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Grace and Free Will According
to Clement of Alexandria

MATYAS HAVRDA

Clement of Alexandria distinguishes two modes of divine activity in the
history of salvation: God exhorts all human beings to reach perfection and to
receive immortality, while strengthening those who, by their choice and effort,
become worthy of divine help. By following the demands of divine education,
humanity cooperates with God’s will to create humankind “according to
God’s image and likeness.” The project of human effort, however, may only
be fulfilled by grace. This paper reconstructs Clement’s model of cooperation
between God and humanity towards salvation and the concept of grace and
free will it implies.

val unv éowtov Ktilel kol Onuiovpyel, Tpog 08 Kol T0VG EXAIOVTaS avTod
Koouel &lopotovuevog Oed 6 yvawotikdg.t

In the writings of Clement of Alexandria questions connected to the
problem of grace and free will are usually treated in a polemical context.
Two lines of argument related to these issues may be distinguished: one
concerned with the continuity of divine activity in the history of salvation
and the other with the question of what role human freedom plays within
the framework of the divine oikonomia. The former line of argument is
developed against the polemical background of those “heterodox” teach-

1. Clem. Str. 7.3.13.3 (GCS 17:10): “Yes, the gnostic builds and creates himself
and also forms those who listen to him, as he becomes like God.” Unless otherwise
noted, all translations in this paper are mine. Clement’s works are quoted according
to the latest GCS editions (ed. O. Stahlin, L. Friichtel and U. Treu); Protrepticus and
Paedagogus: Clemens Alexandrinus I, GCS 12, 3rd ed. (Berlin: Akademie Verlag,
1972); Stromata 1-VI: Clemens Alexandrinus II, GCS 52, 4th ed. (Berlin: Akademie
Verlag, 1985); Stromata VI, Quis dives salvetur and fragments: Clemens Alexandri-
nus II, GCS 17, 2nd ed. (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1970).
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ings that regard the Creator of the world and the divine Lawgiver as a
deity different from the Father of Jesus, while the latter line against those
that, according to Clement’s understanding at least, interpret the Pauline
concept of predestination in the sense of a natural talent for salvation.? As
an alternative to the first view Clement presents the model of divine peda-
gogy whose aim is to show that creation, the Law, and the Gospel come
from the same source and have the same goal.> Against the second view
he emphasizes the decisive role of human freedom in the realization of this

2. In the former respect, Clement’s opponents include the Marcionites (cf. Str.
2.8.39.1, 3.2.12.1-13.1, 3.3.21.2, 3.4.25.1-2, 4.8.66.4, 5.1.4.2-4 [GCS 52:133,
200-201, 205, 207, 278, 328]), Valentinus and his followers (cf. Str. 2.7.36.2-4;
4.13.89.1-90.4 [GCS 52:132, 287-88]) and the school of Basilides (cf. Str. 2.8.36.1
[GCS 52:131-32]), as well as such groups as the followers of Prodicus (cf. Str. 3.4.30.1
[GCS 52:209-10]; 7.7.41.1; 7.16.103.6 [GCS 17:31, 73]) and the Antitacts (Str.
3.4.34.3-4 [GCS 52:211]). In the latter respect, Clement is mainly concerned with
the Valentinians (cf. S#r. 2.20.115.2, 5.3.3-4 [GCS 52:175, 327-28]) and the school
of Basilides (Str. 2.10.1-11.2, 5.1.3.3-4 [GCS 52:118-19, 327-28]).

3. For the polemical background of Clement’s concept of divine pedagogy see
especially Clement’s discussion in Paed. 1.8.62-74 (GCS 12:126-33), a chapter called
“Against those who assume that one who is just is not good.” The title of the chap-
ter alludes to the doctrine of the Marcionites; cf. Str. 3.3.12.1 (GCS 52:200) and
the testimonies discussed by Winrich A. Lohr, “Did Marcion Distinguish Between
a Just and a Good God?” in Marcion und seine kirchengeschichtliche Wirkung, ed.
G. May and K. Greschat (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2002), 131-46. The same topic is fur-
ther developed in Paed. 1.9.75-12.100 (GCS 12:133-50) and resumed, in a polemical
context, in Str. 2.7.32-8.40 (GCS 12:130-34); cf. Henri-Irenée Marrou, “Introduc-
tion générale,” in Clément d’Alexandrie. Le pédagogue I, SC 70 (Paris: Editions du
Cerf, 1960), 32-33. Clement was planning to criticize the views of the Marcionites
and the Valentinians in his treatise mepi dpy®v in which he intended to show that “the
God proclaimed by the Law and the prophets and the gospel is one” (S#r. 4.13.91.1;
of. Str. 3.3.13.1; 3.3.21.2; 4.1.2.2 [GCS 52:288, 201, 205, 248]; Alain Le Boulluec,
La notion d’hérésie dans la littérature grecque Ile-Ille siécles, vol. 2 [Paris: Etudes
augustiniennes, 1985], 355-56 and n. 233).

4. For the polemical background of Clement’s concept of free will, see Elizabeth
A. Clark, Clement’s Use of Aristotle: The Aristotelian Contribution to Clement of
Alexandria’s Refutation of Gnosticism (New York: Edwin Mellen Press, 1977), 45-635,
87; Peter Karavites, Evil, Freedom, and the Road to Perfection in Clement of Alex-
andria (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 122-26. Clement occasionally stresses the importance
of choice and moral effort while explicitly rejecting the view that the status of the
“elect” or “spiritual” persons is based on their special nature (cf. St 2.3.11.1-2;
2.20.115.2; 5.1.3.3-4; 6.13.105.1 [GCS 52:118-19, 175, 327-28, 484-85]). Some-
times his polemical intentions are expressed in a more subtle way, however, e.g., by
way of a subversive allusion to his opponents’ terms and metaphors. In Paedagogus,
after quoting 1 Cor 13.11 (“When I was a child, I thought as a child, I spoke as a
child, when I became a man, I put away childish things”), Clement explains that the
Apostle “applies the name ‘children’ to those who are under the law, who are terrified
by the terrible as children by bugbears, and ‘men’ to those who are obedient to reason
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goal.* The aim of the following paper is to expound, in a concise manner,
these two closely interrelated aspects of Clement’s religious philosophy.’

PEDAGOGY OF SALVATION

In the seventh book of Stromata Clement distinguishes two kinds of divine
activity towards salvation. In the context of a discussion of the perfect vir-
tue of the true gnostic, after saying that God, “having honored [the gnostic]
with a closer oversight,” helps him reach his perfection, the author pro-
poses, by means of a rhetorical question, a thesis about the original goal
of creation: “Is it not the case that everything came to being for the sake

]

and free to decide (avtefovsiovg)—to us,” continues Clement, “who have become
believers and are to be saved by voluntary choice (ékovcio Tpoapécel clouevor)”
(Paed. 1.6.33.3 [GCS 12:110]). Since the whole chapter is clearly marked by an anti-
Valentinian overtone (cf. Marrou, “Introduction,” 30-31; Judith L. Kovacs, “Echoes
of Valentinian Exegesis in Clement of Alexandria and Origen: The Interpretation of
1 Cor 3.1-3,” in Origeniana Octava, ed. L. Perrone [Leuven: Peeters, 2004], 320-23),
we may safely assume that the expression ékovsim mTpoapécetl cplopevor is a polemi-
cal allusion to the phrase @pvogl cwlopevor, by which some Valentinians designated
the status of the “spiritual” persons (cf. St 2.3.10.2, 2.20.115.1, 4.13.89.4, 5.1.3.1
[GCS 52:118, 175, 287, 327]). (Most probably the mediopassive present participle
6®Lopevog is to be understood in the future sense in this context; cf. Luke 13.23; Act
2.47; 1 Cor 1.18; 2 Cor 2.15; cf. Friedrich Blass, Albert Debrunner, Grammatik des
neutestamentlichen Griechisch, 7th ed. [Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1943],
§323.) Other examples include Clement’s employment of the metaphor of gold in Str.
2.20.116.2 (GCS 52:175-76), cf. Iren. Haer. 1.6.2 (ed. A. Rousseau and L. Doutre-
leau, SC 264 [Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1979], 94.623-95.629). Compare also the way
Clement uses the phrase dwwpopa tfg ékhoyiig in Str. 5.14.141.3 (GCS 52:421). For
the last mentioned passages see Matyas Havrda, “Some Observations on Clement of
Alexandria, Stromata, Book Five,” VC 64 (2010): 25 n. 81, 28-29.

5. Notwithstanding the fact that the outlines of Clement’s thought discussed in
this paper are formulated in the polemical context indicated above (a context which
Clement shares with his heresiological predecessors, especially Irenaeus who developed
his response along similar lines), it should be noted that Clement employs some of
these tenets also for apologetic, or more precisely protreptic purposes; for Clement’s
protreptic discourse, see Annewies van den Hoek, “Apologetic and Protreptic Dis-
course in Clement of Alexandria,” in L'apologétique chrétienne gréco-latine a I’époque
prénicénienne, ed. A. Wlosok and F. Paschoud, Entr. Hardt 51 (Genéve: Vandceuvre,
2005), 69-93; Daniel Ridings, “Apologetic or Protreptic? Audiences and Strategies
in Clement of Alexandria’s Stomateis and Protrepticus,” in Sacri erudiri 44 (2005):
5-35. This paper leaves open the question to what extent the apologetic/protreptic
context of Clement’s thought may have contributed, for example, to his emphasis on
the freedom of God’s and human will, or to the way Clement elaborates the doctrine
of divine pedagogy (cf. below, n. 29). I am grateful to an anonymous reader of JECS
for drawing my attention to this point.
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of good men, for their use and benefit, or rather salvation?”® According
to Clement, God does not deprive humanity of anything they possess for
the sake of this goal, and those “who have chosen to lead a good life” he
even strengthens by inspiration: “Surely God will not deprive those for
whose sake everything came to being of things they possess for the sake
of virtue. For it is obvious that their good nature and holy choice is hon-
ored by him, as is clear from the fact that people who have chosen to lead
a good life are strengthened by his inspiration for the ensuing salvation.”
The pattern of divine activity is then explicated in the following manner:
“There are people whom [God] only exhorts (zrpotpénmwv uovov), but he
also helps (xai culapfavopevog) those who have become worthy of it by
themselves.”” This sentence comprises the main elements of Clement’s
concept of divine grace as universal exhortation to salvation on the one
hand and as special support earned by human effort on the other.

The distinction between the “exhortatory” and “helping” modes of
divine activity is theologically based on Clement’s concept of the divine
Logos as a rational principle of the universe whose specific demands
addressed to human beings are gradually manifested in the history of sal-
vation. Clement outlines this concept already in his Protrepticus where he
interprets various significant events of biblical history whose culmination,
from the Christian point of view, is the incarnation of the Logos in Jesus,
as different ways by which the divine Logos “exhorts” human beings to
salvation.® As the first chapter of the Paedagogus shows most clearly, the
author understands his own work as an expression of the same salvific
intention.” In this chapter he distinguishes three basic kinds of divine activ-
ity, the “protreptic,” the “pedagogic,” and the “didactic” Logos, and he
lets the first two kinds “speak” in his Protrepticus and Paedagogus respec-
tively.'” The difference between the methods of divine “pedagogy” (as we

6. Str. 7.7.48.1 (GCS 17:36). For Clement’s anthropocentrism cf. also Prot. 4.63.4
(GCS 12:48); Paed. 1.2.6.5-3.7.3, 2.1.14.4, 2.3.39.1 (GCS 12:93-94, 164, 180);
Str. 6.14.110.3 (GCS 52:487); Marrou, “Introduction,” 34-35. A similar thought is
expressed by Irenaeus, Haer. 5.29.1 (ed. Rousseau, SC 153 [Paris: Editions du Cerf,
19691, 363.3-8); cf. Matthew C. Steenberg, Irenaeus on Creation. The Cosmic Christ
and the Saga of Redemption (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 145-50.

