad them tothe school of Christ, and

nd calls Socrates 4and H=1:clitus Chrietians before their
times, just as the Hebrew patriarchs had been. Now we find
in Justin the philosophic term Logos used t0 explain the
naturs 27 the person of Christ, and this is the point whera
Greslt sveculation entersed the Christian religion, it gave

it a doctrine of uvod. Christi:sins had all along be=n intar-
actad in the nerson of ths3ir foundsr, and now a philospher

-

tried to explain the nature of that p=rson v » tawm: bori.ow—



ad from the Jew Philo. Justin definitely "baptized"
philosophic terms and methods into Christianitr, but at tha
same time he insistsed on his religion as a personal act of
faith in a living and ideal personalitr, =nd not as A mere
intallsctual comprehension ¢f certain notions. It was

the perrect philosophy, but hirowovhv then meant not so
much a scheme of knowledys as the knowledgse requisite for
an art of lifs.

But manvy of the first Christians drawn from t he
aducatad classes went so0 far with their vhilosophizing tlhat
tha majority of Christians said that they had dsstroysd
Christisnity altogether. These ar=s the pegorle known as
Gnostices, than whom there never were men rors abused, and
more unjustly abussd, by their felliow-Christisans., Now
vhatever 21se we may find in the fragments of their writings,
that have veen pressrved to us, we must admit that thev were
tha first systematic theologians. But they undoubtedly d4did
Philosophize away many great truths taught by Christ, and
s0 they weare driven out of the regular Churches to form
on=g¢ of tl~ir ovn. Let us remember, howsver, that thsy
were n-v-r thought of in thsir own day as anything but
Chrisfians, hiowavar bad, Thus it is grosslv unfair of Canon
5izg to ¢a1l Plutarch a gnostic, merely because he was
toouvlied by tha same questions as Valentinus, and gave mud:
tne same answers (4), he was not sven a Christisn, much 1®as
a sectarian ( J|QLAOS = Sect.). In such an unjustifisd
comparsion Canon Bigg 1s following the quastionsble author-
ity of such men =zs Irenaeus and Epiphanius, whe certainly
did not undédsyretand treir ovronents wsall snough to give a
just eriticism of them,and so they fell back on the msthod
o7 nisrsprecenting what they disliked., But Clement of
Alsx=2ndria has preserved for us several fragmants of the
writings of Valentinus, from which we find that he was not
such a foolish thinker after all, but that Christ ocrurniae
the cantral position of his thsologv (5): "Vglentinus in his
1etter to Agathopous says that Jesus by suziecting =12
things to himself becamse powsrful, and in this way worksd
out his divinity". Clement looks on Valantinue as 2 pan
who had trusted mers svysculation too far, and had consequent-
ly departed from the traditional faith that esme from the
disciples; but he never takes delight in misconstruing and
smphasizing wrongly the ide<s of his opvonente for the
purpose of making thim appear ridiculous. From Clemsnt
wa thus see that Vilentinus was really dealing in an im-
perfect =ort of a way with the momentous philosophic problems
whnichund=ilizg “hristianityvy, He was troubled by the quest-
ion of =vil, Christianity in that age insisted very stren-
uocuely on the evil that was in the world and the gnoistics
thus met this question among the first. Thus Canon Bipe
himealf ravs that 1t is unfair t0 apvroach thes< men from

{4) Bigg Christian Platonist«,
(5) :fl'o[ﬂt Il:cvl-r’gc
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the spsculative side, since their metaphysical speculations
were predst=rminsd hy their answsr to tle question of evil;
we musgt begin to study them from the ethical standpoint,
and we then sse that they were trc:hiad by the wresence of
evil in a world mades by an Omnipotent and Benevolent God.
Again larcion was troubled by the rslztion of Christianity
t0o Judaism, since he found certain qualiti=s attributed to
God in the 014 %Yectament, which he saw were unworthy of Him,
and sincs hs was not prepared to accopt the common doctrine
O +the time of allsgorical interpretation, according to
which the evident historic meaning was dsclared to te of

no worth, except as a means of conveying other and greater
truths covered up in it, which were to be extrict2d bv this
method of allegory. But as he had no notion of dsvelopment,
he insistsd that the God of the 014 Tsstsament was different
from Him whom Christ called Fathsr, Christianity was =ithser
Judaism,or it was not; and it certainly wae not. Thus he
waa 1lead into ditheism. But we ouvght to remember that such
a notion 4id not =ypuear as fodlish 10 these men as it doses
to us, because tley were nsarer polytheism than we are. In
trying *+0 solvs the nroblems which confrontad them,
wndount=221ly the gnostics did reach soms fantastic con-
clusione, vy=t we oucht 10 remerber that thesy were breaking
nsw grov~d and handling very heavy tools, before we cond=mn
trh2ir clumsy workmanehivn. Gnosticism is thus only a vart
of the great movement of Greek Christianity of tluit ze~a to
give a rezsoned explanation of the enigmsaes of the religious
1life of the Christian and of the person ¢f Christ, and in
many recvecte is much 1ike the thaolozical systems of
several of the early Fathers,

But Ysec-auee of their fanciful, and oftan absurd,
rasulte, the great majority of Christians felt bound to
use fozre2 sgainet the Gnocties, and drove them out of their
Churclhizs, To justify tlis step, and to vrevent men from
fallinz prey to the Gnostie +theologies, the orthodox
Chvrxen, 1f we may use the word for ths conservative party,
bagan t0 build a sgystem of their own, the tradition of the
Church, to which thsy appealed, as a suprem- svthority
againet the arguments of their opponents., ‘his was part-
icularly nscessary, becauss many of tie Gnoctics wers known
to hava tampered with the commonlyv aceepted traditions of
the day, to justify certain of their philosovrric conclus-
ions from t he sacred writings. Ve must considser that the
importancs given in that +gs to an anostolieal tradition
was meant, partly at least, to counterbalanc:s Gnostic
gpeculations, In this way ths Church got a 1ule of faith,
which its adhsrante 1-ust subscribs to., But in so doing
the Church 1itsolf peirrsumerd one of the very purvoses which
Gno=ticimm had aimed at, the notion was rast becoming fixed,
uadsr tle iniu-res of tha Jewish Serintures, that Christ-
lanity vas a body of revealsd truths, and so "tha rule of
faltl, A¥vliuinad =«nd axpanded, was transformsd from a con-



fegsion of existing faith into a cereed that conditions the
oxistence of faith" (6), it was not a spontansous out-
growth of the 1ife within the fold, but the pass—~word which
on=s had to give to get in, Thus not only Gnosticism itsslf,
but the opposition it aroused tendad to emphasize the in-
tellsctual el=ament of Christianity and when the church made
Christianity into a body of revealed doctrines, it gave
future theologians something definite to elaborate into a
thaology by the h=ly of philosonhy.

The ezsrly theologians had worked with a free
hand, with notihing to hinder them from going wronz exc=pt
thsir Logic, future theologians had to take account of s
Church tradition, as well as reason, of which the tracition
was taken as the eriterion of the tfuth, and reason was
only to explain it. But this Yekswse wse only gradusl and ¥5¢
it took plaes later in Alexandria than elsewhere Thus o e,
Cloam=nt appseals to ths sacrsd scrintures, the +e”ching of
the Lord, and to0 the tradition which he had received from
the an01ent 8ldzrs, but e nlaces along sidse of the common
tradition, which uarnak (7), with referencs to Clsment,
says is Christisn commor sense, another and secrset ons, the
gnostic., As against Irenaenus he insists that the common
or catholic tradition is not the highest,and he does not
find in it a fixed system of fundamental propositions. We
right indsed find 21l the items of the Roman "regula fidei",
the Apostles creed, scattered through Clement's works, but
the important thing to note is that ha does not bring them
together into a creed, Such a fixed standard did not then
ax1ist in Alexandria,and the tradition which Clsmsnt appeals
to is "ths yet unsystematized tradition", This is import-
ant as showing that a Christian theology was beginning to
unfold itself befors the Church tradition was finally settl-

ed.

At first Greek speculation was distrusted in
many quartars because men remembersed that the Gnostics had
be=n trained in Greek ways of thinking before they became
Chtristinne; and they associated the finished product <«ntire-
ly with the tools employsd and not with the materisl which
they had to work on, They belisved that philosophy was
entirely bad, partly bscause these early tlhaoiogians had
basen led 1nto extravagancises whils using its methods, and
partly because they found that many of the phwlOSOphens
of the day (e.g. Celsus) openly ocpposed them, They con-
ceived thess attitudses to be the re=uvlit of philosophic
study, which only led to arrogance, and so they demanded
the accaptance of ths rule of faith without explanation,

(6) L.D, Osborn. Recovery of the Gospel.
(7)eDre The Zahn in his "guowl=mentum Clementinum"

told, admits that Clemsent did not Lave our formalcnyul
lendh iiicts of Nopma vol.” 1Ne.32-34 with notes,
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they se-m=d afrald to txust  their God-ziven reason,

Tatian represents this tvue of pind; he absolutslyv scorns
ond d=2apisss 311 pa.an culture and acks for scuise Yorhiay
proitust of the z~al of the vnhilosonnsrs., Ajain he takes
sreat ple sures In nentiosming thas most foolish storiss al.out
ths terrible ‘ieatns of prilosopriers,and he marss use of the
ffact thav 4o 20t agree among themselves to prove that tazy
—sra 811 impocters (8). This is t=~ attituile of those vno
vere frisnten=1 bv Greek »dnilosonrv,and Tatian is partic-
ularly interessting becauaes he dnes not se= that he has
hinself vbeen influ=nc=a by Gresk nnilosopnr mhen he uses
the doctrina of the Togzos (9)., % 3 i SEAe 4

~ A I3

Tre auestion of =2ucatio» =1s0 helped to force
Crristianitv to defines its »nosgition to Gre=k culture. At
Tirst Christianity nad drawn moat o7 1ts comverts Tron
Judaism,ani the siucational systern of paganisi nad not heen
irmortant, but nor it bacars 9o i tnere were manv Roman
eni Creer faniilies ith chille-n to educate. Again tne
fact that infant bsptisi did not bHother tne dhurch during
tne first =ni ses-ond century also points to tne fact taat
thare ware not manv Joristian c¢niliren durins thos= tiliss,
Prinably bec=iee givlte ware sought as converts anl not
children. In the time ol Tertuliian wa «now that tha
~uestion of =2ducation was an inwortant oae.

L2t us ask ours=1lvas what g Christian bov would
meet when ne want tu an ordinarv nsegan cchool. He would
Tirst or all be tau.nt to reai out ol Dooks literallvw
saturated with +the 0l1 mvtrnology, vnich all Srnristians vere
tausitt to nate; the atorie~ o7 tnis mvthologyr formei the
sacredi history o7 tns times,and as such they wars explained
anl held up to the Gav's reverence. Then 2 part of the
feag nicn he pald to nis master, vas ol sred to ine
201 1ass Mltn~tra, the natroness o learnin,; and ne was
also 0vlig=l to Keep ner fectivals, The ordinary educution
a8 then a danzerous pursult vor a Christian bovyand at the
enl of tne second century. eiucated men ware esling it to
be such., They were 2ekiny what mi ot be done tnat their
¢nildren migsht bhe educste? 1like oth=ar»a and vet not run tne
risk of loosin:; tnelir rsith in chrictianityvy, Tertullian
h+s soi12 very apt vords on tnis subject: "Quasrendum auteid
est etiamm de luiinagistris, sed et ceteric professoribus

(8) Tatian. vratio ch.2,3. Tatian's hatrad for Creek
nhilosopry was propavly influencea Lv his Srrian origin
an that he ia not +twnicsl of #ll tne "hurch but only
of tne Jewish Christians; but this is import.unt for us,
because ve know tnere were many of thacs in Alexandria,

(?) Oratio ch.%.
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litterarum. immo non dubitandum affines 1llos esse
multimodae idololatriae. primum quibus necesse est deos
nationum praedicare, nomina, genealogias, fabulas, orna-
menta honorifica quascue corum enuntiare, tum sollemnia
festaque eorundem obseruvare, ut quibus uectigalia sua
supputent. quis ludimagister sine tabula VII idolorum
Quinguatria tamen frsuentabit ? ipsam primam noul dis-
cipuli stipem Mineruase et honori et nomini consecrat, ut
etsi non profanatus alicui idolo uerbotenus de idolothyto
esse dicatur, Pro idololatra uitetur. quid * minus est
inquinamenti ® eoque prasstat quaestus et nominibus et
nonorivus idolo nuncupatus ? aquam Hinerualia Mineruae,
quam SfSaturnalia Saturni, quae etiam seruiculis sub tempore
Saturnalium celebrarli necesse est., etiaa strenuae cap-
tandae et septimontium, et Brumae et carae cognationis
honorarisa exigsndia omnia, Floras scholsgs coronandae,
Tflamninicae et aedlles sacriific.nt creati; schola honor-
atur feriis. idem fit idoli natali; onnis diaboli Dompa
frequentatur. quis haec competere Christiano existimabit,
nisi qui putabit conuenire etiam non magistro ° scimus
dici posse: si docere littaras ~“=2i seruis non licet, =tian
nec discere licebit, et quomodo cuis institusr=stur ad
prudentiam interim humanum uel ad quemcumgue sensull uel
actum, cum instrumentum sit ad ommen uitam litteratura °
guomodo repudismus saecularia stuiia, sine cuibue diuina
non possunt ? uldaemus igitur necsssitatenm Litteratoriae
eruditionis, respiciamus ex parte eam admitti non pcsse,
ex parte uitari.” (10) Tertullian se=s the dangers; he
sees that the elucation of the tine was alnost inextric-
ably mixed up with, and in fact an agpologetic for paganism,
and vet he feels that in a sense the danger is unadvoidable,
as their children must receive an education in the same
studies as otner children do, He does recognize that
secular and spiritual educaticn are eventually inseparable;
vhat he seems to want is a purged pagan education, Tor he
does not wish to reject it altogether. This seems the one
thing vnich the fiery Tertullian thought useful in all
ragan culture,- and tris very Tact shows how irportant the
cuecstion then was.

After the primarv sducation came the grammar-
school sducation with its study of Greek science among
other things. Was the Christian bov to study music,
dancing and esyeclially astronorr 2 Tertullian gives g de-
cided ansver in the case of astronomy: ‘ninatvertimus inter
artes etiam professiones quasdam obnoxios idolatrias, de
astrologis ne loausnliyi culden est.® (11). We Aisliked this
study Just becauss of its intinate connection with pagan
rituals and peliefs.

(10) Tertullian - ne Tdolatria. 10. The text is thrhat of
ReivTerscheid and iccora vith some changes of my owvn in
punctuation and tre omiscsion of a bracket,

(11) Tertuliian., de Tdolatria ch.9,
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3ut he was an enthusiast vho never (1.1 things by halves;
and this impetuosity and enthusiasm of his nature exsniains
many of his views, He thouzht Greek science was evil be-
cause 07 its coniection with naganism,and so he wisned to
throw it entirelv overvouri, overlooking its usefulness
when proverly used. The Roman system of educatlon was
dangerous in all its parts and Christianity as yet had
nothing to offer in its »nlace.

The swenning condemnation of Tertullian was 7elt
by many to be too sweeping and we ares not surprised to
find that many of the Christian Tathers, and especiallv
those who enjoyed sucn an education in tneir youih, sam
the usefulne=s of this education and did not wisrn to panish
it at ~1i,but rather to make it serve the ends of Christ-—
ianity (12). The life historv of Gregory Thauwlaturgus
shors us wnat sort of an education “«n intelligent Christian
Dov recsived at Alexandria,when Origen was at th= head of
the Catechetical school; and the case of Gregcry 13 a3nec-
1ally interestini: as he tells us that he came under Origen
whan quite voung. Now he tells us (13) that he studied
Logic, Physics, Gsouetry, Astrononv, and especisaliv the sciences
of Tthics as a preparatory course under Origen who then led
him on to the stuly of Greek pailosoosny. He gstudis1l all
and anv writings available, *heth?2r pagan or Christian,
prilosopnnic or not, Greek or harbarian. But all tnis mere-
iy an introduction tc¢ the stuly of th=sology, in vhich of
all sub =ects he savs that Origen was most famous as a
teachsr. Origen himself in a letter to Gregory, after tell-
ins his former pupil that he micht be a famous Roman lawyer
or Greek philosogher, h=zs nim to devote his goc” »atural
parts to Christianity,; and so ne asks him t0 make an extract
from the philosonhers of the Greeks, whicn may serve as a
course of ~tudv or preparation for Christianitv, and from
geouetry and astronomy what willi serve to explain the sacred
serintures, in order that all tnat the sons of philosonhers
ar=s wont to say about Geowetry, Gramanar, Rhetoric and
Astronomv as fellow-heln=ars t0 ohilosophy mavy be used for
the benefit of Christianitv (14). Thess two passages show
the attitude vhicr tiie catechetical school under Origen
too¥. mith reference to Greek pnilosoprny =11 culture in
general.

The attituds of Clement to Greek itrnougnt and
civilization was much more exact just becaiveses he Wiy one
o7 the first to take a liberal viaw,such as we nave Just
se==2- that Orizea held; he felt 1t necessary to ive an
elaborate defenc= of his »noaitivl, becauss of its 1wovsltyr,

(12) This argument does not pretend to voliow chronolozical
orler, as Tertullian is soneinat lat-r» tnan S12 -1t 4nd used
his works: thus his remarks on tre dveing of natr 10 "na
cultu Teninarmgi" is froi "lement's Paelazogus. But Tertull-
ian 18 a2 conveni~ent man to use, ac e know him well,

(12) Cregory Thawi. Pane-vr., in J-1.,

(L4) origen's letter to CGregorv Thaila, cn.l,
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in answver to the gimple-minded and weaksr brethern Wino ¥ers
afraid of culture,both becau-e of its relation with pagan-
isn, and because 1t was believsd to have crested Gnosticism.
These weaker brethernvere men whom Clement felt that he
could not ignore, and so he took great care to conciliate
them; he felt that he had aomething to teach tneri, but

that viiat he had to teach them was merelvy a coripletion of
what they already possess=i., He wished to take these men
with him and not to alienate them as tne neretical Gnostics
had done by their rigil differentiation of Christiars into
two cliasses, Thus we o0ften find that Tor the sake of
arguwasnt he accepted tne positions of theses men and then
aroved th=1m that ~is own conclusions follow rrom tneir
promises, The introduction to the Stromateis has for its
special purpose trhe Justificsation of the work he is under-
taking, in the eyes 0i th28e men. In no place has he <o
clearly pointeil out the fears which his tea.ning hal axelited,
an? the difTiculties which were be’ore nim, if he was to vin
Tfavour for his views, He begins b c¢laiming for Christian
teacrers the ri-ht of putting their teaching into writing.
He asks if it is reasonavle not to allow Jhristiana, who
alone noagssess the vnole trutn, to write 'ient s 0ld mvth-
0logvy nas 20 rany apolo rists., ucn as attitude amony nis
realars nmust be the re=ult of Cnosticiss, (15) which was
then Tirst begin-iis; to frighten m=n, thouzr it was itssl”
nalf a century oll, just Lecauss there 'ers m2n of elucat-
ion in the Churcn o savw how far these men hal gone away
from the commonly acecepted viaersg, The Church was nmeseting
pers=cutiosm from —ithout and the d-ng=r of a c¢rude ration-
alism from wvithin, so that we are not surprissed to Tind in
many circles a conservative reaction by which it defines
itself as om= anl inlivisible, an: as gbsolutely separated
'»oi1 evervthing of this world., ™iis last step it 1id not
taxe Tor several cz=znturies jJust because thera was a world
to win., It was against tre general hody of Christians at
the times that ~2lement was thus arguing, toat thers was some-
thing usefuvl for christians in Greek pnilosownnv, Because
of the importance of his oopvonents and hecause of ais desire
to vin tnew to nis way of thinking, he often makeas con-
cessions to them: he thus says trnat pnilosophy is not a
'sine qua nor) "eince nearlyv 211 without the =ncyclic esluc-
ation and philosovrv of GCreece, and gsoie 7itnout a xnow-
ledige of literaturs, naving been moved bv the divine phil-
osophy of the barbarians, nave received with power the
teachinz concernin:s God, which ccines througn faith" (18).
He definitel» makes philosonrr inferior and subordinate to
the revelation wiich came through christ (17). Tach of the

(15) Tertullian in ris "Ds Praescrintions Haereticorum,
ch.l, 1efinitely asserts that "reek philosopinv was the
father of Gnosticism., The attituide of Irenaeus 1is rniucen
the g:une.

