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Abstract

The article is a collection of comments to various passages of Clement of Alexandria’s
Stromata V (1,1-2; 2,5-6; 3,2; 6,3; 8,6; 18,3; 23,2-24,2; 38,5; 71,2-3; 83,5; 90,2;
98,4; 133,7; 141,3). Its aim is to complement earlier research by re-examining the
syntactic structure or the meaning of terms, by adducing new parallels or by proposing
fresh explanations of difficult segments of the text.
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The following paper is a selection of observations I made during my work
on the Czech translation of Clement of Alexandria’s Stromata, book five.!
Out of the few instances where I was able to add anything to the rich and
insightful commentary of Alain Le Boulluec, published in 1981,* or to
more recent contributions that shed light on individual passages of the
book,? I present those that, in my judgment, open new possibilities of

U The translation with introduction and notes was published by the publishing house
OIKOYMENH (Prague) in 2009. This paper is an amplified version of notes to selected pas-
sages in that volume. My thanks are due to James Kelhoffer for helpful suggestions con-
cerning both style and content.

2 Clément d’Alexandrie, Les Stromates, Stromate V, Tome [I: Commentaire, bibliographie
et index par A. Le Boulluec, SChr 279 Cerf: Paris 1981 (= SChr 279).

3 Apart from contributions noted below, I found the most useful parallels and elucidations
in the following articles and books: P. Derchain, “Les hiéroglyphes 4 I'époque ptolémaique,”
in: Cl. Baurain—C. Bonnet-V. Krings (edd.), Phoinikeia grammata. Lire et écrire en

© Koninklijke Brill NV, Leiden, 2010 DOI: 10.1163/004260310X12584264873897



http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/004260310X12584264873897
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/004260310X12584264873897

2 M. Havrda / Vigiliae Christianae 64 (2010) 1-30

interpretation of textual meaning or might be interesting from the per-
spective of the history of ideas. The former group includes attempts to take
a fresh look at the syntactic construction or the meaning of terms in Szrom.
V.2,5-6; 3,2; 23,2-24,2; 38,5; 83,5 and 98,4. The latter group includes
referential and explanatory notes to Strom. V,1,1-2; 6,3; 8,6; 18,3; 71,2-3;
90,2; 133,7 and 141,3. I quote the text of Szromata V according to the
Sources Chrétiennes edition.*

V,1,1-2/8Chr 1,3-7: €lol yap ol TV <pev> TioTv Mudv mepl tod viod, v 68
Vo tept 10D TorTpdg etvar StastéAlovtec. AéAndev 8¢ orvtovg Gt
nietedoo udv GAnBde T Vi Sel, Gt Te Vidg Kol STL AADeY Kod TidE Kol diék Tt
kol mepl 100 mdBoug, yvidvar 8¢ dvdykn Tig éotiv O Lidg ToD Oe0d.

Some people make the following distinction: whereas our faith concerns the Son,
knowledge concerns the Father. But they fail to see that while we must truly
believe the Son that he is the Son and that he came and how and why and about
his passion, it is also necessary to know who the Son of God is.

In response to anonymous opponents who distinguish between Christian
faith and knowledge in the sense that the former is related to the Son and
the latter to the Father, Clement argues that, in addition to being believed,

Meédijterranée, Namur 1991, 243-256; A. van den Hoek, Clement of Alexandria and His Use
of Philo in the Stromateis, Brill: Leiden—New York—Kebenhavn—Kéln 1988; S.R.C. Lilla, “The
Neoplatonic Hypostases and the Christian Trinity,” in: M. Joyal, Studies in Plato and the
Platonic Tradition: Essays Presented to John Whittaker, Ashgate: Aldershot—Brookfield 1997,
127-189; J. Mansfeld, “Compatible Alternatives: Middle Platonic Theology and the
Xenophanes Reception,” in: R. van den Broek-T. Baarda—]. Mansfeld (ed.), Knowledge
of God in the Graeco-Roman World, Brill: Leiden—New York—Kebehavn—Koln 1988;
J. Whittaker, “Goodness Power Wisdom: A Middle Platonic Triad,” in: M.-O. Goulet-
Cazé-G. Madec-D. O’Brien (eds.), in: ZOQ®IHE MAIHTOPEX. « Chercheurs de sagesse »,
Hommage & Jean Pépin, Paris 1992, 179-194; D. Wyrwa, Die christliche Platonaneignung in
den Stromateis des Clemens von Alexandrien, De Gruyter: Berlin—New York 1983.

9 Clément d’Alexandrie, Les Stromates, Stromate V, Tome I: Introduction, texte critique et
index par A. Le Boulluec, traduction par P. Voulet, SChr 278 Cerf: Paris 1981 (= SChr 278).
I normally refer to Clement’s works according to the standard division and subdivision
of paragraphs introduced by R. Klotz (1831-1834) and O. Stihlin (1906). When referring
to lines in the SChr edition, I follow its arrangement according to which line numbers
are linked to Klotz paragraphs; e.g., SChr 3,6-12 refers to Klotz paragraph 3, lines 6-12,
according to the SChr edition. With the exception of Stromata V, I quote Clement’s work
according to the latest GCS editions (Clemens Alexandrinus I-I11, ed. O. Stahlin—L. Friichtel-U.
Treu, GCS, Akademie Verlag: Berlin, vol. I: 21972, vol. II: 41985, vol. III: 21970).
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the Son must also be known.” He explains the relation between faith and
knowledge as a difference between believing 611 viog [scil. éotiv 6 viog] KOl
811 nABev kT and knowing tig #otiv 6 vidg. This seems to be a modifica-
tion of the epistemological distinction between assuming that something
is the case (011 éo11) and understanding what something is (ti éo711), first
elaborated by Aristotle.® The distinction was applied to the enquiry about
god(s) in late Hellenistic philosophy.” For Clement, the standpoint he calls

% As noted by Le Boulluec, SChr 279, 10, there seems to be no parallel to the distinction
Clement ascribes to his opponents that would enable us to plausibly identify them with any
known group. J.L. Kovacs, “Concealment and Gnostic Exegesis: Clement of Alexandria’s
Interpretation of the Tabernacle,” in: Studia Patristica 31, 1997, 415-416, 418-419, argues
that Clement responds to Valentinians in this passage, but the references she adduces to
support this point are not convincing. Moreover, the view that faith concerns the Son, as
opposed to knowledge which concerns the Father, does not fit very well into the framework
of the Valentinian thought as we know it. As Clement reports elsewhere, the Valentinians
conceived the Son primarily as a mediator of the knowledge of the Father who is himself
unknown (cf. Excerpta 7,15 31,3-4). In the versions of the Valentinian soteriology that
adopt the motif of the “psychic Christ,” the latter is understood as merely an “image of the
Son” affiliated with the demiurge (Excerpta 47,3; cf. 23,3; 62,1-3). It is perhaps more likely
that Clement responds to some Platonist intellectuals who fail to see the connection
between the knowledge of “the Father of the universe” (cf. Plato, Tim. 28¢3-4) and Chris-
tian faith that Jesus is the Son of God. Compare the arguments of the Middle Platonist
Celsus to the effect that Christian beliefs about Jesus are incompatible with the philosophi-
cal notion of God (cf. Origen, C. Cels. VII,14-15, 36, 42; VIII,14). Clement’s opponents
in Strom. V,1,1-2 might be similar to those mentioned in Strom. 1,88,5, who suspect that
the idea that God has a son who suffered is mythical. It is conceivable that some of these
critics mockingly described the standpoint of Christian faith against the background of
Plato, Tim. 40d8-¢3: “We should believe (neiotéov) the assertions of those figures of the
past who claim to be the offspring of gods. They must surely have been well informed about
their own ancestors. So we cannot avoid believing the children of gods (:86vortov ovv Bedv
nootv miotelv), even though their accounts lack plausible or compelling proofs.” (Trans-
lated by D.J. Zeyl, in: .M. Cooper-D.S. Hutchinson [eds.], Plato, Complete Works, Indi-
anapolis—Cambridge 1997, 1244, slightly modified). Cf. Strom. V,84,1-2, where Clement
quotes the latter passage from the Zimaeus as a “clear testimony” about the Saviour and his
prophets, perhaps in order to turn his opponents’ weapon against them.

9 Cf. Aristotle, An. post. 71al1-13: diydg 8’ Avoykolov TPOYVAOGKELY: TO UEV YGp, OTL
£o11, povmoloufdvev dvoykolov, To. 8¢, Ti 10 Aeyduevov éott, Euvidvor del, 10, 8 dupw
ktA. (“It is necessary to be already aware of things in two ways: of some things it is necessary
to believe already that they are, of some things one must grasp what the thing said is, and
of others both...”; translated by J. Barnes, Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, Oxford 1975, 1).
7 Cf. the references collected by W. Theiler, Die Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus, Berlin
1950, pp. 140, 142-144. See especially Philo of Alexandria, De spec. leg. 1,32: &bo &’ év talg
nepl Be0d {nthcect 10 dvotdto tadt’ énamopel N Sidvola 10D Prlocogodvtog dvébag:
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xown miotig, apart from confessing the existence of God,® includes some
propositional beliefs concerning the Son: &1t 1 vidg xed STt AABev KA.

V,2,5-6/SChr 2,16-21: Y| pév yop xown niotic kaBdmep Oepéhioc bndkertan. .. 7
8¢ ¢€aipetog émotkodopovpévn cvviedetodton T ToTd Kol cvvamaptileton
aOthi N £k pobioeng mepryvopévn kol 100 Adyov T éviohdg émitedelv KTA.

The common faith, on the one hand, is like an underlying foundation... the
excellent faith, on the other hand, being built upon it, matures along with the
believer, and the faith that arises from learning is perfected along with it so that it
can fulfill the commandments of the Word.. ..

In this passage (whose textual presentation, first printed in 1960, is based
on a quotation in Codex Laura B 113), two kinds of niotig are distin-
guished: N pév xown... 1 8¢ é€aiperoc.'® It is not clearly stated which of

gv uev el £ott 10 Belov, ... Erepov 8¢ 10 i fott kotd Thy ovoiav (“But in such searching
two principal questions arise which demand the consideration of a genuine philosopher.
One is whether the Deity exists. . ., the other is what the Deity is in essence”; translated by
EH. Colson, Philo V11, LCL, 117); Cicero, Tusc. 1,36:... deos esse natura opinamur, quales-
que sint ratione cognoscimus.... (... we believe by nature that gods exist and we get to know
by reason what they are like...”). Le Boulluec, SChr 279, 20-21, refers to Theiler’s discus-
sion in connection with his commentary on Clement’s concept of kown ntiotig.

8 Cf. Strom. VII,55,2: xoi évev 100 {ntelv 1ov Bedv dporoyodoa giva tobtov [scil.
niotic] kol doEdlovco mg Svra (“Faith... without making God a matter of enquiry
confesses that he exists and glorifies him for his existence”). The passage is quoted by
Le Boulluec, SChr 279, 20.

