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C. The Logos the Teacher of All 

1. Reassessment of Clement’s Christology 

In the previous chapter I treated the issue of Clement’s conception of the logos 

with the double-purpose of understanding how modern scholars encompass this question 

in various philosophical and theological frameworks and, on the other hand, having 

established several coherent interpretations of Clement’s logos, I approached the question 

of the roles Clement assigned to the logos and how this conception related to and 

impacted his broader theological/christological project.  Consequently, I drew the 

conclusion that for Clement the logos was single, unique, and yet multifaceted agent – the 

Son of God, the Creator of cosmos, and the Teacher of humanity.  Even if Fragment 23 of 

Hypotyposes and Excerpta 1.19.1 are Clement’s own, which in light of Knauber’s, 

Osborn’s, and Edwards’ critiques seems very unlikely, the rhetorical and theological 

function and implication of Clement’s logology is intended to go beyond his 

metaphysics.  It is unfolded in the field, in which Clement, a teacher himself, felt more at 

home, i.e., in the sphere of paideia and Christian initiation, school and church mediated 

both through rituals and texts – reading, writing, and exegesis.  Interpretation of rituals 

and texts through the lenses of the Incarnation of the logos opened to Clement a way for 

the specifically Christian textual (mystical) initiation into Sacred Texts. 

Contemporary studies on Clement’s christology often claim that Clement’s 

concept of the logos goes beyond the theo-anthropological dimension of christology and 

thereby obscures the “original” and in a sense pure Christian Gospel preached in 

Palestine.  In the previous chapter I demonstrated that precisely the divine and cosmic 
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dimensions of the logos complement and inform Clement’s christology in its particular 

way.  It shapes Clement’s christology in a positive, progressive program allowing the 

identification of Jesus Christ with the logos, and the logos with God’s idea to exhibit the 

divine ontological dynamics of God’s revelation both in the everyday life of a human and 

on a piece of papyri as a meta-level of cosmic and human existence.  God’s idea is 

simultaneously God’s creative power, which is eternally expressed through the logos, the 

Son of God, who is God’s thought and power that makes a new creation through the 

incarnate Son of God.  The logos was incarnate also in the historical person of Jesus 

Christ who offered a concrete program of invitation, education, and sanctification of 

humanity and all creation.  However, when we read the treatment of Clement’s 

christology by such authoritative scholars as Pade, Daniélou or Grillmeier who identified 

Clement’s christology with his logology, we are left to believe that Clement himself was 

slightly confused in his use of a highly speculative logological terminology and thus 

meagerly and unsystematically handled it, creating enormous lacunae of ambiguity and, 

as David Dawson would qualify it, inconsistency that had very little to do with 

christology.  Such a perception, I believe, is misleading.   

It is true that Clement’s syntheses of metaphysical conceptions about God, noetic 

and physical worlds, and most certainly about the quintessential relation between the 

Father and the Son do not lie on the surface.  We just as well could blame Clement for his 

allusive and enigmatic manner of thought, of which he explicitly had no shame 

whatsoever, when he intended his text to be a channel to something that is meant to go 

beyond a text pointing out to a certain goal that goes beyond material world:  “if 
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knowledge is not for all (1 Cor 8:7), written compositions are for the many as the lyre for 

an ass, as those who tell us proverbs say,”1 therefore “come, I will show you the logos 

and the mysteries of the logos describing it in detailed images that you might 

understand.”2  The invitation to look beyond the “confusion” and logological conspiracy 

may lead one to see who this logos and what this knowledge are.  They are intended not 

as obscure figural readings of metaphysical realities, but rather as actual hermeneutic set 

for such concrete vivid images as the New Song, Teacher, and High Priest, to which early 

Christian preachers, both of Jewish and non-Jewish descent, constantly returned. 

To exemplify this hermeneutic approach, which is unequivocally informed by 

Clement’s socio-cultural milieu on the one hand and his understanding of who Christ is 

on the other, I will look at how Clement connects his logology to the christological 

components of Christ’s identity and uses them to shape and give theological significance 

to metaphysical, epistemological, and social structures.  The three images Clement uses 

most frequently are the New Song, the didaskalos, and the High Priest.3  These images 

constitute three cornerstone theological themes often overlooked and understudied by 

modern scholarship, even though Clement develops them throughout his writings in a 

particular progressive interpretation reflected in the program given in Paedagogus 1.1.3.3 

                                                 
1 Strom. 1.1.2.2: ei) de\ mh\ pa/ntwn h( gnw=sij, o)/noj lu/raj, v(= fasin oi( paroimiazo/menoi, toi=j  

polloi=j ta\ suggra/mmata. 
 

2 Protr. 12.119.1:   âHke, […] dei¿cw soi to\n lo/gon kaiì tou= lo/gou ta\ musth/ria, kata\ th\n sh\n  
dihgou/menoj ei¹ko/na. 
 

3 Besides the New Song, the didaskalos, and the High Priest, there are also such important images 
of Pedagogue, Healer (Protr. 1.5.4-6.3; 6.68.4.5; Paed. 1.2.6.1.1-1.2.6.3.1; Quis dives salvetur 29.3), and 
Governor (Strom. 2.7.32.1), but it seems that those three are best articulated in Clement’s writings and they 
subvert and integrate the other images into the three consequitive steps of spiritual (Gnostic) growth. 
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(i.e., persuasion, education, the care for the self and Gnostic self-realization).  The New 

Song is the captivating fishnet that attracts and retains non-Christians and neophytes, 

both Jewish and the Greek educated in Alexandria.  It also inaugurates the mystery of the 

specific sense of the newness of the logos in the Incarnation, which spins the course of 

history and thus utterly changes each individual human being belonging to the new 

group, congregation, synagogue or association.  Secondly, Christ the Pedagogue takes the 

charge over the newly-converted and initiated and introduces them to the precepts of 

Christian ethics and as the Teacher to the higher levels of Scriptural reading and 

interpretation while revealing the knowledge about the identity of God that was 

unattainable until then, as well as the human’s own identity and destiny enfolded in his, 

Rabbi Jesus’, identity.  Christ the Healer restores humanity to its pristine health, be it 

spiritual, psychical, and physical.  In this role, Christ shows the proper way for curing, 

caring for, and shaping the ideal self.  And, finally, as the High Priest, Christ takes the 

advanced “students” to the highest level of Christian Gnosis – contemplation of God, 

which results in the unification of human being with God through Christ’s/Christian 

church (theosis).  Education, Christian paideia, is the innermost component and vehicle, 

through which Clement’s theological program operates.  Even though by the time 

Clement taught and wrote, the distance between Judaism and Christianity was more 

acutely recognizable than a century before, the fusion of the Rabbi-Pedagogue-Teacher 

image went deeply enough to remain the portrait for Jesus Christ that shaped and 

harmonized the new identity of Christians in late second century Alexandria.  

Accordingly, the identity of Christ looked at in this ascending three-stage sequence of the 
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New Song, Teacher, and High Priest will help us see how Clement applied his 

logological intuitions to the above images.  Compared to the conception of the logos, they 

are more culturally permeating, comprehensible, and convertible into the social, ethno-

cultural, and specifically religious reality of the late second century Alexandrian 

Christians and non-Christians.   
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2. Subject-Object-Process Model 

Before delving into the task of restoring Clement’s portrait of Christ by linking 

his conception of the logos and to the three abovementioned facets of Christ’s portrait, I 

will briefly discuss a certain paradigm of thought in Clement’s writings that mirrors his 

christological project.  I will provisionally call it a subject-object-process model, by 

means of which Clement demonstrated the all-encompassing transformative activity of 

the divine logos.  This should also be my own interpretation of Clement’s logos, which 

certainly does not answer all the questions but can hopefully shed more light on 

Clement’s christology. 

My point of departure is Eric Osborn’s indication that the logos functions on three 

levels of being a) divinity; b) noetic realm; and c) created world (cosmos and humanity).4  

But a more insightful investigation of one aspect of the relation of the logos to the three 

realms of being is found in Arkadi Choufrine.  When I discussed his treatment of 

Clement’s logology, I noted that this author highlighted an alternative approach that 

explicates Clement’s conception of the Incarnation, aside from the “vertical” and 

“horizontal,” namely, the progressive revelation, epiphany, or as Choufrine himself calls 

it “parousi/a of divine light.”5  The movement of light is inscribed into a philosophical 

framework, which Clement drew most likely from several philosophical and religious 

                                                 
4 Cf. chapter 2, p. 96ff.  The closest to the subject-object-process model although not exhaustively 

identical is the analogy of expressing meanings through a text by accepted Wittgensteinian formula that 
discerned the signifier-signified-signification relationships in any text or truth-bearing statement.  In my 
case if I apply it to Clement it might lead us in a direction of linguistics while my goal is to simply single 
out a certain pattern of Clement’s thought that persists in a recurring and consistent way through various 
christological passages. 

 
5 See above, p. 92-93. 
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sources, among which I believe cults of Apollo, Dionysius, Eleusis can be good 

candidates.6  Yet still Philo and to a lesser degree other Middle Platonists show a more 

direct echo in Clement’s light imagery, since much of the similes he used are revealed in 

his interpretation of the Philonic theme of light and through the precepts of causality 

“scholastically” discussed in the often overlooked Eighth Book of his Stromata.  

It would be most beneficial to begin with the latter.  In this book, thematically 

although not structurally different from the seven preceding ones, Clement speaks of the 

methods of perceiving the truth and prepares grounds for a discussion of the repeatedly 

promised but never fully explicated subject of the First Principles.  Earlier, at the 

beginning of the First Book of Stromata, he gave his definition of the truth as the 

recognition of the fractions of truth scattered in the Greek and non-Greek philosophy and 

as the meticulous synthesis of those parts into one holistic picture to be gazed at, the 

logos the Truth:   

In the universe, too, all the parts, even if they differ from one 
another, preserve a family relationship to the whole.  So in 
the same way, philosophy, Greek and non-Greek, has made 
of eternal truth a kind of dismembering, not in the legends of 
Dionysius but in the theological understanding of the eternal 
logos.  If anyone brings together the scattered limbs into a 
unity, you can be quite sure without the risk of error that he 
will gaze on the logos in his fullness, the Truth.7 

                                                 
6 I will return to the manner Clement associated Christ with a new Apollo and a new Dionysius 

below.  
 
7 Strom. 1.13.57.5-6: h)/dh de\ kai\ h( u(pa/th e)nanti/a tv= nea/tv ou)=sa, a)ll' a)/mfw ge a(rmoni/a  

mi/a, e)/n te a)riqmoi=j o( a)/rtioj t%= peritt%=  diafe/retai, o(mologou=si de\ a)/mfw tv= a)riqmhtikv=, w(j t%=  
sxh/mati o(  ku/kloj kai\ to\ tri/gwnon kai\ to\ tetra/gwnon kai\ o(/sa tw=n sxhma/twn a)llh/lwn dienh/noxen.
a)ta\r kai\ e)n t%= ko/sm% panti\ ta\ me/rh su/m panta, ka)\n diafe/rhtai pro\j a)/llhla, th\n pro\j to\ o(/lon  
oi)keio/thta diafula/ttei. ou(/twj ou)=n h(/ te ba/rbaroj h(/ te  (Ellhnikh\ filosofi/a th\n a)i/dion a)lh/qeian  
sparagmo/n tina, ou) th=j Dionu/sou muqologi/aj, th=j de\ tou= lo/gou tou= o)/ntoj a)ei\ qeologi/aj pepoi/htai.  
o( de\ ta\ divrhme/na sunqei\j au)=qij kai\ e(nopoih/saj te/leion to\n lo/gon a)kindu/nwj eu)= i)/sq' o(/ti kato/yetai, 
th\n a)lh/qeian. 
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In turn, in the middle of the Eighth Book of Stromata, Clement says that the truth 

becomes apparent if one clearly defines the terms one intends to use in order to 

understand and explain certain truths, viz. the particles of the truth, and examines their 

relations and propositions in the light of those definitions.  Here Clement does not show 

the same degree of confidence in finding the truth as at the beginning of Stromata where 

as we saw he stated that the perception of truth will be achieved “without the risk of 

error.”  Yet still, the overall tone of the above passage radiates a positive attitude towards 

this search.  John Ferguson claimed that such statements of the Eighth Book of Stromata 

are made in the fashion of a Middle Platonic school book on logic even though if we look 

at the Eighth Book as a whole, compositionally, those statements appear to be as 

“unorganized jottings” based on Plato and Aristotle.8  The central point of those jottings 

is, however, the recognition Clement made elsewhere that even though the material world 

and its laws are open for human comprehension, God still remains indemonstrable.9  This 

is where, in fact, the category of faith emerges, one that bears both a Biblical religious 

and Aristotelian philosophical connotations.10  No reminder is needed to stress the fact 

that the lack of clear compositional organization of Stromata is Clement’s conscious 

choice.  Therefore, Clement suggests that if one wishes to pursue the truth one 

                                                 
8 Stromateis: Books 1-3. Trans. and introduction by John Ferguson. The Fathers of the Church 85 

(Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 1991), p. 14. See Elizabeth A. Cark, Clement’s 
Use of Aristotle. The Aristotelian Contribution to Clement of Alexandria’s Refutation of Gnosticism (New 
York: Edwin Mellen Press, 1977), pp. 16-26, 113-118. 

 
9 Strom. 5.12.81.4-82.3. 
 
10 See Elizabeth Cark, Clement’s Use of Aristotle, p. 18. 
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necessarily calls for a point of reference that shall be taken for granted.  Elizabeth Clark 

persuasively demonstrated that, for Clement, the point of reference is Aristotelian 

conceptions of axiom and four causes, i.e., active principle, object, process, and matter.  

Reinterpreted in terms of faith and knowledge, the axioms of faith and four causes laid 

grounds for Clement’s understanding of the First Principles, upon which he established a 

rational discourse that both delimited the criteria of truth-finding methods and by means 

of the latter approached the issue of the discovery of truth.  In his treatment of the 

subject, Clement showed the unacceptability of the negative (which here is not 

synonymous with the apophatic) approach of the Skeptics and discusses the positive 

truth-finding rhetorical theory of rational (or one might call it logical in a broader sense 

of the term) investigation and causality.11  Apophaticism can be applied only, as I am 

about to show, on the highest level of the study of divinity.  Clement here is most 

interested in the causality or rather the first causes/principles that are construed as an 

uphill ladder of epistemological ascent of knowing the things of the created and 

uncreated worlds. 

Clement’s first cause is the active principle, the agent that reveals itself through 

activity.  Following the Aristotelian model, Clement uses the example of the sculptor.  

The sculptor envisions her design and implements it through whatever is available.  The 

second cause is the object, upon which the activity of the first cause is directed.  

Following the illustration of the sculptor, it is the sculpture that she creates.  And finally 

the third and fourth causes are those, which derive from the first and second causes, i.e., 

                                                 
11 Cf. Strom. 8.5.8.15-16. 
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the matter and the process, which under the activity of the sculptor are fashioned into the 

sculpture with the given teleological form of the sculpture.12  This philosophical model 

certainly derives from the Aristotelian, Stoic, and Middle Platonic epistemological 

understanding of transcendental ideas and their connections and relations to the world of 

concrete objects.13  Clement espouses the four causes and yet strongly emphasizes the 

intrinsic unity between the original forms/ideas/energies and objects they embody, which 

stand in contrast to the early Platonic dualism of the form and object.14  To conclude 

Clement’s argument, if one endeavors to grasp the meaning of, and the truth about, any 

given object or phenomenon through a thorough rational/logical analysis of the more 

apparent causes of things and through putting different bits of a puzzle together, one is 

able to ascend to the less apparent but more important ones that reveal the purpose of 

making of that or any other particular object or phenomenon and its maker. 

A close and likely Middle Platonic source for Clement is Numenius, who 

embedded the particular ideas/powers of objects in those objects.  But even the more 

obvious source of Clement’s epistemology, as David Runia recently demonstrated,15 is 

                                                 
12 Strom. 8.9.26.2.1-27.3.2: The first, What the cause is, as the sculptor; the second, Of what it is 

the cause of becoming a statue; and a third, To what it is the cause, as, for example, the material:  for he is 
the cause to the brass of becoming a statue – To\ "tinw=n e)stin ai)/tion" le/getai trixw=j, to\ me\n o(/ e)stin  
ai)/tion, oi(=on o( a)ndriantopoio/j, to\ de\ ou(= e)stin ai)/tion, <oi(=on> tou= gi/nesqai  to\n a)ndria/nta, to\ de\ %(=  
e)stin ai)/tion, w(/sper tv= u(/lv: t%= xalk%=  ga\r ai)/tio/j e)sti tou= gi/nesqai to\n a)ndria/nta. to\  
gi/nesqai ou)=n kai\ to\ te/mnesqai, ta\ ou(= e)stin ai)/tion, e)ne/rgeiai ou)=sai a)sw/matoi/ ei)sin. Cf. also Strom. 
8.6.18.1. 

 
13 Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachea 1140a4; Physica 194b23-195a3; 195a20-25; 195a6-8; 

Metaphysica 983a26-35; 1013b7-8.  
 

14 Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysica 990b-993a.  
 
15 David T. Runia, “Clement of Alexandria and the Philonic Doctrine of the Divine Power(s),” 

256-276. 
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Philo, who developed his metaphysics along similar lines of the Aristotelian and Stoic 

object-subject-process model.  He also set up the framework for Clement’s Christian 

theme of the parousi/a of light.  As I already noted in the previous chapter, when I 

treated Choufrine’s discussion of the question, Philo in his De Mutatione Nominum 3-6 

differentiated three kinds of light and three kinds of relationships between the subject, 

object, and the relation between them.16  First, under the cast of the material light the 

object, upon which light is cast, the source of light, the light itself, and the process of 

casting are clearly distinguished.  Second, under the cast of the noetic or symbolic light 

the essence of object and process of casting of light are derivative of the noetic light.  

And, finally, in the divine light the borders and differences of the source, object, and 

process are no longer distinguishable since it is the purest light that can not be 

comprehended or seen even by any entity that belongs to the subject-object sphere.   

 

Table 1.  Horizontal and vertical levels of epistemology and subject-object-process relations. 

                                                 
16 Cf. chapter 2, p. 93-94. 
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Choufrine found several uses of the Philonic epistemology in Clement.  First, the 

third kind of light is found in Clement’s interpretation of the “radiance” of baptismal 

illumination that breaks into the realm of neotic and created worlds.17  The logos is the 

light in the proper sense18 that most intensely appeared in Jesus Christ as “the exemplar” 

(u(pografh//) for the humanity.  Everyone, in Clement’s words, who is baptized is 

illuminated, being illuminated is adopted as daughters and sons of God, being adopted is 

made perfect, and being made perfect becomes immortal.19  Another parallel is found in 

Excerpta 1.18.2, in which Clement compares the third kind of light, i.e., the divine light, 

to the light, into which Christ brought Abraham and the other righteous people during his 

descent into Paradise/Hades.  An entire argument of Excerpta 1.18.2 is based on 

Clement’s response to the earlier Valentinian statement that Jesus, Church, and Wisdom 

are “a powerful and complete mixture of bodies.”20  Clement asserts that Valentinians 

                                                 
17 Ibid., p. 115. 
 
18 Cf. Paed. 1.6.26.1-1.6.27.3. 
 
19 Paed. 1.6.25.3-26.1:  “Will they not then own, though reluctant, that the perfect logos born of 

the perfect Father was begotten in perfection, according to economic foreordination?  And if He was 
perfect, why was He, the perfect one, baptized?  It was necessary, they say, to fulfill the profession that 
pertained to humanity.  Most excellent.  Well, I assert, simultaneously with His baptism by John, He 
becomes perfect?  Manifestly.  He did not then learn anything more from him?  Certainly not.  But He is 
perfected by the washing – of baptism – alone, and is sanctified by the descent of the Spirit?  Such is the 
case.  The same also takes place in our case, whose exemplar Christ became.  Being baptized, we are 
illuminated; illuminated, we become sons; being made sons, we are made perfect; being made perfect, we 
are made immortal.” – Mh/ ti ou)=n o(mologh/sou sin a)/kontej to\n lo/gon, te/leion e)k telei/ou fu/nta tou=  
patro/j, kata\ th\n oi)konomikh\n prodiatu/pwsin a)nagennhqh=nai telei/wj; Kai\ ei) te/leioj h)=n, ti/  
e)bapti/zeto o( te/leioj; e)/dei, fasi/, plh rw=sai to\ e)pa/ggelma to\ a)nqrw/pinon. Pagka/lwj.  Fhmi\ ga/r: a(/ma
toi/nun t%= bapti/zesqai au)to\n u(po\  )Iwa/nnou gi/netai te/leioj;  dh=lon o(/ti:  Ou)de\n ou)=n pro\j au)tou=  
prose/maqen; ou) ga/r. Te leiou=tai de\ t%= loutr%= mo/n% kai\ tou= pneu/matoj tv= kaqo/d% a(gia/zetai; ou(/twj 
e)/xei. To\ de\ au)to\ sumbai/nei tou=to kai\ peri\  h(ma=j, w(=n ge/gonen u(pografh\ o( ku/rioj: baptizo/menoi  
fwtizo/meqa, fwtizo/menoi ui(opoiou/meqa, ui(opoiou/menoi teleiou/meqa, teleiou/menoi a)paqanatizo/meqa: 
 

20 Exc. 1.17.1:  )/Estin  )Ihsou=j kai\ h(  )Ekklhsi/a kai\ h( Sofi/a di' o(/lwn kra=sij tw=n swma/twn 
dunath\ kata\ tou\j Ou)alentinianou/j. 
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explained this mixture (kra=sij) as a fusion of male and female sperms that results in a 

child; or a seed that is dissolved in earth; or as wine mixed with water.  However, 

Clement asserts in 1.17.3 that the christological union of divine and human in Jesus is 

best expressed by a word para/qesin, juxtaposition (Casey translated it as “conjunction”) 

and not kra=sij (blending).21  As a result, the integrity of each component that undergoes 

the union is preserved intact.  At any rate, from a discussion of a unity between the logos 

and humanity, Clement or the Valentinian author22 leaps into the question of Christ’s 

visitation of the “paradise of Abraham.”  At this moment, it is argued, the light of 

Christ’s post-crucifixion and pre-resurrection visit was merely the shadow of the Savior’s 

true glory.  In other words, the Savior’s light, which is the purest light (if my hierarchy of 

light is correct), enters the Paradise, viz. Hades or a place of Abraham’s repose, which is 

the third realm of light that distinguishes subject-object-process, and is apprehended only 

as the shadow albeit light-emanating shadow (cf. above the Table 1).23  Another example, 

which Choufrine used in a different context but not here, perfectly fits into my present 

                                                                                                                                                 
 
21 Exc. 1.17.3:   )Emoi\ de\ dokei= kata\ para/qesin tou=to gene/sqai, a)ll' ou) kata\ kra=sin. In Paed. 

2.2.19-20, Clement uses the term of mingling of water and wine in his interpretation of the unity of the 
logos with the humanity, but the term there is still not kra=sij but rather the specific mixture of wine and 
water expressed by kirna/w.  I will return to the notion of christological and eucharistic “union” in the 
section on the High Priest below. 

 
22 Even though traditionally this passage is attributed to Clement, cf. Casey, p. 9 (although Casey 

acknowledged that at times it is difficult to pinpoint the voice of Clement and his opponents) and Sagnard, 
p. 9-11, I believe that the drastic shift of argumentation (a move from the question of unity of Jesus, 
Sophia, and Church to the question of Christ’s descent into Abraham’s place of repose and then a leap to 
the issue of pre-cosmic delimitation of Son from the Father and the historical Incarnation of Jesus Christ) 
indicates that this could be one of those “confusing” passages, in which it is difficult to discern the hand of 
the Valentinian author from Clement. 