17) Stron,T. 20.79.

(17) “rcm.7, 20.28 and I. 5,49,
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sects pcssese only a »art of the truth and it is his pur-
pose to bring together an “eelsctic philosophy",(18) and
thus to reunite in a Christian theology what men had torn
asunder. Thus ne will pick and choose from among the
teachinss of the philosophers (19), and even then he will
not get all the truth, for thev Aid not know of the Logos
of God, nor yst of God as a loving Father but only as a
Creator (20). The barbarian and Wellenic philosophy has
torn off a fragment of eternal truth, not from the mythol-
ogy of pionysus but from the theology oi the ever-living
Logos. This concession Clement most willingzlv makes to
his opponents,but at the same time he definltely asserts
hie belief that these pnilosophers nave been illuminated
by the Light of the Logos.

flement's attitudie to Greek philosophy restults
from the wgy in which he thinks of its dewvelonpment; and he
determines its origin by its vorth. He believas that i+
contains a part of the truth,and he will not accept the
view that it was given to men to deceive themn., He traces
all goodness back to”God and thereiors philosophy, as it
contains a part of the truth. He is perfectly consistent
in his beliesf that God'=s Providzance was at work in the giv-
ing of philosophy to the Greeks. But in his explanation
of this pelief he is not s0 consistent, He has zgainst
him the view that philosophy was stolen by bal angels to
mislesad men,and he does not =sntirelv rejsct this view as irmwoss-
ible that it was stolen by the Aevil; bHut he does reject
the notion that being the result of a theft, it nust
therefors be bad (?lj. He strenucusly asssrts ihat it is
good, and therefors cannot come from a bad origin,; it nay
have been conveyed to their human wives by bud angels (2°)
but this does not diminisn L%s walue, for Gold, who knows
all things and is all-powerful, if He dil not »revant the
the7t, must have overruled it so that its results were gZcol,
Tha devil is thus tronsformed from an angel of darkness in-
to one of light, wvho spoke some truths, in orier that after-
wards he might deceive men by his 1lies., But such a view i«
not Alenent's ovn,as he definitelv t=lls us that othar men
held 1it; and there 1is reaily no place for a devil in his
theology, as w2 shall prove later on, What h=s is aiming at
vith this view i8 to conviet his opvonent out of his own
mouth. This view therefore s=zeily a sort of comoromise with
his opponents,and in it he has surrendered nothing which is
of fundamental immortancs for his own position as he will
not allow that philosophy is a work of the devil. But he
more commonlv holds the visw that the Greeks plagiarized

(18) Strom. I. 7.37.

(193 strom. 1.12.57,

(20 Strom V,11.70; V,14,137; VI.'7.55; vI.lS.l?S; VI.17.154,
(21) Strom.T7.1.18; 1.9.44; VI, 17.159.

(22) Strom.I.16.80; 1.17.83; % V,1,10, Genecis VI.1.2.
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from Moses and passed ofT as tneir own vw-at was really
Jawish (23)., Thus he triss to nrove that ths 014 Testa-
ment vas olier +1:n Greek vhiloso»nr-w, Todsyvy we know tnat
there is no rel:tion betwesn tnes=z two developements of
thought, an? that these Jewish writings, in the Torm in
which ™= possecs them, cannot possibly be earlier than the
ninth century 3.C.; but are intimately connected with the
work of the earliest proprn=sts. «(lement however was g firm
believer in Jewish tradition, and besides he vas Jde=plv
influsnced bv Pnilo, who hal read mach of Greek philosopny
into the stories 07 the Pentat-uch; so that we need not be
survrised to find him =ar uin_ that Greek philosophy was
plagiarizei. That the Greeks were not above tnis, he
nroves bv their nlagiarisns from :ne another (24). But for
all this ne "ill not surrender it; and this shows that he
saw that Greek philosoyny rzi something which Christianity
as vet dil not nave, and which he desired to #in Tor it;

he especigllv adnirses Plato, the chief thief, The first
spark o7 pnilosonnr eame from the 0143 Testament hut was
Tcstered by the Greeks;, 1= was to0o good a Gresk scholar
not to have seen a wonderful developensnt in it bhatwssn the
time of Thal==s and1 Aristotle. This answer Cleuient Tound

1. Jdevrisn thouzht, as m=11 as tha one ""hich his opponents
neld. In either c¢ise he has cnown the truth of philosonnv,
and so he nas JustirTied his use of it in his school. But
he has znother view of it, thougnh not exclusive 07 tne
other, as Merk seemes to think., It is tnat all knowledge
and esgecisgllr nhilosophy comes directlv from Col through
the Los0s, not only did God permit philosorhv to come into
beiny but he caused it (25), From the very existence of
philosophy we might infer that God z2pproves of it and that
it comss eventually from Him. Philosophy and Christianity
botl, g0 back to a cingle God and a single revalation as
their source, but one is complete while the other is not,
Philosophy is thus a forsrunner of Christianity, as was
the Jeowish Law (26). He has conceivsd of trs T.ogos as the
graat sducator of mankind and philosophy is one of his
wWOrks., This is a great concsaption =#nd¢ on2 vrieh the Church
c0on forgot and evan Clament A4id not ses all that it meant,
for he was not willing to tiink of idolatry in the =ame
way as a preparation for agreater truth, Now such a view
is not inconsistent with ti= visaw that much was borrowsd
from the Jewish Serivtures, as Providencse worked in that
borrowing, which he ss=m<e t0 think of as a worthy search
for truthe The woint which Clement has been trying to make
all along is thst whatever theory you accsept as to the
origin of CGresek philosophy, there is still found working
in 1t a1 divine Providance., He wil! not have Providence

T23) Strome L1e15.72; L1+17.87; 1.204100 and many otlers,
(24) Strom VIe2.4 = 5.43,
(25) Strome. I.4.25, of the arts; Strom. I.5.28;

Strore Vie5.42, of philosupliy.
(26) Strom.V1.17,1.59.
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torn ssundsr.

Next let us ask what it is in Greek philosophy
that Clemsnt thinxs valuable, We havs alrazﬁv notiead when
speaking of his concessions to his weaker biethern that
Clement rejects soms parts of philoso. hy s worthless.

Thue he has no use for sophistie rhetorie and sristic,; they
ar- nare arts of decsption (27). In theology too some
parte are quitse worthless, as "tares have been sown by the
proeper husbandman of tares, =0 that sects have sprung
up among us along with the true wheat, such as the athsism
of Epicurus and his Jdoctrine of plpeeure".(QS) Thus we gee
that Clem=nt will not acespt as parts of the trus philos-
ophy «vervthing which he finds n2med philosovhy (29). EHe
gives ue 2 definition of what he means by philosozhy:
tyvyhataver has been well said by each of these sectc and
teaches rlguteousness along noly knowledgse, all this eclec—
ticisr I eall philosoohy" (30). Clement is thus "nullius
addictus iurars in verba magistri", he is a true sclectic,
Hig is an attempt t0 waave together intc a system of theol-
ogy all that was useful in Gre-=x syeculation ~2né in asess M
czsec his work shows his scl=cticism, for he has not always
suceesdad in working tihivwes in congruous elemente into a per-
fact system (31), In this respect Clemsnt is only following
the spirit of +he timee, as all thinkers were then eclectic,
hut most of them w=2rye the followsrs of ons school mors than
the others, Clement howsver is truly sclectic, Jjust because
he is a Christian first and a philosophy afterwards. But
there are certain philosovhsrs whom Clemant rejects absolut-
8ly ~And sntirely, and these ars i Inicureans, the Sceptics
and the Sophists (32)., He doss not want philosophy as an
end btut as a means towards 2 Christisn seduc=tion and thsology,
and 80 he rej=cts 8ll philosoply which msrely plays with
words, The two =vte of philosophy which he wants espec-
i'l’v »1= FBthices and Theclogy — the parts which teach
tpiphtaousnecs 2nd holy knowladgat, "Clemeni astime 1les
philosoniiss d'aprgs 1la valeur de 19u:s pruceptes de con-
duit= 2t dse 1eur idése sur Disu. En effet, pourquoi a-t-il
une admiration si vivs pour Pythagors <t pcue Platon ¥
Ct'ast vparce ous personns n'a mieux parlc de T'isuX, Pourquoi
est-il si sévers pour 18 stoicisme ? C'east parce cue l1es
stoiciens ont matérialisé Disu. T+ pourquoei, d'autre vart,
en fzit—=11 18 plus grand cas ? Il 18 dit vareeeemen+
c 'aet parce que leur morale f+a%t dignes des plus grdndas
glogsse Pourquoli onfin est-1il aelectiqus ? N'ect-ce pas
pour consarver sa liberté et pourvoir choisir, dans les

Strom Ie7e”% I.10.49 - 11,51, VI.1 8,162,
Strom.VI.B8.66. and rProtrept. 5,66,

StI'Om.I.19.92.
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doctrines et dans craque école, ce qui pouvait asrvir a la
rmorale et a la religion ¢© Voilsa donc le vwoint de vue
ancuel Clerent se nlace toujours pour Juger 14 0‘110 opnie,
C'est ce qu'il irperte de ne pas ouvlier lorscu'il s'agit
de determiner 1l: n=s=sivre d'influsnce nue la prilocopnie a
ene cur la nensée." (33)

In the cast paillosophy led the Creekq to Chris +
g« the ILnaw 17 the Heuvre~s (34), This is noble conecept
ionyard it explaine 211 that he 8. vs about tne valite of
Cresir. vhilcsopny in vect historr. He baees thia view on
]

tne principle vwric his contermcrasriars wars wiiling to
aqmit, that =11 g‘vd things cuiis eventuslly frop God., He
vill not let Providence be torn asunder. Nov he G4 spesak
of it as a "Testament" 7or the “reeks (75)y the “ospel cae
near nis o'n time, but belore that t the »nrorer tine 7od
gave the Law andi the Prophets to tie Jews and Philoconhr

to the 7resks (2A), Yow he can answer ths question waich
troubled these early Christians very mich, what would hapoen
to thi= dead hesaihen; and the other ncuestion,vhv “od vaited
sCc long berfore "= sent Christ. Vis ansvwer to tne last in
worthy of comparsion witn that of the "Dpistle t¢ Liognetus,
vvhere we are told: "Sut when the nmeasure of our own unrignt-
sousness was fille< un, and it had been 111y shovn that
punishnment snd death avaited it as ite rewgrd, and the *tile
vhicr God had fore-ordainedl to shev _orth His o'n gooednens
and power (On! the excaeding love of God for mwan! ) He
did not hate ues etec.,"(77). How sgrc.cstic seem the words
in the Lracret, and how infinitely nore Christ-1ite 1a the
ansver of Clement | But ne diid not put the 0ld Testament
and Philosonhv on an equality; they both produce the sane
moralitv and that an imperfect but 1ndirpen able morality
(38), but not the same religion, for nhilosonhv Aid not
abolish idolatry (39). This is an important and just dis-
tinction, th:it the Jews got farther along in their search
for "od than 4id the Greeks; but c¢n the other hand he 1is
not fair to paganism when he makes 1t consist solelyv in

the worship of inanimate tnings - Plutarch would never have
agreed to that; or -igain vhen he will not allow that idol-
atry wa= an imperfect grasping after God (40). YNow Clement

h
s
-

23) . de Fave., D.170.

4) Strom. I.5.28; VI.17,153 and 159.

5) ¢Strom. VI.AR.42; 17.)53,

6) Strom. T.5.23

7) Epistle to Diognetus. ch.9. in Bunsen's Hippolvtus
8

9

I.n.180,
) Strom.1.20.99; VI.6.45-47.

. ) StI‘OlT. ° VI 044-46 .
0) Protrepticus: «iriwst anywhere.



can savy that the 01d and Yev Testament was of primary in-
portance and philosophy of secondary (41). Thus we are led
back again to the question of the origin of Greek philos-
ophy, on which we say that Clement had no one precise
anewer, What he does wish to impress on his readers is
that whatever means was employed in the production of
philosophy, God was working through that means,so that
vphilosorhy is a part of the truth., Clenent like Justin
Martyr believes that reascn has been spread abroad in the
universe in such a degree that msn are able to attain a
part of the truth for themselves without the teaching of
the incarnate Loggs; ‘he concelves of the divine Logos

X VOS §u§11«os ) as venetrating the universe, as it
were by see and stirring up a2ll that is noble and good.
This is a notion which was borrowed from Stoicism,but an
entirely new meaning was put on it. But Clement is not
such an enthusiastic devotese of philosophy that he has de-
termined to unit= it, in all its parts and at any price,
with the teaching of christ. Not onlv has re criticised it
very severly, and ronpotea Tholp rarts of it, but he ever
thinks of it as elementary and imperfect ( ig!!ﬁﬂ )
to the full revelation of God in Christ (42).

But Clerisnt hse yet to anaver the cue=stion if the
Chrigstian may study pailosopny . He has stated trat Christ-
ianity containe tkv vhole truth, so that it sesmns as if the
objection of his opnonente wnorld hold that philosophy was
superfluous. But he belie~ves that it still has a mission
to perform in the »world and that it can give christianity
real help. In fact nhe sees that cChristianity has not yet
devaloped all its possibilities,but that it must take into
iteelf &all that is good in the ”orll as that is reallv a
part oI itself, bLeing the recuvlt of +he workings of the .
LL.ocgos. He seems to have had just that notion of the de-
velopenent of Christisrity as a leaven in society, whicl
would regenerate it and at last bring the Kingdom of
Heaven to earth, tnat christ portraved in one of his »nar-
abler; Christianity was to leaven ti.= wvihole lurp, and ot
merelyvy part of it. ©© he does not wvish the Churcn to re-—
Ject culture; he cerc that tihe great need ol tihe Churcn of
tne day is erucation and culture, as everv one clﬂn hqs it
wvhile tne common Christian is arraid of it. e inniate
(41) Strom. I.5.28.
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(42) ctrom. VI.8.A°%,
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very strongly on the educational worth of CGreek sciences
and philosophy. But the Christian philosophv is not to be
taught to everyone, but only to ballnvnre or those who
are becoming Gnostics {0 o KET-veNTLS );
he is very much afraid of divulging the secret mysteries
of the christian 1ife to the initiated (43). He wants
the Bncyclical sciencs ( 1n§%”k&TR. ) for a Christian
system of education, such as we have found that Origen
gave in later years in the same school. He saw that Greece
w3s the home of the arts and sciences,and ne wished to win
these for Christianity (4+). In thle wish he was merely
ant101pat1ng the action cf future generations which made
the Trivium and the Quadrivium tne very basis c¢f their ..
whole system of education. IHistoryv has justified this
apology of Clem=snt for Greek science., Thus in ch.ll of
~ Strom VI he takes up the different sciences, one at a tine,
and shows their educational value, Thus for Music he can
cucte the case of Dpavid, who was known in Hebrew tradition
as the great psalmist. But w-at he desires most of all
among these sciences is Dialectic - the art of reasoning.
Thies is the pruning-knife whicn will cut away th= entangled
branches and differentiate the true from the Talse (4%5).
He asks how one is to meet the reasoning of philosophers
and the Cnostic sects without using their arguments (46).
This of course is a sound argunent and one vhich all
philosophers of the time recognized, that to properly re-
fute an opponent one must analvse his premises and prove
them false (47). Clemsnt has an answer alsoc for those who
were afraid that the encycliical sciences would lead Christ-—
iane sstray: 'pbut ir the falth whicnh tney possess for I
would not call it YU Bals be such as to be dissolved
by plausible speech, let it be dissolved and let them
conf ?ﬁ\ they do not possess the truth. For truth
41? "‘g‘» ) is immovable but false opinion
80 ld ) dissolves itselfr(46), Dialectic
1s useful that the truth may not be trampled under foot.
But on the other hanl these studies are not to he used as
ende in themselves, as the Greeks so often used then, for
they vould then become Eristic and Epideietic Rhetoric;
they are to be used for Chriastian nurvoses in "distinguish-
ing what is common to a class from what is penuliar tHp one
individual in 1it, since the cause of all error ( TN 4V¢| )
and false opinion is in the inability to distinguish in
what respects things are common and in what reapects they
are differe nt" (48). The chief use of the sciences i« thus
to refute his” pponents with their own weapons. Under- ¥ 5¢
neath such a pasage as this, of which we have qucted only Jwad

(43) Strom. I.1.17.

(44) strom. VI. all of ch. 10,

(45) strom. I1.20.100,

(46) strom. VI.10.81.

(47) Epictetus. Dlssert. II1.285, on the use of Logic,
(48) ctrom.VI.10.82.
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a few passages, there lie sevaral irmortant nraconceptions,
vhich explain nis attituds to Greak learning, 11r t, that
truth is one =n< csnnot contradict itself, since it 1is
incarnated in the Lozos =0 that truth cannot be in opnos-—
ition to religious faitl;, secondly that the ﬂhrfﬂtian can
comprehend that truth, since the incsrnate Loges hess re-
vegled it to men; and lastly that th= Fnrlsilﬂn cannot be
driver from his »nosition by mers argunente, °‘ﬂCP in making
a judgment the mind is not entirely passiVe 50Ads some-
thing of its own, t23 28sent of the will 'ﬂi )e
Now, while thsse questions must be dlocussed 1dtpx 1n the
chapt=r on the 1ife of the Christian in relation to the
OLﬂstlon of Clem“n+ 8 theory of knowledge, thsy se3m=d vorth
~rile mentionines here as helping to exp]ain th=e point in
questlon mors especially as showing that he had worked
o1t in hie mind some consistent schems of theology, which
he was prevented from puttine into writ-ne by some contin-
g2ncy, of which ws have no knowledga,

But tie Sciencss are only the helpsrs of philos-

oply, thair mistrssg, which itself works towards the attain-
ment of wisdom ( TOQ(A )(49), it is placsd abovs the
Seiencee in sam=s way that Plato's Dialsctic is ylaced above then
Philosophy 1s the very incarnation of +he Greek love of
knowlsdga and is tlherefore the crown and complstion of the
preparatory studiss., Now Gresi »rilosovhy =8 it were purges
beforehand and accustoms the soul beforehand for the re-
coption of faith, on which t!l +ruth builds up knowlsedge

( YVGGWS )(50)s This must mean that philosophy & purgss
the soul of moral diwsorders, an? in this coneeption of
philosouvry he is simply repeating the common notion of his
timea, *hat philosorhv ean help a man 1o lead a batter 1ife,
He sees that the travelling missionarises of paganism are
working for the game end that he is, and so he welcomses
them as helpers, and aven incorporates mucl. of th2 works
of one of themy Musonius Rufus (51)., Clem=nt is =zbout the
only Christian of tli2 time who ccul? eaa snything ¢oced in
these philorsophic preachers, 2nd so his attituvde to them
is 2specially intsrsesting; 11k~ Dulddetus (52) he beliaves
that thsy could never have undertaken such a calling,and
have carried it out with sny oueesss at all, without ths
help of God., He se-s that they ars not, first and foremost,
opponsnte of Christianityybut that they are both looking

{49) Strom. I¢5.30

(50) Strom. VII.3.20,

(51) Compare liusonius Hufus, od. Hense (Teubnsr), and
Wsndland: La=ctionae mueonian~®. (Berlin).

