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Plato’s Sopbist in the Epistemology of Clement of
Alexandria*

Lenka KARFIKOVA

1. The “Gigantomachia” 2. The True Dialectic

As it is well known, Clement of Alexandria’s “miscellaneous” work
Stromateis is a real treasury of quotes from ancient philosophy and
literature, in which a place of honour is reserved for Plato.' The method
of incorporating Platonic ideas into a new synthesis inspired by the
biblical religion is already to be found in Clement’s Jewish predecessor
Philo of Alexandria.* As a theoretical basis for this operation, Clement
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1 See Albert Outler, “The «Platonism» of Clement of Alexandria”, in The Journal
of Religion 20 (1940), 217-2.40, here 222-224; Eric F. Osborn, The Philosophy
of Clement of Alexandria, diss. Cambridge 1957, 97-100; Dietmar Wyrwa, Die
christliche Platonaneignung in den Stromateis des Clemens von Alexandrien
(Arbeiten zur Kirchengeschichte 53), W. De Gruyter, Berlin — New York 1983;
Christoph Riedweg, Mysterienterminologie bei Platon, Philon und Klemens von
Alexandrien (Untersuchungen zur antiken Literatur und Geschichte 26), W. De
Gruyter, Berlin — New York 1987, 116, n. 3.

2 See Anita Méasson, Du char ailé de Zeus a [Arche dAlliance: Images et

mythes platoniciens chez Philon dAlexandrie (Série Antiquité 116), Etudes

augustiniennes, Paris 1986. On Clement’s appropriation of Philonic material,
see Annewies van den Hoek, Clement of Alexandria and His Use of Philo in the
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offers theidea of both Jewish Law and Greek philosophy as a praeparatio
evangelica or as two different “pedagogues” to bring Jews and Greeks
unto Christ.?

In this paper, I will analyse Clement’s use of the Sophist, a dialogue

which certainly does not belong among those most beloved by the
Christian readers of Plato.*

62|

Stromateis: An Early Christian Reshaping of a Jewish Model, EJ. Brill, Leiden —
New York 1988.

See Clement of Alexandria, Stromata (= Strom.) 15,283 (Otto Stihlin — Ludwig
Friichtel — Ursula Treu (eds.), Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der
ersten_Jabrbunderte, Clemens Alexandrinus [= ClL], 11, Akademie-Verlag, Berlin
41985, 18,1-5); V1,6,44,1 (Cl. IL,453,16-18); VI,11,94,2 (Cl. IL,479,1-5); V117,153,1
(CL ILs10,21-24). Cf. Gal 3:24. See Joseph Muckle, “Clement of Alexandria on
Philosophy as a Divine Testament for the Greeks”, in Phoenix 5 (1951), 79-86.
According to the database Plato apud posteros (Academia Platonica septima
Monasteriensis), the Sophist is quoted only by John Philoponos (I Arist.
Anal. post. CAG 13/3, 150,28 and 191,22, cf. Soph. 229b; In Arist. Categ., CAG
13/1, 30,20f., cf. Soph. 235¢), who also mentions its title (/n Arist. Phys. CAG
16, 49,23, 62,30; In Arist. De an., CAG 15,27,16). Apart from Clement, the
dialogue is supposed to be (vaguely) alluded to by Justin, Tertullian, Origen,
(Ps.)Hippolytus, Methodius of Olympus, Isidore of Pelusium, Dionysius the
Arepagite:

https://wwwr.ivvi.uni-muenster.de/litw3/platon/indexPor.htm

As far as I could find, the editors sometimes refer to the Sophist for rather
general wordings; see e.g. John Behr (ed.), Origen, On First Principles, 1, Oxford
University Press, Oxford 2017, 31, Miroslav Marcovich (ed.), Origen, Contra
Celsum, Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae 54, Brill, Leiden — Boston — Kéln
2011, 492; Hubertus Drobner (ed.), Gregory of Nyssa, In Hexaemeron, Gregorii
Npysseni Opera, IV/1, Brill, Leiden — Boston 2009, 195 39; 78; Klaus-Detlef Daur
(ed.) Augustine, De magistro, Corpus Christianorum Series Latina 29, Brepols,
Turnhout 1970, 158; 194. The dialogue was translated into Latin by Marsilio
Ficino, who also summarised its content (loannes Mertout (ed.), Platonis
Opera Marsilio Ficino interprete, Lyon 1588, 121-137). Even for this Platonist
of the Florentine Renaissance the Sophist does not seem to be his favourite of
Plato’s dialogues; in his ed. James Hankins, Platonic Theology, see two passages,
VIILis,1; XVIL,2,4 (vol. II; VI, Harvard University Press, London 2002; 2006).
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Plato’s Sophist in the Epistemology of Clement of Alexandria