 
23 Strom. 1.18.2: skia\ ga\r th=j do/chj tou= swth=roj th=j para\ t%= patri\ h( parousi/a h(e)ntau=qa:  

fwto\j de\ skia\ ou) sko/toj, a)lla\ fwtismo/j e)stin. 
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discussion.  At the very beginning of the survived Excerpta, this is one the first issues 

that Clement confronts while discussing the Valentinian (or rather Theodotus’) 

conception of Christ’s Incarnation.  He refers to the event of Jesus’ transfiguration on 

Mount Tabor, since it serves Clement’s purpose of underpinning the omnipresence of the 

logos, even if seemingly limited by becoming a human being.  The “descent” and 

“ascent” of the logos Clement treats as the symbolical terms theology appeals to in order 

to describe what it fails otherwise to describe.  Hence, the light remains intact everywhere 

without the necessity of going from one place to another, yet it is perceived by the elect 

three apostles according to their ability and the pedagogic allowance of the logos: 

By reason of great humility the Lord did not appear as an 
angel but as a man, and when he appeared in glory to the 
apostles on the Mount he did not do it for his own sake when 
he showed himself, but for the sake of the church, which is 
“the elect race” (1 Pet 2:9), that it might learn his 
advancement after his departure from the flesh.  For on high, 
too, he was Light and that which was manifest in the flesh 
and appeared here is not later than that above nor was it 
curtailed, in that it was translated hither from on high, 
changing from one place to another, so that this was gain 
here and loss there.  But he was Omnipresent, and is with the 
Father, even when here, for he was the Father’s power.24 
 

The subject-object-process model correlates to the three kinds of light on both 

vertical and horizontal dimensions.  On the vertical level, there are divine, noetic 

(symbolic), and material realms; on the horizontal level the subject corresponds to the 

                                                 
24 Exc. 1.4.1-2:  o( ku/rioj, dia\ pollh\n tapeinofrosu/nhn, ou)x w(j a)/ggeloj w)/fqh, a)ll' w(j  

a)/nqrwpoj. kai\ o(/te e)n do/cv w)/fqh toi=j a)posto/loij e)pi\ tou= o)/rouj, ou) di' e(auto\n e)poi/hsen, deiknu\j  
e(auto/n, a)lla\ dia\ th\n e)kklhsi/an, h(/tij e)sti\ "to\ ge/noj to\ e)klekto/n", i(/na ma/qv th\n prokoph\n au)tou=  
meta\ th\n e)k th=j sarko\j e)/codon. au)to\j ga\r kai\ a)/nw fw=j h)=n, kai\ e)sti\ to\ "e)pifane\n e)n sarki\" kai\ to\ 
e)ntau=qa o)fqe\n ou)x u(/steron tou= a)/nw: ou)de\ dieke/kopto v(= a)/nwqen mete/sth deu=ro, to/pon e)k to/pou  
a)mei=bon, w(j to\n me\n e)pilabei=n, to\n de\ a)polipei=n: a)ll' h)=n to\ pa/ntv o)\n kai\ para\ t%= Patri\ ka)ntau=qa: 
du/namij ga\r h)=n tou= patro/j. 
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source of light, the object is the recipient of light, and the process, respectively, is the 

casting of light.  This division is meaningful only from the perspective of the lowest 

level; the pure light is eternally omnipresent and omnipotent and no category of time and 

space can be applied to it.  However, on the first or bottom-stage of the vertical level the 

subject, object, and process are clearly distinct from each other; on the second stage, their 

underlying essences converge despite the figural distinction; and ultimately, on the third 

top-level the pure unity of essence forbids the subject-object-process distinction.25  

Precisely for this absolutely indistinguishable unity of the highest realm, i.e., the realm of 

divinity, the knower is incapable of perceiving it.  The gnostic encounters the necessity of 

appealing to the apophatic way of speaking of it, since his or her epistemological 

apparatus is inevitably restrained by the object-subject-process matrix, from which the 

gnostic can strike out only on to the second, noetic (symbolic), level without crossing the 

dividing line between God (the purest and noblest light) and cosmos, either noetic or 

material.   

The vertical and horizontal tripartite model and its application to the interaction of 

the logos within the divinity and outside with the cosmos for all intents and purposes are 

different from the categories of the “vertical” and “horizontal” of Choufrine, who 

intended that they describe the prehistoric and historical Incarnation(s) of the logos.  The 

inadequacy of the term “vertical Incarnation” lay precisely in the recognition that on the 

first, highest, level of the divine light there is not and cannot be any subject-object-

                                                 
25 Cf. Robert Casey, “Clement of Alexandria and the Beginnings of Christian Platonism,” in 

Studies in Early Christianity: A Collection of Scholarly Essays. Ed. by Everett Ferguson et al. (New York: 
Garland, 1993), p. 120. 
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process distinction.  That also means that there can be no distinction between the Father 

and the Son.  This distinction only appears on the symbolic or noetic level perceived by 

the human intellect from its own perspective limited in its capabilities only to the 

symbolism of subject-object-process model, time and space.  The perigrafh/ of Excerpta 

1.19.1, i.e., the delimitation of the Son from the Father “by circumference and not in 

essence” is the very attempt on behalf of a Gnostic author or Clement to describe the 

third, highest, level of divinity in the epistemological terms of the second, noetic, level.  

The same applies to the passage from Paedagogus 1.9.88.2, where Clement said that 

before he was Creator or even Father, God already existed and was good.26  Despite any 

virtuoso attempts to understand that reality, they will always, according to Clement, 

remain approximate and inaccurate.27  The only degree of certainty emerges in the realm 

of created world whose causes and consequences can be, as I mentioned above, explored 

and understood by the human intellect.   

There is a general agreement among scholars that Excerpta 1.18.2 is Clement’s 

own commentary on Theodotus’ Valentinian assertion of Excerpta 1.17.1ff that “Jesus, 
                                                 

26 For Daniélou’s faltering discussion of the passage, see above chapter 2, p. 75. 
 
27 See Strom. 5.12.82.1-3: And if we name it, we do not do so properly, terming it either the One, 

or the Good, or Mind, or Absolute Being, or Father, or God, or Creator or Lord. We speak not as supplying 
His name; but for want, we use good names, in order that the mind may have these as points of support, so 
as not to err in other respects. For each one by itself does not express God; but all together are indicative of 
the power of the Omnipotent. For predicates are expressed either from what belongs to things themselves, 
or from their mutual relation. But none of these are admissible in reference to God. Nor any more is He 
apprehended by the science of demonstration. For it depends on primary and better known principles. But 
there is nothing antecedent to the Unbegotten. –  ka)\n o)noma/zwmen au)to/ pote, ou) kuri/wj kalou=ntej h)/toi 
e(\n h)\ ta)gaqo\n h)\ nou=n h)\ au)to\ to\ o)\n h)\ pate/ra h)\ qeo\n h)\ dhmiourgo\n h)\  ku/rion, ou)x w(j o)/noma au)tou=  
profero/menoi le/gomen, u(po\ de\ a)pori/aj o)no/masi kaloi=j prosxrw/meqa, i(/n' e)/xv h( dia/noia, mh\ peri\ a)/lla
planwme/nh, e)perei/desqai tou/toij. ou) ga\r to\ kaq' e(/kaston mhnutiko\n tou= qeou=, a)lla\ a)qro/wj a(/panta  
e)ndeiktika\ th=j tou= pantokra/toroj duna/mewj: ta\ ga\r lego/mena h)\ e)k tw=n proso/ntwn au)toi=j r(hta/  
e)stin h)\ e)k th=j pro\j a)/llhla sxe/sewj, ou)de\n de\ tou/twn labei=n oi(=o/n te peri\ tou= qeou=. a)ll' ou)de\  
e)pisth/mv lamba/netai tv= a)podeiktikv=: au(/th ga\r e)k prote/rwn kai\ gnwrimwte/rwn suni/statai, tou= de\  
a)gennh/tou ou)de\n prou+pa/rxei. 
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Church, and Sophia are the all-encompassing and mighty fusion of body,” to which 

Clement responds with his interpretation of how the logos/light descends into the lower 

levels of the universe.  He asserts the historical event of the Incarnation of the logos in 

John 1:14 as the progressive entrance of the logos into the realm of the created world.  

The highest level of divine being remains unattainable and unsearchable by the human 

intellect even though it, i.e., the pure light, permeates all of the creation and 

communicates its being through the revelation of its laws and commandments.  In its 

greatness and glory it does not cause the collapse or loss of identity of the created realm 

but on the contrary transforms it and brings it to the state of perfection. 

The above discussion also sheds new light on the disputed passage of the 

Protrepticus 10.98.3.1-10.99.1.2, in which Clement spoke about the human intellect as 

the third image of God, and led some scholars to believe that if the logos is the second 

image, then it is not fully equal to the Father.  On the contrary, God’s “intermediate” 

image, the logos, is the Son of the Father, or it is expressed so on the symbolical level of 

divine epistemology.  The case of the human intellect, just one step higher than the 

handmade statues, is explained by his or her embeddedness in the three-dimensional 

matter, on the one hand, and affinity to the divine logos, on the other hand: 

For “the image of God” is His logos (and the divine logos, 
the light who is the archetype of light, is a genuine Son of 
Intellect); and an image of the logos is the true man, that is, 
the intellect in man, who on this account is said to have been 
created “in the image” of God, and “in His likeness,”28 
because through his understanding heart he is made like the 
divine logos or reason, and so is reasonable.  But statues in 

                                                 
28 Gen 1:26. 
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human form, being an earthen image of visible, earthborn 
man and far away from the truth plainly show themselves to 
be but a temporary impression upon matter. 
 

In light of what has been said above, Clement’s interpretation of Trinitarian 

subject-object-process relations, the functions of the logos in the three realms of being, 

and its entrance into the dynamics of the noetic and material world become more 

apparent.  The difference between the subject and object becomes unreal in the ultimate 

knowledge of God.  Daniélou in this case rightly concluded his treatment of Excerpta 

1.19.1 and 5 with the observation that Clement perceived the relation of the Father to the 

Son as begetter (subject) to begotten (object) and also emphasized their unity in essence, 

even though that led him to imagine that Clement does not acknowledge personhood in 

the Father, which apparently falls out of Clement’s primary concern.  Clement found his 

own explanation of the Father-Son relationship coherent in itself and congruent if not 

exemplary to the Cappadocian and Augustinian solutions although different from them 

on the technical level of theological expression.29  For Clement, in the sphere of the 

noetic realm one necessarily has to be able to speak of the Father and the Son, and of the 

inevitably eternal process of the Father’s giving birth to the Son.  On the bottom level of 

the created world, according to Clement, the logos enters it, and thereby fashions and 

instructs it, and bestows upon it its own identity and law.  The human being wrought and 

taught by the logos discovers his/her identity through the pedagogy and teaching and 

thereby grows, learns, becomes perfect, and acquires not only the truth about him/herself 

but also about the noetic realm of the Son and the Father, eventually having a glance into 

                                                 
29 Daniélou, Gospel Message and Hellenic Culture, p. 374. 
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the highest light, even though he or she is unable to comprehend it not to mention to 

coherently express it. 
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3. The New Song 

Enough has been said about the meta- or non-historic identity of the logos.  After 

the above excursus into Clement’s epistemology and trinitarian theology, we are ready to 

discuss Clement’s view of the historical person Jesus Christ even though history for 

Clement, just as for most of the pre-modern theology and philosophy, was never divorced 

from meta-history.  The crucial question in the context of the entrance of the logos into 

the created world is raised by several scholars of Clement who ask whether he believed in 

the uniqueness, necessity, and unavoidability of the historical event of Christ’s 

Incarnation (John 1:14) or whether this incarnation was merely one of the long sequences 

of God’s communication with the cosmos and humanity through the prophets and adepts 

of divine word that continued to unfold in Christ after Christ’s advent through the church 

and its chief teachers, of whom circuitously Clement may have enlisted himself as well.30   

Clement’s understanding of the uniqueness of the Incarnation is often undermined 

by his “confusing” renderings of the three chief ways of God’s communication with 

humanity.  First, the creation of the human after the image and likeness of God implied 

the presence of the divine sparkle in the human constitution in a form of intellect.31  

Second, God communicated with humanity through the inspiration of the Holy Spirit32 by 

instilling God’s laws and commandments through the prophets and truth-loving people of 

                                                 
30 On the discussion of Clement’s understanding of the Incarnation, see Choufrine, Gnosis, 

Theophany, Theosis, p. 100; John Egan, “Logos and Emanation in the Writings of Clement of Alexandria,” 
p. 187ff.; Molland, The Conception of the Gospel in the Alexandrian Theology, p. 74ff.; Mondésert, 
Clément d’Alexandrie, p. 213ff.; Pollard, Johannine Christology and the Early Church, pp. 82-83. 

 
31 Protr. 74.7; Strom. 1.19.94.4; 5.5.29.4. 
 
32 Strom. 5.13.88.1-5, 5.14.98.4, 5.14.103.1 (in Trinitarian context), 6.15.126.1. 
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ancient and modern times,33 both Jewish, through Hebrew Scriptures (Adam, Noah, 

Abraham, Moses, and others),34 and through heathen philosophy (Pythagoras, Plato and 

other most prominent philosophers and poets of Greco-Roman heritage).35  And third, the 

communication between God and humanity was reestablished in the historical 

Incarnation of the logos in Jesus Christ.36  Choufrine, following Molland, expressed this 

“confusion” in the statement I quoted previously:  “the Logos for Clement ‘becomes’ any 

flesh It illumines by Its presence.”37  Those three ways of God’s communication with 

humanity are similar in their purpose.  They resonate in human minds and lives and yet 

are distinct in their instrumentality and implementation each serving a concrete purpose 

in a salvific history.  Deflation of the Incarnation’s uniqueness undercuts its necessity:  if 

indeed God communicated divine will in the past through prophets and most importantly 

through Moses and gave the Torah and the precepts of how to read it and understand it to 

the elect people of Israel, is not that sufficient for the receipt of the true knowledge about 

one’s identity, God, and ultimately, salvation?  By the same token, if Christ’s Incarnation 

was not unique and necessary, it was also not unavoidable, since the period in which 

Clement lived was rich in diverse newly fashioned stories about Saviors and Redeemers 

originating in Greco-Roman, Iranian, Judeo-Christian, Gnostic and other circles each 

claiming both exclusivity and inclusiveness to grand salvation in various systems of 
                                                 

33 In Church, Paed. 1.42.1-3. 
 
34 Strom. 7.16.93.4-6. 
 
35 Protr. 74.7; Strom. 1.19.94.4; 5.5.29.4. 
 
36 Protr. 11.112.1; Strom. 6.5.41-6-7. 
 
37 Choufrine, Gnosis, Theophany, Theosis, p. 122. 
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lifestyle, societal associations with religious, cultural, economic, and political makeup.  

Directly and indirectly, Clement addresses these questions through the image of Christ 

the New Song, which synthesizes a profuse variety of Jewish, Hellenic, and Gnostic 

voices in his exhortation to all groups flourishing in Alexandria (and beyond). 

In the opening pages of the perhaps first Christian apologetic writing by Clement, 

one finds a spectacular amalgam of voices:  “Amphion of Thebes and Arion of 

Methymna were minstrels, both are celebrated in legend and to this day the story is sung 

by a chorus of Greeks about how their musical skill enabled the one to lure a fish and the 

other to build the walls of Thebes…”38  Together with these two, Clement also mentions 

Orpheus and Eunomus who like the two abovementioned Greek musicians left legendary 

stories about their music:  Orpheus tamed wild beasts by his song and transplanted trees 

by music, and Eunomus, the least well-known member of the quartet, was singing an Ode 

to the Dead Dragon at the Pythian Games and won the musical competition despite the 

sudden break of his lyre string.  The figure of Eunomus is central for Clement’s purposes.  

Clement was mesmerized by Eunomus’ story of how this musician adapted and 

harmonized his melody to a melody of the Pythian cicada (or grasshopper) that happened 

to sing nearby and leap on to the crossbar of Eunomus’ lyre eventually helping him win 

the prestigious musical competition that was part of the Pythian festivals.39  In contrast to 

                                                 
38 Protr. 1.1.1:  )Amfi/wn o( Qhbai=oj kai\  )Ari/wn o( Mhqumnai=oj "a)/mfw me\n h)/sthn %)dikw/, mu=qoj 

de\ a)/mfw" ?kai\ to\ #)=sma ei)se/ti tou=to  (Ellh/nwn #)/detai xor%=Ÿ, te/xnv tv= mousikv= o(\ me\n i)xqu\n delea/saj,
o(\ de\ Qh/baj teixi/saj.  The entire story is unfolded further until the verse 1.7.3. 

 
39 Several excellent interpretations of Clement’s New Song of Protrepticus are given by the 

following authors:  Eleanor Irwin, “The Songs of Orpheus and the New Song of Christ,” in Orpheus. The 
Metamorphoses of a Myth. Ed. by John Warden (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1982), pp. 51-62 
and Thomas Halton, “Clement’s Lyre: A Broken String, a New Song,” The Second Century. A Journal of 
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the auspicious story of Eunomus, the other three musicians Amphion, Arion, and 

Orpheus were perceived from the perspective of a gloomy fate as deceivers.40  

The mise-en-scène of Eunomus’ story, as just was mentioned, is the musical 

competition at the Pythian Game that took place every four years in Greece at Delphi, the 

sacred city of oracles pronounced by Apollo.41  Clement masterfully, image-by-image, 

transforms the story into an entirely new setting.  He explicitly constructs his disapproval 

of such games and later advocates their utter abolition and yet simultaneously works out a 

new “substitution” for these games by a transformed version of music, sports, and cultic 

                                                                                                                                                 
Early Christian Studies 3 (1983): 177-199.  Halton also provided the general background to Eunomius’ 
legend as well as the most intricate nuances of the images Clement used in order to make them serve his 
purpose of appealing to the Hellenistic reader and attract him to the New Song of Christ; cf. also Frederick 
H. Brigham, “The Concept of New Song in Clement of Alexandria’s Exhortation to the Greeks,” Classical 
Folia 16 (1962): 9-13, where the author briefly sketched five most plausible sources for Clement’s 
conception of the New Song, i.e., Plato’s Protagoras, Philo’s Moses I, Psalms (32:2-4; 39:3-4; 97:1-3; 
149:1; 143:9-10); Isaiah (42:6); and the Apocalypse (5:9; 14:2).  However, Brigham concluded that even 
though Clement is well informed about the above sources, “there is no pagan or biblical source which 
records the concept precisely as it is stated by him [Clement],” p. 12.  Halton went beyond Brigham to 
show the parallels between Clement, Philo, and the Orphic Hymns to Apollo, as well as early Christian 
Apologists, but he still agreed with Brigham that Clement’s complexity and originality despite similarities 
and common sources of the image of the New Song are hardly paralleled by any other Christian author.  
See also Charles H. Cosgrove, “Clement of Alexandria and Early Christian Music,” Journal of Early 
Christian Studies 14 (2006): 255-282, esp. 276-281, where Cosgrove discusses the question of Christ as the 
New Song.  The image of the cicadas, used in Plato’s Phaedrus as those who, according to Socrates, 
stimulate rhetoric and speech (Phaedrus 258e6-259d8) and who are the insects that are on the list of local 
divinities being the sources of inspiration to philosophers (Phaedrus 262d2-6), could be another 
philosophical precursor to Clement’s understanding of the role of cicada or the grass hopper in Eunomius’ 
legend.  See Giovanni Ferrari, Listening to the Cicadas. A Study of Plato’s Paedrus (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1987).  I thank Peter Casarella for calling my attention the work by Ferrari 
and to the connotation between Phaedrus and Clement’s Protreptikos. 
 

40 Cf. Thomas Halton, “Clement’s Lyre,” pp. 178-180.  Amphion, despite the fact that he was a 
great king who was believed to be a cofounder of music or invented the use of three additional strings was 
punished in Hades for jeering at Leto and her children.  Arion had also a share of fame for composing for 
the first time the dithyramb at Corinth; he was also carried on the back of dolphin to Taenarum after he 
attempted to end life with a suicide.  Orpheus’ gloomy story is more familiar about his wife Eurydice and 
his bloody death by hands of Maenads. 

 
41 There were also the Isthmian, Nemean, and Olympian Games that took place at other locations 

every four years thus creating quadrennial circles of Greek festivals. 
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figures and festivals.42  Thus, at first he ridicules the story about Pytho, the Dragon slain 

by Apollo, and associates it with the snake in the Garden of Eden.43  In the proper singing 

competition, the sight of Delphi now has to be the Mount of Zion.  The praise of Apollo’s 

killing of Pytho is changed by the song of God’s endowment of life.  Eunomus is 

compared to and substituted by David the Psalmist.  The very song now does not tame 

animals, transplants trees, or subjugates the cicadas for frantic games or cults of Greeks 

but, in Clement’s words, “this undefiled song, the pillar of the universe and the harmony 

of all things, stretching from the center to the circumference and from the extremities to 

the center, reduced this whole to harmony, not in accordance with Thracian music, which 

resembles that of Jubal,44 but in accordance with the fatherly purpose of God, which 

David earnestly sought.”45  The culmination of this transformation is near the end of 

Protrepticus where Clement reinterprets the central figure of the Pythian Game. 

                                                 
42 Protr. 1.2.1. 
 
43 Protr. 1.7.6. 
 
44 Cf. Gen 4:21. 

 
45 Protr. 1.5.2: Kai\ dh\ to\ #)=sma to\ a)kh/raton, e)/reisma tw=n o(/lwn kai\ a(rmoni/a tw=n pa/ntwn,  

a)po\ tw=n me/swn e)pi\ ta\ pe/rata kai\ a)po\ tw=n a)/krwn e)pi\ ta\ me/sa diataqe/n, h(rmo/sato to/de to\ pa=n, ou)  
kata\ th\n Qr#/kion mousikh/n, th\n paraplh/sion  )Iouba/l, kata\ de\ th\n pa/trion tou= qeou= bou/lhsin, h(\n  
e)zh/lwse Dabi/d.  

Cf. also Protr. 1.2.2-4: [L]et us bring down truth, with wisdom in all her brightness, from heaven 
above, to the holy mountain of God and the holy company of prophets.  Let truth, sending forth her rays of 
light into the farthest distance, shine everywhere upon those who are wallowing in darkness, and deliver 
men from their error, stretching out her supreme right hand, even understanding, to point them to salvation.  
And when they have raised their heads and looked up let them forsake Helicon and Cithaeron [and let 
them] dwell in Sion; “for out of Sion shall go forth the law, and the Word of the Lord from Jerusalem,” (Is 
2:3) that is, the heavenly Word, the true champion, who is crowned upon the stage [epi theatrō] of the 
whole world.  Eunomus of mine sings not the tune of Terpander or of Capio, nor yet Phrygian or Lydian or 
Dorian one; but the eternal tune of new harmony (mode) that bears the name of God, a new Levitical song, 
“an anodyne, mild magic of forgetfulness” (Homer, Odyssey 4.221).  There is a sweet and true (genuine) 
remedy against grief (medicine of persuasion) blended with this song. – kata/gwmen de\  
a)/nwqen e)c ou)ranw=n a)lh/qeian a(/ma fanota/tv fronh/sei ei)j o)/roj a(/gion qeou= kai\ xoro\n to\n a(/gion to\n  
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Thomas Halton provided informative evidence from Philo46 and Orphic hymns for 

Apollo47 to show that Apollo was the prototype of Christ who in light of the association 

of the logos with Apollo becomes the true cosmic lyric player and orchestrator of the 

universe.48  However, as Halton further points out, the logos is not only a cosmic figure, 

“the pillar of the universe and the harmony of all things” but also an immanent player on 

the stage of the earth, in Clement’s own words, “by the power of the Holy Spirit he 

arranged in harmonious order this great world, yes, and the little world of man too, body 

and soul together; and on this many-voiced instrument of the universe he makes music to 

God, and sings to the human instrument.”49  Thus the logos is the creator of humanity and 

human purpose is to be the instrument of God’s song.  At the closing of his Protrepticus, 

Clement brings up the picture of the newly created prelapsarian Adam who, like a child, 

played in Paradise but under the influence of the snake foolishly succumbed to the 

temptations of the serpent and fell into destructive pleasures and idolatry, and went astray 

                                                                                                                                                 
profhtiko/n. h(\ de\ w(j o(/ti ma/lista thlauge\j a)posti/lbousa fw=j kataugaze/tw pa/ntv tou\j e)n sko/tei ku-
lindoume/nouj kai\ th=j pla/nhj tou\j a)nqrw/pouj a)pallatte/tw, th\n u(perta/thn o)re/gousa decia/n, th\n  
su/nesin, ei)j swthri/an: oi(\ de\ a)naneu/santej kai\ a)naku/yantej  (Elikw=na me\n kai\ Kiqairw=na katalei- 
po/ntwn, oi)kou/ntwn de\ Siw/n: "e)k ga\r Siw\n e)celeu/setai no/moj, kai\ lo/goj kuri/ou e)c  (Ierousalh/m", lo/-
goj ou)ra/nioj, o( gnh/sioj a)gwnisth\j e)pi\ t%= panto\j ko/smou qea/tr% stefanou/menoj. ai)/dei de/ ge o(  
Eu)/nomoj o( e)mo\j ou) to\n Terpa/ndrou no/mon ou)de\ to\n Khpi/wnoj, ou)de\ mh\n Fru/gion h)\ Lu/dion h)\  
Dw/rion, a)lla\ th=j kainh=j a(rmoni/aj to\n a)i/dion no/mon, to\n ferw/numon tou= qeou=, to\ #)=sma to\ kaino/n,  
to\ Leuitiko/n, "nhpenqe/j t' a)/xolo/n te, kakw=n e)pi/lhqej a(pa/ntwn": gluku/ ti kai\ a)lhqino\n fa/rma kon  
peiqou=j e)gke/kratai t%= #)/smati. 

 
46 De Plant. 11.167.  Cf. the association of the seven-stringed lyre with the planets in De Opif. 

Mundi 126; Leg. Alleg. 1.14.  See also De Cherub. 110; De Poster. Caini 88; De Spec. Leg. 11.246. 
 