(52) Epictatus II1.22.2.
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towards the samse end,and thsrefore that they should work
together, as long as thair paths 1ie togethsr. Clement
seams t0 have understood ©bsttsr than any other man of his
dzy what Christ meant when he said, "he that is not against
us, is for us."

But philosophy is also usaeful from the intsllsct-
ual standpoint; it imparts csrtain conesptions about God
and tne world, on which the Christisan may build his theologye.
Now he saye that "philosophy is an snquiry concesrning truth
and the naturs Oof vhat reallv existe, and truth itsself is
that of which the Lord himself said"I am the truth"(53)
Fhiloscephv is a se=arch for truth, which hi3 then explaine
to be a search after God as revealed by His Logos. Dut he
btaliasvss that 211 men have some revelagion of this truth of
God, and sO the philosophers will assist him, =g they had
21ong his way by imparting certain notions about God and
His rel&tion to man. Thus philosophy wravares men for the
truth by teaching them that God created the world and that
now He carss for it =and thst His Providence is really 3
beneficent Providence (54), Philosophy is an exercise which
s8rves to devslope tlhe *rue Cnostie, but it is not the only
thing nec=2cszr ! "philosophy helps towards the comprehsnsion
of tle trutl, being a search for truth,butit isnot the cause
Of comwrahiension but a causse with others and a helpert(55),
Clenent thus nevar thinks of putting philosophy on a levsl
with Christianity, though he does belisve that it has much
to teach the “hristian who wishes to know whsat he has be-
lisvad, and also ths prsacher who wish=s 10 win the Greska,
Ha g22¢ th:t *+he Greeks must have Christian doctrinss ex—
prsessed in their own lan-uag=a, il thay ara 0 undarstand
tram, and this is what hs attauiots to do.(55) Thus we see
that Clemsnt conceives of Gr=zi nhilogoahv, as helping to
spréad the influsics 7 Cnristianity in ths world, and also
as deepening tlL= content of tha Christian 1ife by giving it a4
theologival vocabulary 'nd a 1love for surs knowledge, with
the help of which it miz-t work out a theology of its own,
Then to0 this vsery fact of knowin~ what hse hasg beliavad will
m4¥xa the Chriatian a stronger man 1n” thersfores a morse
enargatic migsionary, and thus A theolougy of Christianite
will anhance its power from within, as well as give it a
larger fisld in which to worke, This is a truism today thnt
i® anv religion wishes 10 be a universal ons, it -aust 3xpress
its bs8lisefs in the *l=oloviecal and nhilocovhic tarme of the
day, that men may 3893 what they are bslieving, and it is
dus in zre.t neasurs 0 the work of such men as Clement,
and his pupil Orig=n, that we today fael so stronsly tle

(53) f."t?’m. 105.32.
(54) Strom. I.16.80,
( );) 511006 120697
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nscsessity for a thsologieal sxplanation of our intuitive_
ralizious aspirations and velisefs, and an explanation which

takss note of wresent as wsell as vast philosophic concept-
ions,.

—— s —  ——— o —— —
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chapter III. THE NATURE OF GOD

— — —— — m—  a—

christ had taught that God was a spirit, and
that He was to be worshipped in spirit and in truth, bdut
when Clement accepted Christianity he was forcesd by his
Greek love for knowladgse, to ask what Christ meant when He
repesated these words,; he felt the necessity of finding out
Por himegelf what this notion involvsd, and what spirit
really was, To answer this question he was told by his
brother-Christians to turn to the Hebrew Scriptures and
also certain Christian writings, in which he would find &
complete revelation of all truth, He did so but he inter—
prated these writings almost instinctively with the help of
notions which he had brought with him from his philosophic
education. He had 3 precedent for this procedurs in the
writings of ths devout Jew Philo, and from him he borrows
his metr.od of allegorical interpretation. But hefore we
discuss tas influence of Greek thought, 1let us briefly sun
up the elements of a theology which Clement could draw out
of the Jewish Scriptures, as intsrpreted by Philo's sysiem.

The latest Jewish writers, the sages, inhserit of
course the monotheism of the prophets, but they have shand-
onsd anthropomornhic concevtions of the Niety and tend to
separate Goq from His Creation. A verse like this is
typical: "God is in Heaven and thou on sarth; therefore 1lset
thy words be few." Their reversnce for God is as great as
ever, but they are tending towards the notion of a cold and
dispassionate God who is far removed from men. Thus the God
of Ecclesiastes is without emotions, and the God of Proverbs
rules by gensral laws, without favour and without caprice.
0f course they do not separate God entirely from the economy
of Hiec Creation, but He is 1ifted as far away as possible
from the trivial details of that economye In their efforts
t0 rid the idea of Jewish limitations and to spiritualize
it, they have made their God supra-cosmic, if not transcenc-

ental,

In the realm of theology Plato has weilded an in-
fluence as far reaching as that of the Hebrew Prophets., He
1laid down two canons of theology, or rather mythology, which
really every writer of theology sines his day has taken into
acceount: that God is the cause of good alone and not of
evil, and that He is absolutely immutable (1) With these
dogmas we can conneet his notion of God's perfect goodness,

(1) Republic 378-380,



and also His omniscience, and the fact the He nsver con-
tradicts dimeeslf, But if God is so perfsct and irmutable,
He nmust be lifted above the processes of decay and gener-
aticen which go on in this world,; and this is exactly what
Plato does, when he says that God lives in the transcand-
antal world of ideass, of the reality of which this world
only more or less partakes (2). God is Vels and he con-—
temvlates the Ideas. Again Dr. James Adam, in his edition
OF the Republic, believss that Plato meant to idsentify God
with the Idea of the Good, the former bsing the weiigigus
conception, and the latter the philosorhic, ¢f one and the
gsame thing (3)e But whether D, Adsm was correct or not in
making this identification doec not matter,since. later
Platonists, such as Plutarch certainiy dld icdentifyv them,
znd® what we are now studying is not Plstot's own thougnts
sO much as what was the standard interpretation of Plato in
the second century A.Des Now of the Idea of the Good, Plato
gays 1t is, so Lurelv transcendent21 that it is even beyond
being ‘ﬂ’fkﬂvoL ’RTS oV0lds ), of which we can only say
that 1t alore truly exists (4). But it ig also impowfant
t0 not< that hig God is "no colourless ontological sbstract—
ion like being" but a psrsonified moral principle, the Good.
From these statemsents it seems a lsgitinata conclusion that
tha relation betwssn such a God and the transisent world can
only be expressed Ly « st nhor, thoush God is still the
cause of the world—-process — He is the causs of bsinge. This
ig the point whe=pra Plato's System, as he - -left it in his
dialogues, s=ams to break down, and it was as an attempt to
bridgs this gap, that much of later philosovhy ecame into
existence. How Pl-to meant to relate the world of b=cining
to the world of Ideas, we cannot definitely answvsor,but it
was certainly not by the doctrine that the idess are im-
manent _in things, as he often inciats t.sy are ‘xwgts
114 ale\rwv (5), and things only partake
( ), or are an image of them. We must be care-
ful not to read the coctrine of the materialistic Storc
into Plato'e ideas, as a short way to an answer,
Thus Palto's God is the transcendental Reason of ths Unlver%e
2f which we ceasn only say that it ever truly is and is sver
the same,being the cause Of exicstance 2nd knovledoe It 15
that which we can ot think away, or get beyond (J k&
6$TO$ , and Plato is firymlyv convineed tha at is
the Good, or tha+ God's purpose ig good (6)e But Plato
tries to brldpe this 7ulf betveen God and man by man's
reason, which naturally aspires to know God and eventually
can wnow rim, »fter it is freed from the trammels of this
world, which imprison it. But for man as such the nature
of God 1ie «till dnecrutable, and the notion of a philosoph-
ar who has seen God is only a pattern laid up in Ha-vone.

(2) Timasus 2¢-32 & Politicus—(3) Adam's Ed. Of RODeIlePeG2e
(4) Hepuolic. S04 B (ith. (5) Republice 476 A.
(6) Timasus. 9E.
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Platonism ende in a Dualism of God set Qoveragainst the
world,

Later Platonists, such as Plutarch and Maximus
of Tyre, insist vary strongly on the transcendence of God,
in opvosition to the Stoics, who identifised God with the
world—-urocess, and =zt the same time more closely united
man with God by the belief that man's soul is an incarnste
daemon, or leceger deity. Educated men felt that their God
of Platonism, whsn standing alone, was hardly bettar than
the God of Epicurus,; and so by a ragular hisrarchy of
dasmons they sought to relate ths two., This shows how far
transcendentalism had gone when it was felt necessary to go
back to the belief in 1lesser deiti=s,

Philo unitses the supra-cosmic God of the Wisdom
Liter<ture with the purely transcendental God of Plato, with
the rasult that God 1s now separatad absolutely from the
Universe., All that man knows of God is what He is not; He
is simple.and ineffable, without quality or form, but more
than that we know not (7)s He is the pursest thing in the
universe, supserior to all perfection and knowledge, and
vetter even than the Good ( 1(8)e
A1l these names applied to Jshovah are merely images of Him,
who said "I am th~at I am" 6 seignifving that his nature was
to be, not to be numed (93. Again God is universal, not
because e is contained in all, but beeause he contains all,
(10). The fundamentzl thesis of Philo's theology is tlie
impossibility of knowing God, and he is usually consistent
with it, though he doss spsak of the psrfect goodm=es of
God (113. He 1insists that man cannot reach God either by

reasoning or any other operation oi thie soul Those who
sesk God in the world find emlw a shadow 12). “And how can

the rational soul know God, wunen it does not know even it—
s31f ? (13)es Nons of man's thoughts or aspirations reach
God (14)s Thus God seems abeolutely inaccessible to man,
and Philo only unites them by the superior faculty of pure
intelligence, which is a direct gift from God (15%. This
alone =1svates the soul towards the divine, but even then
the soul does not understand God (16). Such ig the nature
of God to Philo that H2 seems entirsly concsal=d within

the darkness of his i1naccessibls being and ineffable name,

(7) Philo. Quod Dsus Irriut. chelle (13) Legis Allegel.29.

(8)(De Vita Contempl. éh. 1. (14) De Cherub chs, 13

Ds Opifieio Mundi ch.2. and 14.
(9) De Nom. Mutat ch.2. (15) Legis Alleg,.I.ch,13,
(10) Ds Confus. ling. ch.27. (16) De Somne.I.ch.ll.
(11) Ds cherub, ch.25,
(12) Legis Allsg III ch.32.

N.B. - Those refersences arse mostly from Vacherot, but in
sach caee they hsve besn verified,
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To prevent this, Philo gives us his Logos, of which more

in the next chapter. For all that man can do, he is
absolutely separated from God and Philo is ohligad to adopt
the notion of a Mediator, or tertium quid, to prevent his
philosophy from making the world =2a god-less 28 the Epicur-
e2ns would have had him belisve.

Clement's doctrine of God was the prevalsent one
of his day, in which God is set over against the world that
he fashioned, and the great change which his notion of God
undarwent when he became a Christian, was that a conviection
was given rim that he had found a dirsct revelation of this
God in Jesus Christ, by mesns of which conviction certain
Philonic and Christian elements were superimposed on the
Platonic conceptions already there. His future studises wers
an attempt to amalgamnsta these two streams of thought into

a Christian thaologye.

According to Clement God is unknowable by the
ordinary man, He is not known through the 8enses, 28 Hs is
form®ess and shapslsss, while the senses only Vaxcﬂiva
things that have these aqualities ( 0'03 )17 )

The soul too is weak for the comprahenclo‘ reality (18).
What he means is that the ordinary man cannot comprehend

God at all, and that the Christian can, as we shall ses
1ater, only by vutting himself into an attitude of mind

which he calls faith, so that Christ can t2ach him. But %S¢
then only the perfect "hriq+1an will know God's naturs; t.he {T b« at
ordinary Christian npu ne+ satlsfiek with a knowledge of Agve.
the will of God ( ﬁb «V WY 6%03 ) as revealsd

by His Logos. Ag=2in he says it is easier to dsfine what God
is not, than what He is (19), and this dmponeibility to de-
fine what God's nature really ia, seems to 1lead to agmostic-—
ism. But here we should b= very C?Tpful, God is not entire-—
1y unknown and unknows®ls, since he has made a revelation of
Himself through His Lo~os. throush Whom He works, Clemsent

hag distinguished between God as He is, and God in his work-
in-se. Thus he belisves in the telsological argument (20),
and it is ig fact by thjg that he gets his conception :r

God =s the N dyowp S o But the attributes of
God in Himself cannot be known; man by s<=king could not
find out God, and in his day had founfi Him out only bscaiee
God had seen that the revelation in naturs was insufficisnt
and had given them a perfect one through thie person of the
Logos (21). So when commenting on the Prologue to the

Fourth Gospel, (22), in a fragmant whieh has been preserved
to us of ths Hypotyposes, he says that the appelation of

(17) Strom. V.1.7. This quotation is important in the re-
fersnce to this wirda of God to Moses, as he interprets them
in the same way as Philo. See note (16) of this chaypter,
(1«)) Stom Vel2. 79.

(19) Sl ¥ .10, 72,
(20) Strom Vile6 - TRSNTEVIKOY K& o@Ry Touy pdtwy.,
(21) Strom VIiI.2.8, (22) Trans. of Clem Ameu .g.p.
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r1ight" ag applied to God is only a metaphor, for we do not
know God znd therefore cannot dsfine Him., He is thus

’Avo A 5T0S , 1f all the words which we apuly to Him
are merely similies. "To arrive at the Magter o all is
truly a difficult task as the objsct of our pursuit evsr
fleee at our approasch (23)., And no wond=y, for He 1is& not
circumscribed in space (24), nor is He in fne form of any
crezture or of 1likse passions,; He is absolutely fres from
svery quality whiceh inheres to tie tihings of this world
(25)s He is ths ultimate cause of the universe, the farth—
est causse (26), and not only is He bevond the univnrse but
bsyond ths intﬁlllvloWB world (27). He is the point wi+hout
position, He is ewes-lsevernd Unity (YO‘i\‘\‘M pevdsS )(28). So
far Clemant is consistent, he has merely told us what God

is not, and Ls hee arrived =t this by a process of abstract-
ion Just as he tells us the true gnostic will reach a

Knov 1&8*9 of God tv freeing himself of evserything that

Dil vrtakes of this world, until he arrives at the most genersl
oFf idezs., Now while to us such an abstraction reans
absolutely nothing, for Clement it meant the sujpco-pnect

and highest reality, so that he could sqy tuﬂt"the sacrlflce

from the body"(Z?). Again "we advooice py ana1y31s to the
first notion CWf V VoyoWV ), beginning with the properties
underlying it,and taking away from the body ite physical
gqualitiss, SuCu Az depth and breadth, and lastly length, we
¥ill reach the point ( }L@VAj ) which has position, and
ir we tak that away, we have the conception of the unlt

( YOSTYdt  Movds )e If thsn abstracting =17 that
bslongs to bodiss and things called corporgal, we cast Oul=—
selves into the greatness of Christ 1§ ths ), and
then 2dvange into immensity Ly hollnecq We may reach the
notion ( M (E0 ) 9f the All miahtv knowing not what
He is but what He is not™(30). Low this notion of the
absolute transc-nd-rnces of God ig Platonic, in the senge that
this way of thinking can be traced back to Plato, it is =
direct rssult of Plato's coneeption of God as immutabla,
while th2 world is ever changing. But Clemsnt also usec
sevar:l Platonice phrases which chow thq+  he knew Pl=jo.at
fiyxst hand, lh s he says that God is 'TNE KLWVA To0 1Ves AA(

WV (31), which %@ s certain reminiscence of
the Platonic ona, Eﬂ{xﬁtwL WS Fias (32)!
He 1like Plato calls God the ynv&: but what is most

convineing of all that Plato here 1nf1uenced Clement, is in
his ves of the method of 2bstraction by which he ~3te ris
notion of God -~ it is by separatlng himself fron thse things
of sense ( TL dA(&1 untll he can contamplate the

concspts of reason’ ( 'Yi. Yoy L )e Both the method =nA
the words used to explain that method are a direet reminis-—

(23] Stromelle3e5, (24) S1PMVIIeNhe2E & 6470
(25) Stromellelebe (26) Strome¥Ilele2e

(27) StromeVIe9.78 & V,6.,38. (28) utrome.V,11.,723,
(29) atrom V.11.58, (30) StromeV.11,72,

(51) Puedagogus I.8.71, (32) Lspuoclic 509,
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caence of Plato's own words about the contemplation of the
Id=z of the Good in book six of the Republic, As Clement
remarlie, what he offers his hearers is aftsr all ths un-—
known God of whom Paul spoke (33),.

But in the otler vnasgsages we f£ind that Clemant
seemingly ignores the position just explained and sypeaks
of csrtain attributes of God, he gpeaks of God a2s having
rsason, as loving and pitying. Here he is influenced, not
by Plato or Philo, but by the New Testament, wheirs Le finds
that Goé is a God of moral qualities, Philo sor=what ine—
consistently d4id the same, vut what was inconsistent in
Philo, is not in Clement, whsn we ranorker that the Logos,
~8 we will explain latar, is 3 revelation of God. The Logos
cams to reveal the will #nd v orkings of God, and so Clement
belisves he knows cometlhing about this far-off God. But
when he attriputes ounlitiss 10 God. the Father, he belisves
that he knows them through the Logos, These two doctrinss
are not nececerrily 1tuslly exelusive, that God in Himself
is incomprehensible, but that He is known in His workingse.
Bv thig mesns Clement is able to retain faith in a God of
moral qualities, and to prsvent Him from becoming 2 mere
metaphvesical nonenity on his hands. Zut in the determination
of the moral qualities oOf God,Clzri-nt is, Aacain seen to be
a Platonist. God is without passgﬁ%s ( AWz bys ),
without indignation or pngsr, ( pos ),ané freae
Prom desires ( AV 0V pMyT(Kos )(34).
He is not in human Torn (35), but entirely free from human
pas=1i2::, He is absolutely without want ( JUIVIZMS )
(356), for he is vwerfectly simpnle, while all thinds of sense
are compound, and so sach ons ns=2ds sometling =lse bhv the
heln of vwhich to subsist, But God, being simple and com-
prising everything, ne=ds nothing else, * .1 i=a wmerfectly
sglf-sufficisant (37). By this method of abstraction he has
reached the notion of a God, who ig,in 211 psspects differ-
ent from man, execept in reason XO S 6y 'S ), which both
He and man possBss, lle nuver sAems 10 forget that God is a
parsonality as muer as man is, in the sense that He thinks
before ls acte, 217 therefore can care for his Creation,
which, if it means anything 4t all, means that God is
r~tiongale Thus evan when he is defining God in the teinms
of a philosophy, and has called him the One or tre Point,
ha ’nme@iiﬂgsy sneaks of throwine oneeelf into the grsesatness
( %i piU S ) of Christ (38). He navar Torpets that
God is a rational being as the Logos reveals Him, but he
then tries to free the psersonality of God from evsrvthing
that might pertain to this world. As he so definitely tells

133) StromeV.12.2%, (34) StromelVe23.151, Thasa are
(35) Strom VIIe7.3%7. Platonic wordse.