% Cf. Le Boulluec, SChr 279, 21. According to Le Boulluec, SChr 279, 11, Clement’s
description of the content of faith reflects the part of the pre-baptismal catechetic instruc-
tion that is concerned with the Son. Since the statements concerning the Son are presented
as the content of faith (rather than mere instruction), Clement presumably refers specifi-
cally to the baptismal confession formula. In addition to the Christological part of the baptis-
mal formula in Traditio apostolica 21, mentioned by Le Boulluec in this connection, compare
also the creedal statements preserved by Ignatius, Eph. 18,25 Trall. 9,1-25 Smyrn. 1,1-2, and
Justin, Apol. 1,13,3; cf. J. Pelikan—V. Hotchkiss (eds.), Creeds and Confessions of Faith in
Christian Tradition, 1, New Haven—London 2003, 40, 46. Clement’s distinction between
faith and knowledge in Strom. V,1,2 may be compared to the two stages of Christian initia-
tion mentioned in Strom. V,71,2 and described as 6poloyio (“confession”) and dvéivoic,
respectively (cf. below, 18). In the latter passage, opoAoylo replaces the “cathartic mode” of
initiation, viz. the purificatory rites (t& x08&poie) in the Greek mysteries, which, accord-
ing to Strom. V,70,7, correspond to “the bath” (10 Aovtpév) among “the barbarians,” i.c.
presumably Jews. This juxtaposition of (Greek) purification, (Jewish) bath and (Christian)
confession probably indicates that 6poAoyio. amounts to the baptismal confession in Strom.
V,71,2; cf. Le Boulluec, SChr 279, 242 (ad Strom. V,70,7) and 244.

19 The reading é€aipetog was first proposed by Stihlin as a correction of the manuscript
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the two is described as 1| éx paBfcemc nepryvopévn. In order to answer this
question we must decide to which kind of nictig the pronoun ovrfj refers,
as the referent of atfj obviously cannot be the subject of cuvanaptileton
at the same time."" According to Le Boulluec, “odfj renvoie a la ‘foi com-
mune’, et 7 €k pobnoeng. .. reprend 1y 8¢ é€aipetoc.”'? However, it is gram-
matically more probable that a0t refers to a less distant antecedent, and
it also makes better sense that the subject of cvvanoptiCeton should be a
less perfect kind of niotic. By ndOnoig Clement probably means catechetic
instruction.'® For the relation between péBnoic and nictig, see Clement,
Paed. 1,29,1 (niotic... nabficeng teherdte); 1,30,2 (1y... xatiynoig eic
niotw nepidyer); Eclogae 28,3 (obx éott motedoon &vev xomyhoewg).

V.3,2/18Chr 3,6-12: Ei yap @boet T1¢ 10V Bedv éniotaton, dg Bacileidng ofeton,
mv vomow v £€aipetov miotv duo kol foctdeliov kol <...> KOADV, KTIGLV
ovoiog d&lav 10D tomcavtog TAnciov Vrdpyey aOTY Epunvedv, ovciay, GAN
ovk é€ovaiay, kol photv kol Drdctaoty, Kticeng dvunepBétov kdAdog SidpioTov,
ovyl 8¢ yuyfic adte&ovoiov Aoyikny cuykatdBectv Aéyel v nicty.

For if we know God by nature, as Basilides contends when he calls the excellent
intellection faith as well as kingdom and <...> and interprets it as the creation of
substance worthy of being near to the Creator, then he says that faith is essence

(Codex Laurentianus V 3) ¢€oupétmg, which had been followed by all editions before 1906.
Stihlin’s emendation was later confirmed by a quotation of this passage in Codex Laura B
113 from Athos, fol. 91% a rare witness of an independent textual tradition. The quotation
was identified by Friichtel who used it for the reconstruction of Clement’s text in the
revised GCS edition published in 1960. Cf. Friichtel’s introduction to the latter volume,
VIII-IX.

' The reading o0tfj 1... Teprywvopévn, first printed in 1960, is preserved in codex Laura
B 113 (see previous note). Codex Laurentianus V 3 and all editions before 1960 present the
passage as follows: o0 1fi ... mepryvopévy. Hence Stihlin’s translation (BKV 2/19, Bd. 1V,
1937, 118): “Auf ihm baut sich der auserlesene, besondere Glaube auf und wird zusammen
mit dem Gliubigen vollkommen gemacht und gelangt anderseits zusammen mit dem aus
dem Lernen gewonnenen zur Vollendung...”

12 8Chr 279, 22; cf. SChr 278, 27: “...la foi supérieure, édifiée sur la premiére, se perfecti-
onne en méme temps que le croyant, et cCest avec elle [scil. la foi commune], que, provenant
de Pétude, elle atteint son achévement...” Le Boulluec’s interpretation is followed by
G. Pini, Clemente Alessandrino, Gli Stromati. Note di vera filosofia, Milano 1985, 542; see
also Osborn, Clement, 163.

19 Cf. P'Th. Camelot, Foi et gnose, Paris 1945, 106; L. Rizzerio, “Sulla nozione di «Fede» in
Clemente Alessandrino,” in: Sandalion 8-9, 1985-86, 159, footnote 40.

¥ Cf. also Strom. 11,25,1; V,13,1; 62,3. Two of these passages (Paed. 1,29,1; Strom. V,13,1)
are quoted by PTh. Camelot, Foi, 106, in connection with Strom. V,3,2 (read according to
Laurentianus, of course).
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rather than power, nature and substance, unlimited beauty of an incomparable
creation, rather than a rational assent of a sovereign soul.

In this notoriously difficult passage, whose manuscript reading is corrupt
at some point and whose syntactic structure is anacoluthic, the Basilidean
concept of niotig is discussed. Stahlin accepted an emendation proposed
by Eduard Schwartz and deleted the article before vonow in GCS 15,
327,20 (=SChr 3,7). According to this reading (retained by Friichtel in the
main text), vonow and Baocthelov were understood as predicates of v
¢€aipetov tiotwv.” The emendation is considered unnecessary by Le Boul-
luec who proposes that nictv Gua kel Pacideiov should be read as
predicates of thv vonow v €€aipetov, and so, unlike ten lines before
(2,6/SChr 2,19, quoted above), the term é€aipetog should qualify vonoig
rather then nictig.!® Le Boulluec’s solution is corroborated by W.A. Lohr,
who points out that with Schwartz’s reading Gua xoi seems to bind nictv
and Baociketov too closely together. Moreover, according to Lohr, it is
plausible that the non-biblical term véneig is defined by concepts of bibli-
cal origin niotig and Poacidela.!”

The main argument in favour of Schwartz’s emendation remains the
coherence of Clement’s exposition. Clement’s theme, introduced in 1,1, is
niotic. Having distinguished between two kinds of niotic in 2,4-3,1,
Clement turns to the Basilidean material in order to differentiate his con-
cept of niotig from that of his opponent. This becomes apparent in the
second part of the sentence (SChr 3,9-12), where he reduces his opponent’s
interpretation of tiotig to an absurd conclusion: “then he says that faith is
essence rather than power, nature and substance. .. rather than a rational
assent of a sovereign soul.” This conclusion would hardly make sense if the
9 In the GCS edition, the beginning of the sentence is constructed as follows: ei yap
@boet T1g oV Bedv énictotar, dg Baoileidng ofetor, [thv] vénow thv é€aipetov nictiv
o kol Paciretov ktA. (as for the following, which is also construed differently from the
SChr edition, see below, note 20). Stihlin’s interpretation of the text is clear from his trans-
lation (BKV 11/19, Bd. IV, 1937, 119): “Denn wenn jemand durch seine Naturanlage
Wissen von Gott besitzt, wie Basilides meint, der den Glauben der Auserlesenen ein Verste-
hen und ein Kénigsein ... erklirt... ” In a note to the 1960 GCS edition, Friichtel suggests,
“versuchsweise,” yet a different solution: <ékhex>tv vonowv (Clemens Alexandrinus, vol. 11,
533, note to page 327,20fF.). The first editor to present a (rather extensive) emendation
of the passage was J. Potter in a footnote to his 1715 edition (cf. Migne, PG IX, 12,
footnote 10).

19 SChr 279, 23.
' Lohr, Basilides, 175.
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only predicate in the oratio 0bligua on which it can be based, viz. “the cre-
ation of essence,” were in fact related to vonoig rather then nictic.'®

Even if we accept Schwartz’s conjecture, we might nonetheless do justice
to Lohr’s observation that dpo kol binds niotv and Boocidelav closely
together. Perhaps instead the whole syntagma v é€aipetov niotv Guo kol
Bacidelov should be understood as a subject. It might refer to the specific
kind of niotig discussed immediately before our passage (2,6-3,1), where
Clement compares it to “a mustard seed” (kdxkog cwamnews: 3,1/SChr 3,3).
This is obviously an allusion to the metaphor of faith in Matthew 17:20
(B Eynte niotv ¢ kdOkkov cvdmenc ktA.), but also (as lines SChr 3,4-5
indicate) to Matt 13:31-32 parr., where “the mustard seed” is a symbol of
“the kingdom of heaven” (| Bacireio 1@V obpovdv). It strikes me as plau-
sible that niotig Mg KOkKOG G1vdmews mentioned in 3,1 remains the subject
of the next sentence (3,2) in the form of 1 é€aipetog miotig Gua kol
Baoiheio, since the identification of niotig as Bactheio is already implied
in 3,1. If so, it might be possible to retain Schwartz’s conjecture and trans-
late the first part of the sentence as follows: “For if we know God by nature,
as Basilides contends when he calls the excellent faith as well as kingdom
‘intellection’. ..’

Assuming that this is a tenable interpretation of the beginning of the
sentence, | follow the reading of the remaining part according to the

'® Tt is interesting that according to Clement the Basilideans did in fact describe faith as

“assent” (cvykatdBeoic) (Strom. 11,27,2; cf. Le Boulluec, SChr 279, 24-25; Loht, Basilides,
59-61; 178). In Strom. V,3,2/SChr 3,11-12 Clement seems the make the point that Basil-
ides is inconsistent with his own teaching. Cf. a similar (most probably unfair) charge
against Valentinus in Strom. 11,115,1-2.

9 If there is a lacuna after xoi in 3,2/SChr 3,8, as first suggested by Friichtel in his notes
to the 1960 GCS edition (Clemens Alexandrinus, vol. 11, 533, note to page 327,20fF.), the
role of the missing part in the syntax of the sentence remains obscure. In a note to his Ital-
ian translation of this passage (unlike, surprisingly, in the translation itself), G. Pini reverses
the order of xai and xaA®dv (Clemente Alessandrino, Gli Stromati, 894, note to V,3,2). This
solution is already implied by G. Hervetus, the author of the first Latin translation pub-
lished in 1551 (and accepted, with modifications, by editors until the 19th century), who
translates the passage as follows: S guis enim Deum scit natura, ut existimat Basilides, intel-
ligentiam eximiam fidem simul et regnum vocans, et creaturam etc. Cf. also A. Hilgenfeld, Die
Ketzergeschichte des Urchristentums, Leipzig, 1884, 226, footnote 371. But, as Le Boulluec
notes, “[i]l parait difficile de supposer une interversion de koA@v et de kai dans la trans-
mission du texte” (SChr 279, 24). Le Boulluec’s suggestion that kdAAog may have been
omitted after kol is attractive. The concept of faith as beauty might be compared with
Clement’s own idea of 10 §vtog xaAov which is “kindled” (dvalwnvpoduevov) by the
divine Word within the soul (Protr. 117,2).
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SChr edition:* according to Clement, Basilides calls the excellent faith, as
well as kingdom, vonoig and “interprets it as the creation of substance
worthy of being near to the Creator” (xtiotwv ovoiag d&iav 1o Tomoavtog
nAnciov drdpyev odThv Epunvedmv).?! The transition from Clement’s dis-
cussion of faith in 3,1 to his report on Basilides in 3,2 would be especially
smooth if it could be demonstrated that Basilides based his exposition of

29 ‘This part of the sentence is also difficult. In the main text, Friichtel retains the presenta-

tion of Stihlin:. .. é€aipetov niotiv Guo kol Bactieloy kol kKeAdv kTicy, Tovolag d&loy
10D momoavtog TAnciov brdpxew adTY, Epunvedmv ktA. The syntactic difficulty of this
reading is indicated by Stihlin’s crux and his note to the 1937 BKV translation (Bd. IV,
119, footnote 5). Le Boulluec adopts the punctuation proposed by Friichtel in a note to
1960 GCS edition (533, note to page 327,201L.); cf. Le Boulluec, SChr 279, 24.