47 Hymni Homerici, In Apollinem 349-373. 
 
48 Thomas Halton, “Clement’s Lyre,” p. 184. 
 
49 Protr. 1.5.3: ko/smon de\ to/nde kai\ dh\ kai\ to\n smikro\n ko/smon, to\n a)/nqrwpon, yuxh/n te  

kai\ sw=ma au)tou=, a(gi/% pneu/mati a(rmosa/menoj, ya/llei t%= qe%= dia\ tou= polufw/nou o)rga/nou kai\  
pros#/dei t%= o)rga/n% t%= a)nqrw/p%. 
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from the true piety and proper singing of God’s praise.50  In order to heal humanity and to 

teach it the true song of God, human true identity and purpose, God allowed his Son to 

become a new musical instrument.  Clement outlined these metaphysical and cosmic 

paradigms in order to translate them into the realm of the human condition.  This 

translation is channeled through the Incarnation of the logos in Jesus Christ.  I cited the 

second half of the following passage in the previous chapter when I discussed the study 

of the logos.  It is fitting to return to it briefly, now in the context intended by Clement, to 

see the logic of argumentation motivated by Clement’s desire to illustrate the integrated 

theoanthropic identity of Christ, who fixes the problems of the past and shows prospects 

for the future: 

Because the logos was from the first, He was and is the 
divine beginning of all things.  But because He lately took a 
name, the name consecrated of old and worthy of power, the 
Christ, I have called him a New Song.  The logos, then, that 
is the Christ, is the cause both of our being long ago, for He 
was in God (John 1:1) and of our well-being.  This logos, 
who alone is both God and man, the cause of all our good, 
appeared lately in His own person to humans.51 
 

Besides the change of scenery, key actors on stage, and the content of the song, 

the victory of Apollo over Pytho is also re-inscribed from the point of view of the manner 

this victory was achieved.  If for Apollo it was enough to simply “strike the monster 

                                                 
50 Ibid., 11.111.1. 
 
51 Ibid., 1.6.5-7.1: a)ll' o(/ti me\n h)=n o( lo/goj a)/nwqen, a)rxh\ qei/a tw=n pa/ntwn h)=n te kai\ e)/stin:  

o(/ti de\ nu=n o)/noma e)/laben to\ pa/lai kaqwsiwme/non, duna/mewj a)/cion, o( Xristo/j, kaino\n #)=sma/ moi  
ke/klhtai. ai)/tioj gou=n o( lo/goj, o( Xristo/j, kai\ tou= ei)=nai pa/lai h(ma=j ?h)=n ga\r e)n qe%=Ÿ, kai\ tou= eu)=  
ei)=nai ?nu=n dh\ e)pefa/nh a)nqrw/poijŸ au)to\j ou(=toj o( lo/goj, o( mo/noj a)/mfw, qeo/j te kai\ a)/nqrwpoj,  
a(pa/ntwn h(mi=n ai)/tioj a)gaqw=n. This passage is the first half of the one I cited in the Chapter 2, p. 120-121, 
gives a proper context to Grillmeier’s insistence on the unity and integrity of not only the logos but also of 
Christ. 
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Typhaon with a strong arrow,”52 Christ’s tactic is better understood through the image of 

Eunomus’ broken string and cicada that served as a substitute for the vibration of the 

absent string.  Or rather, as Clement reverses the story again, Eunomus adapted his music 

to the melody of cicada who sat on the crossbar of the instrument and sang the natural 

song of its own accord.  While the old songs of Amphion, Arion, and Orpheus 

deceptively sang about idolatrous gods and thus had a taming impact on animals and 

trees, the New Song, by contrast, praises the one true God and has a divinizing impact on 

humanity.  It is the remedy and antidote of the past fall, disobedience, lust, and 

ignorance.53  Therefore, the victory of the New Apollo over the serpent and “old” Apollo 

is accomplished through the ascent on the cross and through the outstretching of his 

hands in order to liberate the lustful human nature and to teach it how to live in a way 

that was intended from the very beginning when God created Adam.  Christ conquered 

not only Apollo and Zeus – in Protrepticus 2.37.4, Clement informed his reader that Zeus 

is also dead – but also by conquering death by his death: 

Clothing Himself with bonds of flesh (which is a divine 
mystery), he [Christ] subdued the serpent and enslaved the 
tyrant death; and, most wonderful of all, the very man who 
had erred through pleasure, and was bound by corruption, 
was shown to be free again, through his outstretched hands.54 
 

                                                 
52 Hymni Homerici, In Apollinem 358. 
 
53 Protr. 1.2.4. 
 
54 Ibid., 11.111.2-11.112.3: kai\ sarki\ e)ndeqei/j ?musth/rion qei=on tou=toŸ to\n o)/fin e)xeirw/sato 

kai\ to\n tu/rannon e)doulw/sato, to\n qa/naton, kai/, to\ paradoco/taton, e)kei=non to\n a)/nqrwpon to\n h(donv=
peplanhme/non, to\n tv= fqor#= dedeme/non, xersi\n h(plwme/naij e)/deice lelume/non. 
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In his Protrepticus as well as in one passage from Stromata, Clement speaks of 

Christ as the New Song, Singer, and Instrument, which squares well into the allegorical 

paradigm/model of subject-object-process on both symbolic and material levels.  The 

logos is the cosmic Singer, the creator of the world; it is that song that administers and 

harmonizes the universe through its all-permeating activity, singing.  When incarnate, 

i.e., descended from the noetic level into the realm of the created world (again without 

leaving its place on high), the logos, who is the Christ “the true God and true man,” 

(Protr. 1.6.7) becomes also the new Singer.  Through his own crucifixion he fixed the 

broken string of humanity that lost its musical hearing and fell into lust and idolatry by 

becoming that very string, which Clement interprets as the human being.  Christ is the 

New Song of the Gospel, according to which humanity is taught and saved; he is the 

victory over death through his death; and finally, he is the Instrument, “the lyre, 

according to its primary signification, [that] may be used by the psalmist figuratively for 

the Lord, but according to its secondary meaning, for those who continually strike the 

chords of their souls under the direction of the Choir-master, [it signifies] the Lord.”55 

The image of the New Song doubtless has further and richer connotations, 

although not all of them are discussed here as not all of them have christological 

significance (although they do play an important role in Clement’s critique of the popular 

religion and piety).  To some of them, especially those pertaining to the teaching of the 

New Song and its salvific and sacrificial act, I will return in further detail in the following 

                                                 
55 Strom. 6.11.88.3: ei)/h d' a)\n t%= yalm%d%= kiqa/ra a)llhgoroume/nh kata\ me\n to\ prw=ton 

shmaino/menon o( ku/rioj, kata\ de\ to\ deu/teron oi( prosexw=j krou/ontej ta\j yuxa\j u(po\ moushge/tv t%=  
kuri/%. 
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sections on Christ the Disaskalos and High Priest.  However, there is also a clearly 

discernible group of historians of late antiquity and scholars of ancient Christian liturgy 

who see in Clement’s works in general and in Protrepticus in particular his specific 

reworking of the appeal of various cults to the mystery religions, such cults as of Eleusis, 

Orpheus and Dionysius, to name just a few, to a new universal cult that Christianity 

proclaimed to offer.56  The most significant focal points of such heightened interest are 

early Christian initiation rituals, baptism, Eucharist, and liturgy at large, which, however, 

Clement did not describe from a liturgical perspective.  In his extant writings, Clement 

seems never to be interested in, or to describe the ceremonial processions of, initiation 

rituals, baptismal rites, or celebrations of Eucharist, and indeed because of the lack of 

such descriptions he was charged for removing himself from the congregation(s) or 

church(es) of Alexandria.  But he certainly provided in abundance his theological 

interpretations of the mentioned Christian rituals, critiquing and transforming heathen 

cults and festivals illustrated on the example of the Pythian Games and the cult of Apollo.  

                                                 
56 Cf. Herbert G. Marsh, “The Use of musth/rion in the Writings of Clement of Alexandria,” 

Journal of Theological Studies 37 (1936): 64-80; Harry A. Echle, The Terminology of the Sacrament of 
Regeneration according to Clement of Alexandria. Catholic University of America Studies in Sacred 
Theology, Second Series, 30 (Washington DC: Catholic University of America Press, 1949); Frederick H. 
Brigham, “The concept of ‘New Song’ in Clement of Alexandria’s exhortation to the Greeks,” 9-13; Ernest 
L. Fortin, “Clement of Alexandria and the Esoteric Tradition,” Studia Patristica 9.3 (Texte und 
Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur 94, 1966): 41-56; Jean Daniélou, Gospel 
Message and Hellenic Culture, pp. 89-99; Andre Méhat, “Clement of Alexandria,” in The Eucharist of the 
Early Christians. Ed. by Willy Rordorf. Tras. by Matthew J. O’Connell (New York: Pueblo Publishing 
Company, 1978), pp. 99-131; Hugo Rahner, “The Christian Mystery and the Pagan Mysteries,” in The 
Mysteries. Papers from the Eranos Yearbook.  Ed. Joseph Campbell. Vol. 2 (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1978), pp. 337-401; Eleanor Irwin, “The Song of Orpheus and the New Song of Christ,” 
in Orpheus: The Metamorphoses of Myth (Toronto: Toronto University Press, 1982), pp. 51-62; Marvin W. 
Meyer, The Ancient Mysteries. A Source Book. Sacred Texts of the Mystery Religions of the Ancient 
Mediterranean World (New York:  Harper & Row, 1987); Arkadi Choufrine, Gnosis, Theophany, Theosis, 
pp. 17-76; Michael J. Brown,  The Lord’s Prayer Through North African Eyes. A Window into Early 
Christianity. New York: T & T Clark, 2004.  

 



 185 

Along with his theological reinterpretations of mystery religious cults, he also shared the 

Socratic/Platonic zeal to rethink popular religiosity as well as poetry, literature, and 

philosophy.   

Clement frequently chastised Homer for ascribing passions to gods, yet at the 

same time acknowledged Homer’s poetic intuition of the divine.57  He paralleled biblical 

stories with those of the popular stories of Greek literature, such as the creation in 

Genesis and the description of the Shield of Achilles;58 biblical Jacob who was asleep 

with his head on a stone (Gen 28:11) and Odysseus setting his bed in stonework (Odyssea 

23.193)59; Sarah who served the angelic guests (Gen 18:6) and Jethro’s daughters who 

pastured the flocks (Odyssea 5.86).60  It is not simply a parallelism in a sense that the 

stories are placed side by side as independently valid narratives of past events.  Clement 

intends to achieve, in fact, three goals.  First, he intends to show that the unknown (to the 

majority of the larger Greco-Roman society) Christian literature is just as creative and 

interesting as the Greek literature, although it appropriated or rather showed itself as a 

continuation of the Hebrew Scriptures with its ancient narratives together with the newly 

written ones describing the life of Jesus of Nazareth and the activity of first Christian 

communities.  The second goal was to show that Christian literature is also more ancient 

and original than Greek literature in the sense that the heathen literature and philosophy 

                                                 
57 Cf. Strom. 5.14.116.4; 5.14.117.2; 5.14.130.2; 6.17.151.5; 6.17.155.5; 
 
58 Cf. Strom. 5.14.101.4. 
 
59 Cf. Paed. 2.9.78.2. 
 
60 Cf. Strom. 5.19.123.1. 
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plagiarized the sources of which Clement is so fond.  This method Clement clearly 

adopted from Philo.  A similar enterprise is enfolded in the long passage of Stromata 

1.21ff, in which through a fairly detailed although not necessarily accurate discussion of 

philosophy and history Clement sought to provide a means for the legitimization of 

Christian communities and their theological statement.61  Thirdly, Christian literature is 

truth-revealing and undefiled, which ought to be the natural reason why non-Christians 

must join the new community in order to rise from the darkness of ignorance into the 

light of true knowledge.   

More boldly, however, Clement suggests a similar parallelism to describe the 

identity of Jesus Christ.  Again, I provided the example of how Clement meticulously 

fashions the identity of Christ along the features of the cult of Apollo and Christian 

rituals as a de- and re-construction of quadrennial festivals dedicated to Apollo at the 

sight of Delphi.  In the same way, Clement portrays Christ along the lines of the Homeric 

hero Odysseus: 

Let us then shun custom, let us shun it as some dangerous 
headland, or threatening Charybdis, or the Sirens of legend.  
Pagan custom strangles human being and it turns him/her 
away from truth…  Sail past the song, it works death.  Only 
resolve, and you have vanquished destruction; bond to the 
wood of the Cross and you shall live freed from all 
corruption.  The logos of God shall be you pilot, and the 
Holy Spirit shall bring you to anchor in the harbors of 
heaven.62 

                                                 
61 See a discussion of Strom. 1.21ff. in Raoul Mortley, “The Past in Clement of Alexandria. A 

Study of an Attempt to Define Christianity in Socio-Cultural Terms,” in Jewish and Christian Self-
Definition. Vol. 1. The Shaping of Christianity in the Second and Third Centuries. Ed. by E.P. Sanders 
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1980), pp. 261-265. 

 
62 Cf. Protr. 12.118.1-4: fu/gwmen ou)=n th\n sunh/qeian, fu/gwmen oi(=on a)/kran xale ph\n h)\ 
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The Sirens of temptation, the mast of the Cross, the wind of the Spirit, the logos 

as pilot and wise Odysseus, and the harbor of eternal life are the recurring themes 

Clement construed in his primitive christological sketches based on the well known 

images that the Greek and Roman élite studied from childhood during the classical and 

post-classical periods.  Following the above passage on the Odyssey, Clement turned to 

another, no less renowned, image of the Bacchic rituals that celebrated god-man 

Dionysius.  Surrounded by the “daughters of God, beautiful lambs” and not by drunken 

and crazed maenads, the true King of all, and not Dionysius, receives their praises while 

they “play the harp, angels give glory, prophets speak, a noise of music rises; swiftly they 

pursue the sacred band,63 those who have been called hasting with eager longing to 

receive the Father.”64  I called the above sketches primitive to denote not the simplicity of 

Clement’s christological venture but rather its fundamental appeal to the audience that is 

less familiar with biblical stories but raised in a Greco-Roman culture that was intimately 

conversant with such figures as Apollo, Dionysius, Orpheus, cults of Eleusis, and Zeus.  

After he manages to catch the attention of the non-Christian or Neophyte audience does 

Clement proceed to recount the biblical and more specifically Christian doctrines of 

                                                                                                                                                 
Xaru/bdewj a)peilh\n h)\ Seirh=naj muqika/j: a)/gxei to\n a)/nqrwpon, th=j a)lhqei/aj a)potre/pei... para/plei th\n 
%)dh/n, qa/naton e)rga/zetai: e)a\n e)qe/lvj mo/non, neni/khkaj th\n a)pw/leian kai\ t%= cu/l% prosdedeme/noj  
a(pa/shj e)/sv th=j fqora=j lelume/noj, kubernh/sei se o( lo/goj o( tou= qeou=, kai\ toi=j lime/si kaqormi/sei  
tw=n ou)ranw=n to\ pneu=ma to\ a(/gion. Clement makes reference here to Odyssea 12. 

 
63 qi/asoj – a band of Dionysius’ followers. 
 
64 Protr. 12.119.1-3: o( xoro\j oi( di/kaioi, to\ #)=sma u(/mnoj e)sti\ tou= pa/ntwn basile/wj: 

ya/llousin ai( ko/rai, doca/zousin a)/ggeloi, profh=tai lalou=sin, h)=xoj ste/lletai mousikh=j, dro/m% to\n  
qi/ason diw/kousin, speu/dousin oi( keklhme/noi pate/ra poqou=ntej a)polabei=n. 
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initiation, study of Scriptures, and perfection through contemplation of true divinity in 

order that they could grow in their faith and knowledge of human and divine matters.   

A passage from Stromata 5.10.64.4, fittingly picked up by Daniélou in his 

demonstration of Clement’s use of Homeric exegesis, will demonstrate this point more 

fully.65  The context of this passage is Clement’s attempt to persuade his reader that by 

accepting Christian faith God will give to the recipient a gift of knowledge and by 

refusing it he or she will suffer destruction (63.8).  The point of departure for his 

argument is the Letter of Barnabas, in which Barnabas, supposedly also of Alexandrian 

vicinity, continued the subversion of heathen literature and philosophy to the Judeo-

Christian faith.66  Along with various biblical quotations that exhort conversion into the 

true piety such as Isaiah’s “I will give you the treasures of darkness and the hidden 

wealth of secret places, so that you may know that it is I, the Lord, the God of Israel, who 

calls you by your name” (Is 45:3) as well as to the passages of similar content of Ps 50:8; 

18:3; Jer 23:24, Clement also appeals simultaneously to two mythical stories of Zeus’ 

two jars and Pandora’s Box and adapts them to his purpose:  “for this reason the teaching 

that reveals hidden things, is called illumination (2 Cor 4:4), as it is the teacher only who 

uncovers the lid of the coffer, contrary to what the poets say, that “Zeus stops up the jar 

of good things, but opens that of evil (cf. Homer, Iliad 24.527-533; Hesiod, Opera et dies 

94ff.).”67  Daniélou and Alain de Boulluec68 rightly point out that Clement here is 

                                                 
65 Cf. Daniélou, Gospel Message and Hellenistic Culture, pp. 98-99. 
 
66 Barnaba, Epistula 6.5-10. 
 
67 Strom. 5.10.64.4: dia\ tou=to "fwtismo\j" h( maqhtei/a ke/klhtai h( ta\ kekrumme/na 
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engaged in a rereading of Homer’s poetry that downplays the story of the hideous effect 

of the open lid (pw=ma) of Pandora’s Box and focuses on the story of Zeus’ distribution, 

supposedly without a great concern for humanity, of good and evil from two jars he kept 

on the floor of his palace.  The reference to Pandora’s Box is well suited here.  One must 

keep in mind though that the general context of Clement’s discourse is the necessity to 

receive the true and sacred knowledge.  Therefore, if the sacred knowledge is received 

from the wrong “jar,” then it is detrimental to the recipient.  The implication, then, is that 

Zeus opens only the jar of evil, which at the same time is Pandora’s Box.  Zeus’ act is 

“the very reverse” of what the true teacher does, i.e., distributes blessing and true 

knowledge.  The figure of teacher here is unmistakably that of Christ, who overshadows 

Zeus in the ability to keep the jar of evils closed and the jar of blessings open.  This 

brings us to the central theme Clement gradually develops throughout his writings, 

namely, the necessity to have a teacher who as the New Song attracts readers and 

followers to the true worship of true God and as the Pedagogue and skilled Teacher 

explains and instructs humanity in matters which human race constantly seeks but fails to 

attain because of the lack of proper education. 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                 
fanerw/sasa, a)pokalu/yantoj mo/nou tou= dida ska/lou to\ pw=ma th=j kibwtou=, e)/mpalin h)\ oi( poihtai\ to\n
Di/a fasi\ to\n me\n tw=n a)gaqw=n pi/qon e)pilabei=n, a)noi=cai de\ to\n tw=n fau/lwn. 

 
68 Clément d’Alexandrie. Les Stromates V. Introduction, notes, index, commentary, and 

bibliography by Alain Le Boulluec. Trans. by Pierre Voulet. Vol. 2. Sources Chrétiennes 279 (Paris: 
Éditions du Cerf, 1981), p. 230. 
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4. The Didaskalos 

If the christological conceptions of the logos and the New Song belong to the 

higher sphere of reasoning, hermeneutics, philosophical nuance, and theological dogma, 

the conception of the didaskalos stands at their origin while at the same time it belongs to 

one of those categories, which David Dawson and Harold Bloom (in different contexts 

but directly relating to our discussion) would describe as notions commanding social 

performance and violent power.69  Conceptions of paideia and didaskalos and the social, 

cultural, religious, economic, and political totality that go with them are not simply 

descriptive and interpretative categories of reality and quests for identity.  They constitute 

the totality that calls for a change and concrete action that requires of any recipient and 

participant in it a lifetime of commitment as well as a specific daily manner of conduct.  

It also entails a constant though always self-evolving, self-generating, and self-improving 

social structure of school/synagogue/church, which is inseparable from the material 

culture of weekly gatherings and religious celebrations.  It also intensely engages the use 

of persuasive language supplied with the employment of pens and books, compositions, 

editions, rehearsals, exegesis, and pronouncements of texts both in written and oral 

forms, all those things that once encroached into human civilization were never able to 

leave it, and those who possessed them more skillfully won battles of far more reaching 

significance than those of sharp blades.  Undoubtedly, education in the period of the 

present research is the classical paideia, which is synonymous to our contemporary 
                                                 

69 Cf. David Dawson, Literary Theory (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1995), pp. 39-54.  Dawson 
refers here to Harold Bloom’s “ ‘Before Moses Was I Am’: The New and Belated Testaments,” in The 
Bible: Modern Critical Views (New Haven, Conn.: Chelsea House, 1987), pp. 291-304; ibid., The Anxiety 
of Influence. A Theory of Poetry (New York: Oxford University Press, 1973). 
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notions of culture and social status but also certainly goes way beyond them.  It is also 

the intellectual and physical vehicle that by its constant dynamic evolution stands at the 

very bottom of the social structure, organization, and identity.  Harry Gamble and 

William Harris have shown, that “granting regional and temporal variations, throughout 

the entire period of classical Greek, Hellenistic, and Roman imperial civilization, the 

extent of literacy was about 10 percent and never exceeded 15 to 20 percent of the 

population as a whole.”70  There are always exceptions to the rule.  One exception 

directly relates to our present inquiry, namely, the higher rank of the literate population in 

the reformed post-Ezrian Palestine, higher than in the average Greco-Roman region due 

to the social structure and identity preserving/shaping nature of the synagogal institution 

that provided means for schooling its young and adult members.71  Another exception is 

the replication of the literary infrastructure throughout the Jewish Diaspora outside 

Palestine.  Therefore, we must pay special attention to second-century Egypt and more 

specifically Alexandria as it remained the Greco-Roman educational and cultural capital 

of the Mediterranean basin, but also perhaps the largest and wealthiest Jewish Diaspora 

of the period.72  

                                                 
70 Harry Gamble, Books and Readers in the Early Church, p. 4; William Harris, Ancient Literacy 

(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1989); Rosalind Thomas, Oral Tradition and Written Record in 
Classical Athens (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1989), pp. 15-34. 

 
71 Gamble, Books and Readers in the Early Church, p. 7 and nn. 21, 22, 23; Martin Hengel, 

Judaism and Hellenism: Studies in their Encounter in Palestine during the Early Hellenistic Period. Trans. 
by John Bowden. Vol. 2 (London: SCM Press, 1974), pp. 78-73; Shemuel Safrai, “Education and the Study 
of Torah,” in The Jewish People in the First Century. Historical Geography, Political History, Social, 
Cultural and Religious Life and Institutions. Compendia Rerum Iudaicorum ad Novum Testamentum, sec. 
1. Ed. by S. Safrai and M. Stern. Vol. 2 (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1976), pp. 945-70; cf. Josephus 
Contra Apion 2.204; Ant. 4.211; T. Levi 13.2; Philo Ad Gaium 115. 

 
72 See Appendix 1, Christian Education in Second Century Alexandria. 
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5. Clement’s Didaskalos Christology 

Clement’s statement, where he speaks of Christ “who alone is both God and man” 

(Protrepticus 1.7.1) and to which many scholars frequently have drawn their attention, 

clearly asserts that Christ’s divine identity comes from his being God’s logos and his 

human identity is fully realized in the vocation of a teacher, a vocation that cost him his 

life but which also brought him his life back.  As the heavenly logos and human teacher, 

Christ alone was apt to teach humanity how to live well (eu)= ei)=nai) here on earth in the 

terrestrial church, as well as eternally, in Fascher’s words, in the Heavenly City/School of 

God. 

As I noted in both of the previous chapters, the attention scholars dedicated to the 

issue of Clement’s logos by far surpasses that drawn to the study of Clement’s conception 

of the didaskalos.  Nevertheless, a few good monographs have appeared on this question, 

even though their primary concern was not necessarily to see the connection between 

Clement’s metaphysics and christology but rather, to the degree evidence allows it, to 

reconstruct the formation, milieu, and growth of the early church in Alexandria.  As 

Colin Roberts pointed out, we simply do not have much concrete data for the early 

church in Alexandria before the installment of the bishop Demetrius in and around the 

year 189.  All we do have is a broad recognition of the significant impact of classical 

paideia and Jewish education on the formation of early Christian communities and its 
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generous and ample Alexandrian illustration in Clement’s and Origen’s theological 

interpretations rather than in archeological or historiographical evidence.73   

Again, in the previous chapter on the logos I have already made reference to the 

article by Fascher and to a lesser degree to that by Kovacs who both made a very explicit 

connection between the conception of the didaskalos and the identity of Christ.  I will 

return to their works once again when I focus on the discussion of particular 

christological passages.  It should suffice here to recall that Fascher believed that 

Clement’s logology served his purpose of emphasizing the uniqueness and divine 

authority of Christ.  To elaborate this argument, I have to look more closely at several 

other studies on Clement’s conception of the didaskalos, in particular those written by 

Adolf Knauber, Friedrich Normann, Alexandros Koffas, and Ulrich Neymeyer.  After 

this, I will enter the discussion of Clement’s didaskalos christology, concentrating my 

attention on the key christological passages. 