1. The “Gigantomachia”

In his account of faith in the second book of Stromateis, Clement
quotes the passage of Plato’s Sophist concerning the “gigantomachia”™
of the “sons of the earth” (oi yyyeveic) against the “friends of Forms”
(of T63v €id@v ido), as Plato calls them:*

It looks as if those who have no faith, in Plato’s words, “aim to drag
everything down to earth out of the invisible and the unseen, literally
grasping rocks and trees in their hands. They lay hold upon everything of
this sort and maintain that real being belongs only to that which can be
handled and ofters resistance to the touch. They define being as the same
thing as body.” “But their adversaries are very wary in defending their
position somewhere in the heights of the unseen, maintaining with all their
force that true being consists in certain intelligible and bodiless Forms.™

According to Plato, the “sons of the earth” are philosophers “who

»g

violently drag everything on the level of the body”® i.e. who identify

s Plato, Sophista (= Soph.), 246a4 in John Burnet (ed.), Platonis Opera, 1,
Clarendon, Oxford 1900, reprinted 1967.
Soph. 2.48c1-2; 248a4.
Strom. 11,4,15,1-2 (CL. I1,120,8-15): 0i 8¢ &mioToL, i Zorkev, «&& 0dpovod kel Tod dopdTov
Thv T ENKOVTLY el YTV, Talig Yepaly dTexvag TETpag Kol OpDg TepthauBavovTeg» KoTd
0y TTAdtwve «t@v yap TolodTwy épamtéusvol mdvtwy duoyvpilovtar Toit elvou
mévov, 8 mopéxet mpoaBolny xal ey Tve, TadTOV ohua Kol 0daiay 6pt?,'éy.evm.»
«<oi 3¢> mpdg abdTodg duPoPrTodvTes mdka edaldc dvabey ¢ dopdTov mobiv
GpovovTon, voyta drte kol dodpate eidn Prafbuevol Ty &Anbuiy odaioy elvar» Cf.
Soph. 246a7-br.6-8. (I use the translations by Francis M. Cornford, Plato’s Theory
of Knowledge: The Theaetetus and the Sophist of Plato translated with a running
commentary, Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co., London 1935, 230, and John
Ferguson, Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, Books r-3, The Catholic University of
America Press, Washington D.C. 1991, 167, respectively, modifying both.) Veronika
Cernuskové finds a distant echo of this passage even in Clement’s Paedagogus
IL1s,4 (Cl Lisz,un.): Xedemdtotov 8¢ mavtwmy Ttoudtny v dntwtoy dydany
vabev ¢£ odpavav émi Todg {wpodg pimteoBar yapai. Cf. Veronika Cernuskovi,
Klement Alexandrijsky, Vychovatel, OIKOYMENH, Praha 2019, 42; 294

8  Soph. 246¢of.: ... mapd 8¢ @Y eig o@pma VTR EAxSVTWY Bic.
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being with body (c@pe).? In its “improved version” (as presented in the
sequel of the dialogue),” this doctrine holds that “to be” implies the
capacity to act or to be acted upon (dvvaury €it’ eig 6 woley ... €iT’ eig TO
mafelv), i.e. that “being is nothing but a potency/power/capacity” (e
vt &g EaTwv odx &Ado TL TAY OvaLg).”

The position of the “friends of Forms”, on the other hand,
regards only “a kind of noetic and incorporeal forms” (voyta. dtre kel
dowpote €1dn) as real being,™ and thus relies on something invisible
and unchangeable. In the course of the dialogue, this doctrine, too,
is corrected, so that it can admit the perfect being (ravteddg 8v) as a
noetic world, in which there is life, knowledge, and even movement.”
In some respects, the improved doctrine of the “friends of forms”
thus approaches the modified position of the “sons of the earth”, since
being seems to act or to be acted upon in both of them, if it is true that
even knowledge affects things known and thus makes them change.™

9 Soph. 246br.

10 Soph. 246d-247¢.

11 Soph. 2.47d8-e4.

12 Soph. 246b7f.

13 Soph. 248e6-249a2: Ti 0¢ mpdg Aibg; dg dAnbadg xivno xal {wiy xal Yvyhy
xal Ppévnow 7 pading metoOnodueda 1@ moavteddde VTl ui mapeival, undé iy
adTO Unot Ppovel, dAAd oeuvdy xal dylov, voiv odx &xov, dxivnTov £0Tdg elva;
Some interpreters assume the wavteddg 8v to include both the intelligible and
corporeal being; see James A. Philip, “The «Megista Gene» of the «Sophistes»”,
in Phoenix 23 (1969), 89-103, 95-98, 103; Filip Kartik, Pantelds on and megista gené
(Plato, Soph. 242¢-259b), in Ale§ Havli¢ek — Filip Karfik (eds.), Plato’s Sophist:
Proceedings of the Seventh Symposium Platonicum Pragense, OIKOYMENH,
Praha 2011, 120-145, here 125f., 139. This assumption can be understood as the
outcome of Plato’s account of megista gené but in discussing the position of the
friends of Forms Plato does not say so. Here, the pantelds on seems to designate
the noetic world, and in what follows I use this term in this sense.