7. Str. 7.7.48.1-2 (GCS 17:36).

8. Prot. 1.8.1-4 (GCS 12:8-9); cf. Iren. Haer. 4.14.2 (ed. Rousseau, SC 100 [Paris:
Editions du Cerf, 1965], 543-46), on the pedagogy of the Logos (cf. SC 100:544) in
the history of salvation.

9. Cf. Judith Kovacs, “Divine Pedagogy and the Gnostic Teacher according to
Clement of Alexandria,” JECS 9 (2001): 3-25.

10. Paed. 1.1.1.3-3.3 (GCS 12:90-91). In this paper I refrain from discussing the
much debated question whether Clement planned to write, or even wrote, a book
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shall call the activity of the Logos according to all three modes)!! is con-
ditioned by the level of moral progress reached by the auditors or readers
addressed. The goal of the “protreptic” Logos is to persuade the auditors
to abandon the “old” (i.e. pagan) views and “become young for salvation,”
that is to say, to lay within the “space of their mind” a “foundation” con-
sisting of “the desire to reach eternal life through rational obedience.”!?
The goal of the “pedagogic” Logos is to heal the soul that has already
undergone this conversion from irrational inclinations (“affects”) and thus
to “improve” it (Beltidoar) by means of practical recommendations and
prescriptions.’® Finally, the goal of the “didactic” Logos is to “instruct”
the soul that has already been sufficiently purified so that the nature of the
Logos itself might be disclosed to the adept of the true knowledge.'* Here
Clement expounds the theological framework of his own writings, but he
obviously applies a similar model to the various forms of the divine activity
in the biblical history. In the above-mentioned outline of divine pedagogy
in the Protrepticus Clement indicates that the manner in which the divine
Logos manifests itself in history primarily depends upon the recipients of
these manifestations. The Logos exhorts those who are “stubborn” (as
were the Jews in the desert) by means of miracles and terrifying signs.'

that would, in his view, correspond to the third, “didactic” level of divine education.
For the history of the debate cf. Eric F. Osborn, Clement of Alexandria (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2005), 5-15. Recently the problem has been revisited,
with different conclusions, by Bogdan G. Bucur, Angelomorphic Pneumatology: Clem-
ent of Alexandria and Other Early Christian Witnesses (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 6-27,
and Andrew C. Itter, Esoteric Teaching in the Stromateis of Clement of Alexandria
(Leiden: Brill, 2009), 15-32, 221 and passim.

11. Cf. Paed. 1.7.53.3-54.1 (GCS 12:122); for “pedagogy” (maudaywyio) in the gen-
eral sense of “guidance” (dyoyn) to salvation, see Werner Bierbaum, “Geschichte als
Paidagogia Theou. Die Heilsgeschichtslehre des Klemens von Alexandrien,” Miinchener
Theologische Zeitschrift 5 (1954): 249-51; Rudiger Feulner, Clemens von Alexan-
drien: Sein Leben, Werk und philosophisch-theologisches Denken (Frankfurt a. M.:
Peter Lang, 2006), 145-50.

12. Paed. 1.1.1.1 (GCS 12:89-90). For the motif of desire cf. Str. 2.2.9.2 (GCS
52:117): “If faith is choice, because it desires something, the desire in question is a
rational one (1] dpe&ig viv dtavontikn).” Clement then (GCS 52:117) characterizes faith
as a “foundation of rational choice” (Qguéhog Euppovog mpoarpécemg). Cf. Aristotle,
Ethica Nicomachea 1139b4-5 (ed. 1. Bywater, Aristotelis Ethica Nicomachea [Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1975]), who defines choice in the sense of mpoaipeoic as
“rational desire” (810 T dpextikdg voig 1 pooaipeoic §j dpe€ig Sravontiky).

13. Paed. 1.1.1.2, 4 (GCS 12:90).

14. Cf. Paed. 1.1.2.1, 3.3 (GCS 12:90-91).

15. Prot. 1.8.1-2 (GCS 12:8); cf. Paed. 1.11.96.3-97.1 (GCS 12:147); Str. 2.8.37.2
(GCS 52:132). For the education of the “stubborn,” see Matt 19.7-8; Iren. Haer.
4.15.2 (SC 100:554).
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Those who “have ears” and already are willing to listen to the voice of the
Logos are exhorted in a more rational manner (Aoyikdtepov) through the
prophets. And finally, having become a human being, the Logos addresses
even those who do not believe the prophets and who regard the miracu-
lous narratives as myths (i.e. primarily the Greeks).!'

The pedagogical model of divine activity enables Clement to explain the
difference between the demands of the “old covenant” mediated by Moses
(and summarily described as “the Law”) and the promises of the “new
covenant” sealed by the death and resurrection of Jesus.'” The difference
between the severity of the biblical divine Lawgiver and the kindness of
the “compassionate God” (6 eihowtippov 0e6c) who “emptied himself”
in his effort to save the humankind'® is explained by Clement not as a
conflict between the activities of different gods, but as different means by
which the “governing providence” brings about salvation: “The governing
providence must be both lordly and good. There are two ways by which
the [divine] power brings about salvation: as a lordly power it chastens
humankind by punishment, as a benefactor it shows them kindness by
beneficial deeds.”" As the following lines indicate, the two ways are dif-
ferent kinds of divine pedagogy corresponding to the stages of the spiritual
progress from the initial “disobedience” through a “slavish” subordina-
tion to the Law which is further transformed into the fearful loyalty of a
believer in order to culminate in the filial love:

16. Prot. 1.8.2-4 (GCS 12:8-9).

17. Cf. e.g., Paed. 1.7.59.1 (GCS 12:124-25).

18. Cf. Prot. 1.8.4 (GCS 12:9); Phil 2.6-7. See also Paed. 1.11.97.3 (GCS 12:148).

19. Str. 1.27.173.5 (GCS 52:107); also references in n. 3 above. A similar doc-
trine of providence is developed by Irenaeus in his polemic against Marcion; cf. Haer.
3.25.2-3 (ed. A. Rousseau and L. Doutreleau, SC 211 [Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1974],
480-84). However, Clement’s distinction between the providential power as a “lordly
power” (kvpia) on the one hand and as a “benefactor” (evepyétic) on the other is
more closely reminiscent of the division of powers in Philo of Alexandria; cf. esp.
De specialibus legibus 1.307 (trans. F. H. Colson, Philo VII, LCL 320 [Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1939], 277): “Cannot you see that the primal and
chief powers belonging to the Existent are the beneficient and the punitive (gdepyétig
kai kohaotiplog)? And the beneficient is called God (8edg) because by this He set out
(80nke) and ordered the world; the other is called Lord (k0piog), being that by which
He is invested with the sovereignty of all that is.” See also Philo, De Abrahamo 125,
145, De mutatione nominum 28, and other passages quoted by Peter Frick, Divine
Providence in Philo of Alexandria (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999), 79-84. For Clem-
ent’s concept of providence as divine power see also St 2.2.5.5, 5.1.6.3,7.2.5.4 (GCS
52:115, 329; GCS 17:5).
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It is possible not to be “the son of disobedience,” but to “pass from
darkness to life” (cf. Eph 2.2, 5.6; 1 John 3.14). If you listen to wisdom
you will first be a law-abiding slave of God and then you will become a
faithful servant who fears Lord the God. And if you proceed further, you
will be reckoned among the sons, for “love covers a multitude of sins”

(1 Pet 4.8). You will grow in love and receive the fulfillment of your blissful
hope and you will be reckoned among the elected ones adopted as sons
whom God has called friends.?

FREEDOM OF FAITH

The distinction between the “exhortatory” and “helping” modes of divine
pedagogy opens the space of human freedom and responsibility for salva-
tion. Against the attempt of “heterodox” groups to explain the difference
among religious attitudes from unequal dispositions of human nature,
Clement believes that religious attitude (faith) is an act of free decision.?!
Clement understands faith as a response to divine exhortation, a response
by which one accepts the demands of divine education. In the Protrepticus
the relation between exhortation and faith is illustrated by a metaphor of
payment: “Let us receive the laws of life; let us obey God who exhorts us
(mpotpemopéve 0ed); let us learn about him, that he may be gracious; let
us render him (though he is in need of nothing) a recompense of gratitude
(ebov edydpiotov), obedience (evmeibeiav), as a kind of rent (évoikiov) paid
to God for our dwelling here below.”?? Faith as the willingness to accept
divine education is a kind of recompense for the work that God does for
the sake of humankind.?

It is a crucial element of Clement’s concept of grace that this “assent” of
faith is an act of free choice, in other words, that it is possible for human
beings to accept the demands of divine education as well as to reject them.
This possibility of choice is what distinguishes an adult from a child or a

20. Str. 1.27.173.6 (GCS 52:107).

21. Cf. esp. Str. 2.3.11.1-4.12.1, 2.20.115.1-116.2, 5.1.3.3-4, 6.13.105.1 (GCS
52:118-19, 175-76, 327-28, 485).

22. Prot. 11.115.1 (GCS 12:81.5-8; trans. G. W. Butterworth, Clement of Alexan-
dria: The Exhortation to the Greeks, LCL 92 [Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1960], 245, modified). I follow the majority of editors in reading eomeiBeiav
(Heyse), instead of the manuscript gdma0siav.

23. Cf. also Paed. 1.12.100.2 (GCS 12:150). In Protrepticus Clement stresses that
the recompense is small in comparison to “all these great works of creation and gra-
cious gifts [God] has let out to us in return for a little faith” (Proz. 11.115.1 [GCS
12:81; trans. Butterworth 245, modified]). For faith as recompense, see also Stz
5.13.83.5 (GCS 52:381).
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freeman from a slave.?* Interestingly, Clement regards this possibility itself
as a result of divine education that has only been reached after an earlier
stage in which human beings had complied with the divine demands not
by their free decision but out of fear. In this sense the author explains the
following passage from the Letter to the Galatians: “Now before faith
came, we were imprisoned and guarded under the Law until faith would
be revealed. Therefore the Law was our educator until Christ came, so that
we might be justified by faith. But now that faith has come, we are no lon-
ger subject to an educator.”? Interpreting this passage, Clement says that
“we are no longer subject to the Law associated with fear, but instead are
subject to the Logos associated with choice (tov Adyov tiig Tpoapiceng),
and he is our educator.”?® Here Clement defines the Christian standpoint
over against the concept of religion enforced by fear, a concept he identifies
with the Jewish attitude towards the Mosaic Law. When speaking about
“fear” in this context, he probably means the kind of fear aligned with
hatred that characterizes the attitude of slaves towards cruel despots, as
Clement describes it on another occasion where he further specifies that
“the Jews depicted God as a despot, not as a father,” and makes a dis-
tinction between religion based on coercion (kotd dvéyknv) and one based
on choice (kota Tpoaipeotv).?” Similarly, in the seventh book of Stromata
Clement distinguishes justice “by coercion, by fear, or by hope” (xotd
avayxnv §| oBov fi éArida) from the one based on choice (ék Tpoapéoewg),
and describes the latter as “the royal way trodden by the royal people” (cf.
Num 20.17; 1 Pet 2.9), that is, by the Christians.?® It seems that according
to Clement it is only in the perspective of the sacrifice of the divine educa-
tor, “the good shepherd” who “gave his life for his sheep” (John 10.10),
that the orders of the divine Law can be regarded as an expression of the
“kindness” (etvoua) of God who tries to convince man to accept it “for the
sake of man himself” (adtod yapwv éketvov [scil. Tod dvBpdmov]).?’