                                                 
73 On the conception of Clement’s didaskalos, see Erich, Fascher, “Jesus der Lehrer,” 

Theologische Literaturzeitung 79.5 (1954): 326-342; idem, “Der Logos-Christus als göttlicher Lehrer bei 
Clemens von Alexandrien,” In Studien zum Neuen Testament und zur Patristik. Texte und Untersuchungen 
zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur 77 (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1961), pp. 193-207; Adolf 
Knauber, “Katechetenschule oder Schulkatechumenat? Um die rechte Deutung des “Unternehmens” der 
ersten grossen Alexandriener,” Trierer Theologische Zeitschrift 60 (1951): 243-66; idem, “Ein 
frühchristliches Handbuch katechumenaler Glaubensinitiation: der Paidogogos des Clemens von 
Alexandrien,” Münchener Theologische Zeitschrift 23 (1972): 311-34; idem, “Der “Didaskalos” des 
Clemens von Alexandrien,” Studia Patristica 16 (1985): 175-85; Friedrich Normann, Christos Didaskalos: 
die Vorstellung von Christus als Lehrer in der christlichen Literatur des ersten und zweiten Jahrhunderts 
(Münster, Westfalen: Aschendorf, 1966), pp. 153-177; Alexandros K. Koffas, Die Sophia-Lehre bei 
Klemens von Alexandrien – eine pädagogisch-anthropologische Untersuchung (Frankfurt am Main; Bern: 
Verlag Peter Lang, 1982); Judith L. Kovacs, “Divine Pedagogy and the Gnostic Teacher according to 
Clement of Alexandria,” Journal of Early Christian Studies 9.1 (2001): 3-25; Georg Kretschmar, Jesus 
Christus in der Theologie des Klemens von Alexandrien. (Doctoral Dissertation. Heidelberg, 1950); 
Michael Mees, “Die frühe Christengemeinde von Alexandrien und die Theologie des Klemens von 
Alexandrien,” Latomus. Revue d’études latines 50 (1984): 114-26; Ulrich Neymeyr, Die christliche Lehrer 
im zweiten Jahrhundert: ihre Lehrtätigkeit, ihr Selbstverständnis und ihre Geschichte (Leiden, New York: 
Brill, 1989), pp. 45-95; Birger Pearson, “Earliest Christianity in Egypt: Some Observations,” in The Roots 
of Egyptian Christianity. Ed. by Birger A. Pearson (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986), pp. 132-60. 
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I spoke earlier about Knauber’s rebuttal of Zahn’s and Casey’s claim that Clement 

believed in the two divine logoi.74  In addition to this, he also wrote several illuminating 

articles that deal with the early church in Alexandria and Clement’s catechetical program.  

Knauber demonstrated that in the second-century Alexandria not only was there a clear 

understanding of a need for a school for catechumens but also that there was already 

intact a multilateral program, rules, and rituals that accompanied the program.  By the 

time of Clement’s presence in Alexandria and with his work there as a teacher, this 

program reached a striking level of complexity and sophistication.  Clement’s 

christological figures of Persuader (propreptiko/j), Pedagogue (pedagwgo/j), and Teacher 

(dida/skaloj) were the three facets of Christ’s mission, by means of which, according to 

Clement, God wished to bring humanity to salvation.  These three figures or roles of 

Christ also lay at the foundation of his catechetical program that distinguished the 

elementary, ethical, and advanced levels of Christian initiation.75 

In his article on the Paedagogus, Knauber was one of the first scholars to propose 

that most certainly it was nothing less than a handbook for the newly baptized members 

of his Alexandrian church.  It reflected not so much sacramental and liturgical 

processions as the ethical and theological meanings neophytes needed to know for further 

initiation into the sacramental community.  The problem with the insufficient interest in 

this book, Knauber underlined, was in the older claim, which to a certain extent is 

justified, that much of this book consisted of Clement’s adaptation (and in some 
                                                 

74 See this discussion above in Ch. 2, pp. 113-117. 
 
75 Knauber, “Katechetenschule oder Schulkatechumenat? Um die rechte Deutung des 

‘Unternehmens’ der ersten grossen Alexandriener,” 266. 
 



 195 

instances, plagiarism) of Musonius’ Questiones.76  Knauber reasserted, however, the 

shortsightedness of such reception and demonstrated that it has much to offer to the study 

of the history, philosophy, theology, and customs of second century Alexandria. 

In the role of a Pedagogue, Knauber maintained, Clement brought together three 

concepts that gave the role both a broad appeal and intensified meaning to the society, in 

which he lived, namely, the ethical-ascetic roots for societal norms of behavior 

(politei/a);77 the personal, as opposed to the institutional or dogmatic, eagerness to 

communicate with God (pi/stij);78
 and, finally, firm readiness to carry on the Gospel’s 

missionary call, on the one hand, and preparedness to enter into the more advanced study 

about, and mystery of, God, on the other hand (kath/xhsij).79  Based on the contours of 

Clement’s pedagogical/catechetical program, Knauber attempted to establish the precepts 

of Clement’s catechesis and intended addressees of the Paedagogus, which he concluded 

to be the Christians in the full sense of the word, i.e., baptized members of the church 

with various ethnic backgrounds.  In Clement’s words, those who “have been reared with 

a good formation of character” are ready to meet the “bridegroom[,] the only teacher, 

                                                 
76 Paul Wendland, Beitrage zur Geschichte der griechischen Philosophie und Religion (Berlin: 

Reimer, 1895), pp. 68-73. Although many standard Stoic maximi do come from Musonius, the category of 
“plagiarism,” as Marrou showed, is a misleading term and that nonetheless the major part of the 
Paedagogus is Clement’s original composition, cf. Marrou’s introduction to Le Pédagogue. Trans. by 
Marguerite Harl. Sources Chrétiennes 70 (Paris: Éditions du Cerf, 1960), pp. 43-52. 

 
77 Knauber, “Ein frühchristliches Handbuch katechumenaler Glaubensinitiation: der Paidogogos 

des Clemens von Alexandrien,” pp. 314-5. 
 
78 Ibid., pp. 315-6. 
 
79 Ibid., pp. 316-8. 
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good will of a good father, true wisdom, and sanctuary of knowledge.”80  The evidence 

Knauber gathered on this subject allowed him to take another step further and compare 

Clement’s catechetical program of Paedagogus 1.1.3.381 with that of Origen in his Contra 

Celsum 3.5982 and other passages, which on the whole reflected a common pedagogical 

approach in early Christian communities.83  The similarity between the two Alexandrians 

and the close reading of Clement’s Paedagogus gave Knauber grounds to believe that 

there existed a complex “Katechumenenführung,” which, however, never depended on 

the technical receipt of the sacraments or enactment of rituals but rather on a pastoral-

pedagogical as well as personal and ascetic education. 

In his other article on Clement’s conception of the didaskalos, Knauber proceeded 

with similar arguments.  His three opening theses were outlined on the first page.  He 

states:  a) the didaskalos should not be mistaken for a literary title of a book which 

                                                 
80 Ibid., pp. 318-322. Cf. Paed. 3.12.97.3-98.1. 
 
81 Paedagogus 1.1.3.3: The all-loving Word, anxious to perfect us in a way that leads 

progressively to salvation, makes effective use of an order well adapted to our development:  at first, He 
persuades, then He educates, and after this He teaches. –  speu/dwn de\ aÃra teleiw½sai swthri¿% h(ma=j 
baqm%½, katallh/l% ei¹j pai¿deusin e)nergh= tv= kalv= sugxrh=tai oi¹konomi¿# o( pa/nta fila/nqrwpoj lo/goj,  
protre/pwn aÃnwqen, eÃpeita paidagwgw½n, e)piì pa=sin e)kdida/skwn.  
 

82 Contra Celsum 3.59: “We […] at first invite all men to be healed, and exhort those who are 
sinners to come to the consideration of the doctrines, which teach men not to sin, and those who are devoid 
of understanding to those that beget wisdom, and those who are children to rise in their thoughts to 
manhood, and those who are simply unfortunate to good fortune, or – which is the more appropriate term to 
use – to blessedness.  And when those who have been turned towards virtue have made progress, and have 
shown that they have been purified by the word, and have led as far as they can a better life, then and not 
before do we invite them to participation in our mysteries.  ‘For we speak wisdom among them that are 
perfect’ (1 Cor 2:6)” – e)piì to\ qerapeuqh=nai tou\j a)nqrw/pouj protre/pomen tou\j a(martwlou\j h(/kein e)pi\  
tou\j dida/skontaj lo/gouj mh\ a(marta/nei kai\ tou\j a)sune/touj e)pi\ tou\j e)mpoiou=ntaj su/nesin kai\ tou\j  
nhpi/oujei)j to\ a)nabai/nein fronh/mati e)pi\ to\n a)/ndra kai\ tou\j a(plw=j kakodai/monaj e)pi\ daimoni/an h)/,  
o(/per kuriw/tero/n e)sti ei)pei=n, e)pi\ makario/thta. e)pa\n d' oi( proko/ptontej tw=n protrape/ntwn  
parasth/swsi to\ kekaqa/rqai u(po\ tou= lo/gou kai\ o(/sh du/namij be/ltion bebiwke/nai, to\ thnika/de  
kalou=men au)tou\j e)pi\ ta\j par' h(mi=n teleta/j: "Sofi/an ga\r lalou=men e)n toi=j telei/oij." 

 
83 Knauber, “Ein frühchristliches Handbuch katechumenaler Glaubensinitiation,” p. 324-328. 
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Clement may have intended to write but either never did or it did not survive; but rather it 

should be understood as a term that has to do with the divine logos and its specific 

salvific mission; b) the conception of the didaskalos also relates to the fundamental 

presupposition that the comprehension of God’s revelation must be preceded with an 

ethical-ascetic training of soul and that it requires a certain teaching (didaskali/a); and c) 

the teaching is mediated and encircled only in the communal framework of the church 

(within a community).84  Even though Knauber’s article is brief and not exhaustive in 

illustrations, it gives an insightful blueprint for the further study of the subject, which he 

believed is most unambiguously and clearly spelled out in Clement’s Paedagogus rather 

than Stromata, as some might expect.  Such passages as Paedagogus 1.1.1.3, 1.1.1.4-2.1, 

and 1.1.3.2-3 closely correspond to the concluding paragraphs of the book, namely, 

3.12.87.1, 3.12.97.3-98.1, and 3.12.99.1.  It is there, according to Knauber, that one finds 

the key to understanding not only Clement’s portrait of Christ as Paedagogue but also a 

more advanced presentation of Christ as the Teacher.  Knauber’s remarks will prove very 

helpful, when I will deal with this question more closely below. 

Another German author undertook the task of reconstructing a broader portrait of 

Christ as Teacher in the earliest Christian literature.  In his introduction to Christos 

Didaskalos, Normann complained that even though “es in der theologischen Literatur 

immer wieder um die Lehre Jesu geht, hat man seine Gestalt als Lehrer bislang 

anscheinend wenig beachtet.”85  Therefore he intended his study to give a specific focus 

                                                 
84 Idem., “Der “Didaskalos” des Clemens von Alexandrien,” Studia Patristica 16 (1985): 175. 
 
85 Normann, Christos Didaskalos, p. vi. 
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to the notion of Jesus Christ as Rabbi-Teacher as it is represented in the New Testament 

and the early Christian Apologetic literature of the second century and its relation to the 

Gnostic conception of salvation that comes from the sacred teaching (gnw=sij).  Ever 

since similar studies were produced one generation prior to Normann by von Harnack 

and Bousset and dominated the academic fields of the Religions- and 

Theologiegeschichte in the first half of the twentieth century, the concept of the 

didaskalos along with that of the Savior came to be regarded as the main points of contact 

with Gnosticism and Hellenism, through which Jesus’ identity took upon itself “foreign” 

connotations that obscured its meaning.  It is generally accepted that for Gnostic salvation 

the gnw=sij defined the identity of its transmitter and receiver; for Christians, on the 

contrary, the theoanthropological identity of the person of Christ defined the gnw=sij and it 

is in the imitatio Christi that one finds his or her salvation.  Thus, Normann viewed the 

figure of Teacher not as an “obscurer” but rather as a point of common ground for a 

debate, through which Christianity established an open dialogue with both Gnosticism 

and the Greco-Roman philosophy.86  Such dialogue and polemics found its most intense 

expression in the works of Justin, Irenaeus, and above all in Clement of Alexandria.  

Almost certainly against von Harnack and in agreement with Alois Dempf, Normann 

contended that Clement kept a clear line of distinction between genuinely Christian 

theology and Gnostic spirituality and construed his christology to bring together the 

                                                 
86 Ibid., pp. 178-179. 
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divinity of Savior and monotheism.87  In his treatment of Clement’s theology, Normann 

acknowledged his indebtedness to Fascher’s article.  However, instead of treating this 

question by exploring Clement’s writings sequentially, primarily in Stromata but also in 

Paedagogus, as did Fascher, Normann structured his study thematically.  He agreed with 

Fascher that Matthew’s 23:8, “but do not be called “Rabbi,” for One is your Teacher, [the 

Christ,] and you are all brethren,”88 is “eine Fuge” of Clement’s entire written corpus.89  

In his ensuing exposition of the subject, Normann demonstrated the validity of this thesis.  

First, he looked at the issue of the relation of the theme of Christ the didaskalos to the 

Greek philosophy.90  He also collected and briefly discussed references to the revelations 

of the logos throughout the Hebrew Scriptures.91  Normann continued this exploration of 

the revelation of the logos in the New Testament, which culminated in the Incarnation of 

Christ the Teacher,92 whose salvific mission93 was continued within the preaching and 

activity of church.94  Even though his specific focus was not christology per se but rather 

                                                 
87 Ibid., p. 156; cf. Alois Dempf, Selbstkritik der Philosophie und vergleichene 

Philosophiegeschichte im Umriss (Wien: T. Moruss Presse im Herder Verlag, 1947), p. 224.  See also 
Kelber, Die Logoslehre von Heraclit bis Origenes, p. 196. 

 
88 Mt 23:8: u(mei=j de\ mh\ klhqh=te,  (Rabbi/, ei(=j ga/r e)stin u(mw=n o( dida/skaloj, pa/ntej de\  

u(mei=j a)delfoi/ e)ste.  
 

89 Cf. Normann, Christos Didaskalos, p. 158 with reference to Fascher, “Der Logos-Christus als 
göttlicher Lehrer bei Clemens von Alexandrien,” p. 205; cf. Protr. 1.7.3; Paed. 1.6.25.2; 3.12.98.1; Strom. 
1.20.97.4; 5.1.1.3; 5.14.98.1. 

 
90 Ibid., pp. 156-160. 
 
91 Ibid., pp. 160-163. 
 
92 Ibid., pp. 163-168. 
 
93 Ibid., pp. 168-172. 
 
94 Ibid., pp. 172-177. 
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a broader anti-Gnostic theological meaning Clement invested into this conception, 

Normann succeeded in bringing Fascher’s ideas into a larger scholarly debate, something 

that as I noted earlier was lacking in Fascher’s article, and also to see the function of the 

conception of the didaskalos in Clement’s larger theological understanding of the Greek 

philosophy, Jewish Law, the Incarnation of the logos, and the salvific work of the logos 

in the church.  I will return to these questions later and avail of some of the Norman’s 

insights while discussing them in further detail. 

A different but no less interesting approach is offered by Koffas in his study of 

the wisdom teaching (Sophia-Lehre) of Clement.  His thesis is the following:  the salvific 

sacred knowledge (gnw=sij) is not something entirely hidden and unknown, accessible 

only to the Gnostic people chosen by the quality of their inborn nature, but rather it is 

God’s wisdom that works through different ways (polu/tropon ou)=n th\n sofi/an)95 and is 

the core and divinely inspired motivating power of the human search and knowledge of 

God.96  Foffas emphasizes that, according to Clement, the foundation of truth and God’s 

power directly teaches humanity about the truth:97   

“Sophia” is, on the divine side, an intrinsic quality of divine 
identity, from which the human wisdom derives as a 
reflective “wisdom.”  It is multifaceted, which means that by 
and large it covers the worldly skillfulness as embodiment of 

                                                                                                                                                 
 
95 Strom. 1.5.29.5.  Cf. Koffas, Die Sophia-Lehre bei Klemens von Alexandrien – eine 

pädagogisch-anthropologische Untersuchung, pp. 20-21. 
 
96 Strom. 2.10.47.4; 2.17.76.1; 4.7.54.3; 6.7.54.1; 6.7.61.3; 6.16.133.5; 7.3.17.2; Ecl. Proph. 32.3: 

knowledge (gnosis) belongs to the divine wisdom. – h( t%= o)/nti qei/a sofi/a ei)/h a)/n. Strom. 6.17.155.3: 
knowledge is called the wisdom. – gnw=sij te kai\ sofi/a... o)noma/zetai. 

 
97 Strom. 2.9.45.2. 
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general knowledge.  On the created side of “Sophia” as 
human gnosis and science, it must be pointed out already 
here that Sophia presents itself as the unity of gnosis and 
pistis – a topic that will be dealt with by Clement in detail 
with regards to “Paedagogia.”  Certainly, wisdom is the 
product of human intellect; however, according to Clement 
each spiritual activity is given by God98 and fulfilled only in 
and by God.99 
 

As such, Clement associated and equaled God’s wisdom with God’s logos,100 

while enriching the latter term with the precise pedagogical connotations that wisdom had 

in the Jewish tradition.  “Therefore, only Christ himself we call wisdom.”101  In him, 

according to Clement, wisdom is not only some attribute or personalization but also a 

person, Jesus the Christ.102  From that moment on, Koffas made a case that it is the divine 

Wisdom equaled and associated with the logos and incarnate in Christ that worked 

through him as a “good Pedagogue.”103  Such an approach is probably justified, since 

Clement avails himself of all possible notions of wisdom in his philosophical and 

educational milieu, as well as the conception of sophia as portrayed in the Jewish 

tradition, especially in the books of Proverbs and certain Psalms. The theme of wisdom is 

also found in Philo’s reinvented version of it in terms of the logos and most likely it was 

at the heart of Jewish Alexandrian epistemology, pedagogy, and anthropology, which 

                                                 
98 Strom. 6.7.54.1; 1.4.25.4. 
 
99 Cf. Koffas, Die Sophia-Lehre bei Klemens von Alexandrien, p. 23, (emphases are mine). 
 
100 Paed. 1.2.6.2. 
 
101 Strom. 6.7.61.1:  ei) toi/nun au)to/n te to\n Xristo\n sofi/an fame\n. 
 
102 Strom. 4.25.156.1; 6.7.58.1. 
 
103 Paed. 1.2.6.2: “a good Pedagogue, Wisdom, the logos of the Father.” – o( a)gaqo\j  

Paidagwgo/j, o( Lo/goj tou= Patro/j. 
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perfectly dovetailed into Clement’s theoanthropological and pedagogical program.  

However, to say that it is only God’s wisdom at work in Christ’s pedagogy or that it is its 

organizing principle is probably a slightly misconstrued viewpoint, which I do not think 

Koffas wanted to present.  Koffas reminded us that the conception of wisdom and its 

divine and human manifestations should constantly be kept in mind, if one wants to see 

an ample portrait of Christ the Pedagogue and Teacher. 

Neymeyr, the next author I will briefly review here, is also a significant recent 

source for our understanding of the second-century Christian teachers in general and 

those in Alexandria in particular.  The important question he asked himself while writing 

the monograph concerned the impact of his career as a teacher on the theology of the 

early Christian authors.  To answer it, Neymeyr made a helpful fivefold distinction and 

categorization of early Christian teachers, namely, prophets, itinerary and professional 

teachers, ministers and catechists, each of whom carried out his/her specific vocation 

even though their functions at one point or another certainly overlapped.  Without any 

doubt, Clement, as he projected himself in his writings and realized himself in the 

pedagogical approach to the history of human salvation, belonged to the category of 

professional teachers.  In agreement with all scholars of early Christian theology, 

Neymeyr emphasized that just as for most of the early Christian thinkers there is only one 

Teacher, Jesus Christ.  In addition, Neymeyr argued, Clement did not simply provide 

religious elementary and advanced education to his Christian pupils but rather attempted 

to develop its higher level of a specifically Christianized system of guidance for a soul 

(Seelenführung) that included the care of the self, study of and eloquence in the Holy 
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Scriptures, and contemplation of the divine Being.  According to Neymeyr, the 

Seelenführung was the leitmotiv of Clement’s teaching career, through which he 

construed a philosophical model compatible to the models of the care for the soul in 

Stoicism, Epicureanism, and Middle Platonism. 

A major factor in Neymeyr’s treatment of Clement’s didaskalos is Clement’s 

personal relation to the local church.  Neymeyr, following Friedrich Quatember’s 

argument, was not entirely persuaded as to whether, while offering his pupils the 

Seelenführung, Clement also shared duties of the priest, a position that Hugo Koch 

influentially argued in his early article of 1921.104  Neymeyr’s case turns on two main 

points.  Firstly, it is the title of maka/rioj presbu/teroj, one with which Alexander bishop 

of Jerusalem honored Clement in his letter to the church in Antioch written between 215 

and 225, and which Eusebius cited and repeated in his Historia Ecclesiastica (6.13.3 and 

6.14.9), thus introducing it to the later ecclesiastical tradition that portrayed Clement clad 

in sacerdotal garments.  Neymeyr consented to the argument that Alexander’s title for 

Clement was titular and honorary and did not pertain to his sacerdotal functions.105  

Secondly, Clement’s allegorizing interest in, and explanation of, Christian rituals and 

sacraments in light of his guidance of the soul, as opposed to their literal descriptions and 

performances, made several scholars, including Neymeyr, believe that Clement belonged 

                                                 
104 Koch Hugo, “War Klemens von Alexandrien Priester?” Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche 

Wissenschaft und die Kunde der älteren Kirche 20 (1921): 43-48. 
 
105 Cf. Neymeyr, Die christliche Lehrer im zweiten Jahrhundert, pp. 46-50; Friedrich Quatember, 

Die christliche Lebenshaltung des Klemens von Alexandrien nach seinem Pädagogus (Wien: Herder, 
1946), p. 15, n. 13; Annewies van den Hoek, “The ‘Catechetical’ School of Early Christian Alexandria and 
Its Philonic Heritage.” Harvard Theological Review 90 (1997): 71-79; Knauber, “Die patrologische 
Schätzung des Clemens von Alexandrien,” pp. 289-293. 
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to the cohort of sheep (lay teachers) rather than to that of pastors.  I will return to this 

question again when I discuss Clement’s interpretation of the High Priest and the 

Jerusalem Temple in the next section, but it is important to signal here a factor that plays 

a critical christological role in Neymeyr’s interpretation of Clement’s perception of 

Christ the Teacher.  If Clement was not a priest and was not immersed in the tangibility 

of Christian rituals and sacraments as a priest but was only interested in their meanings 

and applications to the spiritual realm of the true Gnostic, then as a result of such a 

“spiritual” approach his portrayal of the didaskalos could also be interpreted only in 

“spiritualized” terms.  In that case, his portrayal could approach the contemporaneous 

Gnostic “spiritualized” depiction of Christ, which Clement while forging his Christian 

portrait of Christ was well aware of and used, sometimes critically and sometimes 

sympathetically.  Neymeyer did not make such direct conclusions, as he recognized that 

Clement was part of a concrete community/church and not of an abstract entity, and yet 

he seemed to lean towards such interpretation of Clement’s Christos didaskalos to a large 

extent.106 

Neymeyr’s methodological approach to analyzing Clement’s conception of the 

didaskalos resembles that of Fascher.  He looks at Clement’s writings of the Protrepticus, 

Paedagogus, Stromata, Quis dives salvetur in a consecutive order to find and interpret 

those passages that have direct and indirect relevance to the subject.  Neymeyr built his 

                                                 
106 Cf. Neymeyr, Die christliche Lehrer, p. 86:  “Die realgeschichtliche Betrachtungsweise der 

Schriften des Clemens vermittelt somit einen Eindruck von seiner vielfältigen Lehrtätigkeit, die sich aber 
auf den Unterricht und die Seelenführung beschränkt zu haben scheint, denn es sind keine Schriften des 
Clemens überliefert, die nicht mit dem Unterricht und der Seelenführung in unmittelbarem Zusammenhang 
stehen.” 
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argument in the framework suggested by Knauber that incorporated such categories as a 

system of regulations for human societal life (politei/a), the instruction in the core 

precepts of Christian dogma (kath/xhsij), and the enactment and exercise of the true faith 

in everyday living (pi/stij), which as we saw earlier Knauber derived from the 

Paedagogus.  However, Neymeyr’s main focus was on the Stromata, which provided him 

with the additional evidence relevant to Clement’s portrait of the divine didaskalos.  It 

also illuminated Neymeyr’s understanding of Clement’s hermeneutics, symbolism, the 

relationship between faith and knowledge that corresponded to the elementary and 

advanced levels of Christian indoctrination, and the image of a true Gnostic, who was the 

ultimate model for Clement’s notion of the perfect Teacher.  As I just mentioned, 

Neymeyr’s interpretation of Clement’s didaskalos is subordinated to a belief that the role 

of Christ the Lehrer and Seelenführer was primarily to lead the human soul to salvation 

through a philosophical way of life.  This path required a solid theoretical ground (faith 

and knowledge of God), as well as the training of the soul and the enactment of a holy 

life in praxis that imitated Christ’s life.  In this effect, Clement’s culminating imperative 

was for each Christian, who became an advanced Gnostic and connoisseur of God, 

ultimately to become a teacher and continue Christ’s evangelical missionary call on earth: 

The gnostic dignity is augmented and increased by him, who 
has undertaken the first place in the teaching of others, and 
received the dispensation by word and deed of the greatest 
good on earth, by which he mediates contact and fellowship 
with the divinity.107 
 

                                                 
107 Strom. 7.9.52.1: plei=on de/ ti kai\ ma=llon e)pitei/nei to\ gnwstiko\n a)ci/wma o( th\n 

prostasi/an th=j tw=n e(te/rwn didaskali/aj a)nalabw/n, tou= megi/stou e)pi\ gh=j a)gaqou= th\n oi)konomi/an  
lo/g% te kai\ e)/rg% a)nadeca/menoj, di' h(=j pro\j to\ qei=on suna/feia/n te kai\ koinwni/an e)mmesiteu/ei. 
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This didaskalic imperative is extremely revealing as it clearly suggests that, according to 

Clement, the highest level of Gnostic is not a mere abstract contemplation of God and 

elevated mediation detached of the material world that channels human escape from the 

matter.108  On the contrary, Clement grounds the human reality/identity in this world by 

necessitating the material dimension of the school and schooling, while at the same time 

through this pedagogical program he connects humanity and the earthly church/school to 

the heavenly city of Jerusalem. 