14 On this “battle of materialists and idealists”, where Plato gives critical
consideration to his own position as well, see Francis Cornford, Plato’s Theory
of Knowledge, 228-248; J. A. Philip, “The «Megista Gene»”, 92-9s; F. Karfik,
Pantelds on, 122-129.
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Plato’s Sophist in the Epistemology of Clement of Alexandria

Plato does not seem to identify with any of these positions, not even
in their reformed versions as proposed by the “Visitor of Elea”. For
even the improved positions lead to an aporia of impossible knowledge
as things in flux cannot be known.” The only way out of this trap will
be Plato’s account of the highest genera (uéytota wév yevédv),” which
implies that being is neither in motion nor at rest necessarily, although
identity and difference necessarily belong to it.*

In this very interesting passage, the Visitor of Elea shows that the
key concepts of the pre-Socratic philosophical schools, movement and
rest (xivnolg xal o1doig), though mutually exclusive (¢vavtiwTate),”
both participate in being (16 8v).> In addition, rest and movement
can only be thought of insofar as they both participate in identity and
difference (tadtov xai Odtepov). In different respects, movement is both
“the same” (tadTév) and “not the same” (uy Tadtév), i.e. “different”
(¢tepov). It is the same in relation to itself but different from all other
genera.”

15 On the meaning of §évog (a guest or stranger) which, in the present context, is to
be understood as “guest”, see Thomas Szlezék, Die Aufgabe des Gastes aus Elea:
Zur Bedeutung der Eingangsszene des Sophistes (216a-218a), in A. Havli¢ek - F.
Karfik (eds.), Plato’s Sophist, 11-34, here 15. An analysis of the entire passage is
given, e.g., by Monique Dixsaut, Platon: Le Sophiste, Introduction, traduction
(texte grec en regard), notes et commentaire, J. Vrin, Paris 2022, 513-544.

16 Soph. 249b.

17 Soph. 254d4. Concerning Plato’s account, compared to Aristotelian categories,
see F. Cornford, Plato’s Theory of Knowledge, 273-297. An analysis of this passage
and its problems can be found in F. Karfik, Pantelds on, 133-14s.

18 Another interpretation of movement in being is given, e.g., by Francesco
Fronterotta, “L’étre et la participation de I’autre: Une nouvelle ontologie dans
le Sophiste”, in Les études philosophiques 3 (1995), 311-353, or Walter Mesch, Die
Bewegung des Seienden in Platons Sophistes, in A. Havli¢ek — F. Karfik (eds.),
Plato’s Sophist, 96-119.

19 Soph. 250a8.

20 Soph. 250a-254d.

21 Soph. 254¢-257a.
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In this deliberation, “the different” proves to be identical with “non-
being” (6 uy 8v), for whatever is must be different from everything
which it is not. As the different, non-being does not seem to be the
“opposite” (évavtiov) of being but only “different” (¢tepov) from it.
It even necessarily has a share in being, just as being has a share in
difference.>

However, the reduction of non-being to difference does not mean
the reduction of being to identity, since in this case, all being would
have to be identical.> Moreover, a being “is not” all which it is not,
only because it is identical to itself; and it is what it is because it is not
everything else. Its difference (i.e. non-being) and its identity must be
held simultaneously. Therefore, the highest genera, far from being
only movement and rest, seem rather to be being, difference, and
identity.>* Identity means “unity”, although not as Plato’s “murdered
father” Parmenides® had it, but in the sense of identity necessarily
accompanied by difference:

We find then, that being “is not” in so many respects as there are other
things; for, not being those others, while it is its single self (8v pév adté
¢oTw), it “is not” all that indefinite number of other things.*

22 Soph. 257b-259b.

23 Soph. 2s55bc.

24 Cf. Plato, Timaceus 35a1-6. See Francis Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology: The Timaceus
of Plato, Routledge, London 1935 (reprinted Hackett Pub. & Co., Indianapolis
1997), 59-66; F. Karfik, Pantelds on, 142f. J. A. Philip (“The «Megista Gene»”,
1o1) calls the three genera, being, difference, and identity, “logical kinds”.