24. Cf. Paed. 1.6.33.3 (GCS 12:109-10); Q. d. s. 9.2-10.1 (GCS 17:65).

25. Gal 3.23-25 (NRSV, modified).

26. Paed. 1.6.30.3-31.1 (GCS 12:108).

27. Paed. 1.9.87.1-2 (GCS 12:140-41).

28. Str. 7.12.73.5 (GCS 17:52-53).

29. Cf. Paed. 1.11.97.3 (GCS 12:148). Clement’s understanding of the Jewish
attitude to the Law may be compared with the teaching of Irenaeus who regards the
precepts of the Old Testament (with the exception of the Ten Commandments) as
“the precepts of slavery” (servitutis praecepta) that were imposed on the Jews when
they had chosen to turn away from God and become the slaves (servi) of idols; cf.
Haer. 4.15.1,4.16.5 (SC 100:550, 570). According to Irenaeus, the Logos “first drew
[his subjects] into the servitude of God and then liberated them” (primo quidem ser-
vos attraxit Deo, postea autem liberavis eos) (Haer. 4.13.4 [SC 100:534]); cf. Haer.
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PIETY AS CHOICE

Clement discusses the concept of human free will almost exclusively in the
religious context outlined above. In effect he describes it as the freedom to
accept or reject the demands of divine education. Most commonly Clement
calls the volitional faculty addressed by divine exhortation 10 adteéovoiov
or 10 &9’ fuiv.’® He typically describes the act of choice as npoaipeoic,
alternatively as aipeoic (“choice,” as the opposite of uyr, “rejection”) or
ékhoyn.>! In the same sense Clement also employs the originally Stoic term
ovykatdOeoig (“assent”).? The “deliberative faculty” (mpooipetikn Sovapc),
as he also calls it, belongs to the ruling part of the soul (10 fiygpovikdv),’
described as the rational part (10 Aoyiotik6v)** or as the human intellect
(vodg).® This part of the soul is what distinguishes human beings from
animals,’® and the same is probably true of the very ability to choose.?”
Clement’s philosophy of the will presupposes a theory of action according
to which the ruling part of the soul has the ability to choose which—sense
impressions presented to the mind, and consequently which impulses

4.13.2 (SC 100:528). Clement’s idea that the Logos educates humanity for their own
sake is also familiar to Irenaeus; cf. Haer. 4.14.1 (SC 100:538-40). However, Clem-
ent’s concept of divine pedagogy differs from that of Irenaeus insofar as it reckons
pagan philosophy (cf. Str. 1.5.28.3, 6.14.110.3, 6.17.153.1, 6.17.159.9, 7.2.6.4 [ GCS
52:18, 487, 510, 514; GCS 17:6]), and even the worship of the heavenly bodies (cf.
Str. 6.14.110.3 [GCS 52:487.11-14]), among the pedagogical devices of the Logos.
For the difference between Irenaeus and Clement: Wolfram Kinzig, Novitas Christiana.
Die Idee des Fortschritts in der alten Kirche bis Eusebius (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1994), 284-97.

30. Cf. Str. 4.24.153.1 (GCS 52:316): Avrtiko 10 £p° Huiv éotv ovmep &n’ fong ovTod
T KOPLoil £0UEV KOl TOD AVIIKEWWEVOL ODT®, MG TO PIAOGOPEV §| Wi, Kol TO MIGTEVEW T
amioTely. S16 yodv 1o £katépov TdV Aviikewédvoy én fong eivor Hudg kvpiovg Suvatov
gvpiokeTat TO € Nuiv.

31. For the last mentioned term, see Havrda, “Some Observations,” 22-23. For
Clement’s terminology of the will, see Walther Volker, Der wabre Gnostiker nach
Clemens Alexandrinus, TU 57 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1952), 115; Karavites, Ewvil,
115-21.

32.Cf. 5tr.2.2.8.4,2.5.27.4,2.12.55.1-2,5.1.3.2, 5.13.86,1, 6.17.156.2, 7.9.53.1
(GCS 52:117, 127, 142, 327, 383, 512; GCS 17:39).

33. Cf. Str. 6.16.135.4 (GCS 52:500): v mpoarpetikny 82 O Nyepovikdv &yet Sovapuy,
nepl fiv 1 Mot kol 1 pabnoig kol 1 yvaoic.

34. Paed. 2.2.34.1, 2.9.81.2; Str. 6.16.135.2 (GCS 12:177, 207; GCS 52:500).

35. Cf. esp. Q. d. s. 14.4 (GCS 17:169): 10010 &’ €671 vodg GvOpdTOL, Kol KpITHhpLov
EhevBepOV Exv £v £0VTO Kol TO ATEEOVGLOV THG HETAYEPIcEMS TdV doBEvTmyv; Str. 6.11.93.1
(GCS 52:478: npoaipeoic tod vod).

36. Cf. Prot. 10.100.3, 12.120.3; Paed. 1.3.7.1.3,2.1.2; Str. 5.13.87.4 (GCS 12:72,
84-85, 94; GCS 52:383-84).

37. Cf. Str. 5.14.133.7 (GCS 52:417).
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evoked by these impressions, to assent to, and which to reject.’® However,
his reflections on the freedom of the will are not primarily concerned with
everyday decisions, but rather with a general attitude on which particular
decisions are based. At the core of Clement’s reflections on the freedom of
the will is the insight that this general attitude is a matter of choice itself.
This fundamental choice, rather than any particular decision, is that to
which the divine Logos exhorts human beings and that on which Christian
education is based.® As Clement puts it in the Protrepticus, this exhorta-
tion (mpotponn) is not concerned with partial ethical questions (whether
to get married, whether to take part in politics, beget children, etc.), but
rather it is universal (kafolik) and relates to life as a whole (zpog iov
1oV Biov).* The attitude to which it exhorts is called “piety” or “reverence
towards God” (BeocéBeia), in contrast to “superstition” or “fear of the
demons” (deic1doipovia), the decadent attitude of those misled by the false
images of the divine and the irrational inclinations of their own souls.*! It
seems that this ability to revere God is an important characteristic of the
part of the human soul that distinguishes human beings from animals.*
Humankind has been endowed with this ability from the beginning, but
the ability has been “beclouded by ignorance.”* In this connection Clem-
ent evokes the myth of the primordial man who enjoyed “the truly noble
freedom which belongs to the citizens under the rule of heaven” and who
lived “a heavenly manner of life.”* Similarly, in his exegesis of the bibli-

38. Cf. e.g. Str. 1.17.84.5, 2.20.111.2,4, 4.18.116.1, 5.4.28.2, 7.16.100.4 (GCS
52:54, 173-74, 299, 343-44; GCS 17:70).

39. For Christian education cf. Paed. 1.11.99.2 (GCS 12:149): 'Qg 8¢ &o11 T1g 8AAN
UEV PIAOGOPOV AymyT, GAAN 0& PNTOPp®V, TAANGTMY 6€ GAAN, 0UTOG £0TIV Yevvaio O1dfeotg
PLLOKAA® Tpoapécet KATAAMNAOG K TR|g XPL1oTod Tadaym®yiog TePLyVOLEVT KTA.

40. Cf. Prot. 11.113.1 (GCS 12:79); cf. Prot. 12.123.1 (GCS 12:86): Koi yap odv
B¢ g Eyet Td Huétepa TV Xp1oTod omaddy- olar uév oi fovlai, Toiot kol oi Adyot, dmoiot
3¢ ol Adyot, Townide kai ol Tpagels, kai omoia o £pya, To1dTog O Piog: ¥PNOTOG O GVLUTOG
avOpodnmv Piog TOV Xp1oTov £yvOKOTOV.

41. Cf. Prot. 4.58.4, 10.90.3, 10.108.3, 11.113.1 (GCS 12:46, 67, 77, 79). For
piety cf. also Prot. 9.85.3 (GCS 12:64.18-20), quoting 1 Tim 4.8 (NRSV, modified):
“Piety is valuable in every way, holding promise for both the present life and the life
to come.” For superstition, see also Prot. 1.3.1, 2.25.4 (GCS 12:4-5, 19).

42. Cf. Paed. 1.8.63.1 (GCS 12:127), where Clement calls man “religious animal”
(@b0eov Ldov).

43. Cf. Prot. 2.25.3 (GCS 12:18-19): "Hv 8¢ 1ic &ugvtog dpyaio mpdg odpavov
AvOpdTOLg KoveVvia, dyvoig HEV EGKOTIGUEVT, GV OE mov dekBpdokovsa Toh okOTOVG
Kol GVOAGUTOVGO KTA.

44, Prot. 1.3.1, 2.25.4 (GCS 12:4-5, 19).
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cal story of the first man Clement interprets Adam as a “child of God”
(maudiov Tob Beod) who “freely played in Paradise,” before he was seduced
by desires and subdued by pleasure.* Interestingly, Clement explains this
surrender as an act of “disobedience” to God, by means of which “the