(36) Stror I1.12.87, (37) Strom VIIe6430. & VII.3.15,
(28) strom V.11.73. This word MPO-YolX  implies ranron =VoOs
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us, he reachsd this idea of God by trying to think of a
mind that was free from time and space, and all the qualit-
ies whieclh time and spsce, bring with them (38). He is pure
being ( AKH{LT®S AKX  )39). God is a self-con-
scious ~nd gelf-detamined being, who is free from evserything
of this world of sense. Such a definition pleases Clsmant
because it does not idsntify God with his ereation (40),
not, yet does it make Him into a mere human being, as the
povular mythology did (41), and such a definition he finds
in the popularized Platonism of hie day. He has nhow carsfully
separatad God from sverything that seems to connect Him with
the world, and has connected Him with man only by the powsr
of reasoning (42), which brings with it moral qualities, he
has onee for all sspargted God from mattsr. NOw he is forced
to allegorize away much of the 01d Testament, saying that it
spake in a way unworthy of God. But, 1like a Platonist, he
is determined to hold to the notion of the goodnass oOr lovs
of Gol, and =0 he axplains love as a3 relation of affection
which does not show desire or want on the part of the one
who lovss, but is indspendant of time and s=ace (43), God's
nature, in so far as we know it, can thus be explained as
thst of bensvolence and love. Now this 1s not so0 peculiarly
a4 Christian conception »s it first seems,;, Plato was the first
to enunciats it. Plato says that 1t was bescause of His good-
negs that God created +he worldé44); for the same reason
Plato separatses God from everything that is evil, and only
212ows him to be tha Crestor of the good;, for this 1rsason hLe
wishes to remanufacture mythology, becauss the o1d did not
always wicture Him as thse cause of the gyod alon§. Clsment
also mepeats the words of Plato (45), $90¢ AVLITOS , as
meaning that God is not tha cause of evil, sv that even if
Clemsnt here reproducss a Christian thourht, when he spesks
of God's goodness, he is still greatly influsncsd by Plato,
as the worde wrich he uses to express that thought clearly
show. *“Again, following the exampls of Plato and in dirsct
ovn2sition to Jewish thought, Clement dseclares that God never
takes vengence (46). Thus he believes , sinces the world is
pasrfect, that there is no evil but moral sevil and its results
in the world,and that misfortunes, if they Ao befall man,
coms 28 violent persuasions when gsntler ones have failed,
He will not believe that God can e angry or take vengeancs,
that would be doing himsslf harm. "God punishes with the
purpose of benefitt ing bHoth publiclyv and as individusls thosse
who ars bsing punished"., Clement is so persistent in this
_belief thnt h= says that God never willed that Chrisgt nust
die wut nerely permittedﬂh “This was the only way to safe-

T38) StTromeVell,72. <She<wend ;
(29) Protrept 4.56. (40) Protrept 6.67.

(41) Strom VI.17.149. (42) StromeVie9.72. —
(43) Strom VIeQ.73. .
(44) Timaeus 29 E. (45) Republic 617 De %

(46) Strom.VII.16,102. StromeV.1.2.137.



guard the Providsnce and Goodnsess of God (47). This is the
Platonic notion of vunishment - God is good and he cannot be
anything else than kind-. Again manvy of his contemporaries
thought 0f the osec=termesemedsmt God of their philosophy as
an object of wcerslkin. Cleanthes is his day had done =so,
when he spoke of repaying God in honour and chanting His
dszds contirvovelv, 2s is most fit for mortal men, who havse
no greater privelege than duly at all times to hymn the
Univers~’ Law, We find much the same in Epictetus when e
speaks of following the will of God or the law of God, =snd
of the impossibility of escaping from the God within,; and
when he says that he true attitude of nmen tow:rd God is one
of gratitude. %8t This notion of worshipving God by doing
His will was only in its infancy =~1.2n2 the Gresks, and ean
not have deevly influsnced Cl=msnt., But he might have held
all thesa doctrines abo.t Cal'ae transceendence ané goodness
before he became 2 Christian,

But the God of Cl-=rient is not mereslv the CGod of
the Platonists; there are attributes which he ascribes to
Fod, besidss that of ‘goodness common to both Christianity
and Platonisu, which are peculiarly Christian. Thus he can
hardly have brougnt with him into Christianity the notion
that God is not bound by natural la- to pe good, but *that
He is so because M2 has willed it (48)., This sseums to
point to the definitelv "hristian idea of God as a person-
ality, witn p=rhaps a covert attack on the Stoic determin-
ism. Plato, whom Clement so much aliires, never hints at
such a conception; his Idea of tihe Good, identifi=sil anwng
later thinkers with Godi, merely lights up the universe and
man by the light which He must emit (49), (lement, in the
passage ust cuoted, se-1t to give 13 a ceriticisn of Plato
when hs savs that "God is not good without willing it, Just
as fire which warm=s, but the si7t of his bounties is tne
resvlt of 1 act of will", This notion that the gZoodness
of God is an effort of Tie ill 1s peculigrly christian;
in this respect the Platonic notion of God nhas bHesn con-
eiderably chanz=1 towards the notion of a God with a per-
sonalitv. Another distinct change nust nave come over his
notion of God by tine adiition of the Christian visw that
fod wishes to save men and make thepl perfect as He is per-
fect - that the alm of Zod's providential care is saen not
merely the ordering of the universe but especially in His
plans to save the human race, WwWith this notion 1s closely
connected the idea of God as an education, "ho has given
definite help to man. Plato never thinks of God as giving
man any help; his God is a Qun hich shines by natural re-
fulgence,but 1t never comes near to man; 1f man wishes to
contemplate the Ides of the Goodl, he must mount to the top
of the vault of heaven. Clement 1is convinced that GoA1

(47 ) Strom.IV.1°2.8A. (48) Strom.VI,19,104,, VII.7.42,
(49) Republic VI & VII. The allegory of the cave whnere
tne Idea of the Good 1is compared to the Sun.



wishes to save nen: to find this feeling one has onlv 1o
read the last chavnter of the Protrepticus, in which Cleiment
with great skill and nower exhorts the pagans to apandon
their old errors and listen t0 the teachings of Christ.
Anothsr great addition to Clement's tneology at the time
of his conversion was th=2 notion that all work if done
viliingly and because of love, was worshin. Now hes under-
stood the saying of Chnrist tnat God was a gnirit and that
he was to be worshiopwvsd in spirit and in truth. Clenent's
doctrine of 7od is an attempt to tnink out the content of
the Christian view of God, under the influence of Platon-
ism.

This Dualism, which senarstes God so entirely
from tre world, was the result of following Plato and Philo
in an attempt to purifv God of everything viich pertains to
space =n’” time; but such a doctrine was a comuon one arionsg
educated men in Clement's tine, and we might call it a

natural develov:ient under the force of existing circunstances

Thus a consistent belief in monotheiwsm in polvtheistic
surroundings would certainly tend towards the rejection of
the anthropomorphism, in whizh polvitheism nad clothed it-
self'. Again the problem of evil troubled the men of tnis
age and especially the missionary preachers of both nagan-
ism and Christianity; and the Cnristian looked on "this
mworld" (i.e. Roman Empire) as ziven over to the gpirit of
evil, from the evil of which both tney and the pagan
teachers urged men to flee. But if this world was so evil,
b4 d had to bp separated from it, andl so the words of Plato -
Avdines - became a sort of a catch-word of the
age as regards the procovlem of evil., Hence the educated men
of the time readily accepted the Platonic doctrins of God
as =olving their dif iculties. The only school which defin-
itely opposed thls transcendentalism was tne Stoic, whicn
substituted for it panth=ism. It transported God into the
midst of the world as its sotl; then the world and its GoAd
wers in intimate contact. That was a solution of one part
of the problem but when takan for all tne truth it destroyed
the idea of God. Nature was not identified with the vill
of Godybut God identiried with the workings of Nature;
Nature was not deified,but God naturalizedi. This only made
the question of evil more difficult to explainyand so it
was rejected by all who had not accepted Stoicism on other
grounds. Plutarch tells us now this doctrine apnealed to
2 19an who was an ardent student of Plato (50),when he savs
that Chryvsipnus 1is forced to believe that God is the cause
of all thes bloodshed and crueltv of wars. This was the ef
effect of identifying CGod =rith nature, and of coursas men
fled to the opposite extreme and would have nothing to do
with the Stoic theology. This 18 the view of Clenent, that
*he ¢Stoicen Aisgrace Tod by identifying Him with the vilest
of matter (51).

(50) Plutarch De Renugn. Stoic.
(51) Pretrept. 5.68.

50 .



Now this belief that 7od in Finmself has nothing -
to do with the worli has conlitioned the christologv, not
only ot Clem=snt but of all ths Christian Fathers; and the
nature of Christ and his relation bvoth to God and the vorld
must be explained on these dualistic principies. Much of
future theology is an attempt to Justiry from these promises
the belief in th= divinity of a Christ who is a Mediator
betwesn God anil Godless man. Viewed froa this standpoint,
most of CHristian dogma goes back to Plato's dualism on the
intellectual side, being an attempt to think out on
Platonic princinles all that was involved for man and the
world in the 1life of Christ.
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Chapter 4. THE LOGOS.

This necessity of uniting God with the world, and
esoevla11v with the soul of man,must have been the import-
ant thing among the early religious dAifficulties of Clement,
and 1t was Jjust because that he felt taat Christ had come
to £ill that gap that he so enthusiastically embraced
Christianity. The doctrine of the Logos is the most im-
portant element in Clerisnt's theology, but it was necessarv
to study his doctrine of God first, as that conditioned his
Christologv. Now his concern was not in the Christ as a
man who bore all human trials and necessities and vet lived
the perfect 1life; nis interest was in Christ, the spirit
vho came to reveal to0 len tne unsesn God and to teach men
to e 1like him. He is interested in Cnrist, ths Logos,

For his doctrine of the Logos he depends directly
on the Fourth Gos»nel, but as internreted in the Light of
Pnhilo's writings. Thus we need not discuss what the writer
of the Tourth Gospel reant in his prologue,and whether he
meant the same as Clement., All that we need to remeiber
is that Clement believes he finds his ocwn views there. What
is important for us is to find out the influence of Philo
on Clemsnt,as Philo was certainlv influenced by GCreek 1deas,

Philo had separated God's Being entirelyv from the
wecrld.but he had also felt that God's power was ever at
WOork % ere. This power of Cod had heen called "wisdom"
(dgo IA ) by the Jews, and Philo takes up their viawvs
and expands them; he is & direct (descendant of the writer
of the book of Wisdom., dJenovah nimself is outside the world,
but his power is working in 1it, to effect creation and to
Keep the world-procecss running., Then this wisdom of God had
been personified by the sages, and Philo tries to give a
philosophic explanation of this notion. He is far on the
way towards making this revelation of God into a person,
Tor he calls 1t ths countenancJ ( &&VNGV ¢ ) of God,
the shadow ( nﬂd;‘ or the N Wo (Pofucos -
an outward manifestation of the hldaa powars of the unsesn
God, But bv the terms already emploved, e ges tnat Pnilo
nas caught up a Stolc phrase to explain a Jewish belief, and
that the "wisdom" of the 01d Testament is now identified
with the Stoic Logos (a vorld-princinle of law and orier),
vhich 1is immanent in the universe. i3xt, not to Tall into
nantheismn, he combines the Plstonic doctrine of tne trans-
candsnt Ideas with the Togos, 80 that he can now speak of
it as Livaanent 1in,and transcending senasible things. Thes
three elements =ou to the making up of Philo's Lo_os, bhut +1ﬁ
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Jewish one was in his mind first, andi the others were
called in to explain it. The Logos 1is also spiken of in
the plural, when he is thinking of thes dAifferent mani-
festations of CGod in nature,or of the Adiffersnt "idens"

in "the world of thought," which tnus became not nere
vatterns,but forces working in the world., Again the ldeas
are spoken of as thought« in th= mind of God, and in this
vay they are brousht togetner to make up the contant of the
personifisd Logos. But vnen tne ideas are now thought of
as one world-princinle, Philo still.calls it an idea; and
aince he has identified these ideas or thougnts in the

nind of God vith the angels of Jewish mvthologyvy, the Logos
is an angel, the first-born of archangels. In this way
Philo is vorking towards a personification of the Logos, as
we would today call it, though Pnilo never used tne word
"persona", which is a technical one of Roman law, Now this
Logos has two Auties, that of creatiag the world,anda of
posing as an ideal for man. Philo has interpret=d Genesis
I. 26 as meaning that God first ereated a "spiritual nan®
(the generic concept of man) in his ovn image,and this
spiritual man he elsevhere identifies with the Logos (1);
while Genesis II.7. he refers to the actual breathing man
called Adam, who was earthy, but made in the form of the
gpiritual man. This interpretation of Genesis, by which

he 2zeta two men, is an important one, and one which later
writers make much of. Now if the Logos is born, or an
emanation, from Jehovah, of course it is subordinated to
Him, or 1is a shadow of tne divine light; the Logos is not a
nerfect and full representation of all the divine powera,
This is importznt as Clement reproduces it later. Philio

is not especially interested in the Logos as an intermediary
to unite mankinl to God; the lesser angels do thaet on
occasions, an!l vwhen necessary. The Jduty orf the Logos is

to create the world, to keep it going,ani to serve as an
intellectual ideal for man. Now Philo has in his theory
bridged the gap which Plato left between the two worlds of
reason and of sense; the only question one fesle 1like asking
is vhether any real bridge could span such a chasm without
breaking of its ovn weight. We have thus seen Philo take
hold of the doctrine of "wisdom", and by means of philos-
opnical concepts and a mythological b=lief, manipulate that
doctrine until he gave it a personalitv. The Lozos as a
person is thus for Pnilo the result of a long process and
hard toil, and we are not sure after all irT he meant us to
take it as an actual personage, as we think of a person,or not,

Under the influsnce of the Fourth Gospel,flensnt
rtarte out by positing the personality o the Logos; the
sniritual lL.ogos took on flesh and became the Cnrist, who
wylked the hills of Jurdea. By this use of the nnilosopnic
doctrine of ths Lo:sos Clerient was able to evplain to his own

(1) pe Confus. Ling. ch.l4.



satisfaction the work of Christ, and how Christ was divine,
The Logos, who had already existed with the Father-God,
took on human flesh and came as an incarnate man to teach
men, since they nad not been able, from the imperfect re-—
valations of Himself in the world, to find out his teach-—
ings and follow them. (2). Thus Clement has at once ex-—
plained the fact that Christ cslled Himself the Son of God,
has pridged the awful gulf, the abysmal depths of which he
had himself felt so keenly, between man and his Creator; and
also enabled himself to think of creation and the world-
process as in soms sense the work of God. But we also see
that he has brought together ideas from two different :
sources, ne has adopted Philo's view of the Logos, and has
combined with it Christ's own statement that God was His
Father. Now either of these, if taken literally, excludes
the other, the Logos doctrine makes Christ only a partial
manifestation of God; the other makes Mim literally a Son
of the same nature, who was conceived by the Holy pirit.
But Clement makes a great attempt to reconcile them, and
his attempt is interesting because future theologians in-
sist with the utmost 1literalness on the statement that Christ
is the Son of God, and therefore a perfect manifestation of

tre Godhead (3).

(2) strom. VII.2.8.

(%) Paul of Samosata is interesting because hs s38es the
difficulty; he feels that Christ cannot have been the world-
process, Which became a person, and so he rejects the
literalist's interpretation of both these phrases, and holds
the purs humanity of Christ "who was not befors Mary,but
received from her the origin of His being". His pre-exist-
ence was simply in the divine fore-knowledge,and his in-
carnation of the wisdom or will of God was the game in kind
as the incarnation of any idea in a great leader; the in-
dwelling was not that of a person but of a qualitv. Now

it is Jjust possivble that the writer of the Fourth Gospel
meant no more than this, as he does not seem to have
thought of Christ as a world—principle. This would nec-—
essitate trans lating $1 AV-Tov by "on account of
Him", 1.e. on account of this idea in God's mind to give

a perfect and a divine man to the world. The writer would
then have adopted this idea to explain the divine power,
which 211 his disciples felt He had had;, and as he had to
express it in Greek he took the Greek —ord Logos for the
Hebrew HMemra, perhaps with a direct allusion by way of
contrast to Philo, whose Logos as a world-powsry he cannrot
have und=rstond. This is only a suggestion.

See the Dict. of Chr. Biog. v.4. p.250, on Paul of Samosata.,
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The Logos both as a divine Taculty ( SvVoUus )
and also as a separate being ( FTAY]S ), existed
from the beginning. The Logos is on the one hand the image
Oor revelation of the divine powers, and as such is thought
of as the wisdom or willi of God, working in the world as a
principle of being,and aiming at its ultimate perfection;
but on the other hand He has ever been a conscious per-
sonality, and as such when Hes found that the world was not
being taught by the revelation of Himself in natural pro-
cesses, took on human form, that He might teach men the true
way of living,and give them an example of it in His own
person. As such the Logos is both man and God — He was man
in vody, and God in soul. This is the most difficult part
of Clenent's theology to understand; how Christ can bs both
a world-principle,wrich is conceived of as the power of
God, and at the same time a human personality, as it were
catching up into Himself all the details of that infinite
process, This difficultv is probablv due to the fact that
Greek philosophy had not yet thought out the question of
self-cohsciousness and personality. It is true that
Aristotle's God contemplates Himself,but that is only because
Aristotle thinks it would be beneath God's dignity for Him
t0 contemplate anvthing q}se. Inietetus is working towards
the notion of self-conscllusness when he speaks of ths ~
faculty of the mind. which "accompanies ideas" (W&pmweit
s @-&'\‘J\D’l’&ls ). But none of thes= philosophers had the
exact notions of modern psychology concerning nersonality.
What Clement does insist on with refernce both to God and
man,is the “reedom of the will,and tnat is an important
step towards a definite notion of personality. The Greek
love f'or the personification of natural objects and pro-
cesses tended to keep their notion of personality vagu-~,
Now this all seems 10 be reflected in Clemnent's conception
of Christ as the Logos; he never seems t0o feel that his
notion of Him as a world power is incompatible with *that of
human or even semi-human personality.

, Now let us determine vhat Clement .conceived to he
the relation between the Logos and God. The Logos is the
consciousness of God and also a distinct person. This means
that Cl~ment has distinguished "betwe=sn the thought and the
thinker; betwesn mind and its unknown foundation" (4), or,
to use a metaphor from human personalitv, between the mind
and the brain. He has definitely taken the step of separ-
2ting God from His Logos,and made the latter immianent in the
world, so that he can say that God in Himself is not the
object of demonstratton, but the Logos is (5). This doct-
rine seems tc be the result of combining the Fourth Gospel
with Philo. There seems to be no influence of Aristotle,

(4) Bigg - Ghristian Platonists p.64,
(8) Strom IV.25.,156,.



as Bigg thinks (8), in this separation of God from the
power that rules the world; Clement criticises Aristotle
too severly (7). He has merely thought out to their
logieal conclusions the premises with which he started.
He now has two hypostases, But if the Logos is a definite
personality, can Clement exnress the relation hetween Hin
and the Logos in such a way as to escape Ditheism ? He
believes he can,and he seems t0 have argued in this manner.
Fe has explained the New Testamant notion of Christ as the
"on of God" by Philo's notion of the Logos g8 the result-
ant of a definite of forthgoing of the powers of God; the
birth 1is really a self-evolution of God. But the act of
birth is not, as in Origen, a perpetual prcocess,but a de—
finite act which took »nlace beTors time began, as time has
to do with the things of the world. Thus the Logos i=s both
a created thing, and not; with reference tc God He 1is a
created thing,but with reference to the world 'le is sver-
lastingsyas having existed from hefore time and as being
the instrument of God in crestion. By this reconstruction
of his thought we can account fur Photius' statenent that
Clenent made the Logos into a created thlng, (8) and such
phrases from Clement's own works as these: that Christ is
the new creation which for a long time was not known (9),
and that He was the first created Wisdom ( dﬁﬂ?|
(10). But this cuestion of the way in which the Logos came
into being did not interest Clement much, and he must have
turned over in his grave at the emphasis which future
theologians placed on this question. Now, a8 Hatch remarks
(11) in speaking of Philo, this metaphor of the generation
of the Logzos, whether as a single act or a continucus pro-
cess, belongs to a dualistic conception of the universe,
which, as we have already reminded ourselves,would explain
much of Clement's theology. By this way of thinking ¢lement
has subordinated the Logos to God; he calls Him the instrumn—
ent of God in creation (12), the first begotten Son, and
other names which imply subordination (13). The Logos gives
us a true representation of, but he Aoes not reveal all,
the glory of the Father. Clemsnt is very candid about this,
and he never thinks it necessary to define His relation to
God more explicitlv. He worships the Logos as a revelation
of something else. This 1is the result of the interpretation
Christ, the con of God, by the philosophic notion of the

Logos.