Precisely with this argument Kovacs began her recent article on Clement’s 

Gnostic Teacher and divine pedagogy.109  She agreed with André Méhat that Clement’s 

ideal Christian is not a “solitary dreamer” but rather the active human agent whose life’s 

aspiration is driven not only by the call to board the train to Paradise but also by the zeal 

to invite new passengers and to share his/her knowledge with them here on earth.110  

Kovacs also agreed with Méhat that Clement’s perfect Gnostic is an idealization of his 

teacher Pantaenus as well as of his own life of a teacher.  But most importantly, Kovacs 

emphasized that the true Gnostic’s achievement both as the teacher in school/church and 

the Gnostic, who even on earth enters the heavenly realm of salvation, is enabled through 

                                                 
108 Such an “escapist” argument that Clement’s man or woman is “tiptoeing on the Earth” was 

recently made by John Behr, Asceticism and Anthropology in Irenaeus and Clement (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2000), p. 131-207, esp. 183-184 and 212-224. 

 
109 Kovacs cited Strom. 7.9.52.1 and added also 2-3 for a broader context of Gnostics missionary 

call on earth and the ultimate vocation in heaven.  Cf. Kovacs, “Divine Pedagogy and the Gnostic Teacher 
according to Clement of Alexandria,” pp. 5-6. 

 
110 Ibid., 5.  Cf. André Méhat, Études sur les “Stromates” de Clément d’Alexandrie. Patristica 

Sorbonensia 7 (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1966), pp. 60-61.  See also André Guillaumont, “Le Gnostique 
chez Clément d’Alexandrie et chez Évagre le Pontique,” in ALECANDRINA: Héllenisme, Judaisme et 
christianisme à Alexandrie. Mélange offerts à Claude Mondésert (Paris: Éditions du Cerf, 1987), p. 199. 
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his or her connection to the logos, whose image he or she bears from the creation of 

Adam and Eve.   

Just as Knauber, van den Hoek, Guillaumont, Neymeyr, and Behr, Kovacs is 

more interested in the anthropological implications of Clement’s christology than in the 

christology per se.  As a result, her image of the Gnostic Teacher is grounded first and 

foremost in the Christian Gnostic, who undergoes the Christian formation of character 

and spirit through a complex of “general” and “individual” pedagogical training and 

studies of Scriptures within the church’s domain.  Such training is part of God’s divine 

plan for humanity (oi)konomi/a).  Her focus on the figure of Christ the didaskalos is as 

strong as it needs to be to inform her understanding of Clement’s program for his pupils.  

Nonetheless, Kovacs grasped the christological significance of the divine didaskalos and 

distinguished the Christian teacher’s dependence on the logos on both “general” and 

“individual” levels, a similar distinction we saw Osborn make, when he spoke about the 

relation of the logos to humanity at large and each individual human being in particular.  

This was done to emphasize the metaphysical, “general,” dimension of God’s oi)konomi/a 

that involves the totality of creation.111  But in the “individual” dimension, the logos, who 

is the divine Teacher, forms each and every soul in his psychagogy (Neymeyr’s 

Seelenführung), which consisted of general secular education (h( e)nku/kloj paidei/a) that 

prepared one for the advanced religious study of Scriptures and divine mysteries of 

God.112 

                                                 
111 Kovacs, “Divine Pedagogy and the Gnostic Teacher,” p. 7. Cf. Strom. 7.2.5.3-6.1. 
 
112 Cf. Protr. 11.112.1. 
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The several perspectives reviewed above are perhaps different in their approaches 

but similar in the general purpose to discern and describe the educational program 

Clement provided for his Christian and non-Christian audience.  As noted previously, 

perhaps with the exception of Fascher’s approach, their main underlying interest was to 

reconstruct the second century church in Alexandria.  Since the historiographical data on 

it is scarce, Clement’s and later Origen’s theological treatises became the main sources 

used to deduce the contours and essence of the Alexandrian church community, structure, 

and activity.  Again, only Fascher directly (and other scholars only indirectly) recognized 

the christological significance of Clement’s representation of Christ as Pedagogue and 

Teacher.  I suggest that such representation is revealed in the earthly mission of the logos, 

i.e., in a concretely structured community school/church, as well as in the basic secular 

and advanced Christian religious education. 

The approach I intend to employ here is slightly different from the ones we have 

just seen.  Instead of underplaying Clement’s christology for the sake of highlighting the 

quest for the early Christian pedagogy and the role of the teacher’s/rabbi’s conception in 

its context, I will look at Clement’s portrait of Christ on its own terms.  Without a doubt, 

Clement’s christology will often partly cover Clement’s other themes of theology, such 

as the human imitation of Christ and the human achievement of the Christian initiation’s 

most advanced level idealized in the figure of a perfect Gnostic.  It will also intersect 

with other theological discourses, because as the introduction to his Paedagogues 

indicates Clement deliberately intended such overlapping.  Therefore, by no means am I 
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arguing that his christology is a mere speculation on who Christ could or should have 

been with no relevance to the concrete Sitz im Leben of the church in Alexandria.  

However, I will leave the task of establishing the importance of Clement’s Christos 

didaskalos for pedagogical, anthropological, and soteriological functions to the experts in 

those fields.  In the present study, however, it is vital to see how Clement connected his 

logos christology to didaskalos christology.  The image of Christ the Teacher still 

remains the central conception for Clement.  It connects the image of the New Song and 

the High Priest.  Thus, this is what remains to be demonstrated below. 

Knauber’s suggestion to look, foremost of all, at Clement’s pedagogical outline of 

the Paedagogus is laconic.  In the passages I refer to below, Clement indeed discussed in 

ample detail what he meant in the Protrepticus when in an epitomized fashion he said 

that “faith shall lead you, experience shall teach you, and the Scripture shall train you.”113  

The passages below constitute a theoretical foundation, upon which Clement further 

built, in a more refined manner, his overarching argument apropos the one true Gnostic as 

the perfect Teacher and High Priest in his Stromata.  It will also cast new light on 

Clement’s logology and show us a more complete portrait Christ presented by Clement. 

Clement commenced his pedagogical treatise with a brief psychological analysis 

of human behavior and immediately conferred his prescription to develop and ennoble it 

by introducing the human subject to the logos: 

…there are these three things in the case of the human, 
habits, actions, and passions… when, then, the heavenly 
guide, the logos, was inviting men to salvation… he 

                                                 
113 Protr. 9.88.1:  h( pi/stij ei)sa/cei, h( pei=ra dida/cei, h( grafh\ paidagwgh/sei. 
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promised the cure of the passions within us.  Let us then 
designate this logos appropriately by the one name, 
Pedagogue.114 
 

This introduction confirms Robert Wilken’s characterization of the teachers of 

Alexandria, who “were not interested solely in conveying knowledge or transmitting 

intellectual skills.  They were interested in moral and spiritual formation.”115  In the 

introductory chapter of the Paedagogue, Clement wrote that the human being exercises 

his/her habits according to his/her beliefs.  However, even though human actions are 

derivative of habits, they respond to reasonable considerations and persuasion.  

Subjection to persuasion is the aperture to external influence that either harms or heals 

human behavior and passions.  It is on the latter that Clement aimed to impinge.  In order 

to correct human passions, he reintroduced his conception of the logos into psychological 

scenery and contended that the logos was the true foundation of the true human belief, 

which, in turn, was nourished by the care of the logos after human actions and, at last, the 

logos gave the human a good reason to transform and heal his or her passions.   

The term “passion” deserves an additional comment as it plays an important role 

in Clement’s anthropology and christology.116  Špidlik noted that in classical Greek the 

                                                 
114 Paed. 1.1.1.1, 3, 4: Triw=n ge/ toi tou/twn peri\ to\n a)/nqrwpon o)/ntwn, h)qw=n, pra/cewn, paqw=n... 

o( gou=n ou)ra/nioj h(gemw/n, o( lo/goj, o(phni/ka me\n e)pi\ swthri/an pareka/lei... keklh/sqw d' h(mi=n e(ni\ 
prosfuw=j ou(=toj o)no/mati paidagwgo/j. 

 
115 See Rober Wilken, “Alexandria: A School for Training Virtue,” in Schools of Thought in the 

Christian Tradition. Ed. by P. Henry (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984), pp. 15-18. 
 
116 A general early Christian adaptation of the philosophical term pa/qoj is given by Tomáš Špidlik, 

who made a special stress on its influence on the later monastic spirituality of the Christian East.  See 
Tomáš Špidlik, The Spirituality of the Christian East. A Systematic Handbook. Trans. by Antony Gythiel 
(Kalamazoo, Mich.: Cistercian Publications, 1986), pp. 267-281; cf. also Andrew Louth, “Apathetic Love 
in Clement of Alexandria,” Studia Patristica 18 (Louvain: Peeters, 1989): 413-418. 
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word pa/qoj (derivative of the verb paqei=n) had three meanings:  a) an accident or an 

illness; b) a feeling, an inner good or bad disposition, an appetite or a passion; and c) a 

change or a transformation.  Plato linked passions to his tripartite division of the soul:  

the rational power (logistiko/n), the irascible power (qumiko/n), and the reproductive power 

(e)piqumiko/n), of which the latter two constituted the passionate part of the soul.  Later, for 

Stoics the moral life was epitomized by the victory of the reason over the passions.  

Clement, accordingly, on the whole followed Stoic terminology but nuanced it with his 

Christian approach.  He, like the Stoics, distinguished two tendencies of desires 

(passions):  a natural one and the one that goes beyond or against natural needs.  Such 

things as a desire for food (hunger) or drink (thirst) are natural.  However, when one 

indulges in too much food or drink exceeding the measure of reason (gluttony), then such 

desire is “unbridled and disobedient to the logos.”117  Christ was called passionless 

(a)paqh/j)118 not because he had no emotions or did not feel pain, but because Christ’s 

feelings and desires are of the moral ideal perfectly suited to his natural needs.119  That is 

the kind of self-control (e)gkra/teia) the Pedagogue taught.   

                                                 
117 Strom. 2.13.59.6. 
 
118 Cf. Paed. 1.2.4.1: e)/oiken de\ o( paidagwgo\j h(mw=n, w)= pai=dej u(mei=j, t%= patri\ t%= au(tou= t%= 

qe%=, ou(=pe/r e)stin ui(o/j, a)nama/rthtoj, a)nepi/lhptoj kai\ a)paqh\j th\n yuxh/n, qeo\j e)n a)nqrw/pou sxh/mati a)/
xrantoj, patrik%= qelh/mati dia/konoj, lo/goj qeo/j, o( e)n t%= patri/, o( e)k deciw=n tou= patro/j, su\n kai\  
t%= sxh/mati qeo/j, and Strom. 5.14.94.5: ei)kw\n me\n ga\r qeou= lo/goj qei=oj kai\ basiliko/j, a)/nqrwpoj 
a)paqh/j. 

 
119 Cf. Theodor Rüther, “Die Leiblichkeit Christi nach Clemens von Alexandrien,” Theologische 

Quartalschrift 108 (1926): 231-254, esp. 247.  Rüther discussed some Docetic expressions in Clement’s 
writings such as Protr. 10.110; Paed. 1.2.4.1-2; Strom. 2.20.118.7-119.1; 3.7.57.1ff., but those expressions 
are also paralleled by Clement’s anti-docetic rhetoric as indicated in such passages as in Paed. 1.9.85.1-3; 
2.12.1185; Strom. 2.20.103.1; 3.13.91.1; 3.17.102.1ff.; 7.2.8.6; 7.17.108.1-2; Quis dives salvetur 37.4 and 
others. 

 



 212 

Then again, according to Clement, the Pedagogue, the heavenly guide 

(ou)ra/nioj h(gemw/n), “is practical not theoretical.”  The role of Christ the Pedagogue is 

confined to the sphere of rearing the human character.  “His aim is, thus, to improve the 

soul, not to teach it, and to train it up to a virtuous, not to an intellectual life.”120  

Nonetheless, it does not mean that Christ and Christian teachers like Clement were anti-

intellectuals.  On the contrary, intellectual formation, according to Clement’s pedagogical 

program, was taken over by Christ the Teacher, a shift to which I will return shortly. 

Even though in his Paedagogus, Clement’s pedagogical corrective improvement 

of the human self was aimed primarily at the rearing and civilizing of his audience’s 

characters and conducts, Clement also applied it to the human dimension of Christ’s theo-

anthropological unity.  I referred to it previously when I discussed Grillmeier’s rendering 

of Clement’s logos christology in the context of the dilemma of what happened to the 

soul and body of the historical person, Jesus Christ, when the logos was incarnate in 

human flesh.121  In the second chapter of Stromata’s Seventh Book, Clement gave the 

answer to this question by outlining the divine identity of Christ represented in 

logological terms and the human identity represented by pedagogical terms of the true 

Teacher.  God’s Son, as we saw in the previous chapter on the logos, has the nature 

“nearest to Him who alone is the Almighty One;” it is “the most perfect, most holy, most 

potent, most princely, most kingly, and most beneficent.”122  But at the same time, 

                                                 
120 Paed. 1.1.1.4: proaktiko/j, ou) meqodiko\j w)\n o( paidagwgo/j, v(= kai\ to\ te/loj au)tou= beltiw=sai 

th\n yuxh/n e)stin, ou) dida/cai, sw/frono/j te, ou)k e)pisthmonikou= kaqhgh/sasqai bi/ou. 
 
121 See above, Ch. 2, p. 125. 
 
122 Cf. Strom. 7.2.5.1-6. 



 213 

precisely because of his noble identity this same logos never ceased to care for humanity.  

In Clement’s words, the logos “having assumed flesh, which by nature is susceptible of 

suffering, trained (e)pai/deusen) it [his soul] to the condition of impassibility.”123  Thus, 

Clement informed his pupils and readers that the rearing of character the logos offered to 

the humanity was first and foremost tested on, and approved by, Christ, who by assuming 

human flesh healed human nature to its original state and thereby became the unsullied 

example of humanity and the Savior of all people, both to those who believe in him and 

those who are yet to be introduced to the true faith.124  What is even more significant, 

Christ did not merely restore human nature, or to be more precise, God’s likeness of the 

human being.  God’s image in the human remained intact, according to Clement, even 

after the Fall.  Christ also motivated the human being’s likeness of God to fulfill its 

teleological destiny in no other realization save immortality as he himself purposely did. 

In her Making Christians: Clement of Alexandria and the Rhetoric of Legitimacy, 

Denis Buell drew attention to an extremely interesting aspect of Clement’s Pedagogue.  

She stressed the fact that he did not simply instruct and affect “us,” children, the 

recipients of the instruction of the logos,125 but he also represented Christ himself as the 

“paradigmatic child.”126  While at the beginning of his Paedagogus, Clement brought 

                                                                                                                                                 
 
123 Strom. 7.2.7.5-6: o(/j ge kai\ th\n sa/rka th\n e)mpaqh= fu/sei genome/nhn a)nalabw\n ei)j e(/cin 

a)paqei/aj e)pai/deusen. 
 
124 Strom. 7.2.7.6ff. 
 
125 Paed. 1.5.12.1; 1.7.53.1. 
 
126 Buell, Making Christians: Clement of Alexandria and the Rhetoric of Legitimacy (Princeton: 

Princeton University Press, 1999), p. 110. 
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together a cluster of Scriptural references to the theme of a “child” to explicate his 

understanding of divine pedagogy as the guidance of a child, in 1.5.23.1-2 he ventured an 

exegesis of Abraham’s son Isaac and made him a figure of Christ through an appeal to 

Abraham’s sacrifice of Isaac and Jesus’ sacrifice on the Cross.127  Buell rightly pointed 

out that Clement used this typological comparison to serve his appellation of Christians 

as children because “the Lord himself is called a child.”128  “Not only is Christ positioned 

as an authority figure to be obeyed (as the Paidagōgos), but also he offers a model for 

imitation as God’s perfect and only son.”129 

Clement made it very clear that experience, and not an intellectual quest, comes 

first in a Christian way of life.  The experience, the transformation of human habits, 

actions, and passions, is the prerequisite for the human advancement to the study of 

Scriptures and Christian doctrine.  It is the moral purification and formation as well as the 

basic introduction to the letters and to the essential notions of Christian faith.  In 

Paedagogus 1.1.3.1, Clement explicitly equated the sick of the soul with those whose 

passions have not been straightened up, i.e., those who have not yet undergone the moral 

formation.  “Health and knowledge are not equal”130 and, thus, those who are sick need a 

Doctor – Clement spoke earlier of Christ the New Song who is the Healer curing human 

                                                 
127 Cf. Paed. 1.5.23.1-2. Gen 22:6; Lev 2:11; Jn 19:17. 
 
128 Paed. 1.5.24.1: to\n ku/rion au)to\n o)noma/zei paidi/on. 
 
129 Buell, Making Christians, p. 111. 
 
130 Paed. 1.1.3.1: i)/son d' ou)k e)/stin u(gi/eia kai\ gnw=sij. See also further, 1.1.3.2-3. 
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souls131 – and those who were deprived of proper education need a Teacher.  But in order 

to approach the Teacher, the pupil had to have his/her character morally reared to be 

capable and receptive of the advanced classes.  This is, incidentally, the original context 

of Clement’s renowned gradual and complex pedagogical program of Protrepticus 9.88.1 

and Paedagogus 1.1.3.3, to which I referred earlier.  Christ’s eager desire to perfect 

humanity is implemented through persuasion, training (rearing), and teaching.   

Clement encircled such moral rearing by two pedagogical methods:  love and 

discipline.  Divine love is paralleled by the fatherly discipline that served the divine 

pedagogy with the reproof (e)/legxoj), which Clement called the surgery of the soul’s 

passions.132  The Lord used it in the times of Israel’s unfaithfulness and applied his 

corrective punishments even at present to those who are hard of heart as one of the modes 

of Lord’s “therapy” to cure different types of human transgressions.133  However, 

according to Clement, the logos instructed pupils according to everyone’s capacity 

through discipline, hope for a better life, and through the holy mysteries of the 

Incarnation, resurrection, and Eucharistic presence.134  God’s mysteries are best 

understood in God’s love towards the cosmos and humanity.  Love is the Lord’s nature 

and indeed it is the original and only reason why, all in all, God created cosmos and 

                                                 
131 Protr. 1.5.4-6.3; Protr. 6.68.4.5; Paed. 1.2.6.1.1-1.2.6.3.1; Quis dives salvetur 29.3.  
 
132 Paed. 1.8.64.4; cf. Plato Leges 478d and Philo Questiones in Genesim 1.89. 
 
133 Cf. Strom. 7.2.6.1. 
 
134 Strom. 7.2.6.1. Cf. Kovacs, “Divine Pedagogy and the Gnostic Teacher,” 7. 
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humanity and why God continued to care after God’s works.135  God maintained the 

connection with the Son and humanity by eternally expressing love towards the Son and 

continuously loving humankind, as Clement fitly expressed it in his discussion of divine 

philanthropy in Paedagogus 1.3.1-9 by referring to John’s 16:27 and 17:23.136  God’s 

love also is conveyed, according to Clement, in the tenderness exhibited by God’s 

feminine side.  As Buell indicated, Clement did not speak of the divinity becoming 

feminine but rather appropriated characteristics of maternity to depict God’s actions 

towards, and the relationship between, the divine and human.137   

For God’s essence is love, and it became visible to us because of 
love.  The ineffable part of God is father, while the part which has 
sympathy toward us is mother.  Since he loved, the father became 
feminine, a great sign of this being that He bore from himself.138 
 

The idea of God’s motherhood is also emphasized in Clement’s rendering of the logos 

not only to be the essence of the “solid” Eucharistic meal (bread and wine) but also 

equally as being intrinsically present in the pre-Eucharistic, i.e., pedagogical, 

propaedeutics, which Clement called “milk.”  He employed the two images of the solid 

food (Eucharistic bread and wine) and pedagogical instruction (milk) from Pauline verse 
                                                 

135 Paed. 1.3.7.2-3. 
 
136 On God’s philanthropy, see Paed. 1.3.1-9, esp. 1.3.8.2 with reference to Jn 16:27: “for the 

Father himself loves you, because you have loved me.” – o( path\r filei= u(ma=j, o(/ti u(mei=j e)me\ 
pefilh/kate, and Jn 17:23: and you loved them, even as you loved me – h)ga/phsaj au)tou\j kaqw\j e)me\ 
h)ga/phsaj. See also Paed. 1.8.63.2.6-3.2. For the discussion of God’s motivation to create the world and 
humanity, divine philanthropy, and the intrinsic connection of love between God, Christ, see Walther 
Völker, Der wahre Gnostiker nach Clemens Alexandrinus. Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der 
altchristlichen Literatur 57 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1952), pp. 78-85. 

 
137 Buell, Making Christians, p. 178ff. 
 
138 Quis dives salvetur 37.2: e)/sti de\ kai\ au)to\j o( qeo\j a)ga/ph kai\ di' a)ga/phn h(mi=n e)qea/qh. kai\ 

to\ me\n a)/rrhton au)tou= path/r, to\ de\ ei)j h(ma=j sumpaqe\j ge/gone mh/thr. a)gaph/saj o( path\r e)qhlu/nqh,  
kai\ tou/tou me/ga shmei=on o(\n au)to\j e)ge/nnhsen e)c au(tou=. 
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of 1 Cor 3:2-3139 and some Gnostic interpretation of it, which Clement attempted to 

rebuke.140  To summarize the christological relevance of this passage, one ought to say 

that the logos the Pedagogue constantly exercised his love towards his pupils/children 

and, thus, Clement described Pedagogue in maternal images as the one who on the Cross 

during the Passion gave birth to a new people of Christians141 and who continued to 

nourish “us,” the children of God, with him/it/herself as “food, flesh, nourishment, bread, 

blood, and milk”142 being a tender channel of such nourishment, i.e., God’s breasts and 

milk-providing nipples.143   

Besides love and discipline, the logos also utilized another pedagogical technique, 

namely, the ancient broadly employed method of instruction through enigmas and 

parables which, as Rabbi, the logos uttered and explained while on his earthly mission in 

Palestine and, as the Head of the worldwide church, continued to do so within the 

ecclesial space through his follower-teachers like Clement.144  Both the Platonic145 and 

                                                 
139 1 Cor 3:2-3: “I gave you milk to drink, as infants in Christ, not solid food, for you were not 

capable of it, neither are you able to now.”– ga/la u(ma=j e)po/tisa, ou) brw=ma, ou)/pw ga\r e)du/nasqe. a)ll' ou)de\ 
e)/ti nu=n du/nasqe. For a detailed discussion of Clement’s understanding of this Pauline verse with four 
possible interpretations (anti-Gnostic, epistemological, anthropological, and Eucharistic), see Buell, 
Making Christians, pp. 131-148. 