45. Prot. 11.111.1 (GCS 12:78); cf. Paed. 1.13.101.3 (GCS 12:151), where it is
stated that in consequence of his disobedience the first man “became like beasts”
(cf. Ps 48.13, 21). The concept of Adam as a child is already known to Theophilus
and Irenaeus; cf. Carole Harrison, “The Childhood of Man in Early Christian Writers
(Theophilus, Irenaeus, Clement),” Augustinianum 32 (1992): 61-76. For Irenaeus, see
Steenberg, “Children in Paradise: Adam and Eve as ‘Infants’ in Irenaeus of Lyons,”
JECS 12 (2004): 1-22. According to Clement, the biblical serpent that “deceived Eve”
(cf. 2 Cor 11.3) “now carries other people off to death as well,” his activity being
linked to idolatrous practices (Prot. 7.4—6 [GCS 12:8]). In Prot. 11.111.1 (GCS 12:78)
Clement says that the serpent is “an allegory of pleasure, as it creeps upon the belly,
an earthly evil, turning towards matter”; hence Clement’s remark in Paed. 1.8.68.1
(GCS 12:130) that the serpent is “implanted” in us (61 £ueog); cf. Q. d. s. 15.3 (GCS
17:169), about the “implanted (8uputog) matter of evil,” and Paed. 3.12.93.3 (GCS
12:287), where Clement (quoting Menander) says that “it is common and implanted
in everyone to sin” (10 . . . &apaptéve Grocw Eueutov kol ko). For the sin of
the first man, see Str. 2.19.98.4, 3.14.94.3, 3.17.103.1 (GCS 52:167, 239, 243); frag.
24 (GCS 17:208); also Prot. 2.12.2 (GCS 12:11); Str. 3.9.65.1 (GCS 52:225), about
the role of Eve as a mediator. Clement rejects the encratic idea that sinfulness is an
attribute of the sexual impulse (cf. Stz 3.17.102.4 [GCS 52:243]) and suggests that
Adam might have sinned by yielding to sexual desire before the “appropriate time”
of marriage (Str. 3.14.94.3, 3.17.103.1 [GCS 52:239, 243]); cf. Theodor Riither, Die
Lehre von der Erbsiinde bei Clemens von Alexandrien (Freiburg i. Br.: Herder, 1922),
38-43. Clement does not discuss the question how Adam’s sin is transmitted to his
posterity. As Bierbaum, “Geschichte,” 256 n. 79, observes, there is an inherent para-
dox in Clement’s thought: on the one hand he teaches that all human beings, except
for the incarnate Logos, are sinful (cf. Paed. 1.2.4.2,3.12.93.3 [GCS 12:91, 287]), on
the other hand he insists that sinning consists in activity, not in essence (Str. 4.13.93.3
[GCS 52:289]: apérer 1o dpaptave <év> évepyeiq kettat, ovk ovoiq). In Stz 3.16.100.5
(GCS 52:242) Clement questions the idea that a newborn baby “that has not done
anything yet” may have already fallen under Adam’s curse (nidg VUm0 v 10D "Adap
vroménTokey Gpav tO unbiv évepyficav;); he explains Job 14.4 LXX (“None is clean
from the filth, even if his life is but one day”), a verse probably used by his encratic
opponents (cf. Stz 3.16.100.4 [GCS 52:242]; cf. Str. 4.11.83.1 [GCS 52:284-85]),
as an expression of Job’s humility (Str. 4.17.106.3 [GCS 52:295]; cf. 1 Clem 17.4;
Riither, Lebre, 74 and n. 3); finally, in Str. 3.16.100.7 (GCS 52:242) we read that
David’s phrase “my mother conceived me in sin” (Ps 50.7) does not mean that David
himself was “in sin.” Riither, Lehre, 76, is probably correct when he suggests that
the idea of hereditary sin would appear heretical to Clement. Nevertheless, according
to Clement, we are born with certain impulses “due to which we do not recognize
God” (g Tpdroag £k yevésewg Oppag, kad’ g 0edv o0 yvdokouev); they include, above
all, “greed” whose “works” (ta tfig émbopiog Epya)—avarice, rivalry, love of fame,
womanizing, pederasty, dainty living, profligacy, etc.—have been “abolished” by the
Savior (St 3.16.101.2, 3.9.63.3 [GCS 52:242, 225]); also Str. 6.7.56.2 (GCS 52:460),
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boy became a man” (6 maig avdpidpevog dnedein).*® Afterwards, since
God “bent down” (kéxhrar) and let himself be “bound in flesh” in order
to liberate man from the bonds of sin, man has had a possibility to gain a
“greater prize for his obedience” (u&iCov vmaxofic dOrov) than the Paradise
from which he fell, namely to reach the heavens.*” Clement does not explain
why Christian education promises more than a return to the freedom of
the first man, but this difference is presumably due to the intermediate
phase of “becoming a man” after which the relation to God can only be
renewed on the basis of choice.*

CHOICE AND WILL

Aristotelian ethics distinguishes between the rational choice (npoaipeoic)
and the will (BovAnoig) in the sense that the will relates to goals, whereas
the rational choice to the means in our power.¥ Clement does not make
such a distinction between the two terms and he even typically uses the

where Clement identifies the cause of all sins as “selfishness” (pilavtia); cf. Volker,
Wahre Gnostiker, 143. Riither, Lehre, 76-79, thinks that these inborn impulses were
reinforced by the first sin (cf. Lebre, 78, 86); however, as Volker, Wahre Gnostiker,
140-41, notes, this explanation is not well founded. We may add that for Clem-
ent Adam certainly represents an example of “ignorance and weakness” (&yvolwn kai
aobévewn), identified as the origins of sin in Stz 7.16.101.6 (GCS 17:71), or of dis-
obedience (cf. e.g. Paed. 1.13.101.1 [GCS 12:150]), whose importance in Clement’s
interpretation of Adam’s sin is emphasized by Volker (see the next note). Clement
even indicates that there is a causal connection between this example and the pitiful
condition of humankind (cf. esp. Stz 3.9.65.1, 3.14.94.3 [GCS 52:225, 239]; frag.
24 [GCS 17:208]). Apparently, however, it did not occur to Clement to elaborate a
theory that would explain the link between the biblical story and the human condi-
tion in a scientific manner. For the causes and consequences of Adam’s fall, see also
John Behr, Asceticism and Anthropology in Irenaeus and Clement (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000), 143-48.

46. For disobedience as the first cause of sin, see Volker, Wahre Gnostiker, 133-35,
with references.

47. Prot. 11.111.2-3 (GCS 12:78-79).

48. Cf. Prot. 10.99.4 (GCS 12:72): Tivi AoAfjoet kOptog «Oudv éotv 1 Baciheio tdv
ovpavdV»; “Yudv €otwy, €av BeMionte, @V mpog TOV B0V TV Tpoaipesty EoyNKOT®V.
According to Str. 6.12.96.1-2 (GCS 52:480), God created humankind imperfect
because “he wants us to be saved by our own initiative” (fudg 8¢ &€ Nudv adtdV
Bovreton olecBar). Clement’s interpretative framework has clear parallels in Irenaeus;
cf. Lloyd G. Patterson, “The Divine Became Human: Irenaecan Themes in Clement of
Alexandria,” SP 31 (1997): 497-516, esp. 501-3, 507-8.

49. Cf. e.g. Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachea 1111b26-30, 1113a12-15, 1113b3-4
(Bywater).
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word npoaipeoic to describe the act of the will related to a goal.*° In his
view, Christian education exhorts us to make such goals as salvation or
eternal life the objects of our will: in the Protrepticus Clement speaks,
in this connection, about “heavenly and truly divine desire” (ovpdviog
kol Ogiog dvtag Epag) that “comes to men . . . whenever somewhere in
the soul the spark of true beauty, kindled by the divine Logos, is able to
shine out.” He describes this movement of the soul as an act of the will
(10 BovAndijvan) or as a choice (rpoaipeoig) which, if “sincere” (yvnoing), is
accompanied by salvation and life.”! Elsewhere he says that the kingdom
of heaven belongs to those who “wish” it (§v Oghjonte), that is to “those
who have their choice set upon God” (t@v npdg OV Bedv v mpoaipecty
goymrdtov).’? The exhortation of the Logos, as presented in the Protrepti-
cus, is an attempt to instigate this wish and choice.*® As Clement explains
in the second book of Stromata, the willingness to be persuaded, to wish
the thing that the Logos exhorts us to wish, is “in our power” (¢¢’ fuiv 10
neibecbai e kod pun).>* It presumably means that “wishing” itself is in our
power.”> On the other hand, it does not mean (and here Clement diverts
somewhat from his high-flown rhetoric of the Protrepticus) that what we
wish is also immediately realized: “Some people are immediately able to
do what they wish, because they have grown strong enough for that and
have purified themselves by discipline. Others are not yet able, but they
already have the will (10 BoviecOon fidn &xovoiv). For the will is the task of
the soul, but action cannot dispense with body.”*® To “have the will” cer-
tainly means to wish the same thing that is also the goal of divine exhor-
tation. As we have seen, this wish is “in our power,” although Clement
admits that for some people it is less easy to make the right choice than
for others.’” Unfortunately he does not explore the reasons for these indi-
vidual differences.

50. Cf. e.g. Prot. 10.99.4, 10.105,1, 11.117.2 (GCS 12:72, 75, 82); Str. 2.2.9.3,
2.5.26.5,4.4.14.1,4.6.38.2-4,5.1.7.1 (GCS 52:117, 127,254, 265, 329); Str. 7.3.16.3,
7.12.74.2 (GCS 17:12, 53).

S1. Prot. 11.117.2 (GCS 12:82).

52. Prot. 10.99.4 (GCS 12:72; trans. Butterworth 217, modified); cf. also Prot.
10.105.1 (GCS 12:75).

53. Cf. Prot. 11.117.2-3 (GCS 12:82). Cf. also Paed. 1.1.1.3 (GCS 12:90):
TPOTPENTIKY YOp 1 Thoo OeocéPeta, Lofg Thg VOV kal Tiig perlobong dpelwv Eyyevvdoa T
ovyyevel hoyioud. For the concept of 8petig, see n. 12 above.

54. Str. 2.6.26.3 (GCS 52:127); cf. also Str. 7.3.16.2 (GCS 17:12): 611 10 micTEDEW TE
kol weifeobon 8¢° fuiv. Cf. Volker, Wabre Gnostiker, 117 and n. 4, with references.

55. Cf. Str. 7.16.101.6 (GCS 17:71).

56. Str. 2.6.26.4 (GCS 52:127).

57. 8tr. 2.6.26.5 (GCS 52:127).



34 JOURNAL OF EARLY CHRISTIAN STUDIES

In an interesting passage of the second book of Stromata Clement elabo-
rates the relation between the will (10 BovAecOar) and the rational abilities of
the soul (oi Aoywai Suvapeic). We have seen that the fundamental “choice”
set upon God, or the “wish” focused on the goal of divine exhortation,
corresponds to a faculty of the ruling part of the soul (10 fyepovikov).*s In
the second book of Stromata Clement indicates that the will plays a domi-
nant role among the faculties of the ruling part. His starting point is a Stoic
definition of knowledge as a “cognitive state” which gives rise to a “grasp”
(katddnyic) that “cannot be changed by an argument” (Gpetdmrotog V0
Aoyov). But ignorance can be changed by an argument, and “the change
as well as the discipline based on the argument is in our power.”** Now,
according to Clement, the will instigated by the teaching of the Logos is
based on “the argument” (logos) par excellence,® and it is therefore supe-
rior to the rational faculties of the soul.®! In this sense the rational faculties
are subordinated to the will and can be changed by it.®?

58. Str. 6.16.135.4 (GCS 52:500).

59. Str. 2.17.76.1 (GCS 52:152-53). Str. 2.17.76.2-3 is a short digression in which
Clement presents various definitions of knowledge; in Stz. 2.17.77.1 Clement takes up
the definition of knowledge as a state that cannot be changed by an argument.

60. Cf. Str. 2.2.9.4 (GCS 52:117-18): v yodv énictiunv Opiloviol gilocdpmy moideg
EEw dpetdmtoTov Ko Adyov. EoTv obV AAN Tig TowdT KatdoTtactg aAndng Osooefeiag
avTiic, Mg Hovog d1ddckarog O AdYoc; ovK EYmye Ol

61. Str. 2.17.77.5 (GCS 52:153): mponyeitan toivov ndvtov 10 Poviecbar: ol yop
Loywcai duvapels 1od Bodrecbar Siikovol tepivkact. We may doubt whether this passage
“allows us to gauge [Clement’s] emphasis on intellectualism,” as Karavites, Evil, 127,
contends, since according to Clement, volition originates in the Logos, identified as
the divine intellect (see also Clement’s frag. 40 quoted in the next footnote). Never-
theless it is true that in Clement’s psychology volition does play a decisive role; cf.
Volker, Wahre Gnostiker, 117, who speaks, in this connection, about “the primacy
of the will” (“der Primat des Willens”).