(6) Bigg - Christian Platoni=ts, p.84. n.93.

(7) Protrept. 5.

(8) Photius - Quoted in Bigg! Chr. Plat. p.

(9) quis pives Salv. 12.

(10)Strom.V.14,90.

(11 )Hatch Hibbert Uect- for 1888 1.°49.

(12 )Protr.1.8. and Strom. VII.Z.

(13 )Rufinus saw the same when he sald:"interdum invenwinus
alicua in 1libris eius capitula in ocuilbgs filium Tei creaturam
dicitr. nquoted by CGieseler.
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Next 1let us study the Logos as Creator of the
world. Here the important question is whether Clemsnt
accepted the notion of two principles, matter and God or
whether he believed in Creation ex nihilo.. We may at
least be certain of this much,that this question gavs him much
troublse,and he even sesms to suspend nis judgment purpcsely
in his earlisr works, wiich we alone possecs, for fear of
giving offence. Thus he feels the ﬁlfPlculty of supposing
two vurinciples,when he ceritises Aristotle (14), but here
he sesemes t0 be objecting to matter as an intractainle mat-
8rial subgstrate, From Clément's usual silsence and from
this criticism of Aristotle, Canon Bigg (15) with a seeming
desire t0 read m"orthodox" viewq into the Aifficult pacsages
of Cleméent, confidently says he did not admit the "starnity"
of matter; but Canon Bigg has forgotten twe facts, that by
his interpretation the manifest dualism o7 Clem-=nt falls to
the ground, since if God mad= matter there woculd be no nsed
of separating Him from it, as He, being Omni-otent would
not have mads zanythins from which He would nesd to be se-
paratad‘ and d]qa the oxprecs statsment made to the con-
trary ;y Photius (16),who had mors of Clemsent's works thun
ve,an? vho gaid that he found this doctrine in one of the
latest works, the Hypotyposes, which statement we lLave 20
raason to doubt. Now if Clement's svstem was csnsistent
at all, and that was certainly his aj he ny hnva he—
lieved in the eternity of a matter ( chs }u( ) of soms

sort, though we may feel certain thai nﬁ nevar' looked on
that matter as intractable in the hands of the Logos, or
inherently evil, sincs the univsrse ias perfect. He navsar
traced moral evil bhack to an imperfect universe. Ths
story Oof his earlier life, durins which he givees us t0 undsar-
stand that he studusd Plato, enables us to conjecture that
he brought with il into ”hrj°+1anitv the Platonie notion
of fomless matter which only existed polentially (TS pj

o ), but wiich was set over srminst God.as indestruct—
ivle, and that e thought of the Logos as the demiurge who
"arranged’ (17) this invisirle and "formless" (18) mass
into an ordsred and perfect universe. Thus he acespts the
Platonic notion, 2s explainsd in the Timasus (19), that
tinme hag a mpanim only with references to the univprse, an‘l
80 ths ON| must be AMolOS o1 XPoV 0S8 (20). Again Clement
speaks of tne creation of the wor A of Ideas ,mhich served
as model for the Logos in his creation of the naterial
world (21) - another Platonic touch. Now with tiis visw of two

(14) Strom V.14.90.

(1) mizg. Christian Platcnists p.76.

(18) Pnotius. See Bunsen's Analects I,

(17) ctrom VII.2.5. Ciement seldom uses of Greation.
(18) Gen=s<is 1.2, as Clemsnt read it in the LXX.

(1°) Timaeus 27 10,

(20) Strom VT.lh.14°,

(°21) Strom V.6-39,



principles in creation,one active and the other passive,
it is possible to hold that there were other worlds befors
ours, vhich is what his pupil Origen afterwards taught. AS
Bigg saysa: "Crestion, as the word is commonly considered,
was in Origen's view not the beginning but an intermediate
step in human historv. Aeons rolled away before this world
was made; aeons upon aeons, days, wWeeks, monitnhs and vears,
sabbatical years, Jubilee years of asons will run their
course before the end is attained. The one fixesd point in
this gigantic drama is ths snd" (22). If we attribute
such views to Origen's teacher, the statement of Photius
becomes quite intellegible that Clement "thinks of matter
as timeless and talks strangelvy of worlds before Adam"(23).
Agnin,when speaking of Greek plagiarisms from the 0ld
Testampnt he savs they got their idea of two principles
from Gene31s I.2, where it certainly is to be found in

the LXX version (24). This interpretation is quite con-
sistent with the rest of Clenent's philosophy, and it ex-
plains why Clement is so0 careful to refutp ‘#0101 3, as

it mixed up God with an alien princinle; and polvtheisnm
which Worshippod not God but the mere matter vhich he hal
fashioned - His gv . Again it explains what he
means when he says that Godl has no natural relation to us,
since we have a body; otherwise there would be parts of
God and We would sin in parts (25). It also expnlains why
he is so careful to separate the immortal soul from ths
mortal, vhich only serves to unite it with the body, and

is thus the seat of the passions (26). Creation as such
is a mere illusion, and what the Logos did was to act as
an architect. But this formless matter Clement never
thought of,as did some of the Gnostics, as a princinle

of evil; to him the universe is perfect, and he does not
trace moral evil to an imperfection in mat*er. As
Presgenséd admirablv puts it ;3 "To Clement evil is not a
necessary consequsnce of creation; it is not an essential
and primordial think 1like matter, it is only an accident,
the result of the sestrangement of the will" (27).

Another important trace of Greek influence in
Clement is the purpose he ascribes to cod in Creation.
In the 014 and New Testament we are never told of any
purposes in Creation,but are at once introduced to the
description of what actually took place; which is all the
more startling as the Bible has no place for Chance., The
vriters 4o not try to fathom the purposesof God, though
they often state or imply that all things were made for
the sake of man. The purpose of salvation is rentioned

(227 Bigg, Christian Platonists p.193. Quoted also by Harnak,

(23) Photius in Bunsen's "aAnalecta Ante-Nicaena" vol.I.
n.164,8,

(24) Strom. V.14.91,

(25) Protrept.5.54.

(26) see note (46fof this chapter.

(27) Pressence, Heresies and Christian noctr.n.267,



but not that of creation; concernins which we are merely
told that when it was over it pleased God. Tlow Clenent
does say that God created the world becsuse of his good-
ness (28),and this is a certain reminiscence of Platc (29).
How these fev fragments which we possess of Clemnent's cos-
mological theory definitely point 1o the fact that he knew
both Plato's Timaeus and Philo's De Opificio Mundi at first
hand; but he differs from Philo in that ne does not con-
gider matter as intractable material substrate. Except

for this one differsnce, Nlement's cosmologyv is the most
legitimate offspring vcssiple of Greek Science But by
this we 4o not mean to assert that Clement was a Greek
philosopher instead of a Christian theologian; in place of
the Jewish mythology which so many of his contemporaries
were bringing into Christisnity, vhen they put the 014
Testament on an equality with the teachings of Jesus,
Clen=snt adapted Greek Scisence to fill out what was lacking
in the teachin: o7 Christ.

But the Logos zoverns the world which He had
created; He sustains the world process and keeps the world
itoving. After he had tuned tre discord of th=s atoms into
harmonious order, He set bounds to the ocean and orevanted
it from encroachlnv on the land (30). Here he identifies
his Logos it the Stoic sn&-rllcos {]/05 in fact,1if
not in words, and says that stretches from the c=ntre
t0 the circumference, from the outermost varts to the
centre and tunes the whole. The Logos is the vorld-prccess
and also a person which works for good, and so is a moral
governor of the universe. This*is the most important *“&JQ&
function of the Logos in Clement, except that of teaching
man; He does the will ( éé@k M& ) of the Fathar by
governing the course of thihg and 1s the power by which
Providence is administered. This question of a Moral
Governor was a very important one at the time. Christian-
ity had accepted the Jewish Scriptures as ecual vith their
cown vritings and traditions, and this fact led arcion in*o
Titheism, when he found that the God of the 01ld Testament
nad order=sd cruel and irmoral things; and in this way the
very notion of a Providence had been impugned. Again
certain Christians had thougnt of the Roman Impire as the
very incarnation of evil powsrs and its Imperor as anti-
Christ ~ it was indsed the kingdon of this world which ained
at the suppression of the Church of Christ. Tn this way
they accounted for the moral dezredation which they found
s0 prevalent in the great cities; it could all be traced
back to a pversonal powver of evil, which had set up tne
Roman Empire as nis Kingdom on Tarth. To exnlain the prob-

(28) Strom V.11.76 where he quotes and apnroves of Plato,
(29) Timaeus 29E.
(30) Protrept. 1.5



lem of moral evil these.men had adovted the notion, whicn
ve find gppearing in Jewish thought after ths IETxile and
thence making its way into Christianity, of two contending
powsrs; and then when Roman society oppos=d them, they
identified it with the Kingdom of this Evil power. This
was an explicit denial of the universality of Providence;
God is the author of the food only and ®vil is Aue to othar
oauses.?Thisiview¥¢Qﬁkﬂmnuiisfirst philosonhic expression
in the Timaeus of Plato, was transmitted, through some of
the Platonic schocls, to the later syncretist writers vho
incorporated Platonic slements, Tn this Platonic form it
assumed the existence of inferior agents who ultinmatelv
owed their existence to God, but wnose existerics as wuthors
of evil He pvermitted om overlooked" (31). This was trne -
ansver of Plutarch and many of the Christian Gnostics.

Thus Marcion, the Judasizing and the Platonizing, Christians
had all virtually denied the universality of Providence,
Another answer was the Stoic, which in practice amounted 1o
th2 epigran (32) thatﬁ@he world is perfect and everything
in it a necessary evil,~hich must therefore bas endured;
thougn thev strenuously d=nied the existence of anv other
evil than moral. God's Providence relates to the Universe
as a whole,sc that inconveniences,or seeming evils in the
parts, are really for the universal good. Thus Epictetus
~can velieve that nis lame 1leg is for the good of the
universe, else it would not h:ve been so (33). The Stoics
were also in most cases determinists, who held the doctrine
0T Free 7ill only in the sense that a man may be happy in
any condition if he wills it, and not in the senss that he
could interfere with external circumstances and so make his
conditions better. "The only real liberty and Muman dignityvy
was to be found in renunciation" (34). This wis pessinism
and quietism, and could hardly have appealed 0 many except
those in the greatest adversity. The Stoic insisted on
Providence as regards the whole, but failed to give an answer
that coincided with obvious experience or satisfied man-
kind, about tne providsential care of the parts; they neg-
lected the notion of the worth of the individual man.

Now Clement has all these answers in his mind
when he explains his views on the question of Providence,
Personally he has the utmost faith that God (or the TLogos,
for 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,

and his own conviction is so firm that he is disgustéd with
any one who feels doubts or questions it, and savs they
deserve to be punisned (35). He savs Providence is manif-
est from the sight of all its skilful and wise works, thus
accepting the teleological argument, of which the Stoicshad
made such use before him (36); and insists that the Logos

Hatch p.217.

A.C., Bradley, quoted in Davidson's " Stoic Creedr.
Ipictetus. DNissert 1.12.323.

nills "Roman Society from Nero to H.Aurelius'.p.310.
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cares both for the individual and the community, "for

being the power of the Father (i.e. allpoweriul) He pre-—
valls over whoumsoever He will, not 1le vlng even the small-
est part of his government ( $r1ot ) uncared-
for"(37). The Stoics had insisted on the care of God for
man a< a member of the community, but Clement has fully
grapped tne fundamental idea of Christianity, that God cares
for the individual man as such and will save such as are
weak and erring. But as a Platonist and a Christian, Clenent
qualifies this doctrine of a universal Providence by the
opposite doctrine of man's Free Will, so that God's Provid-
ence never becomes Determinism with him. He states the
antimony, without trying to reconcile 1t by philosophic
arguments, and he certainly does not nelieve that "in moral
things 1liberty is a direct imperfection, a state of weakness,
and suppossgweaknass of reason and weakness of love",(38)
since he attributes Free Will to God. He insists on both
facts that God saves man,and that man saves hinself (39);
He is the Saviour of all who come to Him (40). Determinism
in any sense, either of natural law, or of a power outside
the individual which works for evil, seems to him to im-
pugn the divine goodness and the divine right to punish the
individual who has sinned (41). To save man's moral nature
and the goodness of ¢od, he is led to a strict ilonism in
Ethics, according to which man makes his own destiny by his
own choice., There is no such theory as this in the New
Testament, where it is tacitly assumed that man is moral,
but no explanation of this fact is given; and Cl-oaent gets
this notion ultimately from Plato's Republic (+the myth of
Book X), by transferring what Plato says of a pre-existent
gtate to this present 1life. The closs relation between thne
two is also shown by the fact that Clesment uses in this
very connection, of man maki] ng hls own choice by an act of
will, the words of Plato, 30s JVJVWBS . The race 4did

(37) Strom. VII.2.6 and 9,

(38) Bigg’s Cnristian Platonists ».80, note. This note of
Bigg, in which he quotes the above words of Jeremy Taylor,
as if to prove that Clement's view was incorrect, was
certainly due to a prejudice of his own, for he has not
grasped the notion of Clensnt that Free-Will is a special
privelege and boon to man, in vir<ue of which he alone of
all creation is moral. He has done Clement a great rong
by not putting himself in Clemsntis poqition before he
criticised him.

(39) See next chapter,
(40) Strom VII.2.7.

(41) Strom VI.12.98.



not once for all, in its representative Adam, make its
eterngl destiny, but each has tc choose for himseli whether
hs will do good or bad. There is no inherent, or inherited,
inclination to evil, for moral responsibility presupnoses

an squal tendency to move towards =sither the good or the

bad (42). Again, moral evil is the onlv evil in the world,
and all seeming evils such as pain are here to test man and
to nhelp to come out strong by conguering them, (Clement thus
compares life in this world of sense t0 a gvmnastic contest,
at which God looks on (43), presenting an almost exact
1likeness to the interpretation which Epictetus had put on
the Labours of Herculss (44). Thus all the evil and moral
degredation in the world is traced back to individusl acts
of sin; but God overrules these acts of sin to good, so

that only the sinners themselves are made worse by their
sinning. The one. important example igs that of the theft

of philosophy by bad angelssconcerning which Clement savs
that even if it were a true account of the origin of philos-
ophy, still God overrulisd it for good. He undoubtedly
means to applyv the same notion to all hunan actions, as

this passage shows: he is answering the argum~nt of the
peonle who believe in a Devil, and he savs that even so

"all things are overruled from above to good, in order that
the manifold wisdom ( coqm& ) of God might_become known
in accordance with the fors—knowledge ( WPeYY®dS ) of
the ages, which he made through (Instrumental IV ) christ.
And nothing is opposed t0 or in any way hinders God who is
Lord and Ruler. But even the plans of those who have re-
volted, and their powers also, having reference onlyv t0 a
part, arise from a bad disposition just as ths diseases of
the body also arise, but are guided by the iIniversal Prov-
idence to a healthy end, even if the cause be bad., In truth
it is the greatest {(proof) of a divine Prowidence that it
doee not allow the svil which has arisen from a defection
of the will to remain useless and unprofitable, much less
to become harmful with r=spect to all the rest. Tor it is
the work of the divine wisdom and virtue and power (for it
is, if I mav use the expression, the nature of God to do
good, just as it is the nature of fire to warm and of l1light
to.illuminate) but this also is especislly his work to bring
to some good and useful end what has been vlanned with an
evil intent with reference to certain things ( TIVwv i.e.
with reference to a part of the whole)yand to make a good
use of seeming evils and the testimony which results from
temptation (45). Now such an elaborate theorv of Providence

(427 Strom.V1.11.95 "ifan is by nature adspted to virtue; not
so as to be possessed of it by birth, but so as to be adapt-
ed for acaquiring it."

(43) strom. ViI.3.20. (44) Epictstus Dissert.l.A.Z3.
(45) Strom. I.17.85.86. The wrong,accent on such a comuon
word as Hw NewsUM. =TIV Wy —  as printed by Klotz -
shows hias carelessnass.



is not found in the New Testament,where it is merelv
stated that "Your Heavenlv Father feedéth them". In all
probapility Clement had received this Aoctrine,before he
became a Christian,froil somne Stoic teacher who said that
1t took all sorts of things to make up a universe, and that
if a man did sin, he could do his fellows no wrong v
bringing material disadvantage on them, as external circua-
stances could not affect his state of vill,which alone
mattered, but onlv gave him a situation in which to show
his powers. Now when Clenent Joined this view®as 2 affecting
only the evil-doer,with his doctrine of the Univers ality of
Providence, he would hsave the doztrine portraved above;
all of vaich he might have had bafore~ he became a Christ-
ian, and never felt called upon to renounce,but which he
rather used to explain manv questions vnich Christianity
forc=sd him to think about. Ve can now give a philosoghic
Jjustirication of the words of Paul that "all things work
together for good to those wno love God"; and he nas in-
terpreted the idea of Providence which he finds in the New
Tpstampnt by the help of Greek vhilosophy.

Wow Clewent ¢an insiast against the Onostics that
the goodness of God is not incompatible with his Jjustics,
as man =2lone is responsivle for the degredation hs has
trought on himself, in the position in which God put hin
to test him. But even then punishment is not vindictive
but remedial, OClamsnt has fled from that dreadful notion
of God, which early Christiani*v under Jevish influencas
seems often to have inclined to, of regarding Him as an
omnivotent Tastern Monarch, Who has issued definite
comrands, applicable to all men under all circunstances,
and Who is therefore pleasedl "nen those commands 2are obheved
by his subjects, but becomes angry when thev are disobeved
or slighted, and in His anger condemns the transgressors
tc a place of outer darknese, where there shall he wailing
and gnashing of teeth for ages uwpbn ages. Nch a God is a
God of vengeance and not one o loves to forgive sins,
Clamaiant takes middle ground betwean such men an’ the
Gnostics,vho entirely rejected the notion of God's Justice

as teing inconaistent with a perfect Cod, 0Olement does not

oppose the trvo cusliiies of nercv and Jjustice, but says
that nunishment is educative and not retribvutive., He
ruotes the flood as a tvpical example: "if in fact &ll
sinful flesh nerished in the flood, punishment being in-
flicted on them for the sake of education, we must believe
firet of a4ll that the vl{L of God, vl n 1" Alscinlin ry
and. ever-active (TRUSWTIkOV Wal iVIW‘[TlK V), s to save all
wvho turn to Hin; and o7, the other? hrsnd that more subtle
thing, fthe soul ( \ y could never receive anv
injuvry from the groassar =lement of water, being vncon-
cuerable by its subtle and sinwle nature, whicn is called
incorporeal. ™11t virgtever part has veen made gross as a

b>.
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result of sin, this 1s c st away alon: with thes carnal
epirit ( KlKo & ) vhich lusts against the
soul" (48)., ' 1In ahofhpr Ula & he calls nunisniient a correct-
ion of the soul (47). It is thus a means employed in bad
cases vhere men will not vield to gentler pers u451on and
is a part of God's scheme of a gradual perfection oP 211
rmen in his Kingdom. Thus the notion of Jjustice is merged
in that of disciplinarv lcve. kow this idea of punismuient
is certainly not Jewish but Platonic, as Clement himself
remarks (48), and especially the tracing of it 311 to the
cuality of goodness.