25 Soph. 241d, 258cd.

26 Soph. 257a4-6: Kai 16 dv &p” quiv, éoamép éott t& dAAa, xatd TooalTe 0dK
EoT1y- dxelva yap ok 8v Ev uév adté doTwy, dmépavta Ot TOV ptBudy TdAda odx
¢otwy ad. English translation by F. Cornford, Plato’s Theory of Knowledge, 289
(modified). On the notion of being in Plato’s Sophist in its ontological meaning,
see Francesco Fronterotta, Some Remarks on the Senses of Being in the Sophist, in
A. Havli¢ek - F. Karfik (eds.), Plato’s Sophist, 35-62.
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Plato’s Sophist in the Epistemology of Clement of Alexandria

In its necessary blending with difference and thus with non-being
as well as in its mutual relations and penetration with other Forms,”
being allows for false connections when spoken of.** Unlike the
philosopher, the sophist does not aim at imitating the real relations of
being but at producing an illusion based on mere opinion.»

So far the argumentation in Plato’s Sophist has been simplified for
the purpose of the present analysis. Let us turn to Clement’s application
thereof to be able to see how far (or how little) he can use Plato’s ideas for
his own deliberation of faith in both its epistemic and religious sense.

In his epistemology, Clement is not satisfied with the above-
mentioned positions of the “sons of the earth” or the “friends of Forms”
as mutually exclusive options. Instead, he develops an epistemology
based on faith, which includes both the sense perception of the “sons
of the earth” and the contemplation of the principles, as he interprets
the position of the “friends of Forms”* It is only in their combination
that sense perception (aioOvoic) and intellect (vodg) can produce
scientific knowledge (¢miotvun). At the same time, they are inspired
and even completed by faith (wiotig),” which Clement presents as both
Epicurean precognition (mpéAnyic), interpreted as an anticipation of
insight, and Stoic assent (cvyxatédeaic), understood as a voluntary
approval of a convincing hypothesis equally aiming at knowledge.*

27 Soph. 2592-b.

28 Soph. 260c. On the dangers to which speech is exposed, cf. gtépén gpinka,
Das Sein des Nicht-Seins: Einige Thesen zur strukturellen Ontologie im Dialog
Sophistes, in A. Havli¢ek — F. Kartik (eds.), Plato’s Sophist, 221-239, 223-228.

29 Soph. 267a-c.

30 Cf. Soph. 248a10-12: Kol odpatt uév fubg yevéoer 8 aioOioewg xorvwve,
Sie hoylopod 08 Yvyd mpos THY Evtwg odaiav, Ay del xaTh TadTh hoadTwg Exety
@oté. On Clement’s interpretation of the “Gigantomachia”, see D. Wyrwa, Die
christliche Platonaneignung, 152-156.

31 Strom. 11,4,13,2-14,1 (Cl. I11,119,22-32).

32 Strom. 11,2,8,4-9,2 (CL 1L 117,8-18); 11,6,27,4-28,1 (Cl. IL127,30-128,2); IL12,55,1
(ClL 1L142,28-30); 11,4,16,3-17,3 (Cl. IL,121,9-22). On Clement’s reinterpretation
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In addition, the first unprovable principles (ai dpyai dvamdderctor)
can only be comprehended by faith.”» Rational knowledge thus both
presupposes and substantiates faith in its epistemic meaning.

In its religious sense, faith, as a free and divinely inspired option, is
a new sensibility towards the Logos.** Moving from assent as trust and
conviction to religious understanding, this option demands rational
training. But even at the climax of religious knowledge, faith remains
the criterion.” In their religious sense, too, faith and knowledge are
thus mutually dependent; each presupposes, implies, and completes
the other. As Clement puts it: “Knowledge (yv@otig) is imbued with
faith, and faith with knowledge, through a mutual divine succession.™*

Clement’s key objection is thus not the mistaken ontology of
both parts of the “gigantomachia” as was the case in Plato, but their
inadequate epistemology, the “missing faith” (&miator),” faith being a
necessary component of knowledge in his eyes.

This epistemology shares with that of Plato the progression from
mere belief to argumentative knowledge and the touching of the

of both terms, see Salvatore R. C. Lilla, Clement of Alexandria: A Study in
Christian Platonism and Gnosticism, Oxford University Press, London 1971,
127-129; Eric Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge 2005, 184-186.