62. Cf. Clement’s discussion of the relation between the will and the possible in
Str. 2.17.77.2=5 (GCS 52:153); cf. also Str. 2.6.26.4 (GCS 52: 127) and above p.
33. For Clement’s concept of the will as an autonomous movement, see his frag. 40
(GCS 17:220) preserved by Maximus Confessor and ascribed to Clement’s treatise
On Providence. In this fragment Clement defines the will (0éknoiw) as “a natural
free movement of a sovereign mind” (guoikr avtokpatopog vod adte&odotog kivnoig),
or as “a mind that moves in respect to something by its own choice” (vodg mepi Tt
avborpétog kvodpevog). As far as “freedom” (awteéovoiotg) is concerned, Clement
defines it as “a mind that moves according to its nature or a sovereign intellectual
movement of the soul (voepd tiig yoyfig kivnoig avtokpatic).” Cf. Karavites, Evil, 117
and n. 27. For the autonomy of the will in Clement see the references collected by
Michael Miiller, “Freiheit. Uber Autonomie und Gnade von Paulus bis Clemens von
Alexandrien,” ZNW 25 (1926): 218-20; according to Miiller, “Clemens formuliert
mit neuer, bisher unerhorter Schirfe den alten Sinn der Willensfreiheit” (218). For
the relation between volition and reason in Clement’s thought, see Rainer Hoffmann,
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THE GOAL OF THE WILL: ASSIMILATION TO GOD

In the sixth book of Stromata Clement says that “the choice of good men
mostly corresponds to the will of God.”% Clement mentions God’s will
(called, without any discernable distinction, BovAncig, Bovinua, 0Anua,
npoaipeoic, or PovAn) typically in connection with the creation of the world
and especially with the economy of salvation. Thus he says in the Protrep-
ticus: “How great is the power of God! His mere will is creation. . .. By a
bare wish his work is done, and the world’s existence follows upon a single
act of his will (t® povov £0erficon adTov Eneton 1o yeyevijoba).”** Elsewhere
he describes the world as his will become a deed.® All human beings are
also the work of the one (i.e. divine) will (§vog OgAnpatog Epyov),®® but in
this case the work does not fully correspond to the aim of the Creator.
What God wished to do when he created man is expressed by the phrase
“let us make humankind according to our image and likeness” (Gen 1.26).
With the exception of Christ who “has become fully that what God said”
(yéyovev . . . tobto mAfipeg, Omep eipnkev O 0€dg), no human being corre-
sponds to this definition: “As for the rest of humankind, we conceive them
as being merely according to the image (katé povny . . . v gikdva),” says
Clement in the Paedagogus and further exhorts his readers: “But we, who
are the children of the good Father, fostered by the good educator, let us
fulfill the will of the Father (mAnpdowmpev 10 0éAnuo tod Tatpdc), let us listen
to the Logos and let us receive the impression (avopaéodpeda) of the truly
saving life of our Savior.”¢” Since the paradigm to which the followers of

Geschichte und Praxis. Ihre prinzipielle Begriindung durch Klement von Alexandrien
(Munchen: Wilhem Fink Verlag, 1979), 92-99.

63. Str. 6.17.157.3 (GCS 52:512): avtiko t§) T0d 00D fovincet poiota 1) tdv dyoddv
AvOpdY TPOAiPESLG VITAKOVEL.

64. Protr. 4.63.3 (GCS 12:48; trans. Butterworth 143).

65. Paed. 1.6.27.2 (GCS 12:106): . . . 10 6§knqpo adtod Epyov €071 Kai T00T0 KOGHOG
ovopaletat KTA.

66. Cf. Str. 3.14.95.1 (GCS 52:239), 7.13.81.2 (GCS 17:58).

67. Paed. 1.12.98.3 (GCS 12:149); cf. Str. 6.15.115.1 (GCS 52:489): “The gnos-
tic receives the impression of a close likeness [of God], the mind of the Teacher (v
TPOGEYECTEPAV AVOUAGCETAL OpOIOTN T, TNV diGvotay THv Tod didackdiov) . . .” See also
Clement’s prayer in Paed. 3.12.101.1 (GCS 12:291): “Grant us who follow your
commandments to fulfil the likeness of the image (10 opoiopa Tnpdoo g ikévog).”
These passages are probably based on an exegesis of the creation “according to the
image and the likeness” of God (Gen 1.26) mentioned by Clement in Str. 2.22.131.6
(GCS 12:185): “Accordingly, some of our authors explain that humankind received
the creation ‘according to the image’ immediately as it came into being, whereas the
creation ‘according to the likeness’” will be received only later, when human beings
reach perfection.” Speaking of “some authors,” Clement possibly refers to Irenaeus
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the Logos are supposed to be assimilated is God, to fulfil this call in which
the primordial aim of the Creator is expressed would mean nothing less
than becoming divine. And this is in fact how Clement defines the goal of
divine exhortation: “Let us already start here to practice the heavenly way
of life by which we are deified (ka0 fiv ék0go0peda).”®® Similarly in the
Protrepticus (in the context of an outline of the pedagogy of the Logos in
the history of salvation) Clement says that “the Logos of God has become
man, in order that such as you may learn from man how it is even possible
for man to become a god (xnf] note Gpa dvOpomog yévntan 06c).”® In the
final chapter he links this audacious promise with the motif of the divine

of Lyon; cf. esp. Haer. 5.6.1 (SC 153:76), 5.16.2 (SC 153:216); Patterson, “Divine
Became Human,” 505-7. For Irenaeus’s employent of the distinction between image
and likeness, see the careful study of Jacques Fantino, L’homme image de Dieu chez
saint Irénée de Lyon (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1985). For Clement, see Augustinus
Mayer, Das Gottesbild im Menschen nach Clemens von Alexandrien (Roma: Herder,
1942), 5-46.

68. Paed. 1.12.98.3 (GCS 12:149).

69. Prot. 1.8.4 (GCS 12:9; trans. Butterworth 23, modified). For the Irenaean
background of this formulation, see Patterson, “Divine Became Human,” 500-501,
and esp. Iren. Haer. 3.19.1 (SC 211:375). See also Clem. Prot. 11.114.4 (GCS 12:80-
81; trans. Butterworth 245, modified): The Logos is “granting to us (xapildpevog
Nuiv) the Father’s truly great, divine, and inalienable heritage, making human beings
divine (0eomoidv) by heavenly doctrine.” See further Paed. 3.1.1.5 (GCS 12:236); Str.
4.23.149.8, 4.25.155.2, 6.14.113.3 (GCS 52:314, 317, 488); Str. 7.1.3.6, 7.56.10.3—
6, 7.16.95.2, 7.16.101.4 (GCS 17:5, 41, 67, 71). For Clement’s concept of deifica-
tion, see G. W. Butterworth, “The Deification of Man in Clement of Alexandria,”
JTS 17 (1916): 157-69; Volker, Wahre Gnostiker, 602-9 (who summarizes earlier
discussion about the question how far this motif is grounded in the biblical tradi-
tion); van den Hoek, “I Said, You are Gods . . .” The Significance of Psalm 82 for
Some Early Christian Authors,” in The Use of Sacred Books in the Ancient World,
ed. L. V. Rutgers, P. W. van der Horst, H. W. Havelaar, and L. Teugels (Leuven:
Peeters, 1998), 203-19, esp. 213-18; Norman Russell, The Doctrine of Deification
in the Greek Patristic Tradition (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 121-40.
Dietmar Wyrwa, Die christliche Platonaneignung in den Stromateis des Clemens von
Alexandrien (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1983), 292-97, analyzes the concept of deification
against the background of Clement’s Platonic sources while pointing out that it is
strictly speaking non-Platonic. Recently Bogdan Bucur has proposed an interpreta-
tion of the concept based on a careful reconstruction of Clement’s angelology; see his
Angelomorphic Pneumatology, 42-51. For the idea of deification in early Christian
literature, see Martin George, “Vergottlichung des Menschen. Von der platonischen
Philosophie zur Soteriologe der griechischen Kirchenviter,” in Die Weltlichkeit des
Glaubens in der alten Kirche. FS U. Wickert, ed. D. Wyrwa (Berlin: De Gruyter,
1997), 115-55; Russell, Doctrine of Deification, passim; Carl Mosser, “The Earliest
Patristic Interpretations of Psalm 82, Jewish Antecedents, and the Origin of Christian
Deification,” JTS n. s. 56 (2005): 30-74.
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image and the divine will when he lets the Logos speak to “so many of
humankind as are governed by reason” as follows:

. . . the whole race of humankind I call, I who was their Creator by the
Father’s will. Come to me . . . and do not surpass the irrational creatures

in reason only, for to you alone of all mortal beings I offer the fruit of
immortality. I wish, yea, I wish to impart to you even this gracious favor
(806ho Kol TodTng Vpiv petadodvat tiig yaprrog), supplying in its fullness the
gift of imperishability. And I freely give you divine reason, the knowledge
of God; I give you myself in perfection. For this is myself, this is God’s wish
. . . this is the Son, this is Christ, this is the Logos of God, the arm of the
Lord, the might of the universe, the Father’s will. O ye who of old were
images, but do not all resemble your model: I wish to correct you according
to the archetype, so that you may also become similar to me (StopfdcoacOor
Vudc mpog tO dpyétumov Bovropat, tva pot kai dpotot yévnode).””

It is “God’s wish” that those who of old were his images ought to become
similar.”" The archetype according to which the humankind is to be “cor-
rected” is obviously the Logos himself.”?

Clement describes the goal of the creation of humankind with various
terms of religious and philosophical origin that, on the one hand, put
Clement’s ideas into the context of contemporary philosophical ethic and,
on the other, show features of Clement’s thought that may be regarded as
specifically Christian. The concept of “becoming like God” (6poiwoig 0ed)
links the above mentioned exegesis of Gen 1.26 with the ethical demand
of the Platonic philosophy,” enriched, in a typically “syncretistic” manner,
with Peripatetic and Stoic elements.” However, according to Clement, the

70. Prot. 12.120.3-4 (GCS 12:84-85; trans. Butterworth 257-59, modified).

71. Cf. Mayer, Gottesbild, 14.

72. For Logos as archetype cf. Prot. 10.98.4 (GCS 12:71); Str. 5.14.94.5, 6.9.72.2
(GCS 52:388, 468).

73. Cf. Str. 2.22.131.5-6, 132.4, 133.3 (GCS 52:185-86), where Clement quotes
the main Platonic sources of the idea of “becoming like God” (Plato, Theaetetus
176b1-3; Leges 716c6-d4).

74. For Clement’s concept of opoiwoig against the background of contemporary
philosophical ethics, see Hubert Merki, OMOIQXIX OEQ. Von der platonischen
Angleichung an Gott zu Gottihnlichkeit bei Gregor von Nyssa (Freiburg: Paulus-Ver-
lag, 1952), 45-60; Salvatore R. C. Lilla, Clement of Alexandria: A Study in Christian
Platonism and Gnosticism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1971), 106-17; Osborn,
Clement, 236-42 (with a special focus on the concept of dndbein); Laura Rizzerio,
“Déthique de Clément et les philosophies grecques,” SP 41 (2006): 231-46; George
H. van Kooten, Paul’s Anthropology in Context: The Image of God, Assimilation to
God, and Tripartite Man in Ancient Judaism, Ancient Philosophy and Early Christi-
anity, WUNT 232 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 171-74, 177-81. For Aristotelian
motifs, see Clark, Clement’s Use of Aristotle, 27-44.
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demand is originally biblical. As he explains, Plato’s phrase “coincides”
with Deut 13.5: “The Lord your God you shall follow.” Clement adds that
“the Law describes assimilation as compliance” (v pév yap éEopoinoty 6
vopog dxorovdioy dvopdler).” As far as “assimilation” itself is concerned,
Clement finds the concept expressed in Luke 6.36 (“Be merciful just as
your Father is merciful”),”® and also in 1 Cor 11.1 (“Be imitators of me,
as I am of Christ”).”” Clement’s interpretation of Deut 13.5 is prefigured
in Philo of Alexandria according to whom this verse expresses the goal of
human life, namely “to follow God” (10 &nec0on 0e®).”® Clement (referring
to Luke 6.36) adds that such “compliance” (dxolov0ia) as that of which
Moses speaks “assimilates man [to God] as much as possible.”””