The last paragraph is interesting not merely be-
cause it points out a Platonic influence on Clement, for
as a matter of fact most of the philoson-ers of the tinme
must nave had much the same notion of punishment as a "seli-
acting law" workin; for the gocd of the world, hut it is
especially interesting as an instance of & case in which,
by borrowing Greek and not Jewish ideas, Clement has been
able to win for his students a nobler conception of the
deity, and nas made a definite sten forward in the develope-
ment of a Christian theology.

Clement's doctrine ¢of Providence in its relation
to man takes the form of a doctrine ¢of universal revelstion,
This ig9 the legitimate outcome of his conceuticn of the
Logos as a personal influence which works through all the
world to perfect it. By means of his philosovhic ddoctrine,
he has given the widest pcessible meaning to the work of
Christ. Before his incarnation the Logos, disseninated like
seed, was trying to teach all men, and therefore inspired
trhe Hebrew prophets and the great teachers of other nations.
As he himself says "it 1is impious to consider, since we
have agreed that Providence exists, t:iat all prophecy and
also the economy coneerning a faviour; did not take in
accordance with Providence"(49), And like Justin fartvr he
believes tnat Socrates and Plato were Christians before
thelr times; they we®e justified because they lived up to
the 1light which thev had. Hence ne can speak of these
teachere as being in a certain way inspired and quote their
works, if they left any, as an authoritv alnost eoual to
that of the 0l1d Testament (50). All truth is one but men
have torn it into parts as the Bacchantes did Pentineus (51);
the vay of truth is one, and into it flow steeams from all

(46) Strom. VI.6.52.
(47) Strom. I.26.168
(48) Paedag.I.8.87.
(49) strom. V.1l.A.
(50) Strom. I.8.42.
(51) Strom. 1.13.57.

~
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sides., Or again, God is the cause of 311 things that are
good, and what he has bestowed on each generation advantag-
Pouslv and at sesscnable times is a preliningry training for
ﬂhrintiani+v — Thus he can say that Philoscophy was the

U 54 Yoy 09 to lead the Gresks to Christ, as the
Law - " the Jews. He seems to see that no one Set of

Sacred eriptures has any rignt to claim For itself special
reverence as a unigue reavelation,except as 1t comes nearer
the truth than others, for all great and noble men have
been in a greater cor les8s degree inspired. But the very
notion frightens him, it is too revolutionaryvy to win general
acceptanceyand for once Clensnt does not follow out his
promises to their logicszl conclusions. He takes refuge in
the Jevieh prejudice, which Christianity had in his dav
bantized,put found it difficult to spiritualize, that thev
alone had a direct revelation of the true Cod, He disting-
uishes betveen the revelation to the Jews and that to the
philosophers, not onlv as regard guantity but also as re-
gards the vay of transmission:¥cod iq fhp cause of all nowvle
things, but orf some - KdTh 1?0’1 as the
01d and New Testaments, but o rs ka:r’ 3MRON o@é WA
as of philosophy (52)." The 0l1d and New Testament come

ectly from God, while philosophy is farther removed Trom

the source of all good,and comes by a more circuitous path.
Or again,he savs that Crrist preacherd the gospel in Hades

to those who had never heard it beifocre,that he migh* bring
to repentance those whe had lived a just 1life as far as ihey
could accerding to the Iaw and Philosophy,but not a perfect-
1y just life (53).

The docetrinse that the syiritual Logos took on a
human form and became man, is the very keystonse of tns
theology of Clement, as without this ths rest would all fall
to the ground, Now the bpdy 1n which the Logos too0k up His
abods was a real body df , but not th t of a common
‘man. He was in desd W ’dq@-swttw (54),
and He was willing to make use of 516 dﬁus }k (55),
but this flash was only a garment 1nto which Ha ad steppad
and with which H9 had no natural connection. Hs wag united
fmmediately with the'flesh'(56), with¥*the intsrvention of, Q:::)
any third element, —- -t

(51) Strome. I.13.57.

(52) Strome. I.5.28,

(53) Strom, VI.G.

(54) Pasdagog. I.2.2.

(55) Stroge. VI.17,151,

(556) Strom. VI.9.70, Christ's body did not ne=sd food for its
maintsenance but was held together br a holy powsr, and he
ate f0o0d mersly that his dia,ci les might not ihlnk Hs was

different from themsslves ( LXMUS G?ﬂ&v vV )e
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such as Origin found it necessary to use (57) when he
supposed a human sqQul in the person of Christ. Thus he can
speak of Christ as&kmi #s and do away with the notion of any
struggle within between 'the flesh and the soul (53). This
ig indeed thevpneumatic Christology "of Harnack, according
to which "Jesus was regardsad as a heavenly spiritual being
(ths highsst after God), who took flesh and again returnsd
10 heaven after the completion of his work on sarth¥(59).

(57) Origen Ds Princip. II.63."Hac =rzo substantia animae
intsr Deum carnemque mediante (non enim possibils srat Dei
naturam corpori sins msdiatori misesri) nascitur Dsus homo,
illa substantia media sexistents cul utiqus contra naturam

non erat corpus assumers", Quotad by Giseseler. Origen sesnse
t0 have besn influenced by Neo—Platonism in his answsr to

the psychophysical quastion of the relation of body and soul.
Thus Plotinus, after arguing that the soul is a single im—
matarial "ousia” being ons and the same subjsct of all per—
coptions, goes on to ask how such a soul c¢an be related to
the body. The answer he givas is that by the union of soul
and body therse is producsd = compound nsture which is
divisible. Origen seeme to have adopted this visw for his
own purposes, to explain how the divins Logos was united with
a human body., See next note also, Clem=nt himself fe9ls a
difficulty hers a2s he says that the body a2nd the Logos arse
held together by "a holy powsr',

(58) Se3 Ne Hb, whers 1t is said to "lust against the soulr,
(59) Over against this pnsumatic Christology Harnack puts

the "adoption theoﬁ?f according to which Jesus was regarded
as a virtuous man (04%) chosen by God, with whom the Diety or
the Spirit of God was united,and who after being tested by

a temptation in the wildernsss was adopted by God ag His Son,
and investad with dominion, The Pastor of Hermas gives clear
axprassion to this visw, but it 100 go8s back t0 Avostolice
times and found its chief justification in Christ's baptism
ag told by Mark I.9-13, and afterwards coviad »v Matthew and
Luke. Herse also belongs the coneeption that ' traced back

the gen=zalogy of Jesus to Joseph. That this view was 2
common onse in the time of Clement is ssen by the importance
givsn to the Pastor of Hermas and by the statement of Busebius
(HeEe V.28) that this was once ths ruling Christology at
Rome. Again, it lies at the bass of the theory of Valentinus,
Now thess two Christologiss are strictly speaking mutually
exclusive - the man who has become a God and ths Divine being
who appeared in human form. But ths existance of the
Adoption theory was compromised by the doctrine of the
mdraculous birth of Christ by the Holy Spirit. Soon these
two theoriss began to be compoundsd in an effort to save
both the humanity and ths divinity of Christ, and this is in
part the meaning of Origsn's notion that ths pre-sexistent
Logos was implantad in ths man Jeosus, Of course these two
"Christologiss" were not in the strict sense of the word
"doctrines", hut only general notions, mors or lsss fluid but
stable enough. that we can even now catch glimvses of them
as diatinet from one another., C(Copied loosely from Harnack:

Hist, 0P Dogma I, pP.139.
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This Christologv c:n e3rtainly »2 traced as far back as
Payul's notion of Christ as a spiritual being, andé it is the
diract outcon= of an attsmpt to interpret the nature of
Christ in the terms of a dualistic philosophy, in which the
Daity is absolutely separated from the world, Now this
view is stated as definitely and as candidly by Clam=2nt as
any one could state it, thus we find Clamsnt insisting that
Christ wag perfect 2wven v=fors Hig hentisne HO was nevar

a2 man,; o that we are not surprissed to find that Pliotius
found "reresy" in Clemant, who &8 did not atiribute s human
nature to Christ but only the appsearance of on2 (C0)e In
Cl=am=2nt's theology Christ is not a human versonality at sl1i,
but a "spirituil being" of quits a difrsrant nature fzom
rnan, Who c¢am2 t0 sarth in the garmont of human flesih that
men might touch Him with their rands and hear from His own
li»e that He was the Son of God. He has slaborated a con-
c3ption of ths psrson of Christ bv means of tha doctrins of
the Logos as he found it in ths Fourth @ospel,which in turn
AR nas 3xplains? Ty the docetrina2 of the same name which he
found in Philo,; and he has given us ths Christ of theoclogy
inst=nd of the Christ of historyve.e But we must be carsfu

in making such a distinction to say sexactly wiit we mean.
Cl=n=nt has »orrowsd a philosophic notion ready made, by the
helpy of which he has hopsed to s8xplain the nature of Christ's
hainy and work, and thisg dafinition of Christ has really
made Him into a th=ologicnl cone=2pt. OFf course 21sment be-
liaeves they are id=ntical,but it is just hers +hat ws takse
occassion to dAifTar fron him most,  fl2ament must have csaen
thiis hinss317T as he doss speak of the suffering of Claist on
tha Crosg; but this is uncommon. Now tlis nmet-aphysiecal
character,which has no real hum=n personality,is +he result
of followinz out to its logiesl conclusions ti= duslistic
prilosophy which nes inheritad trom Plato (61).

Suc 2 notion of ths person of Clirist is possible,
Jjust beacauss Cl=msnt has no notion of Hig work as radomptivae
(2 buyin~=back), but solsly as sducative. HS nsaver insists
that the Logos bors tiez turdin of ain on tih=2 cross, and the
omission of such = r=fersnce, wh3n commenting on Fifty-—
third chapter of Iscsish, should bs conclusive (629. Again

(60) Photius Codes 109, Quotad in Bunss=n: Analecta antw-
Miesanz,

(51) How 9arlv sueh a conception of Christ was Formed is
s2:n in the fact tnat St., Paul within thirty ysius of the
da-th of Christ, holds a thsory in many raspscts idsntical
with Clemsnt'se.e Thus we s9e that fraa the vary earliast
dryvs, a philosonhy of Dualism was at work hslping Christ-—
ianity to fomulate its beliefe in » du Yietic mould,

(52) Puadardr, I1.8467,
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he dsniesg that Christ suffsred by the will of the Father,
(533) sinee ons of two things would thsn b3 trus, that
suftsring would become a good thing because God willad 1t
or else those who decrse and exact punishment would becoms
guiltless. It ranains to say that such things haposen with-
out the prevantion of God, as this alone saves both Prov-
idence =nd the goodnase of God. Thus his thsory of the
Atonsgent can eventually be tracad back to his solution of
the prohlem of evil., Since he does not bslisve in th=
doctrins of original sin, he doss not n=2s3d to insist Oon
Christ's work ag the lsgal act of paying with his own blood
ths dsbt owed by mankind to God for its sins, but which it
could not of itself pay, having been bankruptsd by Adam's sin.

Clement concseives of Christ's work as that of an
aducator. Men are waak for the comprshension of the things
of rTeason (Wi,MﬁTUL ) bscause they can percsive only things
Jf seansz2, and s0'the Logos cams in the form of a man to
teach a2 band of followers, and to delivsr to them a d=finite
ravelation, by living in accordance with which thsy might
becoms 1liks God (64)s In this conecsption of Christ's work
Clensnt is mseraly following the belisef then common that
Christ came to teach men a body of truth -~ *the regula fidai.
Such a conception gave Clement an opportunity for insisting
on the necessity of kKnowing wh=t he halisvad,and also a
suvport on which to bagin building a system of thsologye.

The insistencs on the int2l1lsctual 21a9ment in Christianity
led Clement to adopt a Gre=sk theory of knowlsdge as an 6x—
planation of the Christian Sceh=emna > salvation,

(63) Strome IV.12.83,

(G4) This notion of Christt!s teachins as a psrfect Moral

Law or system of casuistry, must have developsd itself be-
fore Clseusnt's time, as he presuppdsss that svaryons will
12732 to it. It seome to me that this notion is a direct
result of the Jewish relationship of Christianity, as the
Jewish Christians wanted something to take the placs of their
Torah. Thusg the Epistle or Jam=¢ is largely taken up with
gquestions of morality, =and in tas Didache we get a definite
sat of rules for the Christian 1lifa,; and both of these books
arae closely related to the Jewish vparty in the Christian
Church, II#rnach's notion of a secularization of Christian
Forality undsr Greek influencss (Hist., of Dogma, vol.2) has
va=2n, I belisvs, justly critised by Mayor (Fdition pe XXVIII).
It s9sus that the Greek Christian mersly piciiz® wv, and
carrisd on, what was alrsady a prevalent tendsncy in ths
Churche. Christianity soon after the desth of its first
disciples met ths dilsmma of remaining a secludsc¢ sect of
religious devotess, each of which would ba a saint, or of
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(64) Continused -

maxing ecsrtain compromises with the world to vin it for
Christ, Its lova for making converte,and ths cars with
whieh it remsmbsred thse last-reportsd injunction of itro
Hastar, =sant Christianity out into the world. Now in-—
stead of a universal princiyls of »irht acticn, sueh ==
Christ taucht (Matth.22.36-40), from which thev wsre thenp-
831vas to dsduce whethar 3 particular action wag rirht or
wrong, weak =nd <rrins man asked Tor sonsd supwort or
authority from without, which would at ones ks2n tham from
anar:hy, and sive th=m th2 trouble of thinkinge Trvus thay
ware v=ady to ace3pt tas sayings of Christ as a psrfect
systen of ecasuistry 2nd they 4id not forssese that 1if such a
notion ware to s united with that of A church whicli alone
naw thise truth and was therefore the only meane of salvat-
ion, it might Dbecome, in the handes of a monarchial clargy,
the causs of an intellectual stagnhnation for a thousand ysars.
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Chaoter 5, THE CHRISTIAN LIFE.

v — v—n —— ——— ——

Sinecs ths question of knowlsdge plays such an im-—
nortant part in th3 Soteriology of Clenmsnt, as we have just
g9an it must 40, when hse thinks of Choeicst primﬂrily ag o
tascher, 13t us study his Psychology and his Epistemology
berore we study that thsory of scterislogy more in datail
o the standpoint of the man who is savad.

Claasnt's Psychology is that of hig day anc in it
we se2 sevaral slaenants from diffsrent sources, which have
not besn perfsctly reconciled. But tihis applies only to the
datila of his Psychology, for he ic 09 ctly consistent
in his Dualism of body =anc evirit clu.(fvovs oy TVWMA  )!
"The constitution of man, th=n, ,1noe 1t sxicts among the
things of senses, is made un of d4ilT=r:ant but not ownoeite
thinvs, body and soul".(l) But h= makes distinctions within
the synl iteslf (\p \‘ )i thus ha spasavs of the Platonic
iTﬂQUWek . ﬂ'v and Aoyt Fpe5 (2), and again he
divid=c the =oul in+3 *h "flaghly spirit” and "the gpirit
pronsTt, o reason ( Y005 W2), He u1lc~ spesks of tan
racultiss of ths soul, and three critaria of t72 mind (4).
But, all thess fJJ“lVlSlOHS Aaie: only Tov ths ouroosass of wra-
riga Aafinitions, an? thay -ftan cons from different sources,
Vhat 22 does wisii 1o ingiat on is that therse are two parts
of the soul, only ons of which is imnortsl (5) anc the other
of rich 15 r3latad to the body, being a sort of a "t st ium
cuid! o *hat it verishss witn tna body. Hers hs has done
vhiat Crisin and Plotinusg d4id after him, he has found it
necessary to posit -2 third somsthing to unite vody 2nd sl
an® this hse calls the anilual, or flashly.: )1r1+ ov . he
“14sh, anf h it he connsects the wvassions 1 ) and
decsirss iufbvp,a( e Now i can account fov th L Tue sl e

TL) Strom 1V.26.186
) trom. II. 10.)00
; Strom VI.164134 :nd £ grm. 21 of Heo¥ks, Kldfz.

St rom 11.11.50 Ky A Tols (& K TPlA
fquflA Mv(m,u 40’6»‘ w MV ou—i? wr;[;fioo_?ng

QR Svepdmv ka mw%wgﬁ«vos WY vcms.
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(5) Strom Vehe52e
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of purpose within the soul of man - a war betwsen the flesh
2n’ the Qplrit. "Ths soul is confeessd to be the teti-r
part of man and the body tns worse, but the soul is not

=304 by nature nor is the body bad by nature, nor yet is
that which is not good str91ghtwwy bad" (6). IHers re takec
care 10 say that tha duf ig not bad by naturs (i.e. it is
not vad bscauss its wag evil),but he doac maean that

tha bodv introduces weskneq~, a8 Lt pravants men from
comprahsnding ths things of weason (7). Reason on fthe

other hand 1g a direct =manztion from God (8). Hers nuw—
aver Clement would not Live used +the word “paut® (h&lg

1g being too materialistic, he thinks of ths relation

God to his spiritual Ce=.turzas as that batwssn a ouenlng
torch an” other unlight=sd onss - the burning one hancs on
the flame without loosing any of its own (9) The soul is

2 epark of ths divins, Thus L= can sav that 1ike comprs-—
handa 1ikxe, or that +ha r3ason (‘vevs ) in man c¢omwrahsnds
ths Reason of thes world, ti= Lowoo (10). !fan is thus capable
of wisdom but he can only attain it by grasping ths Divine
nand outetrstehsd 10 1ift him u»n (11), and so he has na~d of
a gpscial gift from God, tns Holy Spirite. Thie is something
=dfitional which is given ths Christian slone (12).

Christ 124 t00 busy a 1life to hav= any time to
teach P=svchology, and so when Christians wiqhed to fornmulate
a thsology, tihzy had to go outside of fuv cwn hody for a
theory of Paychology, and they put Christ's teaching about
morals into tas ould of a strangs Philosovhy. Paul had done
this befors Clem=nt, but in Paul's case 1t in difficult to
ascertain 1o what school of thought he is imm=sdiately in-
dabted for his notionse. In Cl=m=nt's cmee how-ver wa 4o
know by 'rhom he was influsncsd,; it wag by Plato, Aristotle
and later commentstors on Aristotla, Thus hs has used Platob
Aivieion of the ecul into thres parts, of which two ars
irrationalyand Aristorle's notion of an activs reason, which
was then interprstsd to mean an effluernes from Gode Plutarch
and faxirus of Tyrae both hold such views, and have combinsd
tii3n in ths same way that Clemsnt has done y, fron which wa may

{6) S22 note 1.

(7) Strom Vel.7.

(8) Dowg not coms from parsnt, Strom."I[.1G.135, but comes
72om without. S+treom V,13-39, The passage in which hs spaaks

of a natural rolation between man and God and gays he cesnnot

haliava that man is a part of God (8trom II.18.74) gsems 1o

be mostly a hit at matserialism ag th nert worda of the

Gra=27 ahdwe H3 1is also in the "likness" of God or of His

Sone trom.V 13=87 and VI. 9.72.