20 T think it is more probable that Basilides tends to interpret biblical terms (such as nioTic)
with philosophical ones (such as vonoig or oboia), rather then vice versa, as Lohr, Basilides,
175, contends. The expression ktioig ovoiog might be a reflection of the Platonic account
of the creation of the immortal part of the human soul in 7imaeus 41c6-d1; 41d4-7. Cf.
Strom. 1V,88,3, about the Basilidean concept of npdvoro which “was sowed into the essences
by the god of the universe at the same time when the essences were created” (éykateoncpn
[scil. f} mpdvora] Toig oboiaig oVv kel T TV 0Vo1dV yevésel npodg tod Beod tdv Shwv).
This immanent npdvoto. might be compared with the “the laws of destiny” (ol eipoppévor
vopou) that, according to Timaeus, god announced to the immortal souls before sowing
them to the earth, to the moon and all the remaining “instruments of time” (41e2-42d5).
Here we may recall that Basilideans seem to have developed their concept of faith in a
cosmological framework. Cf. Strom. 11,10,3: €11 paciv ot &nd Bacideldov niotv dua kol
gxhoynv oikelav elvon ko’ Exootov Sidotnua, ko’ énakorodnuoe 8 od Thg éxhoyig
Mg Lreproopiov TV Kooukny &ndong vcemg cuvénesBor nicty (“The followers of
Basilides also say that for each interval, there is an appropriate faith as well as election, and,
again, that the mundane faith of every nature follows in consequence of a supramundane
election”). This is admittedly a difficult fragment, but it might be, to some extent, inter-
preted against the background of Timaeus 41d8-el, 42b3-5, 42d4-5, and perhaps—as
regards the idea of “the following”—such passages as Plato, Phaedrus 247a4-7, 248c2-
249c4, 250b7-8. The word didotuo might refer to the intervals between the radii of
planetary orbits (cf. Plato, Zimaeus 36d2-3 and Alcinous, Did. 170,9-11; ps. Aristotle,
De mundo 399a4-6; Alexander, In Arist. Met. 40,3-9), or perhaps to divisions of the zodiac
(cf. Prolemaeus, Tetrabiblos 1,22,3). It is conceivable (though, of course, by no means cer-
tain) that the “supramundane election” in Strom. 11,10,3 imitates the act of “sowing” of the
immortal souls to the heavenly bodies in the Timaeus. Inspired by Platonic mythology,
Basilideans may have understood faith as the actualization of an immortal potency of the
soul which somehow corresponds to the place of its origin, i.e., to the Sidotnuo of its
heavenly abode. In any case, it is possible that apart from understanding faith as the actu-
alization of a cognitive potency (cf. Strom. 11,10,1 where the act is described as kotédAnyig
vonrtikn), Basilideans used the same term (i.e., niotic) to designate the cognitive potency
itself: hence Clement’s complaints in Strom. V,3,2.
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niotig on the same biblical passages on which Clement’s interpretation
of “the excellent faith” was also based. One could imagine, for example,
that he explained the xéxkog cwvdmnewg in Matt 17:20 and 13:31-32 parr.
as a reference to some selectively distributed cognitive disposition analo-
gous to the Valentinian spiritual seed.”> Although Clement does in fact
indicate that Basilides’ concept of nictig is an interpretation (épunvedov in
SChr 3,9), he nevertheless does not claim that it is an interpretation of the
same biblical passages to which Clement himself alludes in Szrom. V,3,1,
and so this possibility of explanation remains conjectural.

V,6,3/SChr 6,15-16: 6 8¢ petadodg fuly 10D eival te kol (v petadédmrey kol
700 Adyov, Aoyikde Te Gpo kol ed (v €0éhmv Hudc.

He who gave us a share in being and living also gave us a share in /logos, as he
wanted us to live both rationally and well.

This passage is arguably the best available evidence of the employment of
the triad being—life—thinking before Plotinus. It seems to have escaped the
attention of P. Hadot, who could have quoted it in support of his hypoth-
esis based mainly on Augustine, De civitate Dei V1114, according to which
the triad was used in Middle Platonist textbooks in connection with three
constitutive elements of education described (in varying order) as nature,
exercise and doctrine.® It is unclear in what way (if any) Clement distin-
guishes between elvor and {fiv. His main concern is the transition from
“living” to “living well,” which is only possible through participation in
Adyog.** But at least in his source the distinction may have been based on

2 See previous note. For the Valentinian interpretation of Matt 13:31-32 parr., see Ire-
naeus, Adv. haer. 1,13,2. Cf. also Clement’s appropriation of the Valentinian concept of the
spiritual seed in Excerpta 1,3.

23 P. Hadot, “Etre, vie, pensée chez Plotin et avant Plotin,” in: Les sources de Plotin, Fondation
Hardt: Vandoeuvres-Geneéve, 1960, 122-130. The three elements of education are also
known to Clement; cf. Strom. V1,96,3: Tldvteg uév odv, g Eenv, mpog Gpetic KTHoY
ne@vKoowY, GAL’ O uév pAov, 6 8’ RTtov Tpdoeict T Te pabnoet Ti Te doknoet KTA.
2 Cf. Clement, Protr. 7,1: aitiog yobv 6 Aéyog, 6 Xpiotde, kol Tod eivort mdAot Hudg. ..
ko1 70D &b elvaut. Ibid. 7,3: kol 10 LRv év dpxf netd 10d thdoon topacymv Gg nuiovpyds,
70 0 Lfv £818atev émpaveig dg S1ddorarog kA, The polarity {Rv—ed CRv is a philo-
sophical commonplace; cf. Plato, Crito 48b5-6; Aristotle, Pol. 1, 1252b29-30; Seneca,
Ep. 90,1; Philo of Alexandria, Opif. 77; Clement, Strom. V1,65,6; 100,2. Clement occa-
sionally adduces a third level, 10 det Cfiv. Cf. Protr. 7,1.3; Paed. 1,103,2; Strom. IV,18,3.
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the difference between the points of view of the natural and the ethical
division of philosophy.”

V,8,6/SChr 8,20-22 (exegesis of Genesis 15:5): Yotepov 8¢ dvoPréyog [scil.
"ABpay] elg TOv 00paviv, £lte 1OV VIOV év T TveLpoTt WV, dg &nyodvtol
Twveg, efte Gyyelov #vdofov eilte kol GAAmg €miyvolg Bedv xpelttova thig
TOWMoEWg KoL Taomg TG &v oty t6Eews, TpocAopPdvet 10 GApa KTA.

But later he [i.e., Abram] looked up into heaven and either because he saw the
Son in his spirit, as some interpret [the passage], or a glorious angel, or in some
other manner recognized that God is greater than the creation and all its order, he
received the alpha...

As noticed by S. Krauss in 1893, Clement’s interpretation of the “object”
of Abram’s vision as &yyehog &vdoog probably reflects Jewish haggadic
tradition. In addition to Genesis Rabba 44, where, in the commentary of
Genesis 15:6f., Michael is described as Abraham’s saviour (a parallel men-
tioned by Krauss),”” we may recall the description of angel laoel in the
Apocalypse of Abraham 10:3-4,8 (exegesis of Gen 15), according to which
he is a mediator of “the ineffable name” who is sent to Abraham “in the
likeness of a man” (compare the description of “the glory of the Lord” in

Ezekiel 1:26).28

V,18,3/SChr 18,8: &véyvpov yap thig dAnbBeiog Thy dnddei&v dmontodotv ol
moAAoL 00K GpkodUEVOL WIAT Tf) €k TloTewg cWINPLQ.

For the common people are not satisfied with mere salvation by faith, but require

proof as a pledge of truth.

») Cf. Augustin, De civ. Dei, VIIL4, about a Platonist theory which distinguishes in God
et causa subsistends et ratio intellegendi et ordo vivendi. “Of these three,” Augustine contin-
ues, “the first is assumed to belong to the natural, the second to the logical and the third to
the moral subdivision of philosophy.” (transl. D.S. Wiesen). Cf. Hadot, Etre, 123-125.130.
A similar distinction is made by Clement in Strom. IV,162,5: ﬁ ey odv éotv ovota [scil.
6 Bedc], dpyh 100 Puokod témov: Ko’ Soov Eotiv TdyaBdy, Tod HBKoD- i & od éoTt
vodg, 10D Aoyikod kol kprtikod ténov.

2 “The Jews in the Works of the Church Fathers,” in: Jewish Quarterly Review 5, 1893,
137-138.

) Cf. Stahlin, in a note to the GCS edition (Clemens Alexandrinus, vol. 11, 331); J.W. Trigg,
“Receiving the Alpha: Negative Theology in Clement of Alexandria and its Possible Impli-
cations, in: Studia Patristica 31, 1997, 541.

2 T follow the translation of R. Rubinkiewicz and H.G. Lunt, in: J.H. Charlesworth (ed.),
The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol. I, New York 1983, 693f.
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The expression YA cwtpio is probably an allusion to the concept of
YA i, a religious attitude of “simple” Christians and one that Clem-
ent regards as sufficient for salvation.”” For Clement, this attitude, while
inferior to true knowledge, is superior to the type of enquiry he ascribes to
ot mtoAAot, namely to those who think that every truth must be based on
andder&ig. Clements polemic could echo Aristotle’s criticism of research-
ers who demand the proof even of the first premise of a proof, a demand
that Aristotle ascribes to their lack of education (dnondevoin).*® Clement’s
opponents may include those he calls ot vewtepor t@v mop” "EAANct grthocodemv
in the eighth book of Stromata, where they can plausibly be identified as
the Pyrrhonian skeptics.?' See also Szrom. 11,9,6; 24,2-3.3

V,23,2-24,2/SChr 23,9-24,9: {23,2} Aéyer 8¢ kol 18 ‘Hootov 100 mpoghton 10
nvedpor « Adcwm cot Incanpovg orotetvovg dnokpdgoug. » (Isa 45:3) Onoavpol
3¢ 100 Beod kol mAodtog dvexAmng H| dusBfpartdg éott Gopio.

») The concept of yikn wictig was probably first developed by the Valentinians (cf. Ire-
naeus, Adv. haer. 1,6,2; Clement, Strom. 11,10,2). Despite his own criticism of this attitude
(cf. Strom. 1,43,1; V,53,3; VI,131,3), Clement insists (not unlike the Valentinians them-
selves) that it is sufficient for salvation (cf. Strom. V,2,5; 9,2; V1,109,2); cf. Le Boulluec,
SChr 279, 20-21.