The question of why compliance with God assimilates human beings to
God is answered by Clement’s concept of the history of religion as a peda-
gogical process in the course of which the divine Logos addresses human
beings with its demands in order to bring them to the fulfillment of the
aim to create humankind “according to the image and likeness” of God.
To the extent that human beings comply with this call they are becoming
like God. It is probably in this sense that Clement writes in the Protrepticus
that “piety assimilates human beings to God as much as possible” and in
the closing paragraph of the Paedagogus, “grant us who follow your com-
mandments to fulfil the likeness of the image.”*® However, the Christian

75. Str. 2.19.100.3—4 (GCS 52:167-68). Cf. Str. 5.14.94.6 (GCS 52:388).

76. Str. 2.19.100.4 (GCS 52:168); cf. Str. 4.14.95.1 (GCS 52:290).

77. Str. 2.22.136.5 (GCS 52:188); cf. also Str. 6.12.104.2 (GCS 52:484), with a
reference to Matt 5.48 (NRSV): “Be perfect, therefore, as your heavenly Father is
perfect.” Cf. Str. 7.14.88.4 (GCS 17:63).

78. Philo of Alexandria, De migratione Abrahami 131 (ed. and trans. F. H. Col-
son and G. H. Whitaker, Philo IV, LCL 261 [Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1932]); it is probably an allusion to the Stoic maxim “to live in compliance
with nature” (dxoroOwg Tfj @Ooel {fjv), mentioned by Philo a few lines earlier in the
context of an exegesis of Gen 12.4. Cf. also Clem. Str. 2.19.101.1 (GCS 52:168).

79. Str. 2.19.100.4 (GCS 52:168). Philo uses the Platonic formula on one occasion
only (De fuga 63), namely in the context of a rather extensive quotation from Plato’s
Theaetetus. For Philo’s concept of opoiwoig, see David Runia, Philo of Alexandria
and the Timaeus of Plato (Leiden: Brill, 1986), 341-43; van Kooten, Paul’s Anthro-
pology, 181-99. For the difference between Philo and Clement, see Annewies van
den Hoek, Clement of Alexandria and His Use of Philo in the Stromateis (Leiden:
Brill, 1988), 75-76.

80. Prot. 9.86.2 (GCS 12:64-65): Ococéfera d¢ €opotodon @ Oed KoTd TO duVOTOV
Tov GvBpwmov katdAAniov Emypaoetal diddokolov Oeov TOV Kol pOVOV Gmelkaoatl Kot
a&iav dvvapevov dvBponov 0ed. Paed. 3.12.101.1 (GCS 12:291): Adg 8¢ Mpiv 101 60ig
énopévolg mapayyéhpacty o opoiope Tinpdcat Thg gikévog kTh. See also Str. 3.5.42.5
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perspective allows Clement to present the “assimilation” itself as a goal of
human effort. Thus we read in the Protrepticus that human beings “will
not be able to imitate God except by serving him holily, nor yet to serve
and worship except by imitating him.”* The latter is possible because God
has become a “fellow-citizen with human beings”: “O sacred and blessed
power, through which God becomes a fellow citizen with human beings!
It is then better and more profitable [for everyone| to become at the same
time both imitator and servant of the highest of all beings.”%> It is in this
connection that Clement speaks about “the heavenly and truly divine
desire” (§pwc) ignited in the soul by the Logos, a desire further described as
the “will” (10 BovAnbfivar) and a “choice” (mpoaipeoic).’’ God as a “fellow-
citizen” (that is, the Logos become flesh) ignites in human beings the wish
to follow him in a specific manner, namely by imitating him.%*

LIMITS OF HUMAN EFFORT

In the second book of Stromata Clement defines the goal of life according
to the Christians as follows:

(GCS 52:215). For the connection between dxolovfia and opoinocig, see further Stz
7.16.101.4 (GCS 17:71). For the difference between the two kinds of education, see
Str. 6.17.160.4-161.5 (GCS 52:514-15).

81. Prot. 11.117.1 (GCS 12:82): o0 yéap mpeicOai tic Suviicstar tov 0edov § 8t OV
ocing Oepameioet 00d’ ad Oepamevely kai ety | ppovpevoc. The idea that service to
God assimilates one to God is paralleled in Irenaeus, according to whom the service
to God and compliance with him provides human beings with life, incorruptibility
and glory, the “glory” being understood as participation in the glory of God (cf.
Haer. 4.14.1 [SC 100:538-40, 542]), which, in turn, amounts to becoming like God
in Irenaeus’s theology (e.g., Haer. 4.38.3 [SC 100:955-57]).

82. Prot. 11.117.1 (GCS 12:82): "Q 1i|g ayiog xai pokapiog todtng duvapewmg, o
Mg vOpdrolg cupumodrteveTan Bedg. APov ovy Kol duevov Tig GpioTng TdV dvimy ovoiag
LTy opod kai Oepamevtnyv yevécsHat.

83. Prot. 11.117.2 (GCS 12:82); see above p. 33.

84. Cf. Q. d. s. 21.7 (GCS 17:174, on Matt 19.21, and parallels: xai dedpo
axolovBet pot): TodTo Yop AKoAoLOElY GVImg T® COTPL, Avapaptoioy Kol TEAEOTNTA
TNV EKEIVOL HETEPYOUEVOV KOl TPOG EKEIVOV MOTEP KATOTTPOV KocpodvTa Kol pubuilovia
VY yoynv kal Tavta 16 mavtov opoing StatiOévta. For the motif of imitatio Christi in
Clement’s writings and its precedents in early Christian literature, see Volker, Wahre
Gnostiker, 585-97.
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The task before us (Wuiv . . . mpdxerron)® is to reach the end without end (eig
téhog dredednrov aeikécBat)®® by means of obedience to the commandments,
that is, to God, and by living faultlessly and rationally according to the
commandments, with knowledge of the divine will (3w fig tod Ogiov
felpotog yvdoeng). And our goal is to become like the right Logos as
much as possible and to be restored through the Son into the perfect state
of those who are adopted as sons (gig v teheiav viobesiov S Tod viod
amokatdotaoctg), a state in which the Father is eternally glorified through the
mighty High Priest who has deemed us worthy (kato&idoavtog fiudc) to be
called his brothers and joint heirs.®’

The interpretation of “assimilation” (6poiwoig) as “the adoption as sons”
(vioBeoin) is based on the religious understanding of “the true Logos” as
the Son who imitates the Father in the manner of his “image and like-
ness.”%® Later, at the end of a lengthy discussion about the goal of life,
Clement quotes Paul’s command, “Be imitators of me, as [ am of Christ,”*’
and interprets it in the sense of the “assimilation to God”: “You of me, I
of Christ—it means be imitators of Christ who is an imitator of God.”*?
According to Clement, Paul thus expresses “the aim of faith” (ckomov tfig
niotewg), namely “to become like God,” which means “to become righteous

835. Literally “it lies before us,” namely as a task to be done or a prize to be won.
Clement uses this expression on other occasions to describe the project of the will;
cf. Prot. 10.96.3 (GCS 12:70): O yap opikpov fpiv 0 d0lov dbavacia mpoéxettal. Prot.
11.116.1 (GCS 12:81), about the will of God: ITpokerrar 82 del @ Oed TV AvOpdHRWY
ayéanv colew.

86. For the “end without end,” see also Str. 7.10.56.3 (GCS 17:41); the expression
probably denotes the idea that the end point of the spiritual progress, namely the
“cternal life” (see, e.g., Prot. 1.7.1, 3, 11.113.1, 12.120.3, 12.123.2 [GCS 12:7-8,
79, 85, 86]), has no end in time. Similarly, the phrase &vapyog dpyf in Stz 7.1.2.2
(GCS 12:4) probably indicates that the Son, the beginning of creation, has no begin-
ning in time: [koi Tuntéov] v Gxpovov Gvapyov apyfy . . . tov vidv. The idea of an
infinite journey to God, as it is developed in later Christian tradition, is not explic-
itly formulated by Clement (despite Arkadi Choufrine, Gnosis, Theophany, Theosis:
Studies in Clement of Alexandria’s Appropriation of His Background [New York:
Peter Lang, 2002], esp. 178-91, whose intriguing attempt to prove the opposite is,
in my view, finally unsuccessful).

87. Str. 2.22.134.1-2 (GCS 52:187). For “adoption as sons,” see Rom 8.15, 8.23,
9.4; Gal 4.5; Eph 1.5; for “brothers,” see Heb 2.11; for “joint heirs,” see Rom 8.17.
For the concept of “restoration” (mokatéotooig), see André Méhat, “‘Apocatastase’:
Origene, Clément d’Alexandrie, Act. 3, 21,” VC 10 (1956): 196-214; Itter, Esoteric
Teaching, 175-216; Bucur, Angelomorphic Pneumatology, 42 and n. 156.

88. Cf. Prot. 10.98.4, 11.114.3; Paed. 1.11.97.2, 1.12.98.3 (GCS 12:71, 80, 147,
148-49); Str. 2.22.136.5, 5.6.38.7 (Col 1.15), 5.14.94.5, 6.9.72.2, 6.17.150.3, 7.3.16.1,
6 (GCS 52:188, 353, 388, 468, 509; GCS 17:12, 20-21).

89.1 Cor 11.1.

90. Str. 2.22.136.5 (GCS 52:188).



HAVRDA/GRACE AND FREE WILL 41

and holy with knowledge as much as it is possible.””! From this aim Clem-
ent further distinguishes the “goal” (téhoc) of Christian life, namely “the
restoration (dmokatdotacig) based on our faith in [God’s] promise.”??
Clement’s distinction between the aim and the goal possibly indicates
the difference between the project of human effort and its fulfillment that
is not in our power. Clement makes this distinction in the fifth book of
Stromata when he first says that “the perfection of the good” cannot be
reached “without choice” (Gvev npoarpécewg), but then remarks that “not
everything depends on our resolve (&ri tfj yvoun tii fuetépq): future events,
for example, do not,” and adduces a paraphrase of Eph 2.5: “By grace
we are saved.”” Clement is quick to emphasize that in order to reach the
good we must exert “some effort” (omovdnv tva).”* However, the motif
of grace indicates that the extent of what can be reached by human effort
is limited. A similar idea is developed in another passage of the fifth book
according to which the soul that strives to ascend to the good is elevated
by grace. This elevation takes place when the soul has “leaped over the
trench,” that is, when it has already done more than seemed possible.*
The problem of human limits is also outlined in an interesting way in
the second book of Stromata, in the context of Clement’s polemic against
the idea ascribed to the “founders of heresies,” according to which God
saves human beings on account of a genetic relationship.”® Clement says
that God invites human beings to the adoption as sons (vioOecia) because
humankind is a product of the divine will.”” We, too, approach this goal
to the extent that we “wish” (BovAdueda) to be like the Lord (that is, the

91. Str. 2.22.136.6 (GCS 52:188); cf. Plato, Theaetetus 176b. “The aim of faith”
is perhaps an allusion to the metaphor of a contest in Phil 3.14: &v 8¢, t0 pév onicw
EMAOVOOVOLEVOS TOTG O€ EUTPOGOEV EMEKTEWVOLLEVOG, KATH GKOTOV JLOK® €15 TO Bpofeiov Tig
Gve K\oemg 10D 020D év Xpiotd ‘Incod. Cf. Wyrwa, Christliche Platonaneignung, 188.
For the virtues characterizing the “likeness” cf. e.g. Stz 2.19.97.1-2 (GCS 52:166)
and references collected by Volker, Wabre Gnostiker, 583-85.