 
140 Clement dedicated to the question two large chapters of the Paedagogus’ First Book (1.5.12.1-

6.52.3). 
 
141 Paed. 1.6.42.2. Cf. Buell, Making Christians, p. 158. 
 
142 Paed. 1.6.47.2: o( lo/goj, kai\ brw=ma kai\ sa\rc kai\ trofh\ kai\ a)/rtoj kai\ ai(=ma kai\ ga/la. 
 
143 Cf. Paed. 1.6.31.8; 43.2-4 and 46.1. 
 
144 Cf. Strom. 1.1.13.2, as cited by Kovacs, “Divine Pedagogy,” p. 17; she discussed this question 

in further detail. See ibid., pp. 17-25. 
 
145 Phaedr. 275d-e and Epistula 2 312d and 314a in Strom. 1.1.9.1 and 1.1.14.4. 
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Scriptural traditions146 provided Clement with the mandate of practicing the concealment 

of the full truth from the uninitiated.  Kovacs observed that such passage as Stromata 

7.9.53.1-2 even admits, on Clement’s side, a “lie” or “misrepresentation” of truth.147  But 

at the same time, she pointed out Clement’s motive of concealment, which is constituted 

in a certain “accommodation” that is exercised “to save his neighbor” as part of 

Clement’s idea of the sacred divine plan of salvation (oi)konomi/a).  As the next example 

shows, such “accommodation” was closely tied to the Gnostic’s obligation not to abuse 

such liberty under the fear of penalty if misused.148  Kovacs accurately called our 

attention to the Clement’s gradual progression of oi)konomi/a, which unfolded itself in 

several stages  

using the law and philosophy as propaideutics, then giving 
first lessons of faith in his incarnation and the literal sense of 
Scripture.  After this, through instruction in the symbolic 
interpretation of Scriptures, the divine Teacher takes the 
advanced students through a higher education in theology.149  

                                                 
146 Strom. 5.4-10 and 19-66; 6.15.115.5-6; 124.3125.5; 131.3-132.5; 7.9, esp. 7.9.52; Eclogue 

Propheticae 56; Exc. 1.27.4-6. 
 
147 Kovacs, agreeing with Joseph Trigg, noted that such practice of “lying” was well justified by 

Plato’s permission to the philosopher-king do so for the sake of the state and by Origen for the sake of 
winning the erring souls.  See her “Divine Pedagogy,” p. 18 and Trigg, “Divine Deception and the 
Truthfulness of Scripture,” in Origen of Alexandria: His World and His Legacy. Ed. C. Kannengieser and 
W.L. Peterson (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1988), pp. 147-64; cf. Strom. 7.9.53.3-5.  
Morton Smith also addressed this issue, when he discussed the fragment of Clement’s letter to certain 
Theodor with a passage from a secret Gospel of Mark that Smith discovered; cf. Clement of Alexandria and 
a Secret Gospel of Mark (Cabridge: Harvard University Press, 1973). For the broader context of the notion 
of concealment in early Christian literature, see Guy G. Stroumsa, “From Esoterism to Mysticism in Early 
Christianity,” in Secrecy and Concealment: Studies in the History of Mediterranean and Near Eastern 
Religion. Ed. by Hans G. Klippenburg and Guy G. Stroumsa (Leiden: Brill, 1995); Ernest L. Fortin, 

“Clement of Alexandria and the Esoteric Tradition,” Studia Patristica 9.3 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 
1966): 41-56. 

 
148 Cf. Strom. 1.1.6.1-3; 1.1.9.2-3. 
 
149 Kovacs, “Divine Pedagogy,” p. 23. 
 



 219 

 
Appropriately characterizing Clement’s pedagogical program, Kovacs seemed, however, 

to underemphasize an important christological implication of Clement’s concealment 

tactics.150  In her interpretation of the passage from Stromata 5.9.54.2-4,151 which was 

Clement’s exegesis on Exodus 21.33-34152 paralleled and reinforced with his 

interpretation on Isaiah 1:3,153 she rightly recognized both the correspondence of the 

logos to the Gnostic Teacher and the Gnostic’s responsibility to be very cautious of how 

he or she used the words of the Scripture.  The phrase that calls for a separate 

consideration in this passage though is the “greatness of the logos (the word)” (mege/qoj 

                                                 
150 Such underemphasized christological accent was compensated in her previous article on 

Clement’s interpretation of the Jerusalem Tabernacle and the role of Christ as the High Priest; cf. Kovacs, 
“Concealment and Gnostic Exegesis”, pp. 414-437. 

 
151 Strom. 5.9.54.1-4: “ ‘The ox knows his owner and the ass his master’s crib: but Israel hath not 

understood Me (Is 1:3).’  In order, then, that none of those, who have fallen in with the knowledge taught 
by you, may become incapable of holding the truth, and disobey and fall away, it is said that you should be 
sure in the treatment of the logos, and shut up the living spring in the depth from those who approach 
irrationally, but offer drink to those that thirst for truth.  Conceal it, then, from those who are unfit to 
receive the “depth of knowledge” (Rom 11:33) and so “cover the pit” (Ex 21:33-34).  The owner of the pit, 
then, the Gnostic, shall himself be punished, incurring the blame of the others stumbling, and of being 
overwhelmed by the greatness of the word, he himself being of small capacity; or transferring the worker 
into the region of speculation, and on that account dislodging him from his improvised faith.” – "e)/gnw bou=j 
to\n kthsa/menon kai\ o)/noj th\n fa/tnhn tou= kuri/ou au)tou=,  )Israh\l de/ me ou) sunh=ken." i(/na ou)=n mh/ tij  
tou/twn, e)mpesw\n ei)j th\n u(po\ sou= didaskome/nhn gnw=sin, a)krath\j geno/menoj th=j a)lhqei/aj, parakou/sv 
te kai\ parape/sv, a)sfalh/j, fhsi/, peri\ th\n xrh=sin tou= lo/gou gi/nou, kai\ pro\j me\n tou\j a)lo/gwj pro- 
sio/ntaj a)po/kleie th\n zw=san e)n ba/qei phgh/n, poto\n de\ o)/rege toi=j th=j a)lhqei/aj dediyhko/sin. e)pikrup-
to/menoj d' ou)=n pro\j tou\j ou)x oi(/ouj te o)/ntaj parade/casqai to\ "ba/qoj th=j gnw/sewj" kataka/lupte to\n 
la/kkon. o( ku/rioj ou)=n tou= la/kkou, o( gnwstiko\j au)to/j, zhmiwqh/setai, fhsi/, th\n ai)ti/an u(pe/xwn tou=  
skandalisqe/ntoj h)/toi katapoqe/ntoj t%= mege/qei tou= lo/gou, mikrolo/gou e)/ti o)/ntoj, h)\ metakinh/saj to\n 
e)rga/thn e)pi\ th\n qewri/an kai\ a)posth/saj dia\ pro fa/sewj th=j au)tosxedi/ou pi/stewj. 

 
152 Ex 21:33:  “If anyone leaves the pit uncovered, or digs a pit and does not cover it, and an ox, or 

donkey falls into it, then the owner of the pit will make good the loss by compensating his owner, and the 
dead animal will be his.” – e)a\n de/ tij a)noi/cv la/kkon h)\ latomh/sv la/kkon kai\ mh\ kalu/yv au)to/n, kai\ 
e)mpe/sv e)kei= mo/sxoj h)\ o)/noj, o( ku/rioj tou= la/kkou a)potei/sei: a)rgu/rion dw/sei t%= kuri/% au)tw=n, to\ de\  
teteleuthko\j au)t%= e)/stai. 

 
153 Is 1:3: “the ox knows his owner, and the ass his master’s crib: but Israel has not understood 

Me.” – e)/gnw bou=j to\n kthsa/ menon kai\ o)/noj th\n fa/tnhn tou= kuri/ou au)tou=: Israhl de/ me ou)k e)/gnw,  
kai\ o( lao/j me ou) sunh=ken. 
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tou= lo/gou), which here can refer to the Scriptures and the Jewish law but also to the 

ultimate Teacher and the logos.  Clement’s pun on the word lo/goj can never be 

overemphasized, especially here when he made the reference to Isaiah 1:3, which 

explicitly sets the context in the “understanding” of, and the study about, the Lord.  As I 

will demonstrate below, almost always when Clement spoke of the Scriptures he also 

intended them to symbolize the logos incarnate in the body of the text, which is sacred 

precisely for the intrinsic dwelling of the logos in it.  Just as here and elsewhere, Clement 

pointed out that the ultimate stage of the sacred initiation and study is the encounter, 

contemplation, and interaction with the logos, which again was undergone first by the 

ultimate Teacher, Rabbi Jesus, and then offered to his disciples. 

The transfer of the function of Christ/logos from the Pedagogue to the Teacher, as 

Clement hinted upon at the beginning of his Paedagogus and amply described at the end 

of it, underscores the fact that, for Clement, the most sacred parable, enigma, and mystery 

was hidden not only in the guidance/technique/method of the Teacher but also in his own 

identity.  Clement affirmed here again that the basic precepts apropos human habits, 

conduct, and regulations of everyday life are declared by the Pedagogue, who led the 

human soul, like a child to the school, to introduce her to the Teacher who then instructed 

his pupils how to read and interpret the Scriptures.154  At the end of the Paedagogus, 

                                                 
154 Paed. 3.12.87.1: “The Pedagogue has abundantly declared what has to be observed at home 

and how our life is to be regulated.  And the things, which He is said to children by the way, while He 
conducts them to the Teacher, these He suggests, and adduces the Scriptures themselves in a compendious 
form, setting forth bare injunctions, accommodating them to the period of guidance, and assigning the 
interpretation of them to the Teacher.” – o(/sa me\n ou)=n oi)/koi parafulakte/on kai\ w(j to\n bi/on 
e)panorqwte/on, o( paidagwgo\j h(mi=n a(/dhn diei/lektai: a(\ d' ou)=n kai\ kata\ ta\j o(dou\j o(milei=n au)t%= fi/lon  
toi=j paidi/oij a)/xrij a)\n a)ga/gv au)ta\ pro\j to\n dida/skalon, tau=ta de\ h(mi=n e)n kefalai/ou me/rei di' au)tw=n
u(poti/qetai kai\ para ti/qetai tw=n grafw=n, gumna\j paratiqe/menoj ta\j parag geli/aj, a(rmozo/menoj me\n  
t%= xro/n% th=j kaqodhgh/sewj, ta\j de\ e)chgh/seij au)tw=n e)pitre/pwn t%= didaska/l%. 
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Clement did something extremely curious, which is not customarily found elsewhere.  He 

amassed a cluster of citations whose purpose was almost certainly to summarize what he 

deemed the most important evangelic message for the pupils of the catechetical level 

taken from the Scriptural texts, both of the Hebrew and New Testaments.  In these 

citations the words of the Lord are spoken in the first person.  Clement intertwined them 

with his own pedagogical message and assumed the voice of Christ, formulating it quite 

clearly where it is a quotation but at times deliberately crossing the line between his own 

words and the words of the Lord: 

But it is not my task, says the Pedagogue, to teach these any 
longer.  But we need a Teacher of the exposition of those 
sacred words, to whom we must direct our steps.  And now, 
in truth, it is time for me to cease from my pedagogy, and for 
you to listen to the Teacher.  And He, receiving you who 
have been trained up in excellent discipline, will teach you 
the Scriptures (ta\ logi/a).  The church is here for the good, 
and the Bridegroom is the only Teacher, the good will of the 
good Father, the true wisdom, the sanctuary of knowledge.  
“And He is the atoning sacrifice for our sins (1 Jn 2:2),” as 
John says; Jesus, who heals both our body and soul, which 
constitute the wholeness of human being.155 
 

The majority of scholars rightly emphasize Clement’s ecclesiastical inclination in 

this passage since the proper teaching of the sacred words, according to Clement, ought 

                                                                                                                                                 
 
155 Paed. 3.12.97.3-98.2: a)ll' ou)k e)mo/n, fhsi\n o( paidagwgo/j, dida/skein e)/ti tau=ta, didaska/lou 

de\ ei)j th\n e)ch/ghsin tw=n a(gi/wn e)kei/nwn lo/gwn xrv/zomen, pro\j o(\n h(mi=n badiste/on. kai\ dh\ w(/ra ge e)moi\ 
me\n pepau=sqai th=j paidagwgi/aj, u(ma=j de\ a)kroa=sqai tou= didaska/lou. paralabw\n de\ ou(=toj u(ma=j u(po\  
kalv= teqramme/nouj a)gwgv= e)kdida/cetai ta\ lo/gia. didaska lei=on de\ h( e)kklhsi/a h(/de kai\ o( numfi/oj o(  
mo/noj dida/skaloj, a)gaqou= patro\j a)gaqo\n bou/lhma, sofi/a gnh/sioj, a(gi/asma gnw/sewj. "kai\ au)to\j  
i(lasmo/j e)sti peri\ tw=n a(martiw=n h(mw=n", w(/j fhsin o(  )Iwa/nnhj, o( i)w/menoj h(mw=n kai\ sw=ma kai\ yuxh/n, 
to\n o(/lon a)/nqrwpon,  )Ihsou=j. 
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to take place within the space of the church.156  Van den Hoek pointed out here that 

Eduard Schwarz even amended the phrase in MS P157 ei)j kalo\n de\ h( e)kklhsi/a into 

<didaskalei=on> de\ h( e)kklhsi/a, which slightly changes the meaning by turning the church 

into the school.  This emendation, however, according to van den Hoek, who agrees with 

Otto Stählin, is superfluous158 since “from Clement’s perspective… a contrast between 

church and school is nonexistent.”159  Even without such textual emendation it is very 

clear that Clement perceived the process of education within the boundaries of the 

ecclesial community.  However, what is even more relevant to our discussion emphasized 

earlier by Fascher is the potent metaphysical and christological import of the above text 

that does not undermine the ecclesial significance of Clement’s idea.  Our Alexandrian 

theologian unambiguously called Jesus Christ the essence and ultimate goal of the 

advanced studies. The image of the didaskalos brought together the singularity and 

uniqueness, the good will of the Father, the true wisdom, and the sanctuary of 

knowledge; in Jesus, Clement ascertained the atoning sacrifice that redeemed both the 

humanity and entire cosmos.160  “Christian teaching is what a Christian consists of; and if 

                                                 
156 Van den Hoek, “The ‘Catechetical’ School of Early Christian Alexandria and Its Philonic 

Heritage,” p. 65; Neymeyr, Die christliche Lehrer, p. 57-58; Knauber, “Ein frühchristliches Handbuch 
katechumenaler Glaubensinitiation: der Paidogogos des Clemens von Alexandrien,” p. 327; ibid., “Der 
“Didaskalos” des Clemens von Alexandrien,” p. 180-81; Normann, Christos Didaskalos, p. 174; Fascher, 
“Der Logos-Christus als göttlicher Lehrer,” p. 206-207. 

 
157 The Parisian manuscript, Paris. Graec. 451. 
 
158 Van den Hoek, “The ‘Catechetical’ School of Early Christian Alexandria,” p. 65; cf. Otto 

Stählin, Clemens Alexandrinus erster Band: Protrepticus und Paedagogus. Die griechischen christlichen 
Schriftsteller der ersten drei Jahrhunderte 12 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1905), p. 289. 

 
159 Van den Hoek, “The ‘Catechetical’ School of Early Christian Alexandria,” p. 71. 
 
160 ASV and KJV render i(lasmo/j as “propitiation”; WEB “atoning sacrifice.” 



 223 

Christian teaching is the logos, then Christians are part of the logos.”161  Thus, the unity 

of the logos and the didaskalos constitutes the quintessence of Clement’s christology.   

Furthermore, as pointed out earlier in discussing Fascher’s article,162 in the 

following passage, which is a development of the previous passage that contains 

didaskalic hermeneutics, Clement leaped even farther from the pedagogical and ecclesial 

framework to the cosmological and eschatological domain of the heavenly school: 

O nurslings of His blessed training!  Let us complete the fair 
face of the church; and let us run as children to our good 
mother.  And if we become listeners to the logos, let us 
glorify the blessed dispensation, by which the human is 
trained and sanctified as a child of God, and has his 
conversation in heaven, being trained from earth, and there 
receives the Father, whom he learns to know on earth.  The 
logos both does and teaches all things, and trains in all 
things.163 
 

Here the three recurring images of training (paidei/a), sanctification (a(gi/azein), and 

conversation in heaven (poli/teuma e)n ou)ranoi=j) are lined up as three steps towards what 

Clement called the ultimate goal of human existence.  A graduation from the Pedagogue 

is followed by advanced studies with the Teacher, yet this is not the end of the learning 

experience since those two stages together are only the “prep school” for heavenly 

conversations with the heavenly logos.   

                                                                                                                                                 
 
161 Buell, Making of Christians, p. 159. 
 
162 See chapter 2 above. 
 
163 Paed. 3.12.99.1-2: w)\ th=j makari/ou qre/mmata paidagwgi/aj: to\ kalo\n th=j e)kklhsi/aj 

plhrw/swmen pro/swpon kai\ pro\j th\n a)gaqh\n prosdra/mwmen oi( nh/pioi mhte/ra, ka)\n a)kroatai\ tou= lo/- 
gou genw/meqa, th\n makari/an doca/zwmen oi)konomi/an, di' h(\n paidagwgei=tai me\n o( a)/nqrwpoj, a(gia/zetai  
de\ w(j qeou= paidi/on, kai\ politeu/etai me\n e)n ou)ranoi=j e)pi\ gh=j paidagwgou/menoj, pate/ra de\ e)kei= lamba/-
nei, o(\n e)pi\ gh=j manqa/nei. pa/nta o( lo/goj kai\ poiei= kai\ dida/skei kai\ paidagwgei=. 
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It is worth mentioning that Clement’s visionary assumption of Christ’s voice and 

the eschatological stress of the Christian/Gnostic studies are followed by the elevated 

prayer to the Teacher followed by the renowned Hymnus Christi servatoris, both of 

which bring together all of the above themes of the God-Word-Spirit relationship and the 

unity of Godhead; the cleansing of passions and acquiring of God’s peace; divine 

parenting and nourishment; milk and Eucharist; wisdom and good governance; pedagogy 

and advanced didaskalic studies and much more.164  It only accentuates once again the 

nature of Clement’s vision, which is of a holistic and integrated kind.  Intellectual pursuit 

is never divorced from ethics; Christian philosophy and theology is always 

contextualized with the incentive for contemplation of the divine and a fervent prayer to 

God; and, in conclusion, Christ’s divine identity is never discussed without his mission as 

a human being. 

Fascher was right when he intimated that Clement subordinated his logology to 

his vision of the Teacher in order to endow the latter with the absolute religious authority 

that crowns all other identities and authorities.  Behind the divinization or logolozation of 

Clement’s portrayal of Christ the Teacher, I should, however, also recognize a figure of a 

Jewish Rabbi.  That is not to say that Normann was wrong when in the introduction to his 

work on Christos Didaskalos he stated that the second century early Christian conception 

of Teacher is not a one-to-one equivalent of the Palestinian conception of the Jewish 

                                                 
164 For a detailed discussion of the Hymnus Christi, see van den Hoek, “Hymn of the Holy 

Clement to Christ the Saviour. Clement of Alexandria, Pedagogue 3.12.101.4,” in Prayer from Alexander 
to Constantine. A Critical Anthology. Intr. and ed. by Mark Kiley at al. (London; New York: Routledge, 
1997), pp. 296-303. 

 



 225 

Master.165  Yet still, we can find in Clement’s writings references that reflect a portrait of 

Teacher.  The Teacher, says Clement, is but a man (a human being), who addresses his 

audience directly.  It matters not whether it is Jesus of Nazareth or any one else in 

Alexandria who instructs his or her audience through speech in the sacred mysteries of 

God.166  What does matter is his ability to test and evaluate his hearers according to his 

judgment, “watch their words, their habits, their behavior patterns, the life, the 

movement, the attitudes, the look, the voice, the road, the rock, the beaten path, the 

fruitful land, the wooded region, and the fertile and fair and cultivated spot that is able to 

multiply the seed.”167   

Clement insisted that a live teacher has advantages over written texts, for the latter 

“necessarily require the assistance of someone else, either the author himself or someone 

who followed the author’s path.”168  However, inevitably, the inspired texts of the 

Scriptures, too, could and did serve as a channel of the voice of the logos even if they 

veiled the logos under its signs and symbols.  Similarly to Christ the Teacher and the 

Word of Scriptures, the logos is incarnate in the Eucharist, and Clement seems to equate 

the intensity of the presence of the logos in these three different forms.169  In order to hear 

                                                 
165 Normann, Christos Didaskalos, p. vii. 
 
166 Cf. Robert L. Wilken, “Alexandria: A School for Training Virtue,” p. 23. 
 
167 Strom. 1.1.9.1: e)pithrw=n tou\j lo/gouj, tou\j tro/pouj, ta\ h)/qh, to\n bi/on, ta\j kinh/seij, ta\j 

sxe/seij, to\ ble/mma, to\ fqe/gma, th\n tri/odon, th\n pe/tran, th\n patoume/nhn o(do/n, th\n karpofo/ron gh=n, 
th\n u(lomanou=san xw/ran. 

 
168 Strom. 1.1.14.4: ou)de\n ple/on para\ ta\ gegramme/na a)pokri/netai dei=tai ga\r e)c a)na/gkhj 

bohqou= h)/toi tou= suggrayame/nou h)\ kai\ a)/lloutou ei)j to\ au)to\ i)/xnoj e)mbebhko/toj. 
 
169 Cf. Strom. 1.1.5.1: “Both [teachers who instruct orally or in writing] must therefore test 

themselves: the one, if he is qualified to speak and leave behind him written records; the other, if he is in a 
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and receive the logos from Scriptures and in Sacraments (baptism and Eucharist), one 

necessarily needs an instructor and priest through whom the divine logos will continue 

his role of bringing humanity to salvation.170 

These deliberations Clement put forth at the beginning of the First Book of his 

Stromata.  It looks as if in the opening remarks on justification of his writing Clement 

engaged more than simply a juxtaposition of oral and written transmissions of knowledge 

while discerning advantages and disadvantages of each.  In the passage of Stromata 

1.1.5.1, Clement also brought up the question of Eucharist and the worthiness of 

teaching, perhaps even of his own, to exemplify the presence of the logos in a speech 

taught in a classroom and preached during a liturgical celebration.171  A little further in 

                                                                                                                                                 
right state to hear and read: as also some in the dispensation of the Eucharist, according to custom enjoin 
that each one of the people individually should take his part.” – a)na/gkh toi/nun a)/mfw tou/tw dokima/zein  
sfa=j au)tou/j, to\n me\n ei) a)/cioj le/gein te kai\ u(pomnh/mata katalimpa/nein, to\n de\ ei) a)kroa= sqai/ te kai\
e)ntugxa/nein di/kaioj: v(= kai\ th\n eu)xaristi/an tine\j dianei/ mantej. 

 
170 Strom. 1.1.4.2-4: “But there is that species of knowledge, which is characteristic of the herald, 

and that which is, as it were, characteristic of a messenger, and it is serviceable in whatever way it operates, 
both by the hand and tongue. “For he that sows to the Spirit, shall of the Spirit reap life everlasting.  And let 
us not be weary in well-doing” (Gal 6:8-9). On him who by divine providence meets in with it, it confers 
the very highest advantages, the beginning of faith, readiness for adopting a right mode of life, the impulse 
towards the truth, a movement of inquiry, a trace of knowledge; in a word, it gives the means of salvation.  
And those who have been rightly reared in the words of truth, and received provision for eternal life, wing 
their way to heaven.  Most admirably, therefore, the apostle says, “In everything approving ourselves as the 
servants of God; as poor, and yet making many rich; as having nothing, yet possessing all things” (II Cor 
6:4; 10:11).”–a)ll' h( me\n khrukikh\ e)pisth/mh h)/dh pwj a)ggelikh/, o(pote/rwj a)\n e)nergv=, dia/ te th=j xeiro\j 
dia/ te th=j glw/tthj, w)felou=sa: "o(/ti o( spei/rwn ei)j to\ pneu=ma e)k tou= pneu/matoj qeri/sei zwh\n ai)w/nion:
to\ de\ kalo\n poiou=ntej mh\ e)kkakw=men:" sumba/lletai gou=n ta\ me/gista t%= perituxo/nti kata\ th\n qei/an 
pro/noian, a)rxh\n pi/stewj, politei/aj proqumi/an, o(rmh\n th\n e)pi\ th\n a)lh/qeian, ki/nhsin zhthtikh/n, i)/xnoj
gnw/rewj, sunelo/nti ei)pei=n a)forma\j di/dwsi swthri/aj. oi( de\ e)ntra fe/ntej gnhsi/wj toi=j th=j a)lhqei/aj  
lo/goij e)fo/dia zwh=j a)idi/ou labo/ntej ei)j ou)rano\n pterou=ntai. qaumasiw/tata toi/nun o( a)po/stoloj "e)n  
panti\" fhsi\ "sunista/ntej e(autou\j w(j qeou= dia/konoi, w(j ptwxoi/, pollou\j de\ plouti/zontej, w(j mhde\n  
e)/xontej kai\ pa/nta kate/xontej: to\ sto/ma h(mw=n a)ne/%ge pro\j u(ma=j." 