30 Cf. Aristotle, Metaph. IV, 1011a8-13; 1006a5-8.

30 Cf. Strom. VI11,1,2; 15-16.

3 In Strom. 11,9,6, after saying that “the voice of God” which presented us with the divine
Scriptures is an “incontrovertible proof” (4m6dei&ig dvavtippnrog), Clement infers from
this description that faith (i.e., the faith of those who came to believe the Scriptures) “is no
longer fortified by a proof” (00két’ 0dv niotig yiveron 81 dmodeilewg dyvpwuévn). This
interpretation of the sentence (based on its analysis as a periphrastic form of ylyvopou with
a participle) is not the only possibility available (cf. Stahlin, BKV'11/19, Bd. III, 156), but
it is supported by the subsequent quotation from John 20:29: “Blessed are those who have
not seen and yet have come to believe.” Cf. also the translation of Mondésert, SChr 38, 39;
Pini, Clemente Alessandrino, Gli Stromati, 236. Clement’s idea seems to be that faith based
on the voice of God does not require additional evidence in order to be proved. It is pre-
cisely this requirement that is put forward by ol moAAol mentioned in Strom. V;18,3. 1
think that these parallels justify Stihlin’s correction of the manuscript reading in Szrom.
I1,24,2: 8édeucton 8¢ tfig TV SAwv &pyfic motiun ot [Stihlin: mictig], AL olx
anddei&ig eivo. For Clement, the knowledge of the first principle has the character of
nioTig, not andder€ig (i.e., being based on “the voice of God,” it is, in a sense, self-evident).
Stihlin’s emendation (accepted by Mondésert and Pini) was rejected by Friichtel. For
Clement’s concept of iotig, see the excellent analysis of U. Schneider, Theologie als christ-
liche Philosophie: Zur Bedeutung der biblischen Botschaft im Denken des Clemens von Alexan-
dria, de Gruyter: Berlin—New York 1999, 281-298, esp. 284-291.
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{24,1} AALO xod ol mopdt To0Tmy TdV Tpoentdy Thy Beodoyiov dedidoryuévor
nomtod 81’ vrovoioag ToOAAL PLAocopodot, OV ‘Opeéo Aéywm, tov Alvov, TV
Movoaiov, Tov “Ounpov kot ‘HoloSov ko tovg tord Ty copoc. {24,2a} Tloponétoocuo:
8¢ a010lg mPOg T0V¢ TOALOVG T momTiKY Yuxoywylo- {24,2b}6veipot te xal
oouPolra deavéotepo tévto tolg dvBpdnolg od eBOVe (00 yop Béuig Eurabi
voely tov 0edv), AN Brog eig v t@v aiviypdtov #vvolav 1 (hmoig
nopelcdhovco €l Ty ebpeoty g dAnBeiog dvodpdun.

{23,2}However, the Spirit through Isaiah the prophet also says: “I will give you
dark and hidden treasures.” Such is the wisdom hard to capture: treasures of God,
unfailing riches.

{24,1}Well, the poets who were educated in theology by these prophets often
philosophize in a cryptic manner too. I mean Orpheus, Linus, Musaius, Homer,
Hesiod and sages of this sort. {24,2a}But they use the captivating charm of their
poetry as a covering against the multitude. {24,2b}As for dream symbols, the fact
that none of them are too clear to human beings is not due to jealousy (it is for-
bidden to think that God succumbs to passions). Rather, [they are obscure] in
order that enquiry, while penetrating into the meaning of the riddles, ascends to
the discovery of truth.

This passage is a part of a section in which the use of the symbolic genre in
various cultures is discussed. It is preceded by exegetical remarks on the
sayings of the “Seven Sages.” It can be divided into three thematic units
(23,2; 24,1-24,2a; 24,2b) whose connecting link is not immediately clear,
and, as I will argue, it might be further obfuscated by the way the text is
presented in modern editions. In the third unit, 24,2b, Clement says that
the reason why dveipot te kol cOufodo are dpavéstepa tolg dvBpdnoig
must not be ascribed to God’s ¢86vog. Rather, their obscurity is meant to
provoke enquiry of their hidden meaning that might eventually lead to the
discovery of truth. This argument implies that §veipoi te kot oOuPoro are
means by which God communicates with human beings. It is preceded by
two sentences (24,1-24,2a) in which the role of symbols is quite different,
viz. to hide some philosophical doctrines from the multitude. This is a
strategy of ancient poets (Orpheus, Linus etc.) whose romtich yoyxoyoylo
is described as napanétoopo tpog 1ovg ToArovg. Clement probably implies
that their cryptic manner of teaching is influenced by Hebrew prophets
from whom ancient poets have learned their theology.” This discussion is
preceded by a quotation from Isaiah 45:3 and a brief commentary in which
“the dark and hidden treasures” given by God are identified with God’s
wisdom which is “hard to capture” (23,2).

3 Cf. Strom. 11,1,2.
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The points that the author makes in 24,2a and 24,2b seem to be linked
by the idea of a contrast between the motivation of the poets, on the one
hand, and God, on the other, for the employment of the symbolic genre.
By emphasizing that §veipot e kot oOuBola given by God are unclear for
other reasons than jealousy (24,2b), Clement seems to contrast God’s edu-
cational motives with the desire of ancient poets to hide the truth from the
multitude (24,2a). What makes this connecting link obscure is the fact
that the concept of symbol as a means of divine communication is not
introduced, but merely implied in 24,2b, as though it had been established
before. This might be explained if we interpret the concept of symbol in
24,2b as a development of the motif of “the dark and hidden treasures” of
God, introduced in 23,2. I think it is possible that after the discussion of
the sayings of the Seven Sages (22-23,1) a new theme is launched in 23,2,
namely the idea of symbol as a means of divine communication.* After a
brief digression on the cryptic strategy of ancient poets (mentioned in
order to highlight the educational strategy of God), the theme is further
developed in 24,2b and the following, up to the end of chapter four. If this
interpretation is correct, it would follow that 24,1 should not be marked
as a beginning of a new paragraph (which might start at 23,2 instead), as
it has been by all editors since Klotz.

Presumably, dveipol te kot oOpPoda is to be read as hendiadys in the
sense of “dream symbols.” Clement indicates that symbolic dreams (not
“dreams and symbols” in general) are of divine origin. This view is sup-
ported by both Homer and the Bible.*> For Clement, it seems to be an
example of how God gives his “dark and hidden treasures.”*® The reason
why God reveals wisdom in an obscure manner (“in order that enquiry,
while penetrating into the meaning of the riddles, ascends to the discovery

3 In the passage immediately preceding the quotation from Isa 45:3, in the context of a

discussion of various meanings of the maxim yv#6t cavtdv, Clement notes that those who
describe themselves as famous or rich are of no account when other eminent things of life
are compared with it. Later he interprets the maxim as an invitation to explore “what you
were born for, whose image you are, what is your essence, what is creation, what is assimila-
tion to the divine, and other similar questions.“ (23,1). My interpretation of 23,2 as an
introduction of a new concept of symbol does not exclude the possibility, suggested by Le
Boulluec (SChr 279, 108-109), that 23,2 echoes the preceding discussion of the Delphic
maxim.

3 Cf. Homer, [lias 1,63; Dan 2:1-45.

39 Another, more important example, namely the symbolic language of the Scriptures, is
introduced in 25,1.
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of truth”) is echoed in Strom. V,56,2 in connection with the symbolical
language of Scriptures: “in order that we reach up to the truth” (évexev...
100 npdg v dARBetov dvatetdobor). See also Strom. V1,126,1. A similar
explanation of the same problem is expressed by Plutarch in the context of
the Delphic cult.”

V,38,6-7/SChr 38,20-26 (exegesis of Exodus 28:36): “Qomnep 8¢ 0 kOpLog vrepdve
10D kdopOoL TOVTOG, LaAAOV BE Enéxetva ToD vonToD, 0UTOG Ko TO £V T) TETGA®
Eyypantov Gvopo, «dnepdvm mdong dpxfig kol Eovaiag» (cf. Eph 1:21) eivon
nElwtor, Eyypontov 8¢ 818 e ToIg EvioAdg TO¢ Eyypdpoug did e Thy aicBnty
napovoiov. dvopa 8¢ elpntot Beod, énet, Og PAénet 10D notpdg Ty dyabdtnra,
0 v10G évepyel KTA.

Just as the Lord is above the whole world, and even beyond the intelligible one,
so the name that is inscribed in the plate [i.e., the gold plate on the mitre of the
High Priest] has been found worthy to be “above all rule and authority.” It is
“inscribed” with reference to the inscribed commandments as well as to the sensu-
ously perceptible presence. It is called the name of God, because the Son acts as
he sees the goodness of the Father...

In Strom. V,34,5, in the context of the exegesis of Exodus 28:36f., Clement
identifies the name inscribed in the gold plate on the High Priest’s mitre as
“the mystical name with four letters” (10 tetpdypappov Svopa 1o puotikdv),
that is, as the name of God.?® In 38,6-7 (quoted above), he seems to inter-
pret the name of God as the Son.” At the same time, Clement compares
the elevation of the name (that is, the Son) “above all rule and authority”
(compare Eph 1:21) to the way that “the Lord is above the whole world,

37 Cf. Plutarch, De E, 384e-f; 385¢ (LCL, EC. Babbitt): “It seems that our beloved Apollo
finds a remedy and a solution for the problems connected with our life by the oracular
responses which he gives to those who consult him; but the problems connected with our
power to reason it seems that he himself launches and propounds to him who is by nature
inclined to the love of knowledge, thus creating in the soul a craving that leads onward to
the truth (tdg 8¢ mepl 1ov Adyov [scil. dmoplac] ovtdg éviévor kol npoPdiiety 1@ evoet
P1hocbeo Thg wuxfig 8pelv dumoldv dywyov énl thy dAABewaw). [...] Since... inquiry
(10 Cnrely) is the beginning of philosophy, and wonder and uncertainty the beginning of
inquiry, it seems only natural that the greater part of what concerns the god should be
concealed in riddles (aiviynoot xoroxexpOeBor), and should call for some account (Adyov
tvde toBodvta) of the wherefore and an explanation of its cause.” Cf. also Maximus of
Tyre, Dial. IV,6a6-bl (Hobein 46,14-15). Today we might paraphrase this explanation by
the Ricoeurian formula “le symbol donne & penser.”

3) Cf. Le Boulluec, SChr 279, 141.

) Cf. Le Boulluec, SChr 279, 161. Cf. also Strom. V, 136,3.
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and even beyond the intelligible one.” Following the interpretation of
J. Pépin, Le Boulluec identifies “the Lord” with the Son, which leads him
to the conclusion that in this passage the Son transcends the intelligible
realm.® Yet such a conclusion is surprising, since, to my knowledge, there
is no other statement in Clement’s writings to this effect.*’ However, the
premise that “the Lord” is the Son may not be correct. The idea that
the Lord transcends the sensible and the intelligible realms echoes motifs
developed in Clement’s preceding interpretations of the High Priest. In
37,5-38,2, Clement explains the head of the High Priest as a symbol of
Christ who is “the head of the church” (37,5; cf. Eph 5:23), as well as “the
head of all things” (f kepoAn 1@V ndvtov) through whom the world was
created and to whom it is subjected.? But above the head, there is a golden

O Cf. J. Pépin, “La vraie dialectique selon Clément d’Alexandrie,” in: J. Fontaine—
C. Kannengiesser (eds.), Epekzasis. Mélanges patristiques offerts au cardinal Jean Daniélou,
Beauchesne: Paris 1972, 382; Le Boulluec, SChr 279, 161. Pépin’s reading is also accepted
by E. Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, Cambridge 2005, 65-66.