92. Str. 2.22.136.6 (GCS 52:188).

93. Str. 5.1.7.1-2 (GCS 52:329), quoting Eph 2.5; for future events as an example
of what is not in our power, see Epictetus, Enchiridion 32.1-2.

94. Str. 5.1.7.2 (GCS 52: 329.29-30), and also Prot. 12.122.2 (GCS 12: 86.6): “We
must follow God with all our strength” (mavti 60évet Enecbar ypn td 0ed).

95. Str. 5.13.83.1 (GCS 52: 381.17-20): “. . . when the free will in us (t0 &v Nuiv
avteEovotov) approaches the good, it jumps and ‘leaps over the trench’, as athletes
say. But it is not without special grace that the soul is endowed with feathers and
raised.” For the origin and meaning of the expression “to leap over the trench” cf.
Suda, s.v. "Yrgp 1o éoKapuéva.

96. Cf. Str. 2.16.74.1-17.77.6 (GCS 52:152-53).

97. Cf. Str. 2.16.75.2 (GCS 52:152).
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Son). Since our nature is such that we are not the children of God, this wish
transcends that which is possible for us. Nevertheless, basing ourselves on
the will we may reach more than is possible naturally, namely we may be
“called” the sons (viovg Tpoonyopedodat).”® The border-line between that
which is “in our power” and that which is not is neatly expressed in the
Protrepticus: “Two things are appropriate for the disciple of Christ: to
show oneself worthy of the kingdom [of God] and to be acknowledged
worthy of it.”%’

METAPHORS OF COOPERATION

We have seen that Clement’s concept of freedom in the sense of the auton-
omy of the will (avte€ovo16tg)!? is developed within the framework of a
pedagogical model of divine activity according to which God “exhorts”
human beings, on the one hand, and “strengthens them by inspiration for
the ensuing salvation (ioybv . . . éumvel),” on the other.!! Since, according
to Clement, evil originates in human weakness (dc0gveia),'* God certainly
provides a significant help when strengthening some people with inspira-
tion. However, “weakness,” as Clement understands it, means that we do
not wish to control our desires, just as “ignorance” (&yvouw) means that
we do not wish to learn. But this wish is “in our power” (é¢’Npiv) and the
same is therefore true of our weakness and ignorance.'® If in the Protrep-
ticus the Logos demands that we “abandon pleasures and careless ways,
like a flower of the day, to the wind and fire” and “labor in wisdom for
the harvest of self-control,” it only asks for something that, according to
Clement, is in our power.'® God offers his help only when this condition is

98. Cf. Str. 2.17.77.3-4 (GCS 52:153); cf. 2 Clem 1.4; for “natural children,” see
Str. 2.16.74.4 (GCS 52:152).

99. Prot. 11.117.5 (GCS 12:83): mpémet 8¢ dpopo 1@ Xpiotod yvopipw, kol faciieiog
G&ov pavijvar kai Pacireiog komEudobat.

100. Cf. Clement’s frag. 40, quoted in n. 62 above.

101. Str. 7.7.48.2 (GCS 17:36).

102. Cf. Str. 7.2.9.4, 7.3.16.2, 7.16.101.6 (GCS 17:8, 12, 71).

103. Str. 7.16.101.6 (GCS 17:71): Guow & ép’ Npiv [scil. dyvow kol dcbévewn],
TV pite £0edviov navlave wite ob tig émbupiag kpateiv. Those who are “bad by
nature” are sinful because of badness they have “voluntarily chosen” (S#r. 6.11.98.2
[GCS 52:481]): adtike 0 pEV KakOG VOEL, QUOPTNTIKOG S0 KoKioy YEVOUEVOS, PADAOG
kabéotkey, Eyov fiv Ekov lketo.

104. Cf. Prot. 11.117.5 (GCS 12:83; trans. Butterworth 251). Cf. Str. 7.7.48.7
(GCS 17:36): tadt’ ovv amoiteitar map’ Hudv, o &9 Nuiv kth. Cf. also St 2.6.26.3
(GCS 52:127): 10 kot dOvauy 8¢ éxaotov amartel [scil. 6 Ogiog Aoyog].
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met.'” On the other hand, the fact that we are able to meet this condition,
in other words that virtue is “most of all in our power” (névtov péicto
8¢° fuiv), is, as Clement puts it, “a gift given by God which belongs to
nobody else but us” (Bedcdotov yip T ddpov Kot ovy vronitov G Twvi). !0
We have seen that this gift is associated with the rational element of the
soul, and therefore it seems to be given to “so many of mankind as are
governed by reason” (6cot TV avOpdTov hoyikoi), as Clement addresses
his audience in the Protrepticus.'” As mentioned above, Clement does not
explore the question why some people ignore the exhortation of the Logos
whose addressees, in his view, are “all human beings.”!%8

The autonomy of reason and consequently of the will is the main pre-
requisite of what Clement describes as the cooperation between human
effort and divine grace. In the seventh book of Stromata we read that
God provides salvation to those who cooperate with him (toig cuvepyodot)
towards the attainment of knowledge and good conduct, just as doctors
provide health to those who cooperate towards being healed.!” We have
seen that God “helps” (cvAhappavopevog) those “who have become wor-
thy” of his help “by themselves” (t0ig a&ioig yevopévorg 6€ avtdv). ' Simi-
larly elsewhere Clement says that God “voluntarily benefits those who turn
[towards him] by themselves.”'!"" God’s help may plausibly be interpreted
as strengthening of the human resolve to fulfil the will of God. The meta-
phor of strengthening by divine inspiration mentioned above probably
expresses the same thing. Similarly in Quis dives salvetur we read that one
who strives to be free from passions “achieves nothing by himself” (xa0’

105. Cf. Volker, Wahre Gnostiker, 122: “erst dann schenke uns Gott die Gnade.”

106. Str. 4.19.124.1-2 (GCS 52:303).

107. Prot. 12.120.2 (GCS 12:84).

108. Cf. Prot. 9.85.3 (GCS 12:64): ®DLavOpomog 8¢ dv 6 KOPLog mavTag dvOpdrovg &ig
éntyvootv tiig dndeiog moparkadel, 6 TOV mopakintov droctéddwv; also Prot. 10.110.3,
11.114.3; Paed. 1.9.88.3 (GCS 12:78, 80, 142); Str. 7.2.7.1 (GCS 17:6-7).

109. Str. 7.7.48.4 (SC 17:36): dg 8¢ 0 iatpOg Vyeiow mapEyeTaL Tolg GLVEPYODGL TPOG
Vyeiav, obtog Kot 6 Be0¢ TV Gidlov ceTnpiay Tolg GUVEPYODSL TPOG YVDGIV TE Kot DTparyio;
also Str. 6.17.157.1 (GCS 52:512), on “human cooperation” with divine providence.
In St 2.6.26.1 (GCS 52:126), Clement makes a comparison between the faith of those
who listen to God’s word and a fertile soil that “cooperates” (cuvepyel) towards the
fertility of the seed; in the same connection Clement also employs the metaphor of a
ball game to illustrate the cooperation between the teacher and the pupil in the pro-
cess of education (cf. Miiller, Freibeit, 225; Osborn, Clement, 4-5); the metaphor is
used in a similar manner by Plutarch, De recta ratione audiendi 45e8-11.

110. Str. 7.7.48.1-2 (GCS 17:36).

111. Str. 7.7.42.6 (GCS 17:32): obkovv 0 0g0g avaykn Gyabomotel, Kotd Tpoaipesty
8¢ €D motel ToVg €€ otV EMGTPEPOVTAC.
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avTov . . . 0038V Gvoel), but “when the souls wish, God inspires them at the
same time” (Bovlopévaig . . . Toig yoyaic 6 0e0¢ cvvemimvel).

This synergy of human will and divine grace is well illustrated by the
metaphor of a “pull” (6Akn). In the sixth book of Stromata Clement says:
“For the Lord not only exhorts, but he extends his hand to those who
have already taken the task in hand and pulls them up.”!" In the fifth
book Clement notes that in order to reach “the perfection of the good”
we need “the power with which the Father pulls us towards himself” (tfig
100 maTpOC TPOG 0HTOV OAKTiG).'™* But in the fourth book he already made
it clear that this “pull” must be deserved by effort on our part: “To be
pulled by the Father means to become worthy of receiving the power of
grace from God and of ascending [towards him] without hindrance.”!"’
Elsewhere Clement even uses a similar metaphor to illustrate the manner
in which the human will relates to God: “Those who attract God by their
gnostic way of life unawares bring themselves to God. For doing service
to God is doing service to self.”!1¢

112. Q. d. s. 21.1-2 (GCS 17:173). For “inspiration,” see Str. 5.13.88.2 (GCS
52:384): “Whereas Plato and his followers place the intellect, understood as efflu-
ence of the divine portion, into the soul, and the soul into the body, we say that the
Holy Spirit additionally inspires those who have come to believe (1@ memotevkoTL
npocemnveicOon).” See also Str. 6.16.134.2 (GCS 52:500). Clement describes this
inspiration as distribution of the divine will into human souls; cf. Stz 6.17.157.4 (GCS
52:513): &M Kol ol TV Evapétav avBporov Emivolo katd ninvolay Bgiav yiyvovta,
Swtifepévng mog thg woyiig kai daddopévon tod Ogiov Beknpatog €ig tag avipomrivog
yoyag. Cf. Miiller, Freibeit, 226-27.

113. Str. 6.6.50.7 (GCS 52:457): 100G pev yop mpotpénet 0 KOPLOG, TOiG O& oM
£yyelpoaot Kol yeipa Opéyet Kol AVEAKEL.

114. Str. 5.1.7.1, 3 (GCS 52:329-30); cf. John 6.44 (NRSV, modified): “No one
can come to me unless pulled by the Father who sent me.” For the metaphor of the
pull, see Plato, Respublica 533d1-3; Philo of Alexandria, De Abrahamo 59; De
plantatione 21.

115. Str. 4.22.138.4 (GCS 52:309): 10070 Yhp €011 T0 EAKLGOTVOL V7O TOD TTOTPOGC,
10 G&wov yevésbor v dVvapuv Tig xaprtog mopd tod Ogod Aofelv <kai> AkoAHT®G
AVOOPOLETY.

116. Str. 4.23.152.2 (GCS 52:315): kabdmep odv oi &v BoddTtn dmd ykdpag TovovpEVOL
£lkovot eV Vv dykvpav, ovk Ekeivny 8¢ Emom®dvTol, GAL’ Eovtovg €ml v dykOpav,
oDTmg 0l KoTh TOV YVOOoTIKOV Plov €monmpevol oV Beov Eavtovg Edabov Tpocaydpevol
7pOG TOV Bedv: B0V Yap 6 Bepanedwv Eavtov Oepanevet. See also Clement’s reflection in
Str. 2.6.26.2 (GCS 52:126-27), according to which things attracted by a magnet are
joint causes (cvvaitio) of movement. For the metaphor of the pull, see further Str.
5.13.83.1 (GCS 52:381). For Clement’s “synergism,” see Miiller, Freibeit, 224-27;
Volker, Wahre Gnostiker, 121-22, with references.
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PROBLEM OF PREDESTINATION

Religious terms with which Clement describes the goal of divine pedagogy
include the concept of “election.” In light of the importance of the ques-
tion of predestination in later Christian theology of grace, we may ask in
what sense Clement uses the term “election” and how he interprets the
biblical passages that later served as the basis of the predestination doc-
trine. In the sixth book of Stromata Clement says that “it is not appropri-
ate for a friend of God, whom God predestined before the foundation of
the world to be reckoned among those most sublimely adopted as God’s
sons (0v Tpompioey 6 Be0¢ TPO KATAPOATG KOGHOV €ig TNV Gikpov EyKoTaAeyTvol
vioBeosiav), to succumb to pleasures or fears or to be busy all the time
restraining one’s passions.” !’ In this passage Clement employs the concept
of predestination as formulated in Eph 1.4-5: “. . . he chose us in Christ
before the foundation of the world (é&ehé&ato Mudc &v avtd mpd katafoliig
Koopov) to be holy and blameless before him in love. He predestined us for
adoption as his sons (Tpoopicag Mudg gig viobesiav) through Jesus Christ,
according to the good pleasure of his will.”""® The concept of predestina-
tion is also found in the fourth book of Stromata where Clement quotes
Rom 8.28-30, verses he alludes to on other occasions as well.'"’