(9) Slaom T .1.2K.

(1‘ SE1o1l TeHalGo

(11) Bigg: Christian Pl-tonists .33,

(12) Strome Vel3.83 and VI.1G,134. S88 N.(3),

'.O l-«'



P3al cortain that such a doetrine was a common ons at the
time. Again undsr the influence of Stoici=mm a3 holde ths
unity of tha goul,; and 1iks them he puts emphasis on the
will, which comes undsr +a2 h9ad of YeUs . But 0lament
is Defora a1l alse a Christian, and s> he has to spsak of
the Holy Spirit, which was to 19ad then into all +ruth.
This mervas o laad us to hise Epwsfamology.

”lemant begins by 1avin0 it down that thepe ara

two kinds of faith and TWO kKindg ﬁaluﬂcflatlon ons
res+1ng on Knomleﬁga 611‘ V\ V and the other on
ovinion (§3 JJ’TIK V). ow the dembnst fﬂtlun which rests on

s

opinion is human and is +hg rasult of rhetoricesl arcumsntsa
or dialatic syllogisme (13), By this he means that the man
who usss such a metlrod of demonetrstion has not grasped the
first princionles of inowledgs, which are grasped by faith
along, so0 tiat =211 he dosg is mersly 1o play with words.
Now this gsort of . nowledge is of no use at &ll for Cler-nt
as 1+ is not knowledgs at all, but mere subjectivg Oplnlon
(Sozi- )e Man must grasp the fircst principles (“fX@t )y
and then go on to undsarstand things. Hare Clament has
be=n 1nf1uanc xd by Aristoti:, who showe it 40 bs ths work
of U"raason" to *aks in first ur1n01.gas 14). Faith is a
definite act of wil® (TkovMos ) by whieh
man believes in a God whom he cdnnof see. But man was w3-~x
znd g9 Christ can2 as his tsacher, and sincee His dsath the
Holy Spirit has heen teaching udn. Juet how he thourht of
the worx of th2 Holy Syirit, wse cannot say, as that work
which he axypsctad to write on Prophecy an® +tha Soul has
not come down to us (15); but we may be certain of this
much =t 1sast that he meant it to stand b3twaan the Logos
and man 2e an intermediary in ths systam of sducation, which
the Incarnats Logos vsgan, The Holw Suirit seemas t0 ba the
inztrument of ths Logos in teaching mankind (16). It is
not a natural andovnment to mankind, since 211 msn 40 not
poas=ss it, hut is is an influsnce that comses into the soul
after conversion from without, and sivae it the assurance
that it 1is contsmplating the truth. It h3lps man to pro--
gress from 2 st=te in whiceh he accepts things on faith to
2 hilgh=r etate in which he provas what he has belisved,
It is more than an influsncs, it is also a faculty of the
s>121 which 28 can put on an equality with the others (17),
slore than that, it is a being like the Logos, for wl=n
correnting on I John 2.1. "and if anyone has =inned, we havs

T13) Storom IIlel140,
(14) Aryist. Nichom,Rth.,VII.6; Strom IIl.4.14.

;m; Stew IL. 20. 113 % StewTL.1.1.

St oot Ved o325

(17) 588 nots 4.



.

Jesus Christ as our advocats (consolatorem) to the Father"

he says: "Sicut snim apud patrem consolater est pro robis
Dominus, sic etiam consolator sst quem post assumptionem

suam dignatus est mittere., Hae namque primitivae virtutes

ac primo creatas, immobiles ot axistentses secundum subs-—
tantiam st cum subisetis angslis et archangelis, cum quibus
vocantur asquivoce, diversas opsrafionss sfficiunt". (18)
Thus the Foly Svpirit, in some way which he has not de-—
finitsly sxplained, d;gects man go the contemplation of God.
And what is this'tMVGya Tov §dev  ? It is not by the
ecstacy of the mystic, but by means of his own reason that
man comprehsnds ths Logos, Who is rational (19), hs knows

the will of God within himself, To exprese this he adopts
tha phrassology of the Stoic theory of knowledge,and in
practise he never gets much bsyond it,; a csrtain degrae of
vividnese and distinctness Of intuition sesmg to constitute
for him the action of the Holy Spirit, and so he is esartain
that hs perceives things as tney are in inemselves
(KITJ-B%RT!KGSg )(20), Another trace of Stoic influence is
the importance he puts on SU|f KLTh PINS ; he does not

feel that if a man knows the right he must do it, but

rather that a soul may be in open revellion against God; and
on the other hand this importance which he putes on the will
in the formation of a judgment ehables him to say that men
ought not to accept every plausible argument, but that the
influence of the Spirit should also be felt to witness with
our spirit that things are veing represented as thev are.
Thus w3 aee that knowledge 1s not a process of reasoning,
though that is an integral part of knowledge, but it is an
intuitive knowleiise of the good; which man can obtain,
however,. only by help from outside; s0 that it resolves
itself into the interaction of a finite mind snd the Infin-
ite, in which orocess the finite grasps the reality of the
idea of God's goodn=sa, Thus he can sav "wa have no sensible
image made of sensible matter, but an image which is per-
ceived by the mind alone, God who alone is truly Codn(21).
This is true knowlerdge, as revealed by the Logos, and just
becavss the Logos revezals it, hs bealisvas it is perfect (22).
But if this is alone trus knowledge, then "lenent must hold
tne doctrine of representative verception of external things,
that what we know are only ideas which correspond to things,
and since ws percelive them by the organs of sense we can
never be sure just to what degree they represent reality or
the truth, vhich is ths Logos that ig in them. ©0lement has
separated Jlodyas and Ygvs (23) and knowledge pertains

to the latter only; by sense-percevtion we nerceive that
such and such a bit of stuff ( Xk + ) 1s there, but we
know wnat it means as a formed thing by reference to its “"ada
LTl (24), vhich is tne Lozos., It was just because )

(18) Klotz vol.2. tom.IV.p.61.
(19) Strom Vi.9.72.

20) Strom 1.20.100.

1) Protrepticus 4.51.

2) Strom VI.8.70
3
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) Strom II.11.50

) An Aristotelesan Aoctrine which was then very comronly
accepted,
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men coulg not comprshand God perfectly by this round about
WAy (TE€1¢f&hV )(25) through natural procsssses that the
Logos was inearnated, who after his assumption sent the
iI0ly Spirit to0o help men to gset knowledga, Before that
Clemsnt se3ms to belisve that the Holy Spirit only occae-—
ionally spoke, as through the Hebrsew prophets and that

- the Greseks knsw Him only by a round about way and =0 call-
8d Him ths Unknown God (26). Again he says that "the
Greeks who philosophized correctly knew God only by re-—
flection and through a veil" i.e8. as revealed in nature
and not as the Hebrew prophets knew Him by & dirsct revsel-
ation through the Holy Spirit (27).

How such psrfsact knowledge can naver be separiat-
sd from right action (28), In this ha is following ths
vhilosophers of his day (®.g. Stoics) who said that Virtus
consists Oof knowledgs,but he is especially indsbtad to
Plato, who 1like Clem=nt insisted that in ths psrfact man
Virtus is Knowledgs but also allows for a lowsar sort of
virtus in a lower stage, in which m=n are partiallv per—
fected., But in one respect Clement has taken a definitse
and momsentous stsp beyond his pagan contemporariss,; they
told their puvils to get their knowledgs for themselvss
and by thsir own sfforts;they encouraged thsm to go on in.
the search for it but thsey insisted that thsay must get it
?or thsemselves, Christianity on ths othsr hand could offer
to the men of the time a agter who cams 10 sarth on pur-
pose to reveal such truth as men nesdsd and a Master whose
"jpge dixit?" was Tfinal for'this vsry rssson that He came to
reveal God. It was no longser a case of *"tendsantemqus manus
ultsrioris ripas amore' but God had come t0 the shore on
which man stood, Now even if this influence fron God was
only subjective,still merely as a value-judgment it would
have basn of immenss help,in as much as the will makes up
a large part of each judgment. Christianity had an external
help to offer, while Stoicism with 1its "God within" could
navar do mors than inspire courags and hops, the“smanation
from God"in their Psychology never became anything than the
You's in Clsment's, while he could offsr in addition
the Holy Spirit, which thus takes up a prominent placs
in his theory of knowledgs. But with this onse, though
prominent, excaption,his theory of knowlsedgs is borrowsd
from the Grseek philosophers. Thus 1like Aristotls he be-
lisves that the first princiuvl=s 2rse undsmonstrabhls and
must be grasped by an act of reason, which he calls faith:

/

1257 Strom 1.19.91., 1SS read Mp(@dav |, Eussbius corrects
3t 3 Migne ad locum. .

26 ) Strom 1.19.91. ”

(27) Strom I.19.94, KKT THPIoW KM 8’14’«@46\\/-..,.‘&@66\ v éifsy,
This is almost certainly a raminiscence of Plutareh's De
Isids ck.9. 354 Bo.Cs whore ths same collocation is found,
this can hardly be a mers coincidenceyas Si{Jgmv 1s rars.

(28) Strom II.10.47
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like Plato he insists that Knowledge is only KkKnowle‘ige of
the Cood, and that 1f the perfect man knows what is »ight
he vil}kd it, and vith thess he combines the Stoic notion
of K&Il-q S. .

Next 1let us stuly the different stages througn
*hich the individual pasees s8s re progresses towards thils
ideal of perfect knowladzge and right action. Ve have sesn
that he conceives of the soul as coning into the world with
no sntrv on =ither the debit or creiit side of its account
in the book of 1life; it must wmake its ovwn destiny, whether
for good or for vad. If the soul descides bv an act of will
to foliow the, teaching of ths Logos, the first step is that
of faith ( WI¥ws ). In this vord there are two notions
coming from two Aifferent sources. Clement defines faith
Py guoting TTebraws XT,). that "faith is the substantiation
of things hop=di for, the certification of things not ssent,
How the first clause of that definition c¢.uiias fromn Vebrew
thought, the second from Greek, and tney were trirst unitaed
in the 1liberal Jewish cchool of Philo. The first means
trust or confidence in a percon, a moveriant,or a religion,
and this is its meaning vhen usedl in tha 01ld Testament (29).
Thus Abranam is reckoned v Paul as tn=> mw: vvho trusted
Jehovah =131 who was thererore counted rightevus (322); and
Toah is called rignhteous v th> triter of t:e TWpistle to the
Hebrasws, Decauss 72 bulilt the ark,when there mas no sign of
a flood, solely vpecause 7Zod had ordered it (31). Faith in
this senss is the trust whicn one persca r.as in anothsr to
carry out a pronise or convanant, and it inplies 4 kKnowledys
or tnhe character of the other partv. Tnsn apnliedl to God
it means the belief tnat God is the rewgrder of them that
Ailig=antly seek Him (32). PFalth in this sense wa=s not
found in the sacred literature of the Greeks, Jjust because
tn=ir gods 4id not invite confidence. But the other sense
of faitn does coile from CGreesk,thought - the intellasctual
notion of conviction ( sWy KJ-TJ( G\ms ) in distinction to
positive knowledge, andhaving all shades of meaning from mere
coniecture (iikaﬂfu ) to trustvorth assurance. This is its
meaninz vhen 1t is said that by faith we understand that
the worlds were rasnloned by the command of Cod (33). In
this sense the Greeks used it as thes couprehension of the
invisible. This is the belief that God 1s (34). Paul use:
the word in this sen<e vwhen he savsg, ™= walk by faitn and
not by signtr (25). Mow thes» tvo meqnings hai first been
brougnt together by Philo, so that tih= word means with hin
an intuitive knowledge of God's being, leading™a reliunca ¥,

t.

22

29) Cenceie XV,A, :
) Romans IV.3 and GCalatians III.A.
) Habrarra YT.7.

) Hebrevre YT ,8.

) Iehrevsg XI.3.

) H2brevs XI.5,

) LI Cor,m.7.
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on Him in all natters of practical life and a cherful co-
operation ith HYis vurpose. This is ths meaning which
Clement finds also in Paul and the vriter of the Tnistle
to the Hebrews, and on this foundation he lays, with the
help of Cresk philosophy, the lofty, noble, and useful
suparstructures of a Christian gnosdis.

But Tirst let us ask what faith me:ns to Clement,
nov that ne nhas exvanded and derined the meaning of the
vord by the help of Grpek nhilosophy, Firat of all, it 1is

a definlte act or vl Whltn accpptq&RnFOrO-hand certain
bellefs, ( TKev8los M yrs Y s in jivos
o ket A T1os 36), it is that 'act of Will which

every one lmust make to become a Christianyani it is set over
against gnosis which comprehends a system of Christian
doctrine bas=1 on tne knowledge of God. Thus falith is the
least possible requirement for the Christian 1life. Now
faith is not natural, as Valentinus neld, but a complete
changs in the 1ndividua} which the 1ﬂ11v1du makes of its
own sccord ( el desVG &~ Ja‘ai )(36).
Since faith is not a natura act, vhich oneé 109% bv his
very nature, but the result or free cnoice, it is the Tirst
step in that system of education in which :1an, partly by
nis own will and nartly bv the help of God, is lifted up

to see God, The act of Taitn and the advent of the Holv
apirit must thus be identical in point o7 time. Thus
Clement s -vs that "as the game of ball does not depend
merelvy on one thnrowing tn= vall skilfullwv, but thers is also
need of another to catcn it at the proper time, in order
that the game mar e completed according to the rules of
playing ball, s0 also it is the case that the teaching can
ve trusted, wnenever faith on the part of the hsarers, bhe-
ing a sort of a natural art, contributes towards learning

( : )*(27). Here he sesms to mean trat thers are two
varties concerned in the process of knowing, man and Cod,
and that the act of man is natural when compared with the
act of God. Then he goes on to say that the Logos has
preached t0o all and has gilven them no plea for ignorance,
thougn he\knew beforehani those who were not likelv to cbey
( Tovs NZEVYgdUIVOYS ). Now repentance is the per—
fect act o0 faithy, for 17 he Aoes not believe that was a
sin to which he was adiicted, he »ill not be taught: and if
he does not believe that punishiment has teen prepared for
the sinner, and salvation for the man who lives according
to the coumandments, he will not reform"(38). Then he
quotes from Paul's injunction to Timothy about those who
put aside faith and a good conscience and therebv made a
ship-wreck of their faith: "S then we must no longsr

(36) Strom IT.R.27.
(27) Strom II.A.2
(32) Strom II.A.27,



slander faith in an off-uani way as something both simpl
and common and belonging to anyone. For if it were a me
human practise, as the COreeks suppnosed, it mould have be
extinguishedv(39) And again: v"raith appesars to us to be
the first movement towards salvation; after wnich fear,
hope and repentance, making progress with the help of
courage and patience, lead us to love and gnosis", Then

he quotes with aporoval the words of Barnabas vho desired
his readers to vossess gnosis along with faith. Fear and
pvatietce are the helvers of faith, and long-suffering and
courage are ,the alllP” Then hp mpnflone the virtues of
odin , Vst ; and \rwo‘ls as being
the olamonxs of knowledge, hat 1a1t~ is more elenantal
still, but is as necsssary to the gnostic as breatning is
to man vwho lives in this world. But as it is not possibie
to live vwithout the four =lements, so without faith it is
impossible Lo obtain gnosie. This is ths foundation of
truth (40). From this passage ve =ee that for the man vho
possaraag Wﬁﬁiv y moral excellen:= connlats in
showing fort n rtaln virtuss and in keeping the law
throuyn Tear (41). Now for the Christian who is at this
stage the Paedagofgus is intended to serve as a text-boonk

of morals, and its morality is tnhat or rules cor laws. It
does not appeal to man's reason but to his fear of punish—
ment, Thus in the first Look of the Paedagosus Clensnt
finds it necsssarvy to point out that Gorl, by trhe Logos,
both restrains men from sin Ly fthreatening and saves than
by exhorting:(43); and to prove tnat God's justice is not
1ncon°1°tnﬂ+ mith Wig goolness (43). This all means that
the principle of this scheme of morality is that of fear.
Qucn is the state of the "psychien Christlan.who believes
that God is, and that nhe will punish sin{ and so, taking
the authoritv of the church as his guide, he is leading the
best moral 1life he can. But all this he is doing on the
authority of anotner who does Know, so that his guide in
life is a set of rules. Again, though he has put faith in
Christ, still he is morally diseased and from these Aiseases
he can be s=t fres only by ssvere discipline., Thus manv

of the rules in the book are negative and disciplinary. I%
is also interesting to noste how 1littlas the christian "way
of life" here explained differs Trom the id=al of contsmp-
orary pagan preachers,; outwardly they are almost identic:il,
and Clement has here borrowed for his own purposss wnole
passages Trom Husonius Rufus (44)., In fact, the verv form
of the book is a well known Greek literaryr one, anl the
ordinary Christian "way of living"ias here expouni~d junt as

e
rely
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(29) Strom II.A.30. (40) StromeIl.6.31
(41) Strom IT.7.32,

(42 ) Paedagog.I. ch.10,

(43) Papdavog I. ch.9.

(44 ) Wwendland - Quaestion2s Musonianas.



any philosonhic tsacher might expound nis.

But over and above this 1iTe vhnich rests on
simple Taith, Cleument thinks of ancther vwhich rests on reas-—
on — thas 1life of fhe perfect or gnostic Christiane This
notion of an elite vpody of Christians had been = comuion
one among the hersticazl gnostics, who »nlacs? a great im-
portance on knowledge. They had picked 1p Psul's words
sbout "babes in Christ' and identified them vith the simple
Christians, as commared with tnemselves who had knowledge.
They nhad divided tne Christians into two camps, and this led
to a secession of the plebs or common people, who vould
have nothing to do with the aristocrats. Now the Cnostics
asesm 10 have wished to reduce Christianity to a sysatem of
knowledge, whence their name; thev were the Tirst theoloyg-—
ians, and Clement's theolozy must bs stuiisd partly as an
answer to that of ths herstical Gnostics. Thus Clement in-
sists that faith and gnosis are closely related; Taith is
the foundation on which gnosis is built or the sine qua non
in the developement towards it. "Gnosis,which 1is the
scientific explanation of the things which have been handed
do¥n according to the true piilosophy, is related to faith®
(45). This was what Clement especially wished of his
gnosis; it was to explain the Christian doctrines b referr—
ing tnem to the Logos, the cause of all kKnowledze anl Hhat
which was alone known. 3ut this knowledge ( YvQ@dls )
is accompanied by right action; like the Stoi¢ wiseman, he
does everything by refersnce to his reason,so that all he
does is perfect, W= here have 5 nev nrinciple of moral
action - a direct knowledge of God's will. This glves,
second system of morals in Clement or waich love (dV& ),
based, on knowledes, is the gulding principle ani apathy
(o’(‘ﬂﬂé‘i{& ) the aim. Thus it is love that enables the
Christian to o to martvrdom (46); it is love ~hieh sends
the gnostic out into the vorld to win converts(47) and to
help his fellow-men(48). Clement has indéed caugnt t-»
anpirit of Christ, ""=n he savs that tne perrect Christian
w11l act Tfrom love. And then he telles us that man's ain
Tor himself is to gain complete control over the passione
(o s ),or even to eradicate them. He insists on this
again and again and holds up the Apostles as examples, He
has thus borrowed a term FTrom Stoic philosophy. This
shows that to Cl=uiznt th=2 1life of contemplation was the per-
fect one, since in the 1life ol action usian must have emotions,
even 1T 1t is only the care of his family; and these emot-
ions distract him from his contemplation and prevent him
entirely from sepsrating himse1f from things of sense,

‘ ¢
Strom I71.11.48. TIﬁ;Q ’H’TLV 11 vaGU

(45)

(46) Strom IV.4,14,
(47) Strom IV.22,139.
(48) strom VII.12.69.