40 J. Pépin refers to the following passages in support of his thesis: Strom. 11,5,1-3; V1,68,1;
VI1,2,2; 17,2. However, as far as I can see, the idea that the Son transcends the intelligible
realm is not indicated in any of them. Perhaps the most interesting example is Strom.
VL,68,1: after saying that true science (unlike the “partial” wisdom of Greek philosophy) is
concerned with “things intelligible and even more spiritual than that” (t& vonta kal €t
to0tV 10 Tvevpotikotepa), Clement specifies that the Teacher (i.e., Christ) has revealed
to the legitimate heirs of the xvpiaxh vioBeoio realities described as Gyl dyiov xoi
€11 to0tev kot’ énavafacty to ayidtepa. This passage does seem to demonstrate that,
according to Clement, the Son is a mediator of realities beyond the intelligible realm. But
this is arguably different from a doctrine that the Son himself transcends that realm. In
Strom. VIL,2,2, Clement famously describes the Son as by origin “the oldest” being among
the intelligible things (év... tolg vontolg 10 npecPitorov év yevéoel), “the beginning and
the first fruit of existing things, independent of time and without beginning [in time]”
(1 dixpovog Bvopxog GpynN te kol dmopym t@V dviwv), from whom it is possible to learn
about “the cause beyond” (10 énéxewva oitiov), i.e., the Father. For the Platonist background
of this description cf. J. Whittaker, ETTEKEINA NOY KAI OYZIAZ, Vl'ngr 23,1969, 91-104
(the passage is quoted on p. 93). Referring to this passage, Le Boulluec acknowledges that,
according to Clement, the Son does not transcend the intellect (SChr 279, 161). But this
conclusion seems hard to reconcile with the notion that, in Clement’s view, the Son “is
beyond the intelligible [world]” (énéxewvo 10D vonrtod [scil. kéopov]), defended by Le
Boulluec on the basis of Strom. V,38,6.

) Strom. V,38,2: Noi phv 10 pev tepiotifiov. .. £otiv 00pavod eikov 100 Adye yevouévov,
100 DROKEWEVOL T KEQOAT TOV TavTmv 1@ Xplotd <koi> kotd ¢ adTd Kol GoodTMg
kwvovuévov (“Indeed, the breastband [of the High Priest] ... is an image of heaven created
through /logos, subjected to Christ, the head of all things, and moving according to the
same [rules] and in like manner”). The description of the movement of o¥vpavdg with a



16 M. Havrda / Vigiliae Christianae 64 (2010) 1-30

mitre which “demonstrates the royal power of the Lord” (tnv é€ovciav
unvoet v Baosthkny tod kupiov). If “the head” is the Saviour, says Clem-
ent, ‘the mitre above it is a sign of the most authoritative principle”
(onuetov yobv fyepovikmtdng apyfic 6 mthog 6 vrgp adTAY), that is, of the
Father.® T think it is likely that in the attribution of the “royal power” to
“the Lord,” the word “Lord,” though it might include a reference to the
Saviour (who is called 6 x0Oprog fiudv a few lines later),* primarily desig-
nates the Father, since it is, strictly speaking, the latter’s royal power that
the mitre symbolizes.”> If this is a plausible interpretation, it may be argued
that in Strom. V,38,6, the word 6 «Opiog also includes a reference to the
Father, especially in so far as it is stated that the Lord is beyond the intel-
ligible world.

Apart from the premise that “the Lord” is the Son, Pépin’s interpretation
of Strom. V,38,6 rests on the assumption that in the part according to
which the inscribed name “has been found worthy to be above all rule and
authority,” the expression “all rule and authority” (ndoo dpyn kot é€ovoio)
refers to the intelligible forms.* But this assumption is contestable, too.
In a passage of the first book of Stromata, which is the starting point of
Pépin’s interpretation, Clement describes the dialectical method of enquiry
as a sort of heavenly ascent in the course of which “the true dialectic, by
inspecting things and examining powers and authorities (tdg dvvéueig kol
10¢ é€ovoiog doxipdlovoa), ascends to the most excellent essence of all
(bre€ovaPaiverl nl v ndviov kpatioty oboiav) and ventures [to reach]
beyond that (toAug te énéxewa), up to God of the universe.”¥” Here,
duvdueg kol éEovoian seem to correspond to mdoo dpxn koi €€ovola in

phrase normally applied to intelligible forms in Platonism seems to be based on Plato,
Polit. 269d5-€4.

D) Strom. V,37,5-38,1.

4“9 Strom. V,38,1; Stihlin refers to Rom 15,6; 2 Cor 11:31.

%) In his index (Clemens Alexandrinus, vol. IV, GCS 39, Berlin 19852, 528), Stihlin notes
that in Clement’s writings the word kbpiog may refer to the Father as well as to the Son,
often without a distinction. My understanding of Strom. V,37,5 differs from that of Kovacs,
“Concealment,” 424, footnote 46, who suggests that in the latter passage, “x0plog appears
to refer to the Son, not the Father,” as it does in Strom. V,34,7 and VI1,6,2-7,6. But Kovacs
does not explain how this interpretation tallies with Clement’s description according to
which, as Kovacs paraphrases it, “the ‘royal authority’ of the Lord... rests on the Savior”
(ibid. 424).

) Pépin, “La vraie dialectique,” 381-382; the interpretation is adopted by Le Boulluec,
SChr 279, 161.

N Strom. 1,177,1.
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Strom. V,38,6. However, it is difficult to believe that Clement regards these
powers as equivalent to the Platonic forms.* The true dialectic subjects tég
duvduerg xod tog é€ovoiag to an examination (Soxiudlovoon) in order to
ascend éni v névtev kpotioty ovoiav and beyond. As Clement explains
a few lines later, in the course of this examination, true dialecticians are
expected to keep what is good and to reject the rest (16 pév amodoxipudlovreg,
70 8¢ kohov kotéyovreg).” If there is an equivalent to the Platonic forms
involved in this process, it must be the result of such examination, xoctov
1@V Svtov koBapdv otov #ott, as Clement puts it ([,177,3), rather than the
objects examined.” This is not to deny that there might be a religious
equivalent to intelligible forms in Clement’s writings, but a better candi-
date for this status would be those eminent powers called ot tpwtdxtictor
dryyehor.”! Whatever is their role in the hierarchy of powers, duvapeig kai

4 Cf. the references in footnote 46.

9 Strom. 1,177,2; cf. 1Te 5:21.

>0 Clement’s description is probably an allusion to 1 John 4:1 (NRSV, slightly modified):
“Beloved, do not believe every spirit, but examine the spirits (Soxiuéete 1¢ nvedpato)
to see whether they are from God; for many false prophets have gone into the world.”
In 1Cor 15:24, naoo dpyn kol nooo éEovoia kol dOvapg are obviously the rejected
powers. For the New Testament background of Clement’s description cf. P. Nautin, “Notes
sur le Stromate I de Clément d’Alexandrie,” Revue d'histoire ecclésiastique 47, 1952, 631;
D. Wyrwa, Die christliche Platonaneignung, 128-129.

>V The correspondence between the religious concept of ot tpotéxticTot dryyelot and the
philosophical concept of intelligible forms is, in my view, most evident in Excerpta 10,3
(a passage usually attributed to Clement): . .. ol 8¢ npwtdxtiotot, el kol dp1Bud didpopot
kol 6 ko’ FkooTov TepimpioTan kol mepryéypamtat, GAA’ 1 6HodTNG TOV TPoyUdTOVY
évotnta kot iodtnra kot opordtnra évdetkvutot (“And as regards the first-created [angels],
they are, admittedly, numerically different and each of them is individually defined and
circumscribed, yet the similarity of things demonstrates [their] unity, equality and similarity”).
Cf. Plotinus, £nn. V1,2,21, on the plurality of forms in the intellect: ép1Buov 8m néviog
Exen [scil. vodg] év 1001016 oig 6pd, ki Eott 88 Bv kol TOAAY, kol TodTor 8¢ Suvdpelg kTh.
(“It [i-e., the intellect] certainly has number in the things which it sees, and it is one and
many, and the many are its powers...” [translated by A.H. Armstrong]). The proroctists
probably correspond to powers described as dvvaypeig 1od nvedpartog in Strom. IV,156,1:
nocon 8¢ ol Suvduelg 100 nvedpotog GLAANBONY pev év L Tpdiyuo yevouevor cuviehodoy
elg 10 0010, 1oV vidv kTA. (“All the powers of the Spirit, when together they become one
thing, contribute to the same [being], the Son...”). Cf. Excerpta 11,4: xoi §dvopv uev
18l &xel éxaotov TdV mvevpoTikdy kol idiov oikovopiov: koo &8¢ 6pod te Eyévovto
Kol 10 éviedec dmetleocty ol TPMTOKTIGTOL, KONV TV Aertovpyloy Kol Guéplotov
(“And each spiritual [being] has its special power and special dispensation. On the other
hand, since the first created [angels] came to being together and have been endowed with
perfection, their liturgy is common and undivided”). Cf. Plotinus, Enn. V,9,6: 6 vobg éott
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¢€ovoion in Strom. 1,177,1 are certainly of a less refined sort, and the same
is probably true of ndoo dpyn kol é€ovoia in V,38,6.72

As Stihlin notes in his apparatus, Clement’s description of the activity
of the Son “as he sees the goodness of the Father” (g BAérer 100 notpog
mv dyaBdtTo, O viog évepyel) alludes to John 5:19: o &Ovarton 6 viog
TOLEWV G’ £00T0D 0VSEV £0v P T BAémy TOV motépo motodvta: (. .. the Son
can do nothing on his own, but only what he sees the Father doing”).
Clement replaces the verb notetv by évepyelv, possibly hinting to the Aris-
totelian conception of divine intellect as évépyeia.. Compare Strom. VI1,7,7:
kol #otiv g einelv motpueh Tig évépyeto 6 vidg (“...and the Son is, so to
say, a kind of activity of the Father”).

V,71,2/8Chr71,5-13: AdBowuev 8 v tov pév kaBoptikov tpdmov dpoloyig, Tov
8¢ énontixov dvalboet énl Ty TPOTNY VONGLY TPoY®PodvTeg, o1 AvaoAboEmg
£K TOV DROKEWEVOY 0OT® TV &pyNMv To100pHeEVOL, deeddvieg HEV TOD GMUOTOG
T0IC PUOIKAG To1dTNTOG, TepteAdvieg 8¢ Thv eig 10 Pdbog Sidotacy, elto Thv
£i¢ 10 TAdiTog, Kol éni TovTolg Ty elg 10 ufixog: 10 Yop roderpBev onuetdv ot
Hovag 6g einelv Béoty Exovoa, g &dv meptédmpey Ty B€cty, voeital povdc.

We might attain the cathartic mode by confession and the epoptical one by anal-
ysis, as we advance to the primary intellection. By means of analysis, starting from
things subjected to him [i.e., Christ], we will abstract physical qualities from the
body and remove the dimension of depth, then that of breadth, and then that of
length. For the point that remains is a monad which, so to speak, has a position,
and if we remove its position, the monad is perceived intellectually.

6pod mévto Kot ord ovy, opod, dtt Frkostov Sdvopg 18io (“Intellect is all things together
and also not together, because each is a special power” [transl. Armstrong]; cf. S.R.C. Lilla,
Clement of Alexandria: A Study in Christian Platonism and Gnosticism, Oxford 1971, 206-
207, who quotes a different segment of this passage in connection with Strom. IV,156,2).
For the intelligible forms as dvvdyperg cf. also Plotinus, Enn. V1,2,21, quoted above. For
the doctrine of ot npwtdxtictot in Clement’s thought cf. B.G. Bucur, “The Other Clement
of Alexandria: Cosmic Hierarchy and Interiorized Apocalypticism,” VigChr 60, 2006,
251-268.