A possible clue to Clement’s concept of “election” is found in the sixth
book of Stromata, in the context of a discussion about the ethical goal
of the Christian gnostic. Being “equal to angels” (icdyyshoc), the gnostic
pursues perfection in the manner of the apostles, “who did not become
apostles because they had been chosen, due to some excellent peculiarity of
their nature, since Judas, too, was elected with them. Rather, the one who
sees in advance even the end of things (mpdg T0d Kkai & T€AN TPoOP®LEVOL)
elected them because they were able (oioi te fioav) to become apostles. At
any rate, Matthias, who had not been elected with them, was appointed
instead of Judas, since he made himself worthy of becoming an apostle.”!?°
The point Clement makes in this passage is that election is not a cause of
someone’s perfection (as the concept of the elected nature above all seems
to suggest), but rather that election is to be reached by effort with which
we “make ourselves worthy” of it. Consequently, in the fourth book of
Stromata Clement says: “One who is firmly grounded in knowledge and

117. Str. 6.9.76.3 (GCS 52:469).

118. Cf. Protr. 1.6.4 (GCS 12:7); Str. 7.17.107.5 (GCS 17:76).

119. Str. 4.7.46.1 (GCS 52:269); cf. Paed. 3.3.20.5 (GCS 12:248); Str. 7.2.6.6,
7.7.37.5 (GCS 17:6, 29).

120. Str. 6.13.105.1-2 (GCS 52:484-85).
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becomes like God as much as possible is already spiritual, and therefore
elected (kai 10 todt0 dkhextdg).”'?! And at the end of the fifth book we
read that “the difference of the election is made by the soul’s choice and
discipline, as long as they are worthy of it.”?2 However, in these passages
the concept of “election” seems to be used in a different sense than in the
above mentioned quotation from Eph 1.4, where the text speaks about
those elected “before the foundation of the world.” How does Clement
understand the concept of predestination then?

Clement’s remark according to which God “sees in advance even the
end of things” indicates the possibility that God in Clement’s view knows
the outcome of our choice even “before the foundation of the world,”
and those who make the right choice and reach the goal of perfection are
“predestined” only in consequence of this previously known outcome.!?
This interpretation is supported by a passage in the seventh book of Stro-
mata where Clement bases the idea of predestination on God’s “knowing
before the foundation of the world that we would be just.”!?* Similarly in
his interpretation of Jer 1.5 (“Before I formed you in the womb I knew
you, and before you were born I consecrated you”) Clement says that
this prophecy refers to “us who had been recognized by God even before
the foundation of the world.”'?* Finally, in the fourth book of Stromata
we read that the martyr in his suffering “displays himself and shows who

121. Str. 4.26.168.2 (GCS 52:323).

122. Str. 5.14.141.3 (GCS 52:421): v dwpopav tiig £xhoyiic a&io yevopévn yoyiig
aipeoic te xoi ovvaoknoig menoinkey. Cf. Stz 7.2.7.1 (GCS 17:6=7): OB’ odv gbovoin
0T’ Gv TGV O ThvTOG PEV €1 ToMg KEKANKAOG, £E01PETOVG OE TOTG £EMPETOG TEMOTEVKOGLV
anoveipag Tipdg. The passages are noted by Miiller, Freibeit, 222.

123. Cf. Miiller, Freiheit, 222; Volker, Wabre Gnostiker, 123-24; Angelo Zeoli,
“Libero arbitrio, grazia e predestinazione nel pensiero di Clemente Alessandrino,”
Humanitas 9 (1954): 854. In Str. 6.13.105.1-2 (GCS 52:485) the word “election” is
used in a different sense, since according to this passage God also “chose” Judas, but
did not choose Matthias. Cf. Erich Fascher, “Erwihlung,” RAC 6:423-24.

124. Str. 7.17.107.5 (GCS 17:76): obg mpomdpioev O 0edg, dikaiovg Ecopuévovg mpod
KotaBolfig koopov fyvakac. Cf. Miiller, Freibeit, 222; Volker, Wahre Gnostiker, 123 n.
3; Zeoli, “Libero arbitrio,” 854. This solution of the problem of predestination, later
systematically elaborated by Origen, was probably already known to Justin (1 apol.
45.1 [ed. M. Marcovich, Apologiae pro Christianis [Berlin: De Gruyter, 2005], 96)
and Irenaeus (esp. Haer. 4.29.2 [SC 100:768]); cf. Donato Ogliari, Gratia et Certa-
men: The Relationship Between Grace and Free Will in the Discussion of Augustine
with the So-Called Semipelagians (Leuven: Peeters, 2004), 306-7; for Irenaeus, see
Rolf Noormann, Irendus als Paulusinterpret: Zur Rezeption und Wirkung der pau-
linischen und deuteropaulinischen Briefe im Werk der Irendus von Lyon (Tubingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1994), 477-83.

125. Paed. 1.7.59.3 (GCS 12:125): Tadra dvvotor Tpog nudg 1 tpoenteia aivitteshot
TOVG PO KATAPOATIG KOGLOV €lg THOTY EYVOGUEVOLS OED.
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he is” (§avtov émdeitu 8¢ éot1), not only to his persecutor, but also to his
Lord, namely “by love, by which he displayed himself to the Lord who
knew the choice of the future martyr even before his birth (kai 7pod fig
YeVEGEMC TNV TPONIPEGY TOD HapPTUPYGOVTOG £180TL).” 120

CONCLUSION

The foregoing investigation may be summarized as follows. In response
to his heterodox opponents, Clement elaborates the model of “pedagogi-
cal” cooperation between the will of God and human effort towards the
fulfillment of the goal of divine activity in the history of salvation. Accord-
ing to Clement, this goal is expressed in the biblical phrase “let us make
humankind according to our image and likeness” (Gen 1.26); it is fulfilled
in the divine Logos and, consequently, in the life of Jesus as the Logos
become flesh.'”” Humankind is disposed by nature to reach this goal, but
this disposition is beclouded by ignorance, greed, selfishness, disobedi-
ence, and similar causes of human sinfulness, illustrated by the biblical
story of Adam’s fall.'?® It is because of this weakness that humankind
needs the divine education which takes on different forms in the history
of salvation and culminates in the incarnation of the Logos in which the
goal of human nature becomes manifest.'”” As far as education through
the Mosaic Law is concerned, Clement understands it as an expression
of the same divine kindness, but distinguishes between voluntary obedi-
ence and obedience enforced by the fear of divine punishment, identifying
the enforced obedience with Jewish religiosity and describing the Jews as
“prisoners” of the Law in this sense.’® Over against “the Law aligned
with hatred” Clement sets the “the Logos aligned with choice” which edu-
cates humankind (also by means of biblical commandments) on the basis
of voluntary assent. This possibility of choice is revealed to human beings
in the “saving drama” of the Logos become flesh,'3! that is, in the story of
Jesus, since in this story it is shown what the goal of divine education is:

126. Str. 4.4.14.1 (GCS 52:254); see also Str. 2.6.26.3 (GCS 52:127): 6 Hglog Adyog
KEKPALYEV TTAVTAG GLAAPBONV KOADV, E10MG HEV Kol paliota Tovg U Telstnoopévoug, Spmg
8 0bv . . . g un Exew dyvotay Tpopacicucdai Tvac, dtcaiay T kAo TETOmTaL, TO Koo
dovopy 6¢ EKGOTOV ATOLTET.

127. Cf. Paed. 1.12.98.3 (GCS 12:149).

128. Cf. above p. 30-31, and n. 45.

129. Cf. Prot. 1.8.1-4 (GCS 12:8-9); for the weakness of the human soul, see Str.
5.1.7.8 (GCS 52:330), 7.16.101.6 (GCS 17:71).

130. Cf. Paed. 1.6.30.3-31.1 (GCS 12:108); Gal 3.23-25.

131. Cf. Prot. 11.110.2 (GCS 12:78).
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for human beings to “fulfil the likeness of the image,” to be “corrected,”
to “become like God,” to “become gods,” to “be adopted as sons,” to
reach “immortality,” in one word: to become what the Son is.!** God
reveals to human beings his wish to impart to them “a gracious favor”
that is even “a greater prize” than paradise in which the first man “played
with childlike freedom.”'33 By this revelation he exhorts humankind to
try to win the “prize.” In this perspective, the weakness and ignorance of
the human soul (and subsequent sinfulness of human action) appear to
be obstacles that can only be removed on the basis of a decision to obey
the exhortation and to “cooperate” with God in one’s education, just as
a patient who wants to be healed cooperates with a doctor.!3*

Clement describes human response to the exhortation of God as “divine
transformation” (Beio petafoln)) and calls faith itself “something divine”
(0€i6v T1),'%* probably because faith is the beginning of cooperation with
God’s will, and also because faith is “in our power,” it is an act of free
choice, and the freedom of choice, according to Clement, is “a gift given
by God.”'3¢ Although the goal of divine exhortation transcends every-
thing human beings are able to reach,'” we are in a position to adjust
our present possibilities to this goal as much as we wish. By doing so,
we become worthy of God’s help, that is, of support by which our will is
further strengthened, so that by means of discipline and education based
on the teaching of the divine Logos we may “build and create ourselves”
according to God’s image.!3*
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132. Cf. above p. 35-39.

133. Cf. Prot. 11.111.1-3 (GCS 12:78-79). For God’s “graciousness,” see Prot.
12.120.3, 123.1 (GCS 12:84-86).

134. Cf. Str. 7.16.101.6, 7.7.48.4 (GCS 17:71, 36). We may add that according
to Clement the first step on this journey is faith which, apart from fear and hope, is
associated with “repentance” (petévoln). Repentance opens the possibility of “remis-
sion” (8peoic) from sins commited in the course of previous life (St 2.2.11.2,2.6.31.1,
2.12.55.6-13.56.1 [GCS 52:118, 129, 143]). Clement makes a distinction between
the “remission” (probably specifically linked with baptism; cf. Paed. 1.6.28.1 [GCS
12:106]; Str. 2.2.11.2, 2.13.56.1, 2.20.117.2-3 [GCS 52:118, 143, 176]) and “for-
giveness” (cuyyvopn); the latter is not reached by “remission,” but by “healing” (Str.
2.15.70.3 [GCS 52:150]), that is, by the process in which the causes of sinful action
are removed. See also Str. 5.3.16.7 (GCS 52: 336).

135. Str. 2.6.30.2, 31.1 (GCS 52:129).

136. Str. 4.19.124.2 (GCS 52:303).

137. Cf. Str. 2.17.77.3 (GCS 52:153).

138. Cf. Str. 7.3.13.3 (GCS 17:10).