33 Strom. 11,4,13,4 (CL. IL,119,28); IL, 4,14,1 (CL. IL,119,30f.); VI1,95,6 (CL IIL,67,25f.);
VIILG6,7-7,2 (Cl. 111,83,16-20). On Clement’s idea of faith, see K. Priimm,
“Glaube und Erkenntnis im zweiten Buch der Stromata des Klemens von
Alexandrien”, in Scholastik 12.(1937), 17-57; S. R.. C. Lilla, Clement of Alexandria,
118-142; E. Osborn, The Philosophy, 127-145; Josef Léssl, “Der Glaubensbegriff
des Klemens von Alexandrien im Kontext der hellenistischen Philosophie”, in
Theologie und Philosophie 77 (2002), 321-337.

34 Strom. 11,4,15,3 (CL. I1,120,16-19).

35 Strom. 11,4,15,5 (Cl. IL,120,26f).

36 Strom. 11,4,16,2 (Cl. IL121,7f)): moti) Toivuy ¥ yv@ots, yvwoty) 8¢ ¥ miotig Oein
Tl dcodovdia Te xal dvtaxorovdia yiverar. On the reciprocity of faith and
knowledge, see E. Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 161-169; 182-196.

37 Strom. 11,4,15,1 (Cl. I1,120,8).
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first principle,*® as well as the necessary task of persuading the soul,”
although Clement emphasises the role of faith in the entire epistemic
process much more than his predecessor did.

As Clement puts it, again alluding to the Sophist, faith (mioTic)
differs from mere guesswork (eixacic), just as a tamed dog does from
a wild wolf.*> With this metaphor of a dog and wolf, the Visitor of
Elea in Plato’s Sophist illustrates the difference between argumentative
scrutiny (§leyyoc) as the most efficacious way of purifying the soul, on
the one hand, and false sophistic argumentation, which follows other
goals although using similar tools, on the other.# Clement supplements
the metaphor of a dog and wolf with that of a friend and flatterer,
to emphasise that faith, which is the basis of his epistemology, is far
from being an untamed and fallacious “weak assumption” (dofevig

déAnVig), as applied by the sophists.*

2. The True Dialectic

Like Plato, Clement explicitly warns against the harmful sophistic
art, which passes the false off as true, and he tries to distinguish it
from rhetoric, i.e. the art of persuading (mei6®), and even the eristic,
i.e. the art of verbal combat (6 dywvioTixéy), as used in philosophy.*
In this passage from the first book of Stromatess, Clement proves to
be inspired, among other sources, again by Plato’s Sophist,** and he

38 Plato, Respublica V1, sogd-size.

39 Plato, Phaedo 77¢; 83a2-ba; Symposium 212b; Leges IV,722b-723b; X,903a-b.

40 Strom. 11,4,16,1 (CL. I1,120,28-121,1); cf. Soph. 231a6.

41 Soph. 230d-231b.

42 Strom. 11,4,16,1 (Cl. I1,120,28).

43 Strom. 1,8,39,1 (Cl. 11,25,30-26,2).

44 Soph. 226a; 236¢; 240d. On Clement’s Aristotelian and Stoic sources in this
topic, see Jean Pépin, La vraie dialectique selon Clément d Alexandrie, in Jacques
Fontaine — Charles Kannengiesser (eds.), Epektasis: Mélanges patristiques offerts
au cardinal Jean Daniélon, Beauchesne, Paris 1972, 375-383, 375-377, 380, . 39.
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shares Plato’s care to distinguish the philosophical search for the truth
from the sophistic approach based on a semblance (¢ pauvéuevov) and
aiming at making an impression (] &xmAnéig).”

Plato finds true philosophy in the art of the dialectic* being able to
“divide according to the kinds, not taking the same Form for a different
one or a different one for the same”.# In the fourth book of Stromateis,
Clement attests to his high esteem for the art of the dialectic when,
with the Socrates of Plato’s Sophist but without his irony, he introduces
the Visitor of Elea as “a god” (twva 6eév, Clement even 0eév) because of
his knowledge of the dialectic art (Stakextixov 8vte).** Following Plato
and even more fully than him, Clement quotes Homer speaking about
“gods”, who, “in the guise of strangers from afar” (§eivoioy éotcéreg
dAlodamoiot), visit cities, in this context:*

In the Sophist, Socrates calls the Visitor of Elea, who was a dialectician,
“god”: “Such are the gods who, in the guise of strangers from afar,” visit
cities. For when the soul, rising above the sphere of becoming, is by itself
and communicates with Forms, ... it becomes as an angel and will be with
Christ, dwelling in contemplation and ever keeping in view the will of

God.s°

45 Strom. 1,8,39,4 (Cl. 11, 26,9-11).

46 Soph. 253¢.

47 Soph. 253d1-2: To xae yévy SroupeioBor xai pyte Tadtov eldog £repov Hyfoaadou
Wi Te ETepov 8 TaDTOV.

48 Strom. IV,25,155,3 (Cl. IL317,13L): xal év 1@ Zopiotf] 8¢ t6v "Ededtny Eévov
SladexTidy vt & Zwxpdtng Bedv dvépacey. CL. Soph. 216as: ... 00 Eévov 4AN4
v Bedv. On Clement’s interpretation of this passage, see D. Wyrwa, Die
christliche Platonaneignung, 293f.