52 In Eclogae 57,1, Clement identifies ol mpwtdxtictor with Bpdvor in Col 1,16, not with
dpyoi or ¢é€ovoion mentioned in the same verse. Ibid. 57,4, it is stated that brepdvem ndong
apyfic kol é€ovotog kol duvdpeng kol mavtog ovopatog dvopalopévou (Eph 1:21) are
ol tedetwbévies. .. elg MV TpwtéxTicTov 1@V dyyéhwv @Oow. It implies that the nature
of the TpwtéxTioTOoL is not transcended by those who have reached the utmost perfection.
Finally, in Excerpta 27,1-2 (in an exegesis of Exod 28), apyol kol é€ovoton are explicitly
placed outside the vontog koouds.
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According to Clement, 6 érnontikog tponog, the summit of the “gnostic”
mysteries, can be attained by dvaAtoig in the course of which we advance
ént v tpatny vonov. This is the beginning of the famous description of
via negationis the parallels of which are known from Alcinous and Plu-
tarch.” For the expression npd vénoig see Alcinous, Did. 155,39-42.%
The starting point of the “analysis” is described as 16 Dnokelpeve adTd.
What does the pronoun o0t refer to? The most obvious interpretation is
to connect ovT® to tov 8¢ émontikdv [scil. Tpdmov], mentioned earlier in
the same sentence. However, the meaning of the expression “things sub-
jected to the epoptical mode [of initiation]” is unclear. The next possible
referent of o01® is found in V,70,4, where Clement interprets certain
Euripidean anapests as verses in which the poet “unawares speaks about
the Saviour himself.” Despite the difficulty of linking the pronoun to an
antecedent placed relatively far in the text, the possibility that odt® refers
to Christ is nevertheless attractive, as it corresponds to the above men-
tioned description of Christ as “the head of all things,” to whom heaven,
created through him, is “subjected” (oOpovod... t0d brokepévov tH
ke@oAf] 1@V néviev 1@ Xpiotd).” Plutarch’s account of the method of
abstraction indicates that the expression 10 Ormoxelpevo o0t® in Strom.

V,71,2 could designate the heavenly bodies.®

V,71,3/8Chr 71,13-17: Ei toivuv, deehdvieg ndvio 860 TpOGESTL T01g COUAOLY
kol 10Tg Aeyopévolg dompdrolg, émipplyaipev £ovtovg eig 10 péyebog 100
Xp1o7od Kdikelbev eig 1o dxaveg dy1dTnTL Tpotoluey, T voNcel 10D TovToKpETopog
aufj v€ T mpoodyoyey <G>, oy, 6 £0TLy, 0 8¢ un £0TL YVOpiooVTES.

Now if we abstract all attributes of bodies and of the so-called incorporeal [reali-
ties] and throw ourselves into the greatness of Christ and thence, with holiness,

53 Cf. Le Boulluec, SChr 279, 245.

9 Alcinous, Did. 155,39-42: xai énel TV vontdv to uev Tpdto. Ldpyet, dg ai 18éout, T
8¢ dedrepol, O Ta 10N TaL €ml T VAN dydprota Svia tiig YAng, kai vonoig Eotot diren,
N pev 1év Tpatav, N 8¢ tdv devtépov (“...and since of intelligible objects some are pri-
mary, such as the [transcendent] Ideas, and others secondary, such as the forms in matter
which are inseparable from matter, so also intellection will be twofold, the one kind of
primary objects, the other of secondary”). Translated by ]. Dillon, Alcinous. The Handbook
of Platonism, Clarendon: Oxford 1993, 6. For the distinction between {840 and &idog
cf. parallels collected by J. Whittaker, Alcinoos. Enseignement des doctrines de Platon, Budé:
Paris 1990, 85, note 63. I quote the Greek text according to the latter edition.

) Strom. V,38,2; cf. above, 15, footnote 42.

>0 Cf. Plutarch, Plat. quaest. 1001f1-1002a3, where the method of abstraction is applied
to the heavenly bodies.
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advance to the void, we might, in one way or another, draw near to the intellec-
tion of the Almighty, not recognizing what he is, but what he is not.

According to Clement’s description, the “analysis” proceeds by abstracting
all attributes of bodies, as well as of t& Aeydpevo dompota so that we may
“be thrown” eic 10 uéyebog 10d Xp1otob and thence, with holiness, advance
£ic 10 dyowvéc.

The expression 16 Aeyopeva dompota is difficult and there are at least
four possible interpretations of it. According to Le Boulluec, it denotes
place, emptiness and time, that is, three of the things that the Stoics
described as incorporeal.”” But there is no indication in the text to support
the view that Clement regarded these concepts as objects whose attributes
should be removed. Perhaps more likely, 16 Aeyopevo dompato might be
the abstracted qualities of the body (such as depth, breadth or length)
conceived as the objects of thought.’® Again, with regard to Clement’s
description of the goal of the “analytic” method as mpd vénotig, the
expression 1o Aeydueva dompota could also refer to what Alcinous calls
10 8edtepo. vontd, that is, the forms in matter.”

However, the most likely explanation is that “the incorporeal realities”
are some heavenly powers subjected to Christ, such as those mentioned in
Ephesians 1:21: rules, authorities, powers, dominions and “every name
that is named.”® The fact that Clement calls them édoduoto with some
reserve could be explained against the background of Excerpta 11,3, where
it is argued that, by comparison to the Son, even the first-created angels
are bodies.*!

With 10 péyeBog t0d Xpiotod compare Strom. V,3,1 (10 uéyeBog 100
Adyov); QDS 8,1 (10 péyeBog 100 cwtiipog). It is probably an allusion to
Ephesians 1:19f.: “...the overflowing greatness of his [i.e., God’s] power
(10 OrepPéArov uéyebog thig duvdpeng ovtod) for us who believe, accord-
ing to the working of his great power (koo thv évépyetov 10 kpdtovg Tig

57 Cf. Le Boulluec, SChr 279, 246.

> For depth, breadth and length as incorporeal qualities cf. [Galen,] Quod qualitates incor-
porae sint XIX,465 (Kiihn), according to the TLG electronic database.

> Cf. Alcinous, Did. 155,39-42, quoted above, note 54.

O Cf. Strom. V,34,7; Eclogae 57 /4.

0 Excerpta 11,3: dg mpdg v oVYKpLowy 1AV 18 copdtov (olov dotpev) dompoto kol
dveldea, <GAL> d¢ mpdc Thv cOyKpioy 100 Yiod cduoro pepetpnuéva kol aicOnrd
(“In comparison to bodies in this world, as for example those of stars, they are without
body and form. However, in comparison to the Son they are sized sensible bodies”).
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ioybog avt0d) that God put to work (v évijpynoev) in Christ...“** Clem-
ent may have chosen this description of the Son precisely because the
uéyeBog of the divine power corresponds to the évépyeio of God in Ephe-
sians 1:19 (compare Strom. V,38,7; VI1,7,7, quoted above). However, par-
allels in Philo and Plotinus indicate that Clement’s philosophical sources
could have played a part, t00.”

The concept of “holiness” may be compared with &yltwcsdvn of the per-
fect gnostic in Strom. VII,14,1. Although ayidomtu in 71,3 is usually inter-
preted as the dative of means, I submit that it might be better explained as
the dative of accompanying circumstance.®*

¢ NRSV, modified. The passage is not mentioned by Osborn, Clement of Alexandyria, 124-
125, in his discussion of the New Testament background of the expression péyeBog tod
Xprotod.

) Philo of Alexandria, Opif: 23, says that God does not confer benefits upon nature
“in proportion to the greatness of his bounties” (00 npdg 10 uéyebog 1@v tavtod yopitav),
since they are “unlimited and unending” (&mepiypopor yop odted ye kol drededon).
Later on he adds that “God’s powers overflow” (10D uév ot dvvdperg bneppaAiovot) and
creation is “too weak to contain their greatness” (doBevéostepov Ov T Hote déEocBon 10
péyeBog avtdv). “The powers” are obviously the forms of the intelligible world, which, as
Philo puts it, is “nothing else then the Logos of God” (cf. Opif. 24-25; Colson’s LCL trans-
lation consulted). The passage is quoted by A. Choufrine, Gnosis, Theophany, Theosis. Studies
in Clement of Alexandrias Appropriation of His Background, Peter Lang: New York 2002, 188,
in the context of his discussion of Clements notion of infinity. The idea of the greatness
of Logos might be also compared with Plotinus, Enn. VI,2,21: $po toivov év 100t 10
HeyBA® V& kol Gunyéve. . . Srog Evi T tévto ¢€ adhtod (“Well then, see how in this great,
this overwhelming Intellect. .. all things which come from it are present”). According to
Plotinus, “the wonderful powers” (Bovpootol duvduelg) of the Intellect are “not weak,”
but “because they are pure, they are the greatest of powers (uéyiotai €io)” and “without
any limit” (00 10 puéypt 1vog €xovoot). “And so they are infinite and the greatness [of the
Intellect] is also infinity” (dmepot Tolvuv kol dmerplo: kot o uéyar). Plotinus later describes
the appearance of the form of magnitude in the Intellect “with the continuity of its activity”
(netr 88 10D cvveyode tiig évepyetag péyeBog mpogarviuevov) [Armstrong’s LCL transla-
tion, modified]. A parallel to the expression “greatness of Christ” is found in the Sethian
treatise Gospel of the Egyptians NHC 111,2,54,19-20 = 1V,2,66,7-8).

¢ Le Boulluec interprets éryidtntt as the dative of means and compares it with an earlier
(71,2) description of the means by which the cathartic and the epoptical modes are reached,
respectively: opoloyiq. .. avordoer. However, I find it difficult to conceive of holiness as a
means of progress; cf. Strom. V1I,14,1, where Clement describes holiness as a state to which
one is elevated (...10D dvalneBévoc eic dyimotvny dvBpdnov).
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V,83,5/SChr 83,19-22: Bedcdotog toivov 1 copio, Sdvouig odoo tod ToTpdc,
TPOTPENEL UV MUV T0 adte€ovotov, dmodéyetal 8¢ v TioTv kol dueiPeton
v €ntotacty T kAoYRc Bkpe Kovavig.

For wisdom, since it is a power of the Father, is given by God. It exhorts our free
will, accepts [our] faith and rewards the attentiveness of [our] choice with supreme
communion.

In Protrepticus 115,1 Clement depicts faith as “a kind of rent paid to God for
our dwelling here.”® It is a “recompense of gratitude” (u1600¢ evydprotog)
given by humans to God who exhorts them (npotpenouéve 8ed). A sim-
ilar model of exchange comes into play in our passage, but another stage is
adduced. Divine activity is described by three verbs that correspond to three
phases of interaction between God and humans: God’s wisdom exhorts
us (npotpéner), accepts our faith (dmodéyerar) and rewards it (Gpeifeton).
The faith accepted by God in the second stage is an act of human will
(16 ovte€ovotov), and probably the same act is characterized by the expres-
sion érniotacig or éniotaocts thg ékhoyfic.”” Scholars translate this expres-
sion in a variety of ways, but, to my knowledge, one important possibility
of interpretation has not yet been explored.

The word éxhoyn has two different meanings in Clement’s works:
a) “selection” in the sense of something or somebody selected, often used
as a collective designation of “the elect”;*® b) the act of choosing, normally
used in reference to human choice.®” On at least one occasion it is difficult
to decide which of the two meanings is involved,”® and this ambiguity
might be intentional, as it is precisely human choice what “makes the dif-
ference” between “the elect” and the rest in Clement’s view.”" In our pas-
sage, ékAoyn is usually understood in the sense of divine “election” or “the
elect” (depending on whether it is construed as a subject or an object of

) ... otdv Tt évoikiov 1@ Bed tfig évrotBo évoukioemg. 1 believe that évoixiov refers

to ebmeiBerov which should be read with Heyse (and most editors) instead of the ms.
eOndbeiov.