 
171 Strom. 1.19.96.1: “ ‘I encourage,’ wisdom says, ‘speaking to those who are without sense’ 

(Prov 9:16); clearly those who are associated with heresies, ‘touch the secret loaves with pleasure and the 
sweet water of theft’ (Prov 9:17); Scripture clearly does not apply the words “bread and water” to any 
others than the heresies who used bread and water in their offering not according to the rule of the church.  
For some even celebrate the Eucharist with plan water.”– "kai\ toi=j e)ndee/si frenw=n parakeleu/omai 
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1.1.12.3, Clement asserted that “‘the Teacher is one’ (Mt 23:8) of both the lecturer and 

hearer, he waters both the mind and the word.”172  “[Jesus as the image of God in us] 

dwells with us, is our counselor, speaks within the soul, sits at table within it, and shares 

in the moral effort of our life.”173  Immediately after the remark on the uniqueness of the 

Teacher, Clement turned his attention to the example of the practice of holding Sabbath 

sermons, which can be admitted to refer here both to Jesus’ Sabbath sermons and to the 

Jewish and Christian practice of preaching on the days of God’s worship.  Cautiously, in 

the same sentence, Clement reassigned the homiletic duty from Jesus to such follower-

teachers, as himself, since the Lord the true Teacher “did not hinder us from 

communicating those divine mysteries and that holy light to those who are able to receive 

them” (1.1.13.1).174  Just a few lines earlier (1.1.11.2-3), Clement – and this is perhaps a 

single semi-autobiographical note we will ever find in his writings – established his own 

pedigree as a respectable “academician” who received instruction from great teachers of 

Magna Graecia, Coele-Syria, Assyria, Palestine and finally Egypt.  It was in Alexandria, 

where he supposedly encountered the Christian Stoic Pantaenus, the Sicilian bee, “the 

first in power” who in turn derived his authority and expertise directly from the Apostles 

Peter, James, John and Paul.  This successive historical lineage, however, is a prelude to 
                                                                                                                                                 
le/gousa," fhsi\n h( sofi/a, toi=j a)mfi\ ta\j ai(re/seij dhlono/ti, "a)/rtwn krufi/wn h(de/wj a(/yasqe, kai\ u(/datoj
kloph=j glukerou=," a)/rton kai\ u(/dwr ou)k e)p' a)/llwn tinw=n, a)ll' h)\ e)pi\ tw=n a)/rt% kai\ u(/dati kata\ th\n pr
osfora\n mh\kata\ to\n kano/na th=j e)kklhsi/aj xrwme/nwn ai(re/sewn e)mfanw=j tattou/shj th=j grafh=j.  
ei)si\ ga\r oi(\ kai\ u(/dwr yilo\n eu)xaristou=sin. 

 
172 Strom. 1.1.12.3: "ei(=j ga\r o( dida/skaloj" kai\ tou= le/gontoj kai\ tou= a)krowme/nou, o(  

e)piphga/zwn kai\ to\n nou=n kai\ to\n lo/gon. 
 
173 Prort. 4.59.2: su/noikon ei)ko/na, su/mboulon, suno/milon, sune/stion, sumpaqh=, u(perpaqh=. 
 
174 Strom. 1.1.13.1: kai\ ou) kekw/luken o( ku/rioj a)po\ a)gaqou= sabbati/zein, metadido/nai de\ tw=n 

qei/wn musthri/wn kai\ tou= fwto\j e)kei/nou tou= a(gi/ou "toi=j xwrei=n duname/noij" sugkexw/rhken. 
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Clement’s authority as a theologian, the authority that derives from none other than the 

logos, who reveals through him “divine mysteries and holy light.”  Thus, Clement 

designated his writings as mere memoir-notes while realizing that “the secret (forbidden) 

things, especially those about God, are entrusted only to speech, not to writing.”175  In the 

introduction to his Stromata, Clement reinstated the identity of Christ as the ultimate 

Teacher.  He accomplished this task by fusing the notion of the divine logos with the 

social position of the didaskalos, a concrete teacher, Jesus of Nazareth, who is the 

descendant of the familial lineage that goes back to the founder of the historical ecclesial 

lineage of teachers/rabbis.176  This concreteness of historical lineage gives the divine 

logos not simply a visible face, as the logos did in the contours of Scriptural words and 

great figures of the past, such as Abraham, Moses and Prophets, but also a transformative 

presence in the New Anthropos, New Adam, who by his words, deeds, life and death, 

taught, healed, illumined, saved, and deified humanity.177 

Thus, ultimately after conversion and after having received the moral preparations 

and propaedeutic studies of Scripture, the human is ready to ascend to the third level of 

Christian initiation.  Faith grew into knowledge, and Christ ceased to be the pedagogue:  

he took the role of the teacher.  In the preparatory stages, it was important for Clement to 

conceal the fullness of the truth in allegories and symbols so that unprepared people 

                                                 
175 Strom. 1.1.13.2: ta\ de\ a)po/rrhta, kaqa/per o( qeo/j, lo/g% pisteu/etai, ou) gra/mmati. 
 
176 A similar conclusion with the early Christian connections to the church, but based on the New 

Testament material, is made by an earlier article by Erich Fascher, “Jesus der Lehrer. Ein Beitrag zur Frage 
nach dem “Quellort der Kirchenidee,” Theologische Literaturzeitung 79.5 (1954): 326-342. 

 
177 Cf. Strom. 3.9.65.1-3. 
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would not misunderstand the true meaning of God’s plan.178  Yet on the advanced level, 

things concealed were being revealed.  As in other philosophical schools or mystery cults 

the main mysteries (musth/ria mega/la) were kept secret from the uninitiated, so also in the 

Christian doctrine certain things were revealed only to those who successfully underwent 

proper education.  At the end of this journey, therefore, the human is rewarded with a 

great prize:  echoing a formula of Irenaeus “God became human, so that the human could 

become God,”179 Clement claimed that preexistent (proo/ntoj) Christ – the second 

hypostasis of God – is revealed as the divine Teacher in order to lead the human soul into 

the realm of salvation.  Only the initiated can recognize the relationship between the 

Father and the Son.  The visible and tangible Son of God reveals the invisible and 

unreachable God the Father. 

As I indicated earlier, Clement subscribed to the classical understanding of 

apophatic theology formulated by Philo and other Middle Platonic philosophers, 

according to which the ultimate divinity – in Christian context it is God the Father – 

always remained bodiless, formless, indescribable, unreachable, timeless and spaceless, 

beyond the monad, virtue, unknown and unknowable, whereas the logos, the Son of the 

Father, plays intermediary role of connecting the Father with the rest of the world.180  As 

                                                 
178 Cf. Strom. 5.8.54.1-4. 
 
179 Irenaeus Contr. Haer. 3.19.1, cf. also 3.10.2; 3.16.3.6; 3.17.1; 3.18.7; 3.20.2; 4.20.5; 4.33.11; 

4.37.1.11.  On the continuity of thought between Clement and Irenaeus, see L.G. Patterson, “The Divine 
Became Human:  Irenaean Themes in Clement of Alexandria,” Studia Patristica 31, ed. E. Livingstone 
(Louvain:  Peeters, 1997): 497-516; esp. p. 500-503 on the above mentioned formula. 

 
180 Cf. Paed. 1.71.1; Strom. 2.2.6.1; 5.11.71.1-3; 5.12.81.5-6; Exc. Theod. 1.7.1.  See analysis of 

these texts in Salvatore Lilla, op. c. p. 212-226, and Joseph W. Trigg, “Receiving the Alpha: Negative 
Theology in Clement of Alexandria and its Possible Implications,” in Studia Patristica 31 (1997): 540-545. 
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in the subject-object-process model, one does not have the access to the sculptor (the 

Father) but can see the sculpture (the Son).  One thus learns about the sculptor from her 

progeny.   

In the pedagogical program articulated in Protrepticus 1.7.1.1 and then in 

Paedagogus 1.1.3.3, Clement intertwined the theme of eternal life, which was granted to 

humanity through Christ the Teacher, with the conception of the logos and the theme of 

New Song and pedagogia.  In Protrepticus taken as a whole, one also finds that, 

according to Clement, Christ was the performer, musical instrument, and the song 

itself.181  In a similar manner then, if one once again recalls the subject-object-process 

model, Christ is the Pedagogue/Teacher and at the same time the essence of 

pedagogy/doctrine.  Christ is even the paradigmatic child/fellow-student, who received 

and completed the training himself and offered it to the whole of humanity and the 

universe.182  On the material level, Jesus was a concrete human being with a concrete 

profession of a Rabbi who attracted a number of followers to offer them an ethical and 

theological teaching, all three components of which are distinct and distinguishable 

entities.  On the second symbolic or noetic level, Christ the Teacher, his teaching, and his 

disciples began to merge while preserving their subject-object-process relationships and 

interchangeably sharing their essence and purpose.  On the highest level, all three 

components collapse:  the Teacher, student, and the teaching become simply one entity 

(the church).  The collapse denotes the culminating point of Christ’s fulfillment of God’s 

                                                 
181 Protr. 1.5.4.5-1.6.3.2. 
 
182 Cf. Paed. 1.1.1.1-1.2.5.1; 1.7.54.1-3; 1.9.88.2-3; Strom. 1.1.12.1-13.1; 5.1.1.3-5. 
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plan.  Thus, since the logos, who is Christ, enjoyed the eternal life with God, his 

disciples, by merging with his teaching and literally with himself, received eternal life, 

theosis.   

Deification, however, just as education, was a matter of process, which as part of 

the Christian schooling begins here on earth and continues after the separation of the soul 

and body.  This process, as I am about to demonstrate in the following section, was aimed 

at a deeper discovery of God and culminated in the contemplation of the heavenly beings 

and God’s Face and in pronunciation of his Name, which was, again, God’s Son, the 

logos.  Thus, besides moral formation and theological study, Clement also envisaged a 

third, mystical component of Christians’ indoctrination, namely, participation in the new 

Christian rituals and liturgies that were performed within ecclesial confines.  As I 

mentioned earlier, Clement was less interested in the description of the liturgical 

performance, be it the baptism or Eucharist, but he provided rich material for elucidating 

the theology and participatory dynamics of such a performance, which he best illustrated 

in his interpretation of the Jerusalem Temple and the role of Christ as High Priest. 
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6. The High Priest183 

Clement’s christological program of the initiation, guidance, and contemplation of 

God as the three levels of human ascent to the divine realm is completed by Christ’s role 

as the High Priest.  This role derives directly from Clement’s notion of the true Gnostic, 

who leads a moral way of life, learns Scriptures, and enters into the realm of the most 

intimate communication with God through Christ.  It is generally accepted that the main 

contours of mystical experience in the Judeo-Christian context were drawn by Philo of 

Alexandria.184  Philo collected the stories about the encounter and communication 

between God and Jewish forefathers, prophets, and in particular Abraham185 and 

Moses186 and read them allegorically and mystically.  Of special interest to him was also 

the theme of the High Priest, who, according to the Jerusalem Temple tradition, once a 

year at Yom Kippur entered the Holy of Holies of the Temple in order to perform the 

annual sacrifice of atonement and to pronounce God’s Name, Yahweh.187  The collection 

                                                 
183 Main concepts of this section on the High Priest were presented in as a paper under the title 

“Xristo/j 'Arxiereu/j:  Christological Perspective of Clement of Alexandria” at the Annual Meeting of the 
North American Patristics Society, Loyola University, Chicago, May 26-28, 2004.  A Ukrainian version of 
this paper is published in Bohoslovia 69 (2005). 

 
184 On Philo’s mysticism, see David Winston, Logos and Mystical Theology in Philo of Alexandria 

(Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College Press, 1985); Valentin Nikiprowetzky, Etudes Philoniennes (Paris: 
Cerf, 1996); Christian Noack, Gottesbewusstsein: exegetische Studien zur Soteriologie und Mystik bei 
Philo von Alexandria (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000). 

 
185 See Philo’s De Abrahamo 23.121-123, 25.128-130; De Migratione Abrahami 35.195; De 

Somniis 10.1.60. 
 
186 De Vita Mosis 1.12.65-78 (burning bush, Ex 3:1-6); 1.28.155-159 (Moses enters the darkness 

of God’s secret, Ex 20:21); cf. also De Mutatione Nominum 2.7; De Posteritate Caini 5.14; De Gigantibus 
12.54. 

 
187 See De Vita Mosis 2.24.117-26.135; De Specialibus Legibus 1.12.66-17.97.  Cf. also Josephus 

Antiquitates Judeorum 3.179-87.  Cf. Shemuel Safrai, “The Temple,” in The Jewish People in the First 
Century. Historical Geography, Political History, Social, Cultural and Religious Life and Institutions. Ed. 
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of Philo’s interpretations of ceremonies – that were not merely historical events from the 

past, but, for Philo, also contemporaneous rituals performed at the Jerusalem Temple 

every year – are the key texts for formation of Clement’s understanding of the image of 

Christ as the High Priest.  Clement, of course, already lived in times after the Jewish 

Temple was destroyed by the Romans in 70 CE.  One can only speculate that the ritual 

and its religious hermeneutic value were of immense interest to Clement, since, as it 

seems, he was construing his own theological interpretation of the Christian church.  

Clement recognized that Christian rituals had been developing in Alexandria, Jerusalem, 

Antioch, and Rome concurrently with the Jewish cult, from which they sprang up and 

developed a particular Christian flavor.188 

We find Clement’s interpretation of the Jerusalem Temple, the High Priest,189 and 

the event of High Priest’s entrance into the Holy of Holies based on Ex 26-28 and Lev 

16.4 in his Stromateis 5.6.32-40.  A theological interpretation of the High Priest’s 

entrance into the Holy of Holies is also found in Excerpta 1.27.190  A Christian prism of 

                                                                                                                                                 
by Shemuel Safrai and Moriz Stern. Compendia Rerum Iudaicorum ad Novum Testamentum, sec. 1. Vol. 2 
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1976), pp. 856-907.  

 
188 See Birger Pearson, Gnosticism, Judaism, and Egyptian Christianity (Minneapolis: Fortress 

Press, 1990), p. 132-60; Jean Daniélou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity. Trans. and ed. J.A.Baker. Vol. 
1 (London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1964), p. 9; Daniel Vigne, Christ au Jordan: Le Baptême de Jésus 
dans la tradition judéo-chrétienne (Paris: Cabalda, 1992), p. 14. 

 
189 Besides Strom. 5.6.32-40 and Exc. Theod. 1.27.1-6 Clement speaks of Christ the High Priest in 

Protr. 4.59.2-3 with reference to I Pet 2:9-10; 12.120.1-121.3.  cf Paed. 1.11.96-97, where Clement speaks 
of Christ as the sacrifice; 2.8.67 a wither reference to Eph 5:2; Strom. 2.21.1-22.1; 2.134.2; 4.151.3-152.1; 
4.158.1, how to be a priest; 4.161.1-162.5; 7.9.2; 7.13.2. 

 
190 The latter passage from Exc. Theod. 1.27.1-6 Lilla mistakenly attributes to an author from a 

Valentinian school.  See Lilla, p. 173-81.  Despite an obviously direct influence of Gnostic ideas on 
Clement, the majority of contemporary scholars agree that the authorship belongs to Clement.  See François 
Sagnard, Extraits de Théodote. Série annexe de texts non chrétiens. Sources Chrétiennes 23 (Paris: Cerf, 
1948), p. 11; see also n. 88 of Judith L. Kovacs, “Concealment and Gnostic Exegesis,” p. 433. 
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this interpretation is, undoubtedly, the Letter to Barnabas, but even more so the Letter to 

the Hebrews, in which the author, possibly also from Alexandria, directly identified 

Christ with the High Priest:  “[Christ] was named by God a High Priest after the order of 

Melchizedek.”191  Nevertheless, the main source for Clement remained Philo, whom he 

quoted at times verbatim and whose writings in most cases he reinterpreted 

christologically. 

A detailed and comprehensive summary of Clement’s dependence on Philo is 

found in the fundamental work of Annewies van den Hoek,192 who from the outset of her 

analysis of Philo’s passages reiterated that the main goal Philo pursued in his 

interpretation was to show the universality of the Jewish cult through cosmological and 

anthropological dimensions. 193  Clement closely followed such vision adding, however, a 

distinctly Christian perspective.  Thus, he maintained that the High Priest offered the 

sacrifice not only for Israel but also for all humanity and even for the whole universe 

                                                                                                                                                 
 
191 Heb 5:10.  See also the entire passage 4:14-10:39.  The theme of Christ the High Priest is also 

mentioned by Clement of Rome in his 1 Cor 36.1; 61.3; 64.1 and Ignatius of Antioch in his Phil. 9.1; 
Polic.12.2, De Mart. Polic.14.3. 

 
192 See Annewies van den Hoek, Clement of Alexandria and His use of Philo, p. 116-147, where 

she notes that for both of the authors the departing texts are Ex 26-28 and Lev 16.4; she also analyzes along 
Strom. 5.6.32-40 Philo’s De Vita Mosis 2.15.71-26.135; additional texts are De Specialialibus legibus 
1.12.66-17.97 and Questiones et Solutiones in Exodum 2.51-124.  Cf. Legum Allegoriarae 2.15.56; 
3.40.119; De Cherubim 30.101-31.106; De Ebrietate 21.87; De Migratione Abrahami 18.102ff; Quis 
Rerum Divinarum Heres Sit 44.215ff; De Congressu Eruditionis Gratia 21.117; De Fuga et Inventione 
20.108ff; De Somniis 1.27.214ff; De Specialibus Legibus 1.54.296ff.  Cf. also Kovacs, “Concealment and 
Gnostic Exegesis: Clement of Alexandria’s Interpretation of Tabernacle.” Studia Patristica 31 (1997): 414-
37; Claud Mondésert, Clément d’Alexandrie. Introduction à l'étude de sa pensée religieuse à partir de 
l'Écriture (Paris, Aubier: Editions Montaigne, 1944), p. 144ff. 

 
193 See M. Harl, “Cosmologie grecque et représentations juives dans l’œouvre de Philon 

d’Alexandrie,” in Philon d’Alexandrie, Actes de Collque national Lyon 11-15 Septembre (Paris, 1967), p. 
189-203; H. F. Weiss, Untersuchungen zur Kosmologie des hellenischen und palästinischen Judentum. 
Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur 97 (Berlin, 1966). 
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(ko/smoj).  According to Philo, the human soul was construed after the composition of the 

Temple in Jerusalem and hence human soul’s internal, spiritual, mystical experience was 

molded and enacted during her gradual ascent towards God in a similar way as the High 

Priest, gradually, room after room, proceeded from the forecourt to the Holy of Holies in 

the Temple.  Clement, in turn, safeguarded these two aspects (cosmological and 

anthropological),194 yet at the same time he modified them in christological terms.  It was 

important for him to show the intermediary role of Christ, who was both the Creator of 

the universe and the perfect model for the soul that imitated him.  Clement achieved this 

by infusing two themes: a) the Incarnation of the logos195 and b) the true Gnostic’s ascent 

to the heights of divine contemplation.196  

Developing van den Hoek’s reading of Clement’s conception of Archiereus, 

Kovacs turned scholarly attention back to Lilla’s suggestion, who analyzed these 

passages in the anti-Gnostic polemical framework of Clement’s exposition.197  She 

rightly construed the content of Stromata 5.6.32-40 in the context of the previous passage 

(5.1.1-9), in which Clement targeted Valentinus, Basilides and Marcion in his discussion 

                                                 
194 For a comparative table of the text of Philo and Clement with indications on thematical 

similarities and dissimilarities, see Claud Mondésert, Clément d’Alexandrie. Introduction à l'étude de sa 
pensée religieuse à partir de l'Écriture (Paris, Aubier: Editions Montaigne, 1944), p. 172-182. 

 
195 Strom. 5.6.34.1 and Exc. 1.19-20. 
 
196 Strom. 5.6.34.7 and Exc. 1.27. 
 
197 See Judith Kovacs, “Concealment and Gnostic Exegesis”, pp. 414-437.  She notes that van den 

Hoek, Clement of Alexandria and His use of Philo, p. 146, acknowledge but did not explicate an anti-
gnotistic character of this passage, whereas Lilla, Clement of Alexandria, p. 173-81, discussed the anti-
gnostic polemics but drew inaccurate conclusions, since he insisted on a Valentinian authorship of Exc. 
Theod. 1.27 and its influence on Strom. 5.6.32-40.  See also the commentary of Alain le Boulluec, Le 
Stromates, Stromate V. Vol. 2. Sources Chrétiennes 279 (Paris: Les Éditions du Cerf, 1981), p. 134-66.  
Here I follow Kovacs’ line of argumentation. 
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of the relationship between faith and knowledge.  Scholars by and large agree that for 

them faith was considered to be an attribute of psychic people (perhaps the “orthodox” 

community) while the true Gnostics were spiritual people fully possessing sacred salvific 

knowledge (gnw=sij).  Thus, Clement critically responded to such Gnostic disdainful 

attitude towards psychic people and cited the examples of the Temple, High Priest, and 

High Priest’s entrance into the Holy of Holies to construe the way in which the Scriptures 

revealed the indivisible unity of psychic and spiritual Christians and, in view of that, the 

interrelationship of faith and gnosis, the Father and the Son, the Jewish and Christian 

Testaments, the mystical contemplation and the Incarnation.198 

The most crucial battlefield of anti-Valentinian polemics was Clement’s defense 

of the “orthodox” vision of Christ’s Incarnation.  For some Valentinians and Gnostics the 

substance of Christ’s body was psychic.  For others it was spiritual and thus Christ’s 

appearance on earth was not fully physical.199  Clement, on the contrary, believed that 

Christ, being the “Face of the Father” and “the first principle of all,”200 in his historical 

                                                 
198 Strom. 5.1.1.4.4: “From faith, hence, to gnosis, from the Son to the Father.” –  

e)k pi/stewj ga\r ei)j gnw=sin, dia\ ui(ou= path/r.  For a broader discussion of Clement’s anti-Gnostic 
polemics, see 5.1.1-9.  A similar interpretation of the Holy of Holies’ parts is found in Heracleon’s 
Commentary on John 10.33. 

 
199 See Exc.1.1.1; 1.26.1; 3.58-62; Irenaeus Adversus Haereses 1.6.1; 1.7.2; Hippolytus of Rome 

Refutatio omnium haeresium 5.25.5-7; for a discussion of these passages, see Holger Strutwolf, Gnosis als 
System: Zur Rezeption der valentinianischen Gnosis bei Origenes (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,  
1993), pp. 155-62 and Antonio Orbe, “La Encarnación entre los valentinianos,” Gregorianum 53 (1972): 
201-35, who contends that Valentinians did not deny the Savior’s visibility and sensibility (endowed with 
sense), but denied that he took upon himself a human flesh (sa/rc). 

 
200 Strom. 5.6.34.1; 38.7. 
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incarnation took a normal human physical body,201 which he once created and now had 

taken upon himself as an integral part of human life.  In our passages of Stromateis 

5.6.32-40, as well as in Excerpta 1.27, precisely this point was made as the two actions 

simultaneously unfold when one reads both of the passages:  Clement allegorically 

depicts Christ’s Incarnation, and a process of human deification finds its meticulous 

description.  Keeping in mind the theme of Incarnation, Clement put a christological 

unification of the heavenly and earthly at the foundation of his interpretation of the 

Temple in Jerusalem.202  In his treatment of the garments of the High Priest, he 

interpreted the “ritual of the priestly investment” as the “prophesy of the mission of the 

body, through which [Christ] entered the visible world.”203  The long vestment in this 

passage, according to Clement and Philo, “was the symbol of the sensible world”204 that 

harmoniously fit the attire of priestly vestments together with the golden plate, worn on 

the forehead with the carved Name of God that belonged to the realm of spiritual, noetic 

(nohto/j) world.  Accordingly, keeping in mind the theme of human deification, which he 

called in his Protrepticus the building of a sacred temple of God in the heart of 

humans,205 Clement put forward a belief that when the High Priest was about to enter the 

                                                 
201 Physical body, according to Clement, felt the pain, suffered and rose again.  Cf. Strom. 

6.15.127.1-2; 7.2.6.5; 7.5; 8.1.  At the same time, however, it seems that Clement agreed with Valentinus 
that Christ “at and drank in a way characteristic only of him, without extraction of food” (Strom. 3.7.59.3). 