49 Strom. IV,25,155,3 (CL. 1L,317,141.); cf. Soph. 216265 cs; Homer, Odyssea XV11,48s.

so Strom. IV,25,155,3-4 (Cl. IL317,13-19): xal év 1@ Zo@iotf 8¢ t6v "Eledtny Eévov
SadexTiedy Evta 6 Zwxpdtng 0edv @vépacey, olovg Todg Beodg «Eelvolory
gotxbTog dANOOATOITIY» ETIQOIT@VTaG TOlg doTeaty ™. 8Tay yap Yuyh yevéoews
drebavaPaoe xad’ tavtiy Te ) kol Suidf Tolg eldeory, ... olov dyyekog #0n yevéuevog
ovv Xptotd [te] Eotal, BewpnTindg dv, dei T BodAnua o0 Heod oxoT@Y.
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In this passage, Clement abandons the frame in which the dialectic
artis presented in the Sophist to ascend, again inspired by Plato,” “above
the sphere of becoming” (yevéoews dmeavaPaoen), to “communicate
with Forms” (6utAfj toig eidearv) and to approach Christ. Elsewhere in
the Stromateis, Clement’s dialectic even “ventures to transcend” from
Christ to God (the Father),” as Plato progresses from the realm of
Forms to the Form of the Good as its fundament and principle.”

Unlike Plato, but with the Middle Platonists, Clement posits the
Forms as presentin God’s intellect: “The place of Forms is the intellect;
and God is the intellect.”* Therefore, he can derive the godlike nature
of the dialecticians from their ability to contemplate these Forms and
thus approach God. His idea of knowing the unprovable principles by

st See Plato, Respublica s17b4-5; b8-cr; s11bs-ca; Symposium 210a4-211d1.

s2 Strom. 1,28,177,1 (Cl. 11,109, 5-9): mixt 0t priogogia odoa 7 &An0el 9 &Andng
SadexTin émoxomobon TG mpdymata xal Tog Ouvduels xol Tag égovoiag
Soxwpdlovon dmebavaPaiver ¢l Ty ThvTwy xpatioTny odoiay Todpd Te Eméxeva
¢ml oV 10V EAwy Oedv. On the angelic “powers”, see 1Cor 15:2.4; Eph 1:215 3:10;
Col 1:16; 1Pt 3:225 on Christ the Almighty, see Apoc 1:8. On the stages of this
anabasis, see Pierre Nautin, “Notes sur le Stromate I de Clément d’Alexandrie”,
in Revue d’Histoire Ecclésiastique 47 (1952), 618-631, 630f.

53 See Plato, Respublica siyci-s.

54 Strom. IV,25,155,2 (Cl. IL317,11): volg 8¢ ydpa ide@v, voig 0t 6 Oebg. Similarly,
Strom. V,3,16,3 (Cl. 11,336,8f): # 0¢ idéar évvénua T00 Beod, Emep of BapPapor
Aéyov eipixact Tod Beod. Cf. Alkinoos, Didasc. 9 (163,14-17); on this passage,
see John Dillon (ed.), Alcinous, The Handbook of Platonism: translated with an
introduction and commentary, Clarendon Press, Oxford 1993, 93-100. The idea
of Forms as the archetypes in the mind of God can also be found in Philo of
Alexandria, De opif- 5,20. See Salvatore Lilla, Die Lebre von den Ideen als den
Gedanken Gottes im griechischen patristischen Denken, in Herbert Eisenberger
(ed.), ERMHNEYMATA: Festschrift fiir Hadwig Horner zum sechzigsten
Geburtstag, C. Winter, Heidelberg 1990, 27-50, 27-32, 36-38. Roberto Radice
even assumes Philo to be the originator of this idea; see Roberto Radice,
“Observations on the Theory of the Ideas as the Thoughts of God in Philo of
Alexandria”, in Studia Philonica 3 (1991), 126-134.
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faith is thus completed by the knowledge of Forms in God’s intellect,
by the ascending dialectic of Platonic tradition.