%) Tbid; I use G.W. Butterworth’s LCL translation.

) With a special emphasis on the third stage, the model of interaction between human
and divine will is more fully elaborated in Strom. VII1,48,1-2.

8 Cf. Strom. 111,63,4; 69,1 (cf. Excerpta 21,1); V,3,4; 63,7; 141,3; VL,106,1; 107,1. The
word is often used in the Basilidean fragments in this sense; cf. below, 28 and references in
footnote 95.

) Cf. Protr. 77,3; 90,1; Strom. 11,129,1; 1V,79,2; 148,1-149,1; V,96,6; V1,48,7; VII,15,2.
70 Cf. Strom. 1V,80,2 and van den Hoek, SChr 463, 187, footnote 4.

W Cf. Strom. V,141,3 and below, 28-29.
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¢niotooig). However, the fact that the object of divine exhortation is iuav
10 avtegovotov makes the other alternative, namely that éxhoyn designates
the act of human choice, at least equally attractive. As far as énilotaocig is
concerned, I think that the most plausible equivalent found in dictionaries
is “attention.””? The word might refer to what Clement calls “voluntary
anticipation” (tpdAnyig ékovo1og) in the second book of Stromata, that is,
to an act of mind whose aim is to “grasp” the meaning of divine commu-
nication.”” In our passage, Clement seems to understand faith as a “choice”
that is based on and accompanied by the “attention” paid to the voice of
divine exhortation. It is presumably this attentiveness of faith that the
expression érniotaotg g éxAoyfig denotes. Compare also Clement’s state-
ment (made in the context of his discussion of faith as npoaipecic) that
“concentrated choice (dnepionoactog mpoaipeocic) greatly contributes to
the attainment of knowledge.””

For Gxpo. xowvmvior compare Strom. V1,76,3 (Gxpo vioBesia); VII,59,1
(npdg 10 Belov cuvdgeid te kol kowmvie). Clement possibly exploits the
ambiguity of the word éxAoyn by construing the sentence in a way that
enables the reader to interpret tfig éxAoyfig as a possessive genitive linked
to Gixpo kowvmvig.”

72 Cf. already Hervetus (quoted below, note 75); ANF: “application”; Stihlin (BKV 2/19,
Bd. IV, 1937, 191): “die Achtsamkeit.” It seems to me that Voulet’s translation of énictacig
as “lattente” (“expectation”) in SChr 278, 163, followed by Pini (615: “I'attesa”), stretches
the attested meaning of the word.

73 Cf. Strom. 11,8,4; 17,1-3; 28,1. For this meaning of énictacig see especially QDS 5,3:
“For the sayings which appear to have been simplified by the Lord Himself to His disciples
are found even now, on account of the extraordinary degree of wisdom in them, to need no
less but more attention (008&v Httovog, dAAG mAelovog #11 kol VOV Thig €miotdocng
evploketon dedpeva) than His dark and suggestive utterances” (translated by Butterworth).
The interpretation of €nictacig as attention by which understanding is reached helps
to explain passages in Clements work where the meaning of éniotacig comes close to
“apprehension.” Cf. especially Strom. VI,111,3 and 115,3, where translators often render
éniotaoig as knowledge or understanding, but also Strom. 11,135,3, V,17,1; VII,56,2,
where the meaning of énictooig is arguably the same. It is perhaps worth noting that in the
Suda lexicon the first equivalent to éniotaois is yv@o1g (the second is Tpocoxn).

7 Strom. I1,9,3: peydAny yodv eig yv@dov porfv dmepionoctog nopéyel Tpooipesic.

7 ‘This is apparently the interpretation of Hervetus (1551) who translates the whole pas-
sage as follows: Ergo divinitus data sapientia, quae est virtus patris, adhortatur quidem nos-
trum liberum arbitrium, excipit autem fidem, curamque et attentionem remuneratur electionis
suprema communicatione (170f1-4).
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V,90,2/8Chr 90,4-6: Noi unv "Enikotpe pev 1 100 adtopudtov nopeicduoig od
nopokolovBicovtt @ pntd yéyovev éviedBev « Motandng potototitov, o
névto potondme» [Eccl 1:2].

Also, [the concept of] ‘accident’ got through to Epicurus, who failed to under-
stand what is being said, from the following passage: “Vanity of vanities, all is
vanity.”

In doxographic accounts of Epicurean physics the concept of 16 adropdrov
is often employed in order to emphasize the difference between the
(Platonist/Stoic) idea of providential care and the fact that Epicurean
cosmology is devoid of a final cause.”® Clement’s association of this con-
cept with patondtng in Ecclesiastes is probably based on the etymology
of the word avtopdrov attested by Aristotle: oUtm 81 10 advtdpatov kol
Kot 0 Gvopa Gtoy adtod udny yévnton (“So then automaton, as the form
of the word implies, means an occurrence that is in itself [auto] to no
purpose [matén]”).”’

V,98,4/SChr 98,10-15: "lowg <ytp> v EkAekThV TOOTNV QUG YVHOCE®OG
gprepévny povtedeton [scil. [TAdtwv], el ui T tpeic Tvog DrotiBéuevog pdoerc,
Tpelg moAtetog, g VréAaPov Tiveg, dtoypdoet, kol Tovdaiov pev dpyvpow,
‘EXMvav 8¢ thy tpitny, Xpiotiavdv 8¢, oig xpuodg O Pactikdg éykotopéutctan,
10 Oylov mvedpo.

Perhaps he [i.e., Plato] presages that which is known as the elected nature longing
for knowledge, unless by postulating three distinct natures he describes three ways
of life, as some have suggested, the silver one of the Jews, the third one of the
Greeks, and the one of Christians, into whom the royal gold is mingled, the Holy
Spirit.

Shortly after quoting Plato, Resp. 111, 415a2-7, where the narrative about
the three classes of citizens endowed with gold, silver and iron/bronze
respectively, is introduced,”® Clement presents two interpretations of the

79 Cf. Epicurea, fr. 359, 383, 394 (Usener). For the context cf. A.A. Long—D.N. Sedley,
The Hellenistic philosophers, I, Cambridge 1987, 57-65. Expressions “accidental necessity”
(M kotd 10 avtdpatov dvdykn) and “accident” (todtdpctov) are used in an Epicurean
fragment preserved on the Herculaneum papyri (34,27,8-9.11-12; 30,13-14 Arrighetti,
Epicuro, Opere, ed. 2, Turin 1973), in the context of a polemic against (Democritean)
determinism (for the context cf. Long—Sedley, The Hellenistic philosophers, 1, 102-112).

7 Aristotle, Phys. 197b29-30 (LCL, PH. Wicksteed—EM. Cornford).

8 Strom. V,98,2 (quoting Plato, Resp. 111, 415a2-7): «éoté név yop mavteg ot év 1fj et
&delpol, g picopev mpdg adtovg nuboroyodvrec, dAA’ O Bedc TAdTTOV, 8601 HEV DudV
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passage. According to the first one (directly related to the “golden” class
only), the gold which, as Plato puts it, God “mixed into the origin” of
those who are “fit to rule” (Scot... ikovol dpyetv, xpvoov év i yevéoet
ovvémEev ovtolg), is understood as an image with which Plato presages
(novtedetan) “that which is known as the elected nature longing for knowl-
edge.” According to the second interpretation, Plato describes the Jewish,
the Gentile, and the Christian “way of life,” the gold being a symbol of the
Holy Spirit.

The first interpretation intriguingly seems to presuppose a soteriological
doctrine normally associated with Clements “heterodox” opponents, namely
the doctrine of the elected nature. While recognizing that “I'expression fait
songer a la doctrine gnostique,” Le Boulluec assumes that, in this context,
Clement perhaps alludes to Romans 8:29: 611 00¢ npoéyve, kol Tpompioey
SVLUUOPPOVG THE elkOVOG ToD VIOD 0TOD, £i¢ TO Elvor AHTOV TPOTOTOKOV £V
noAlolg dedpols (“For those whom he foreknew he also predestined to be
conformed to the image of his Son, in order that he might be the first born
among many brothers”).” However, it would be very surprising if Clement
intended to suggest a possibility that the Pauline concept of predestination
might be explained in terms of the idea of the elected nature, as he rejects
this very idea repeatedly.®® Rather, I think that by describing Plato as a seer
who presages “that which is known as the elected nature longing for knowl-
edge,” Clement ironically indicates that the Valentinian concept of the
elected nature (and perhaps, by implication, their classification of natures
as a whole) is derived from Plato’s myth in the Republic (a theory which, 1
believe, might still deserve consideration).®

ikovol Gpyewv, xpuoov v tfj yevéoel ovvém&ev adtolg, 610 TdTatol elotv doot O
énixovpot, Gpyvpov: 6idnpov 8¢ kol yodkov To1g yewpyolg kol Tolg GAAoLg dnuiovpyolc. »
(“And all of you in the city are brothers,” we'll say to them in telling our story, “but the god
who made you mixed some gold into the origin of those who are fit to rule, because they
are most valuable. He put silver in those who are auxiliaries and iron and bronze in the
farmers and other craftsmen.”) Modified translation of G.M.A. Grube—C.D.C. Reeve, in:
J.M. Cooper—D.S. Hutchinson (eds.), Plato, 1050.

7 NRSV translation. The passage is quoted in Strom. IV,46,1; cf. also Paed. 111,20,5;
Strom. V11,6,6; 37,5. For Clement’s reception of the idea of predestination cf. also allusions
to Eph 1:4-5 in Protr. 6,3; Strom. V1,76,3; VIL,107,5.

80 Cf. Strom. 11,11,1-2; 115,2; V,3,3-4; VI,105,1.

80 According to Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 1,6,2, Valentinians compared the spiritual nature to
gold; this may be a reflection of the Platonic myth according to which the rulers of the city
are endowed with gold. Cf. Clement, Szrom. 11,116,2, where the metaphor of gold is prob-
ably employed as a polemical allusion to the Valentinian doctrine.
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V,133,7/8Chr 133,19-25: Tod natpdg Gpo. kol 10 Tod Tdv GUUTAVIOY EUeHTOG
wod 88188t dvtihopPdveron Tévto tpdg ndvimy, To pev Gyuya cvurabodvio
0 Ldw, TdV 8¢ Euydymv to név §8n dBdvarta ko’ Nuépav Epyaldueva, tdv 8¢
£t Bvmtdv o pev év e6Pw, kol e thg untpog ovTdV £t KoTd YooTpOg
oxovpeva, T 8¢ avte€ovoio Aoyoud, kol v avBpodrev navteg "EAANVEG Te
kol BapPapot.

All beings naturally, without teaching, perceive the Father and the Creator of the
universe in mutual relations, the inanimate ones by sympathy with the living
being; the animate ones are either those already immortal who [perceive him] by
daily practise, or those who are still mortal. Of the latter [class] some [perceive
him] in fear, namely those who are still borne in the womb of their mother, some
by free exercise of reason, namely all human beings, Greeks as well as Barbarians.

Clement distinguishes four classes of beings and their respective ways
of “perceiving” (dvtilapPdvopor) the Creator. 16 Gyvyo perceive him
cvuroBotvra @ oo (this would be class 1). T #uyvyo are divided into
two groups: 16 101 &B&vora ka®’ Huépav pyaldueva (class 2) and ta €Tt
Bvnra. The latter group is further divided into those who perceive him
év 6B (class 3) and those perceiving him avte&ovoio Aoyioud (class 4).