The perfect knowledge which he has, inasmuch as it is made
up so largely of acts of will, esnables hinm 10 concu=r
absolutely all such affections as are not necessaryvy for
self-maintenance (49). Today this notion that the aim of
sthics is to congquer the bo'v would not be insisted on with
the rigour with which Mlement did insist on i%t. But the
times are different; then some sueh quality was recguired of
the Christian who stood continually in the fear of persecut-
ion; and so we find that Christian teachers extoll this as
ths aim of life. But in Clement this insistence on apathy
as tne =nd cf life, is also connected with his theory of
knowledge, according to which man knows God according as he
frees hinself from the body and the bodily part of the soul,
Thus the doctrine of IXALB{(x vhich Clement has vorrowed
from Stoicisr, is not mere asceticism vhich believes in tha
suopression of the bodv and {t§ wants as a praisevortiy act
in itselif, out it is closalv ralated to his theory of immor-
tality, in vnich re says that it is only YGV; vhich came
from God, that goes back to Him, so that the Ffleshly spirit
rmst ba cast oFI (50). Now in such a system the ultimate
(4q)

(50) It is interesting to compare "lenment's vi@w of the re-
Iation_of Ti¥Fws and‘yl' v@MNS to the Platonic distinction be-

tween W& L and ; and the Stoic's rlgld "ll*rf‘erentlat—
ion betwéden the @dONed 1 the . The $TI§% 1.1

Plato is outwardl¥ much 1ike the of Clement (l.e.

not considering hgw thev are got) IﬂfTﬂ&hj is far differ-
ent from Plato's %l . In Plato "oninion® is concerned
with things of this world, but the Clementins Wiofs = is
concerned with God, or the Idea of the Gcod, just as XVGﬂs
is, but in cuite a different way. Clement never thinks of
knowledge of objects, except as thev are a manifestation of
the truth of the Logos. And besides all this in Plato the
philosopher onlyvy sses the Good, and that for a short time
after which he must return iﬂ+o the cave, but in Clempnt'
trneory of knowledge the chasm is gpan~ed by God reaching

out his hand to meet man nalf-way, so0o that man is thus in
continual contact with God if he wills it. Clement's thsol-
ogv is the first philosophic attempt, on Platonic principles,
which has succeerded in spanning this gap left by Plato. In
comparsion with the ¢Stoic "fool'", even when he is making
moral progress, the Christian can take one step up from
ignorance of God by having faith in Him, so that the change
from a foolishness to wisdom is not instantaneous. Again
Clement does recognize that externals have some value for
sucnh a Christian, for ne counseals ths Christian in such a
stage how t0o use them; he sees that environment to such a
Christian means a great deal. But the Stoic wise man is like
the gnostic Christian in that thiqvv&abwhpn once gaineid

a continual vrivelege and that now 'all his acts are K&t ewum
as done with perfect insjght into tne will of God, Before
this his acts wére ko i.e. duties which custom or ex-
ternal authoritv had him do. It secms as if the distinction
made by ths heretical Gnostics would have exactly amounted t0o
the Stoic distinction betweean the wise ard the fool. Thus,
however much Clement owed to Platomic and ctoic sources for
his notion of knowledge, the notion is however quite separate



aim is not moral virtue,as that supposes a struggle,but
rather likensss t0 and union with God, so that ths virtues
which he often speaks of and dsfines in the terms of Greek
philosophy (51) are only a stage in the development of moral
progress {*rwolu ) as their aim is sither knowlsadge or
the suppression of the emotions ( Wb )e Ths virtuss
are KL}dﬁTtkdl s for even if he doss not use the adject-
ive, he Cdoss gpeak of UA B4 NS, which stage comes after
res (farkfﬂ{?ﬂs is ths result of studying philosophy)
and of course it comes before YWWHS , ~in which stage the
rational part of the sgoul is strictly Xk Os s 80 that
the opurging of the soul must come at the time when he is
practising these virtues. This is especially interesting,
as 1t shows a great likensess to many Neo-Platonic notions,
and it is quite reasonable to suppose that Clement is hers
reproducing the Platonism of the age (52).

The Bthics of early Christianity and the Gresk
world have heen brought into contaet with the result above
noted, that we get two moral thsories — an artstocratic for
the educatsdyand a democratic for the commen pecpls. Christ—
ianity vased itis morality on a divinse command, which it took
ovar from Judaism. The Moral Law was.theocratic. Gresk
thought on the other hand based its Morality on Rationalism,
or a theory of the world and society. We see this in Plato
who cannot separate Ethices from sither Politics or Meta-
physics, and while the Stoics and Epicursans definitsely
saparated Etnhics from Polities, yet they hoth founded Ethies
on a th-ory of the world and of Psychology - in fact they
studied Metaphysice almost always as a foundation for their
Morals. This is the meaning of their constant app=al to
"naturs",; their system was founded on the nature of man and
the nature of the universe. It is trus that the later

(50) Continued -

from either of them,; he borrowed from thess philosophers,
not at hap-hazard, but as Plotinus aftsrwards borrowed,
that he might use thsese notions as building material for a
superstructure which would bs quits his own and unique, evsen
if oldsr building material had bez=n used,

(51) Pasdagog 1I1.12.,11; dsfinition of "virtuer,

(52) Whittaker in his work on Neo-Platonism (introduction
and chavters 1 - 4) shows that this movement in philosophy
was mersly an attempt to think out a system by combining
all that was best in previous Greek speculation. Thug we
are not surprised that many of Clsment's doctrines formed,
by uniting sevsral previous notions,can be parallsled from
Plotinus, though there can have bsesn no Adirect contact be-
twesn thes two systems of thought,
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stoics, such as Epidetus, spesaks of the law of God,but by
this they mean ths laws or plan of nature. Thus Eplctetus
says:"for this 1s a law of nature and of God,that ths
stronger should sver overcome the weaker" (53). The Ethics
of Epictetus are not foundsd on such a tsxt as that,but
rather on the constitution of man as a social being. Thus

A Gresk system of Ethies such as that of Plato, in which
Altruism plays an important part, is always based on the
nature of man ag a social being.e Thus the Grssks had alab-
orated system$§ of morality in which we first get the notion

of virtues i.e. morality is divided up according to the
different sphares of action,and each has a virtus. Greek
morality was rationalistic anﬁ qof religious, and so0 among
the CGreeks we do not find that .t;n& L means more to them
than a failure or loss (54); they had no notion of sin as an
act of rebellion against the will of God. Then tooc the
Gresks put a great smphasis on the intellsctiual side of
morals, that if a person knows a thing hes will do it. The
Greek nhilosophers, many of them men of iron will, insisted
on knowledge as a basgis for moral reformation. Could thess
two theoriss of morality,which had grown up on quite
differsnt soils,=2ver bes united ?* Thig nesd was all ths

more urgent in Clement's day because a grsat moral reformat—
ion, quite independent cof Christianity, was bsing 1lsd by

the philosophic missionaries of paganism. In Clenment's
theory of pistis and gnosis we got these theorises united:
the Christian notion of fear of God's law is united with the
Greek notion of a morality for the common classes which
rests not on knowledge but on some lowsr faculty of the
nind, and this gives us pistis,; while above this we get a
combination of the Greek conception of a perfect morality
based on knowledge and of the Christian idea of keeping God's
Law through love., In this way Clemsnt believes he has
united Gresk Bthics with Christian. 1In many raspects this
is 4n-admirable system, as it recognizes that not every one
can think out a morality for himself from a gensral principls,
such as Christ gave his discivles

ef—eeonduet, and that the ordinary man must take it ready
mads in 'rhsa form of law, but it ecertainly was influenced by
Greek instead of Christian thought when it made Christianity
consist in 2 system of knowlsdgse from which morality was to
be suspended. Then to0 this syncretism of moralitiss hrought
into Christianity the Greek notion of personal diginity,and
the RomAan one of psrsonal rights, which in later times’
through the very recognition of a lower moral standard for
the laity, quite drove out from popular morality the Christ—
ian doectrine of humility and servics, while the clergy with

(53] Epictetus Dissert. I.29.19.
(54) Aeschylus alons of the Gresks seems to have the notion
of the moral law bsing ths will of Zeus.
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their highsr cysterms of nmorality had retrsatad from the
wickedness of the world that they might live an untarnished
lifey, This is tl3 future davslopement which the notion of
two moralities takss, and while it would be unjust to find
the eause for this davselovement anywhere else than in the
coanditions of the time, yet we must recoznizs that this
tandsncy eams in through an attempt t0 unite two distinet
moral thsories,

Next 1st us speak of the Eschatological hsliafs
of C¢l-ment. Christ's views on this subject coversd thrsee
main points, the bselisf in the csrtain triumph oFf His King-
Aom, which He connected with His coming; ths certainty of
a victory of 1ife over death, which Hs connectsacd with His
resurrsctionjand this principle of judgment , that svsry 1life
must reap the reward of its own labours, whsther good or
bad, in the world to com= if not in *this. Mors than these
three wonderful tezchings cannot bs got out of the New
Testament, when we raranber that He spoke to Jews and in
Jewish forms.. What the early Christian writers do give
us that gogs Leyond thess thrss, seame 10 be a borrowing
from Jewish religious bsliefs or the product of their own
fertile imaginations. Now thease three great doectrines,
anplifisd no doubt by being transmitted to him through Jev-
ish minda, Clemant trisd to 8xplain by the helyp of Greek
notiong and ideas with which his mind was fillied and with-
out which h3 could not think consistently at all. Ve have
alraady noted his belief that the phveical univarse is psr—
P2ct and that man is being =lowly sducatsd by ths Logos,and
8lso his viewe on vunishment, ere 18t us z023K Of the
future 1life. He snays that ths Logdos cams to teach man {0
bacome like CGod (55)and that man who by naturs has the {Ikwv

of God in his reason, is to gst an Spolwars  to God (33),
i3 must mean by this that man by nature has ths fik@V of

God in his rsason,and that undsr the teaching of the HOly
Swirdit this ig to g3t control ovsr and conqusr tae W ¥se
of the irrational de®&) so that at degth ths reason of nan 5«&.
may b2 peadbsorbad into ths divine T\ S Who- » Thus hs
can say that ths Gnostic will be and ndw iz a God (57).

Now this ig not a Jewish notion at 511 but A Grsek, The
Jews, wh3n they developsd a notion of inmortality, looked

on it as 2 1lit9ral rasurrection of the body with all the
attributes it now has, which lives on 1in i'esven., Tvervthing
thich exists on earth has exigsted previously in Hsavsen and
will return there. "Accounding to the Hellanic concsption,
which has Dbeclme azsgociated with Platonism, the idea of pre-
sXiztancs iLg indspsndent of the idea of God, it is based

)
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on the conesption of the contrast betwesn spirit and matter,
between the infinite and finite, found in thse cosmos it-
self, In the case of all spiritual beings, 1life in the
body or flesh ias at bottom an inadsquate and unsuitable
condition, Por ths spirit is aternal, ths flesh perishabls.
But the orﬁ-tamnora1 axistance, whieh was only a doubtful
assumption as regards ordinary spirits, was a matter of
certainty in the case of the higher and purer onec. Thsy
lived in an upper world long before this earth was creatsd,
and they lived there as spirits without the "polluted gar—
ment of the flesh"¥(58). Now w2 see that the latter is the
meaning of immortality in Clament, and here again the great
dsbt which Cl=ament owss to Plato 1% brought before us.

Let us close this skastch Of the Christian life

as Clement concsivesd of it by vlacing along side of it
another gketch of ths teachings of one of the Noblest of
pagan teachsrs., "In Maximus of Tyre, although he has no .
claim to the reputation of a strong and original thinker, we
s9a this new raligious spirit of the second century per hsps
in its purest form., Man is an enigma, a contradiction, a
being placed on the confinss of two worids. A Deast in his
fleshly nature, he is akin to God in his higher part, nay,
the son of God, Even the noblest spirites hers helow 1livs

in a sort of twilight, or in a heady exeitement, an intox-

ication of the senses., Yat, cramp2d as it is in the prison
of the flesh, the soul may z raige itself above the misty
region of perpstual change towards the light of the Eternal.
For in the slumber of this mortal 1ife, ths pure spirit is
sometimes vicited by visions coming through the gate of
horn, visions of another world sssn in soms former time.
And, f0110w1ng them, the moral hero, like Heracles, the modsl
of strenuous virtus, through toil and tribulation may gain
the crown., On this stormy sea of time, philosophy gives us
the veil of Lsucothea to0 charm the troubled waters, It is
trus that only whsn relsags comss at d=2:th, does the soul
attain to the full vision of God. For the Highest is
geparated fromn us by a great gulf. Yot the analysis of ths
soul vhich Maximus partly borrows from Aristotls, discovers
His seat in us, the highest reason, that power of intuitive,
all-smbracing, instantanseous vision, which is distinct from
the slower and tentative operations of the undsrstandinge.
It is by this higher faculty that God is seen, so far as He
may be, in this mixed and imperfact state, For the vision
of God can only in any degree be won by abstraction from
sense and passion and evarything earthly, in a struggle ever
upwards, beyond the paths of the heavenly orbz, to the

(58] Harnack Hist. of Dogma I.Appendix 1l.p.319.



ragion of eternal calm "where falls not rain or hail or
any snow, but a white cloudlsss radiancs sprsads ovsr allY,
And when may we see God 7 "Thou shat sge2 Him fully",
Maximus says, "only when He callg thee, . in age or dssath,
but meantime glimpses of the Beauty which eye hath not

seen nor can tongus spesk of, may be won, if the veils and
wrappings which hide His splendour be torn away'. (59)

— et ct— am— —— o —— oyt

(59) Dill's Roman Society from Nero to M.Aurselius p.421.
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THE HI STORICAL IMPORTANCE
OF CLEMENT'SE ATTEMPT TO GIVE A PHILO SOPHIC

EXPLANATION OF CHRI STIAN DOCTRINE S.

There are two elements which go tc make up
Clement's theology, the tradition of the Church which is
best represented in the Regula Fidei or in the Didache,and
Greek sgspeculation, which was called in t0 explain these
facts concerning the 1ife of Christ. The aim of Clement
was to give a rational account of the Christian religion, .
and to do this he made use of the philosophic terms common
among the Greek thinkers. His was a "fidens quaereng in-
tellectum"; he saw that it was quite impossible for any
religious fervour to live and conquer the world, if it d4did
not first turn back on itself and attempt to find out its
own intellectual content. He saw also that philosophy
cannot be the enemy, but must rather be the ally of religious
faith; that the reflective part of man's mental 1life cannot be
in opposition to the wunreflective,and that reason itself
might create something of its own which would be of infin-
ite value to the Christian as a weapon with which to dsfend
hinself against his enemies, and as a means towards satis-
fving the craving of the soul for knowledge. But Clament
naver lets philosophical expnlanation take the place of
religious faith, however much emnhasis he puts on knowledge
as the crown of the religious life. The important and nec-
egesry tning is the religious experience. .

The notion of a Creed or body of beliefs is Greek,
At the time when Clement lived, and for seversl centuries
earlier, men of education had Jjoined themselves to one or
another of tiie philosophic schools, =ach of which accepted
a regular set of dogmas, formilated by its founder and his
most brilliant pupils. And 8s these schools came into
violent opposition with one another, thev became more ex-
clusive; they protectel themselves by recquiring as a sort
of entrance qualification a stateiient that the person would
accept and defend certain beliefs. The"HManuale of Eplctetus
and the Kugfat A0Za( of Tpicurus formed just such creeds,
and in the case of the Tpicurean school, it is almost
certain that this 1ittle book became a sort of catechisn,



which the pupils learned by heart. Thus it is in Greek
vhilosophical schools that we find the nearest apvroach
to anything like a creed. Now in the case of Christianity
a creed was not developed by Greeks but against Greeks -
it was developned by the orthodox body against the Hellen-
izing Gnostics.and this gave philosophical speculation a
place to work in and something to manivulate. Thus by way
of reaction against CGreek thought, Christianity developed
a Creed.

.

o

Greek philosophical exvlanation entered Christ-
ianity. through the doctrine of the Logos, whicn was used to
explain the belief in Christ's divinity, But philosophy
was no docile pupil, wnich was willing to take a lower saat,
but it demanded a hearing on its own account, and so0 ve get
a love for word-plaving in future theology. The Greeks in
beconing Christisns lost none of their love for precise and
exact definition. The love of theological speculation be-
came more and more prominent in future vears and it can.
undoubtedly be traced eventusally to the Gresk love for
knowledge. Now Clemsnt stands at the beginning of such a
movenent and he glves it great lmpetus by his epistemolog-
ical theory of the work of Christ. Thus we bhelisve it was
to Greece that Christianitv owed the notion both of a creed
and a theology.

We have omitted ali mention of 4 doctrine of the
Trinity in Clenent just because it means so little to him;
but because of its importance in thes future theological
battles, it is worth the mentioning here. The doctrine of
the Logos has forced Clement to supordinate Christ to God
as He is only a revelation of God; then toc the notion of
tne Holy @irit as the instrument of the Logos, has further
subordinated the Toly irit, so that now we have a series
of three nypcstases, wnich lock very much 1ike the Trinity
of Plotinus. Is there any vncscible relation hetween them *°
We may answer at once that there can be no direct inrTluence
unless it is through Numeniuvs., Now Clemsant and Numenius
bcth make Reason the supreme; God and not as Aid Plotinus,
the second. Again the second hypostasis is in hoth a

Creating God,; but in Numenius the third hvpcstasis is really

identical with the second, but by coming into contact with
matter He is divided. This at once throws out the hypoth-
esis that these two Trinitieg are the same. What did take
place in Clement is that he developed the Church Tormula
used in baptism, by means of certain Platonic notions such
as that it is not God Himself but an Inferior Deitv, who
creates the world. Under Platonic influences he has sub-
ordinated the revelations and this process of subordination
can be paralleled in the Neo-Platonic philosophyv,; otherwiase

Clement's doctrine is a legitimats unfolding of that formula

vhen it was exwlained by the terms of a Adualistic philos-
opny. It is not tne resvlt of Clement's theology which is
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s0 important in the future historyvy of Christianity but the
attempt which he made, &as that attempt laid dovn the prin-
ciples along which theologvy was to deveslope. Thus his
syetem was virtually rejected along with Origen's, but the
impetus nich he gave to the dsvelopement of a svstematic
Christian theology cannot s over estimated.

We have tried to show how that Clement had formed
a system of theology, which however he carsfuily disting-
uished from the Christian 1ife g0 that religion and theology
are not identical for him.. But =ince the perfect Christian
life is the result of a theology, Clem=nt has gone far on
the way to identifying them. The conception of Christianity
as a new and perfect vhilosophv, which was tnen so0 prevalent
among Christians of the educsated classss who stood forth
as apologists for Christianity, was certainlyv destined to
lead to a theology as a necessity ior the Christian be-
liever. The very notion that Christianity was a rsvealed
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 up a fact that was to be explained
with an explanation of 1it; e see how early this came in
by reference to that doctrine of the Regula Fidei, which
said that Christ descendesd into Hell; at first this was
meant to explain something elss,but it was soon adopted in
the Creed as a thing to be believed of itself.  The next
and last step in the developement of Christianity from a
religion into a mere theology was thes notion of two stand-
ards of morality, one for the theologian and another for the
layman. This notion was in future ysars used to Jjustify a
chrrch which had apostacized and was carrying on the work
of Gree=k philosophy instead of the work of its Master Christ.
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ERRATUM

The mistake has besn vary frequently mads of
misspelling Harnack's nams, and as it comes so often, it
has ba9sn impossi»is t0 correct it in sach cass,
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