Some scholars even suppose that Clement identifies the Forms, i.e.
the contents of the intelligible world, with angels, being inspired in
this option by, among other sources, Plato’s idea of pantelds on (the
intelligible world) as a living being in the Sophists Clement’s ascending
dialectic in the first book of Stromateis actually starts from analysing
the things of our world (t& mpdyuata)® and, considering the angels
(térg Suvapers xal Tag eovaiag) and coming to Christ as the mightiest
of beings (tv mévtwy xpatioTyy odoiav), it “ventures to transcend to
God?” (the Father), as we have already heard” Whether the intelligible
world of Forms should be identified with angels® the “analysed
things™ or Christ, the Logos,* Clement hopes for the soul elevated
above the world of becoming “to communicate with Forms” (6uAf
Tolg eldea1v),” just as the Visitor of Elea presupposes that the friends of

55 Soph. 248e6-249a2 (quoted above), n. 13 See J. Pépin, La vraie dialectique, 381f.

56 So presupposes J. Pépin, La vraie dialectique, 381: “considération du monde
empirique”.

57 Strom. 1,28,177,1 (Cl. I1,109,5-9), quoted above, n. 52.

58 See]. Pépin, La vraie dialectique, 381f. Similarly, E. Osborn, The Philosophy, 153:
“The ‘powers’ of Clement fulfil the function of the forms of Plato.”

so See D. Wyrwa, Die christliche Platonaneignung, 128. The author understands
the pragmata (Cl. 11,109,7) as the things analysed in their kinds in the dialectical
process. Therefore, he feels justified in identifying them with forms.

60 Clement ascribes the identification of Platonic Forms with the divine Logos to
the “barbarians”, i.e. probably Philo of Alexandria (e.g. De opif. 24). Ct. Strom.
V,3,16,3 (Cl. 11,336,8t.) (quoted above), n. 54. This, however, does not mean that
he would not share the idea himself. See S. Lilla, Die Lebre von den Ideen, 37; E.
Osborn, The Philosophy, 157.

61 Strom. 1V,2s,155,4 (Cl. 1L;317,16). As Jehler Wytzes suggests on the basis of
Philo’s accounts, Clement could have meant communication with celestial
powers. See Jehler Wytzes, “The Twofold Way (II): Platonic Influences in the
Work of Clement of Alexandria”, in Vigiliae Christianae 14 (1960), 129-153, 132£.
On the possible identification of the forms in God’s intellect with the spiritual
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ideas “share” with the real being (xotvwvetv ... wpog v vtwg odaiav) in
Plato’s Sophist.* In any case, Clement seems to understand the realm
of Forms as a living being, thus approaching, intentionally or not, the
pantelds on of the improved “friends of Forms” in the Sophist.

Besides the above-mentioned elements of his epistemology borrowed
from Plato’s Sophist, Clement alludes to this dialogue several times in
his Stromateis, referring to its title,” to the “Ionian Muses” quoting
Heraclitus, as Plato did in the Sophist,** or to the “great Parmenides” of
Elea as mentioned by Plato, t00.%

“powers”, cf. Philo, De opif. 2.0; De conf. 172; De somn. 1,62. See S. Lilla, Die Lebre
von den Ideen, 31.

62 Soph. 248a10-12: Kol odpatt uév fuds yevéoer o' alobioeng xowwvel, dia
hoytopod 8¢ Yuy T mpdg THY BvTwg odaiay, #v del xatd TadTe MoadTWG EXELY PaTE.

63 Strom. 1V,25,155,3 (Cl. 11,317,13); V,14,112,2 (Cl. I,402,6).

64 Strom. V,9,59,4 (Cl. 11,366,8): *14d¢¢ potoat. Cf. Soph. 242d6-7. In the next
part of the text, Clement quotes Heraclitus, 22B 104 (Hermann Diels -
Walther Kranz (eds.) [= DK], Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, Weidmannsche
Verlagsbuchhandlung Berlin, 9th edition 1960, I, 174,5£.): ... eldétag 811 «moddol
xaxol, dAiyor 8¢ dyaboi» (Cl. 11,366,9f.) and 22B 29 (DK I, 157,7-9): «aipedvral
Yép ... & dvti mdvTey ol dploTol kAéog dévaoy GvnT@v, of Ot Tokdol kexdpyyTal
8mwg xtivea (CL I1,366,11f.). Concerning these quotes, see Alain Le Boulluec
(ed.), Clément dAlexandrie, Les Stromates, V/2: Commentaire, bibliographie et
index (Sources Chrétiennes 279), Cerf, Paris 1981, 22.0f.