 
202 Strom. 5.6.32-36. 
 
203 fasiì de\ kaiì to\ eÃnduma, to\n podh/rh, th\n kata\ sa/rka profhteu/ein oi¹konomi¿an, di' hÁn  

prosexe/steron ei¹j ko/smon wÓfqh.  Ibid., 5.6.39.2. 
 

204 Ibid., 5.6.37.1. 
 
205 See Protr. 11.117.4-5:  “Who is he?  Learn it quickly:  he is the word of truth, word of 

unperishability that renews the human turning him/her to the truth; the center of salvation that obliterates 
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Holy of Holies he was also obliged to take his priestly vestments off, i.e., to recognize the 

shortcoming of knowledge based on five senses.206  Then he washed his body, i.e., in 

Clement’s interpretation, he took this bath in order to receive baptism and to rid himself 

of material notions about spiritual things.  And finally he put on new garments, to 

become, in christological terms, a perfect Gnostic.  Only then was he able to perform the 

sacred rituals of Yom Kippur207 and to pronounce God’s Name, while contemplating his 

Face.208   

But he himself [the High Priest] distinguishing the objects of 
the intellect from the things of sense, rising above other 
priests, hasting to the entrance to the world of ideas, to wash 
himself from the things here below, not in water, as formerly 
one was cleansed on being enrolled in the tribe of Levi.  But 
purified already by the Gnostic logos in his whole heart, and 
thoroughly regulated, and having improved that mode of life 
received from the priest to the highest pitch, being quite 
sanctified both in word and life, and having put on the bright 
array of glory, and received the ineffable inheritance of that 
spiritual and perfect man, “which eye has not seen and ear 
has not heard, and it has not entered into the heart of man” (1 
Cor 2:9); and having become “son” and “friend,” he is now 
replenished with insatiable contemplation “face to face” (1 
Cor 13:12).209 

                                                                                                                                                 
mortality and dispels death and builds his Temple in within humanity to establish among people God’s 
tabernacle.” – Kaiì ti¿j e)stin ouÂtoj;  Ma/qe sunto/mwj: lo/goj a)lhqei¿aj, lo/goj a)fqarsi¿aj, o( a)nagennw½n 
to\n aÃnqrwpon ei¹j  a)lh/qeian au)to\n a)nafe/rwn, to\ ke/ntron th=j swthri¿aj, o(  e)celau/nwn th\n fqora/n, o( 
e)kdiwk̄wn to\n qa/naton, o( e)n a)nqrw ̄poij oi¹kodomh/saj new̄n, iàna e)n a)nqrwp̄oij i̧dru/sv to\n qeo/n. 

 
206 Strom. 5.6.33.6. 
 
207 Ibid., 5.6.39.3.  This composition perfectly matches Clement’s above mentioned program of 

exhortation, rearing, and teaching that correspond to the three levels of the human engagement in a 
“marvelous plan” – economy – of salvation. See Paed. 1.1.3.3.5-9. 

 
208 Cf. Protr. 11.115.3.3-11.117.5.6. 
 
209 Strom. 5.6.39.4-40.1: au)to\n diakri¿nanta ta\ nohta\ tw½n ai¹sqhtw½n, kat' e)pana/basin tw½n 

aÃllwn i̧ere/wn speu/donta e)piì th\n tou= nohtou= di¿odon, tw½n tv=de  a)polouo/menon ou)ke/tiuÀdati, wj̈ pro/ter
on e)kaqai¿reto ei¹j Leuitikh\n e)ntasso/menoj fulh/n, a)ll' hÃdh t%½ gnwstik%½ lo/g%. kaqaro\j me\n <ouÅn>  
th\n kardi¿an pa=san, katorqws̄aj d' euÅ ma/la kaiì th\n politei¿an e)p' aÃkron, pe/ra tou= i̧ere/wj e)piìmeiÍzon  
au)ch/saj, a)texnw½j h(gnisme/noj kaiì lo/g%  kaiì bi¿%, e)pendusa/menoj to\ ga/nwma th=jdo/chj, tou= pneumati- 
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And also  

The High Priest, having entered inside the second veil, took 
the chalice from the altar of incense.  And thus he remained 
in silence, having the Name inscribed on his heart.  In this 
way, he showed the separation <of body> that he became 
pure as this golden luminous chalice as if through 
purification of soul [from body], upon which is engraved the 
brightness of piety and by which the Principalities and 
Powers recognized him as the one who belongs to the Name.  
He separates the body, becomes the golden weightless 
chalice, and “enters inside the second veil” into the noetic 
world, which means the second all-embracing veil of the 
world; and “from the altar of incense” means that he serves 
with the praying Angels.  His soul, naked in the power of 
sharing knowledge, as if becomes the body of this power and 
passes over into the realm of spiritual, having become utterly 
intellectual and archpriestly.  The soul becomes ready to be 
revitalized (inspired) by the logos to move upward, in similar 
manner, as Angels became High Priests for Angels and 
Firstborn for Archangels.  Isn’t here the true knowledge of 
Scripture and Teaching revealed for the soul in its clearest, 
perfect way?  And doesn’t she behold here God “face to face 
(1Cor 13:12)?  Thus passing over the angelic Teachings and 
learning in Scriptures about the Name, the soul achieves the 
knowledge and grasp of things, no longer as the bride but 
becoming herself the logos; and beside the bride she remains 
with the First-called and Firstborn, staying with the friends in 
love, sons in teaching and obedience, and brothers in the 
common origin.  Such was the plan to bear the golden chalice 
and obtain knowledge; the result, therefore, is to become the 
God-bearing human who is led by the Lord and who becomes 
His body.210 

                                                                                                                                                 
kou= e)kei¿nou kaiì telei¿ou a)ndro\j th\n a)po/rrhton klhronomi¿an a)polabw̄n, "hÁn o)fqalmo\j ou)k eiåden kaiì 
ouÅj ou)k hÃkousen kaiì e)piì kardi¿an a)n qrw̄pou ou)k a)ne/bh," ui̧o\j kaiì fi¿loj geno/menoj, "pro/swpon" hÃdh  
"pro\j pro/swpon" e)mpi¿platai th=j a)kore/stou qewri¿aj.   
 

210 Exc. 1.27.1-6:  o̧ i̧ereu\j ei¹siwÜn e)nto\j tou= katapeta/smatoj tou= deute/rou, to/  
te pe/talon a)peti¿qei para\ t%½ qusiasthri¿% tou= qumia/matoj: au)to\j de\ e)n sigv=, to\ e)n tv= kardi¿# 
e)gkexaragme/non  o)/noma eÃxwn, ei¹sv/ei: deiknu\j th\n a)po/qesin <tou= sw̄matoj> tou= kaqa/per peta/lou  
xrusou= kaqarou= genome/nou kaiì kou/fou dia\ th\n ka/qarsin [tou= wÐsper sw̄matoj] th=j yuxh=j  
[a)po/qesin], e)n %Ò e)gkexa/rakto to\ ga/nwma th=j qeosebei¿aj di' ouÂ taiÍj  a)rxaiÍj kaiì taiÍj  e)cousi¿aij  
e)ginws̄keto to\ o)/noma perikei¿menoj.  a¹poti¿qetai de\ tou=to to\ sw½ma, to\ pe/talon to\ a)bare\j geno/menon,  
"e)nto\j tou= katapeta/smatoj tou= deute/rou", e)n t%½ noht%½ ko/sm%, oÀ e)sti deu/teron o(losxere\j  
katape/tasma tou= panto/j, "para\ to\ qusiasth/rion tou= qumia/matoj", para\ tou\j leitourgou\j tw½n  
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In a simultaneous descending and ascending movement of the Incarnation and 

human deification, Christ played the central role.  First, Christ himself was the man, the 

High Priest, who entered the Temple to perform the most sacred ritual.  Second, he was 

the one who received the High Priest in the Temple’s Holy of Holies, since he was the 

purifying logos, the Name of God that the High Priest uttered in front of the altar and the 

same name, which was symbolically carved on the golden plate, by which he was 

recognized by the heavenly bodies (Firstborn, First-called, and Archangels).  In this 

context, Christ was also the Face of God, which the High Priest mystically contemplated 

“face to face.”  Third, Christ as the Temple of God, who united heaven and earth was the 

space wherein this ritual took place.  He was also the “construction worker” who built the 

temple inside the human being.  By the temple, one has to also understand the school, a 

theme, to which I will briefly return below.  And fourth, he was the sacrifice that was 

being offered on the altar.  Clement did not mention the sacrifice in these passages 

directly but briefly spoke of the altar for incense, which is also implied in his reference to 

the Letter to the Hebrews 9:6-12.  His disinterest in the sacrifice per se here could also be 

explained by the simple fact that Philo did not speak of it in the abovementioned 

passages, because his audience was in synagogues and study rooms and not in the 

                                                                                                                                                 
a)naferome/nwn eu)xw½n  a)gge/louj. gumnh\ de\ h( yuxh\ e)n duna/mei tou= suneido/toj, oiâon sw½ma th=j  
duna/mewj genome/nh, metabai¿nei ei¹j ta\ pneumatika/, logikh\ t%½ oÃnti kaiì a)rxieratikh\ genome/nh, wj̈ aÄn  
e)myuxoume/nh ẅj ei¹peiÍn u(po\ tou= lo/gou prosexw½j hÃdh, kaqa/per oi̧ a)rxa/ggeloi tw½n a)gge/lwn  
a)rxiereiÍj geno/menoi, kaiì tou/twn pa/lin oi̧  prwto/ktistoi. pou= de\ eÃti grafh=j kaiì maqh/sewj  
kato/rqwma tv= yuxv= e)kei¿nv tv= kaqar#= genome/nv, oÀpou kaiì a)ciou=tai "pro/swpon pro\j pro/swpon" qeo\n  
o(ra=n; th\n gou=n a)ggelikh\ndidaskali¿an u(perba=sa kaiì to\  o)/noma to\ didasko/menon e)ggra/fwj, e)piì th\n  
gnw½sin kaiì kata/lhyin tw½npragma/twn eÃrxetai, ou)ke/ti nu/mfh, a)ll' hÃdh lo/goj geno/menoj kaiì para\  
t%½ numfi¿% katalu/wn meta\ tw½n prwtoklh/twn kaiì prwtokti¿stwn, fi¿lwn me\n di' a)ga/phn, ui̧w½n de\ dia\ t
h\n didaskali¿an kaiì u(pakoh/n, a)delfw½n de\ dia\ to\ th=j gene/sewj koino/n. w(/ste to\ me\n th=j oi¹konomi¿ajhÅn,
 to\ pe/talon perikeiÍsqai kaiì manqa/nein ei¹j gnw½sin: to\ de\ duna/mewj, to\ qeofo/ron gi¿nesqai to\n  
aÃnqrwpon, prosexw½j e)nergou/menon u(po\ tou= kuri¿ou kaiì kaqa/per sw½ma au)tou= gino/menon. 
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Temple.  However, it is more plausible that Clement was more interested in the spiritual 

sense of this ritual, i.e., the baptism and the transformation and deification of the soul, 

rather than the very sacrificial performance.  The conception of the High Priest, 

atonement, and the humanity, for the sake of whom the sacrifice was offered can also be 

inferred from his christological subject-object-process model.  When one keeps this 

model in mind and looks at the sacred activity of the High Priest, one finds that according 

to Clement, Christ enters the dynamics of the material world, brings it to the second, 

noetic/symbolic level, in order to introduce it into the realm of the divine light. 

Clement’s understanding of the cult, however, differed from both Jewish and 

mystery religion’s understanding (in particular Orphic cults with reference to Apollo and 

Dionysian).  The first and most significant discrepancy is Clement’s emphasis on the 

uniqueness, singularity, and universality of both the Christian initiation and the divine 

Mediator who enacted it.  Clement based his argument upon the monotheistic postulate 

that God is one.  Just as in the true teaching that there should be only one truth and one 

teacher, so also in the true piety, worship of God, there should also be only one priest.  

For Clement this High Priest was no one other than Jesus Christ:  “This Jesus, who is 

eternal, the one great High Priest of the one God, and of His Father, prays for and exhorts 

men.”211  “What need is there to say that He is the only High Priest, who alone possesses 

the knowledge of the worship of God (th=j tou= qeou= qerapei/aj)?  He is Melchizedek, the 

“King of peace,” the most fit of all to head the race of people.”212 

                                                 
211 Protr. 12.120.2:  ¹Ai¿dioj ouÂtoj  ¹Ihsou=j, eiâj o( me/gaj a)rxiereu\j qeou= te e(no\j tou= au)tou=  

kaiì patro/j, u(pe\r a)nqrwp̄wn euÃxetai kaiì  a)nqrwp̄oij e)gkeleu/etai.  
 

212 Strom. 2.5.21.4-5:  mo/noj [o(] a)rxiereu\j o( mo/noj  e)pisth/mwn th=j tou= qeou= qerapei¿aj  
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It must be noted that both of these latter passages stress one truth though they are 

found in two different contexts.  In the earlier example from my previous section of 

Christ the New Song, Clement reconstructed the Euripidean description of the 

“Bacchants”213 and, while using the terminology of the Dionysiac mysteries, he 

transformed this ritual of initiation into a Christian mystery of the veritable worship of 

God, having strong baptismal overtones.  In this case, it is not Dionysius – in Greek 

mythology Dionysius was also represented as a god who fused the divine and the earthly 

within himself – who escorted the human towards deeper knowledge and contemplation 

of the “pure light.”  Rather, it was Jesus Christ, who, as Clement contended, is the only 

true High Priest.214  In the second example, the context for Clement’s construal of the 

identity of Christ is based on the image of Moses that was well known and authoritative 

for Jews and early Christians.  As in Philo, Clement frequently turned to the figure of 

Moses to show that Hellenistic philosophy is subordinated to the Jewish law.215  Clement 

made a step further and, in a similarly hermeneutic manner, subordinated Jewish religious 

thought to Christian theology by depicting Christ in the terms of Moses the King and 

Lawgiver.216  Thus, for Clement, Christ was the ultimate fulfillment of the perfect King 

                                                                                                                                                 
"basileu\j ei¹rh/nhj Melxisede/k", o( pa/ntwn i̧kanwt̄atoj a)fhgeiÍsqai tou= tw½n a)nqrwp̄wn ge/nouj; cf. Heb 
7:1. 
 

213 Cf. Euripides Bacchae 363-4. 
 
214 For a broader context of this passage, see Protr. 12.119.1-121.3. 
 
215 For the illustration of Philonian deliberate subordination of Hellenism and its political 

undercurrent, see Dawson, Allegorical Readers, pp. 109-126. 
 
216 Cf. Strom. 2.5.21.1ff. 
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and Lawgiver and the only High Priest that understood and realized the true worship of 

God. 

Besides the uniqueness and exclusivity of Christ the High Priest, Clement worked 

out a program for a new liturgy, which was based on a spiritual (spiritualized, 

rationalized) conception of the sacred sacrifice.  Clement did not reject the ritual 

altogether as a material and unnecessary fixation, being satisfied only by the intellectual 

speculations on advanced education and mystical contemplation.  On the contrary, he 

emphasized the significance of the precise performance of the rituals together with all the 

necessary elements that go along with it.  For example, in Stromata 1.19.96.1-4, Clement 

explicitly condemned as heretical the practice of some Christian communities that used 

only water or only water and bread instead of bread and wine for Eucharist.217  For him, 

spiritual growth could not be fulfilled without the physical engagement of the human 

being in his/her process of Christian initiation through baptism218 and constant 

nourishment through liturgical and educational gatherings of the church in its sharing of 

the Eucharist.219  Such rationale is dictated by Clement’s interest in the inner meaning 

                                                 
217 Cf. also Paed. 2.32.2-33.1. 
 
218 The key text for Clement’s understanding of baptism is Paed. 1.25-32; cf. Antonio Orbe, 

Teología bautismal de Clemente Alejandrino según Paed. I, 26,3-27,2, Gregorianum 36 (1955) 410-48; 
Harry A. Echle, The Terminology of the Sacrament of Regeneration according to Clement of Alexandria; 
Choufrine, Gnosis, Theophany, Theosis, pp. 17-76.  

 
219 On Clement’s view of Eucharist, see Protr. 11.115.3; Paed. 1.6.35.2-36.1; 2.2.19-20; Strom. 

1.46.2; 4.161.1-3.162.5; 5.48.6-8; 5.66.2-5; 5.70.2-5; Exc. 1.12.13; Quis dives salvetur 23.2.2-23.5.1; cf. 
also Andre Méhat, “Clement of Alexandria,” in The Eucharist of the Early Christians. Ed. by Willy 
Rordorf; trasl. by Matthew J. O’Connell (New York: Pueblo Publishing Company, 1978), pp. 99-131. 
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and mystagogical role of Christian initiation, and thus he tended to overlook the 

processional performance of these rituals:220 

If, then, we say that the Lord the great High Priest offers to 
God the incense of sweet fragrance, let us not imagine that 
this is a sacrifice and sweet fragrance of incense; but let us 
understand it to mean, that the Lord lays the acceptable 
offering of love, the spiritual fragrance, on the altar.221 
 

From the passage above, Christ, according to Clement, is the most perfect sacrifice.  He 

is the one, whom one can trust, because he is the only one who uses reason, authority and 

will in the best possible way, since he is God’s wisdom,222 God-Creator223 and a Good 

Shepherd,224 “he is the only one, who by his own good will offers himself as the sacrifice 

for us.”225  As André Méhat rightly pointed out, the notion of sacrifice is synonymous, for 

Clement, with the notion of Eucharist226 but at the same time: 

                                                 
220 Cf. Herbert Marsh, “The Use of Musth/rion in the Writings of Clement of Alexandria with 

Special Reference to his Sacramental Doctrine,” Journal of Theological Studies 27 (1936): 64-80.  Marsh 
believed that Clement’s conception of the sacrament had no direct and exclusive connection with what in 
the later centuries of Christian liturgy and today is called the Sacrament of Baptism and Eucharist.  
Clement’s mystery (musth/rion) encompassed several connotations, intrinsic part of which was both the 
pagan understanding of this conception as articulated in such mystery religions as Orphism, cult of Apollo 
and Dionysius, Eleusinian rituals, and Christian interpretations of divine revelations, symbolism, and 
concealment of truth from the initiated. 

  
221 Paed. 2.8.67.1:  ei¹ gou=n th=j eu)wdi¿aj to\ qumi¿ama to\n me/gan a)rxiere/a, to\n ku/rion,  

a)nafe/rein le/goien t%½ qe%½, mh\ qusi¿an tau/thn kaiì eu)wdi¿an qumia/matoj noou/ntwn, a)lla\ ga\r to\ th=j  
a)ga/phj dekto\n a)nafe/rein to\n ku/rion, th\n pneumatikh\n eu)wdi¿an, ei¹j to\ qusiasth/rion paradexe/sqwn. 
 

222 Eccl 1:1. 
 
223 Jn 1:3. 
 
224 Jn 10:11. 
 
225 Paed. 1.11.97.3:  eu)noi¿# de\ oÀti mo/noj u(pe\r h(mw½n i̧ereiÍon e(auto\n e)pide/dwken; Clement refers 

to 1 Cor 5:7 and Heb 2:18; cf. also Strom. 5.66.2-5. 
 
226 The best summary of Clement’s eucharistic theology is found in André Méhat’s article on the 

subject. See “Clement of Alexandria,” in The Eucharist of the Early Christians. Ed. by Willy Rordorf. 
Tras. by Matthew J. O’Connell (New York: Pueblo Publishing Company, 1978), pp. 99-131; see also Pierre 
Batiffol, L’Eucharistie: La presence réelle et la transsubstantiation. Etudes de théologie positive sur 
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if everything said of spiritual food is to be related to the 
Eucharist (and perhaps it is), then the chief correspondence is 
the one between the spiritual food that is the Eucharist, and the 
spiritual food that is acquisition of knowledge or gnosis.  The 
close connection between the Eucharist on the one hand, and 
the relation of Father and Son on the other undoubtedly shows 
us at least the partial object of such gnosis.  For, in this sense 
the mystery of the Eucharist is the mystery of the end of time, 
the mystery of the salvation, immortality, and eternal life of 
which the Eucharist gives an anticipation.  On all these points, 
Clement is heir and witness to the orthodox tradition, to which 
he gives new expression.227 
 

The point Méhat’s made regarding the close correlation between the Eucharist 

and spiritual life, as well as its trinitarian aspect unfolded in the relationship between the 

Father and the Son, reinforces my argument about the close, indeed indivisible, 

correlation between the liturgical and educational experiences, which Clement so 

vehemently envisioned and implemented on the pages of his writings.  I return to 

Clement’s second key passage from Excerpta (1.27.5-6), in which he discussed the High 

Priest’s entrance into the Holy of Holiest and intertwined it, as did Philo, with the 

imagery of soul’s entrance into the spheres of divine knowledge.  This passage directly 

speaks of, and culminates in, the education and scriptural erudition, which apparently are 

the vehicles for, and fundamental preconditions of, achieving the ultimate state of 

contemplation of God’s presence.  I cite this passage here once again: 

Isn’t here the true knowledge of Scripture and Teaching 
revealed for the soul in its clearest, perfect way?  And 
doesn’t she behold here God “face to face (1Cor 13:12)?  

                                                                                                                                                 
l’Eucharistie, 2nd ser., 9th ed. (Paris: Victor Lecoffre, 1930); Pierre Camelot, “L’Eucharistie dans l’Ecole 
d’Alexandrie,” Divinitas 1 (1957): 72ff; Claud Mondésert, “L’Eucharistie selon Clément d’Alexandrie,” 
Parole et pain 46 (1971): 302-8.   

 
227 Méhat, “Clement of Alexandria,” pp. 120-121. 
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Thus passing over the angelic Teachings and learning in 
Scriptures about the Name, the soul achieves the knowledge 
and grasp of things, no longer as the bride but becoming 
herself the logos. 
 

The revelation and decoding of Scriptures attained through education, which in its 

broadest sense entails both the elementary acquaintance with letters and advanced 

cognizance in metaphysics, is accompanied by the ritual initiation of Yom Kippur for 

Jewish predecessors and in baptism for the new Israel, ultimately establishing the divine 

economic framework for the soul’s salvation, unification with, and transformation into 

the logos.  I spoke previously of Christ’s all-encompassing role here as the High Priest 

who enters the Holy of Holies.  The passages above indicate that, according to Clement, 

Christ represented entire humanity before God.  He was the Name, which was inscribed 

on High Priest’s tablets.  He was the builder of the Temple, both in stone and in the 

human heart.  Ultimately, he was God’s Son and Word (logos), the Name and the Face of 

God, unto which the High Priest outstretches his intellectual and spiritual powers in order 

to be unified with the logos.  In this mystical, perhaps some would argue mythical, 

moment of contact between humanity and divinity, Clement intensified Christ’s role of 

the High Priest with his dynamic and powerful role of Christ the didaskalos.  This is 

nothing unusual, however, for Clement.  He implemented the identical association of the 

logos with the didaskalos in his vision of Christ and in this case, just as dexterously as he 

intertwined the theme of the didaskalos with the New Song, he centered the Scriptural 

erudition (to\  )/Onoma to\ didasko/menon e)ggra/fwj) and initiation in Christian dogmas 

(a)ggelikh\ didaskali/a) alongside the most desirable goals of Christian life articulated in 
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the mystical ascent of the soul modeled after the High Priest’s entrance into the Holy of 

Holies. 

The culmination of the “upward march towards salvation” for Clement is the 

mystical contemplation of God’s Face and pronouncement of God’s Name that occur, as 

was demonstrated above, in the mystical and liturgical context.  Clement followed the 

christological imagery of the Letter to the Hebrews that depicted Christ as the exclusive 

person, who fulfilled the function of the High Priest in the best possible way and was 

both the executor of the sacrifice and the sacrifice itself.  In addition, Clement depicted 

Christ as the one who received or mediated the sacrifice, as well as the leader, who 

exhorted and enabled every one to go through the same path of entering the depths of 

divine gnosis, i.e., the Holy of Holies.  A new aspect of Christ’s individuality becomes 

more apparent:  together with Christ’s identity as the pronounced Word of Jewish 

Scriptures and Christian Gospel, as well as the logos of antique philosophy and the 

Gnostic idea of liberation/redemption, he is the High Priest, who in the liturgical context 

not only offered a cosmic soteriological sacrifice for the redemption of the humanity and 

cosmos, but also showed how to become an active participant in the symbolic/gnostic 

sacrifice and sacrificial act.  Thus, by using the scheme of the subject-object-process, 

with the help of which Clement also construed other such representations of Christ as the 

Teacher, Singer, Healer, he drew the contours of a particularly Christian interpretation of 

the liturgy and rituals, which he saw in clearly intellectual and christological terms and 

laid the foundation of Christian mysticism, in accordance with which the human being 
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becomes high priestly (a)rxieratikh/) and undergoes the most intensive transformation of 

purification, sanctification, and deification. 