The first class probably includes plants.® 10 {@ov with whom they are in
sympathy is presumably the cosmos.* Compare Epictetus, Diss. 1,14,5:
“But if the plants and our own bodies are so closely bound up with the
universe and in sympathy with it (t& @uta pév kol ¢ fpérepo copato
oVtmg évdédetan ol SAoig kol cvunémovBev), is not the same much more
true of our souls?”® For the idea that plants can perceive god, compare Dio
Chrysostomos, Or. XII,35: “Stranger still is the fact that even the plants,
which have no conception of anything, but are inanimate and voiceless
beings regulated by a simple kind of nature (oig undepio undevog #vvora,
GALG oo ko Gpova GrAf) Tvi gOoet Stotkodpeva), nevertheless volun-
tarily and willingly (éxovsiog kai BovAdpeve) produce their appropriate
fruit. So exceedingly evident and manifest is the will and power of this god

82 Cf. Strom. 11,110,4 and Clement’s fragment 38 (Clemens Alexandrinus, vol. 111, 219-220);
Sextus Empiricus, Adv. math. 1X,81; SVF11,708-711.

83 For the designation of the cosmos as 10 {@ov cf. Plato, 7im. 30b6-c1, 32d1-34al, 92c6;
Sextus Empiricus, Adv. math. IX,107 (= SVF1,110); Diogenes Laertius, Vitae, VI1,138.142-
143 (= SVF11,633-634); Alcinous, Did. 169,41f. etc. Cf. also Philo of Alexandria, Quaest.
Gen. 1V,188, discussed by D. Runia, Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato, Brill:
Leiden 1986, 157, who provides most of the references given above.

8 W.A. Oldfather’s (LCL) translation consulted.
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(oYt mdvv Evopyc kol mpddnAog ) 1008e 10D Beod yvdun kol ddvouic).”®
Dio later ascribes this activity of the plants (specifically the trees) to their
&bveoc.® A passage in Simplicius’ commentary on the Dissertations of Epictetus
indicates the possibility that the class of the inanimate beings perceiving
God might include the stones, as well.*”

The immortal beings in the second class are the angels.®® Their “daily
practise” may include the liturgical acts of heavenly beings mentioned in
Strom. V,35,1; 36,3-4.%

The third class is curiously described as embryos (“those who are still
borne in the womb of their mother”). The theory that embryos relate to
God through fear is, to my knowledge, otherwise unattested. Whether or
not the passage has a literal meaning,” I think it is likely that Clement
introduces embryos as a separate class in order to illustrate a distinction he
makes on other occasions, namely between religious submission based on
fear on the one hand, and faith based on rational choice on the other.”! The

8 J.W. Cohoon’s (LCL) translation consulted.

8 Or. XI1,36; cf. Theiler, Die Vorbereitung, 143. The theoretical background of this con-
cept seems to be provided by Cicero, Nat. d. 11,29 (LCL, H. Rackham): “...every natural
object that is not a homogenous and simple substance but a complex and composite one
must contain within it some ruling principle (aliquem principatum), for example in man
the intelligence (mentem), in the lower animals something resembling intelligence (guid-
dam simile mentis) that is the source of appetition. With trees and plants the ruling princi-
ple is believed to be located in the roots (in arborum autem er earum rerum quae gignuntur
e terra radicibus inesse principatus putatur). I use the term ruling principle as the equivalent
of the Greek fyyepovikdv...” The parallel is discussed by Jifi Pavlik in the commentary to
his Czech translation of Dio’s Olympic Discourse (Didn Chrysostomos o vytvarném uméni,
ndboZenstvl a filosofti, Prague 2004, 57, 83 and note 209).

) Cf. Simplicius, Comm. Epict. Enchir. 95,25-28 (1. Hadot, Simplicius, Commentaire sur
le Manuel d’Epictéte, Brill 1996, 38,172-175): ®boet pév yop ovk GvBpomot pévor, GAls
kol T dAoya (o, kol To euTd, kol AlBot, kol mdvto dmAdg T Svol, KorTd TV £00ToD
Sbvay Exactov énéotpantat tpdg tov Bedv (“Not only human beings, but also the irra-
tional animals, the plants, the stones, absolutely everything there is, turn towards God
by nature, each according to their ability”). The passage is quoted by H.-J. Klauck, Dion
von Prusa, Olympische Rede oder Uber die erste Erkenntnis Gottes, Darmstadt 2004, 129,
note 177.

8) Cf. Le Boulluec, SChr 279, 361.

%) For épydlopon in the relevant sense see 1 Cor 9:13; cf. Liddel-Scott, 681, s.z. pyé.lopon
I1.2.b.

% Literal explanation is proposed by Le Boulluec, SChr 279, 361.

N Cf. Paed. 1,31,15 33,3; 87,15 Strom. VI1,73,5; QDS 9,2-10,1. Apart from those Jews
who, according to Clement, obey the Law in the manner of slaves whose fear of their mas-
ter is aligned with hatred (Paed. 1,87,1; cf. Strom. 1,173,6, where this slavish attitude is
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fourth class includes “all human beings” perhaps in so far as they develop
the capacity of rational choice which separates them from animals.”

V,141,3/SChr 141,7-9: MetadopBdver 8¢ tic ednotiog [scil. Tod Beod] éxactog
Nudv mpog 0 PovAeton, nel Thv dagopav thg exloyfig a&la yevouévn yuyfic
0{peoic te Kol GUVACKNGO1G TEXOINKEY.

And each of us participates in the beneficence [of God] as much as one wills, since
the difference of the election is made by the worthy choice and discipline of
the soul.

Clement closes his exposition by reminding his audience of the basic prin-
ciple of his ethic: humans participate in God’s beneficence (even election)
according to their choice.” The choice and the discipline worthy of elec-
tion is the factor that makes the difference between those elected and the
rest. Clement formulates this doctrine in a way that subversively invokes
the soteriological ideas of his opponents. Sapopd Tfig éxhoyiig is probably
an allusion to the Valentinian concept of 10 Siapépov yévoc™ as well as the
Basilidean concept of éxhoyn.” Clement uses his opponents’ terminology
to emphasize the main point of dispute: Whereas for them—in Clement’s

distinguished from the fearfulness of a faithful servant), the class of “embryos” might also
include the pagans, whose deioidoupovio is nurtured by fear as well as other passions (cf.
Protr. 53,1; 101,2; cf. also ibid. 89,1; 109,3, where pagans are compared to children). Cf.
also Strom. 11,58,1, where Clement describes the pagan life (before the rebirth in Spirit) as
npofrotng (“fore-life”).

%2 Cf. Protr. 120,2, where Jesus as the Logos summons “so many of mankind as are gov-
erned by reason, both barbarians and Greeks“ (Goot tdv dvBpdnav Aoyikol, kot BépPapor
kol “EAAnveg) [LCL, Butterworth]. Contrast Protr. 61,4, where the pagan addressees are
described as those who “have done violence to man, and erased by dishonour the divine
element of creation (10 #vBeov 10D TAdopatog EAéyyel dnapdEavteg)” [Protr. 61,4; But-
terworth’s translation, modified]. Cf. also ibid. 25,3-4; 56,2; 108,2. For the rational capac-
ity as that element which distinguishes human beings from animals cf. also Prozr. 100,3;
120,3; Paed. 1,7,1.3; 1L,1,2; Strom. V,87,4. Cf. also Strom. V1,135,4, according to
which this “ruling principle” (10 fyepovikév) is endowed with “the ability to choose”
(Thv TpoopeTIKNV. .. £xel dvay).

99 Cf. Strom. 1V,168,2; V1,105,1-2; M. Miiller, “Freiheit. Uber Autonomie und Gnade
von Paulus bis Clemens von Alexandrien,” in: Zeitschrift fiir die Neutestamentliche Wissen-
schaft 25, 1926, 222.

™) Cf. Strom. 11,38,5; 1V,90,3; 91,2; Excerpta 21,1; 26,1-2; 35,1; 41,1.

% Cf. Strom. 11,10,1.3; 36,1; 37,6; 38,2; 111,3,3; IV,165,3; V,4,1
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eyes, at least—n Swapopdr thig éxhoyfig is based on a special nature,” for
him the decisive factor is oipeoig te kai cuvdoxknoig worthy of election.”

Conclusions

The main results of my investigation of the various passages discussed in
this paper may be summarized as follows:

1. Clement’s description of the difference between Christian faith and
knowledge in Strom. V,1,2 seems to be based on the epistemological
distinction between assuming that something is the case and under-
standing what something is, first elaborated by Aristotle and applied
to the enquiry about god(s) in late Hellenistic philosophy.

2. In Strom. V,2,5-6, where the ‘common’ and the ‘excellent’ faith are
distinguished, ‘the common faith’ arises from ‘learning,’ that is,
the catechetic instruction, according to what is grammatically the
most plausible interpretation of the textual version preserved in
Codex Laura.

3. In Clements report on the Basilidean concept of faith, Schwartz’s
emendation in Strom. V,3,2, according to which vonowv is grammat-
ically an object should be retained, but I argue that the whole syn-
tagma v £&aipetov Tiotv Gua kol PBacireiov might be construed
as a subject, since the identification of wictig as Bacileio is already
implied in the preceding sentence.

4. Strom. V,6,3 seems to be the best available evidence of the employ-
ment of the triad being—Ilife—thinking before Plotinus.

5. Clement’s interpretation of the “object” of Abram’s vision in Strom.
V,8,6 (exegesis of Genesis 15:5) may be compared with Apocalypse of
Abrabam 10:3-4,8.

6. Clements polemic against those “who require proof as a pledge of
truth” in Strom. V,18,3 could echo Aristotle’s criticism of researchers
who demand the proof even of the first premise of a proof in Meta-
physica 1V, 1011a8-13.

%) Cf. Strom. 11,10,1-3; 115,1; V,3,2-3.
9 Cf. also above, 22-23.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
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Strom. V,24,1 should not be marked as a beginning of a new para-
graph, since it is a continuation of a theme launched in 23,2,
namely the idea of symbol as a means of divine communication.
The interpretation of Strom. V,38,6 to the effect that the Son tran-
scends the intelligible realm is doubtful.

In Strom. V,71,2, the expression npdtn vénoig may be compared
with Alcinous, Did. 155,39-42. The term t& Vrokeipeva probably
refers to the heavenly bodies.

In Strom. V,71,3, the expression 1 Aeydpevo domporo might denote
the heavenly powers subjected to Christ, while 10 uéyeBog 100 Xpiotod
is probably an allusion to Ephesians 1:19.

In Strom. V,83,5, the expression éniotacig tfig éxAoyfig arguably
designates the attentiveness of the choice of faith.

In Strom. V,90,2, Clements association of the concept of 10 avtopdtov
with potondtng in Ecclesiastes is probably based on the etymology
of the word 10 avtopdrov attested by Aristotle, Phys. 197b29-30.
In Strom. V,98,4, Clement seems to indicate that the Valentinian
concept of the elected nature is derived from Plato’s narrative about
the three classes of citizens in the Republic.

In Strom. V,133,7, where Clement distinguishes four classes of beings
and their respective ways of “perceiving” the Creator, & Gyvyo
includes plants and possibly stones and 1® {ow refers to the cosmos.
The class of embryos is presumably introduced in order to illustrate
a distinction between religious submission based on fear and faith
based on rational choice.

In Strom. V,141,3, when describing the factor that “makes the
difference” between those elected and the rest, Clement subver-
sively employs the terminology of his Valentinian and Basilidean
opponents.