65 Strom. V,9,59,6 (Cl. 11,366,14); V,14,112,2 (Cl. I1,402,6): TTappevidyg 6 uéyas. Cf.
Soph. 237a4-5. It is not quite clear that Clement mistakes the following quote
from Parmenides as being cited by Plato in the Sophist too, as Anthony Outler
(The “Platonism’”, 22.4) assumes. The borrowing from the Sophist can be limited
to the honorary title the “great Parmenides”. Cf. Strom. V,14,112,2 (Cl. 11,402,6-
9): Iappevidng 08 6 péyos, dg prow &v Zoprotf) ITAdtwy, HGO¢ Twg wept ToD Oeiov
Ypdper «moAde waX’, dg dyévnTov £V xal dvideOpby EoTiv,/ 0DAov povvoyevég Te
xal &Tpepés 19° dyévytov.» Cf. Parmenides, 28B 8,3f. (DK I, 235). Concerning
this quote, see Alain Le Boulluec, Les Stromates, V/2,335t. To be sure, Plato cites
Parmenides in his dialogue, see Soph. 237a8-9; 258d2-3; cf. Parmenides, 28B 7,1f.
(DK I,234,31f.). This particular quote, however, cannot be found in the Sophist.
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In the Paedagogus, addressed to the readers at the early stage of their
Christian life, Clement invokes Plato’s words from the Sophist to show
that £leyyoc, in the mouth of the Visitor of Elea a method of cross-
questioning and refuting, in Clement’s interpretation “correction”, is
the best means of purification.® Even in his moral treatise Quis dives
salvetur, Clement anonymously alludes to the Sophist speaking about
the enemy which resides inside the soul in the form of inappropriate
desires and which, being all the time present in the soul, is even more
dangerous than external persecution.”

All the above-mentioned borrowings and allusions document
Clement’s knowledge of the Sophist, although he does not seem to be
interested in the ontological impact of the “gigantomachia” but in
its epistemic implications in the first place. In his account of the true
dialectic art, Clement openly alludes to the Sophist, but develops the
intended “communication with Forms” from the middle Platonic idea
of Forms in the divine intellect, alien to Plato, although coming close
to the pantelds on of the Sophist.

66 Paedagogus 1,9,82,3 (Cl. Li38,r-15): Tadty tor xai IThdtwy v peyiotny
T mavopfdoewg ddvapwy xal THY KVplWTATNY kdbapory 1oV Edeyyov eidag
dxododbwg 1@ Adyw TOV Ta néyloTa dxdBaptov SvTa dmaidevTéy Te xal aloypov
yeyovévar did T dvékeyxtov elvar Bovdetar, | xabapdTatov xal xdAlioTov
Empemey TOV 8vTwg todpevoy eddaipova elvar. CE. Soph. 230d6-e3: A tadTo 8
MoV T AUV, & OceaityTe, Kol TOV Eheyyov AexTéov dg dpa ueyioTn xal KVPLWTATY
6V xabdpoedy o, xal TOV dvédeykTov ad voutotéoy, &v xal Tvyydvy Pactieds 6
wéyag &y, T éytota ddbeptov 8vTa, dmaideutdy Te kal aloypdy yeyovéval TalTa
& xafapdtatov xal xdAlaTov Empeme oV 8vTwg toduevoy eddaipwove elvat.

67 Quis dives salvetur 25,5 (Cl. 1IL176,15): T6v yap éxOpov &v éavtd mepidyel
movtoyod. CE. Soph. 252¢7-9: T6v Todépiov xal EvavTiwodpevoy Exovtes, vTdg
bo@Beyyduevoy domep ToV dromov Edpuichéa mepLpépovte del mopedovat.
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Zusammenfassung

In seiner Analyse des Glaubens in Stromateis 11,4,15,1-2 zitiert
Clemens von Alexandrien die Stelle aus Platons Sophistes 246a9-b1.6-8
tber die “Gigantomachia” der “Séhne der Erde” gegen die “Formen-
Freunde”, wie Platon sie nennt, und spielt mehrfach auf Platons Sophistes
an. Clemens’ zentraler Einwand in der “Gigantomachia®“ ist nicht die
von Platon selbst kritisierte falsche Ontologie beider Parteien, sondern
eine unzureichende Epistemologie, der “fehlende Glaube” (Strom.
I1,4,15,1), da der Glaube, so Clemens, ein notwendiger Bestandteil
der Erkenntnis ist. In Strom. IV,25,155,3 bezeugt Clemens seine hohe
Wertschitzung fiir die Kunst der Dialektik, wenn er mit dem Sokrates
aus Platons Sophistes den “Gast” aus Elea als einen “Gott” vorstellt
(Soph. 216as). Anders als Platon, aber mit den Mittelplatonikern,
setzt Clemens die Formen als im Intellekt Gottes anwesend voraus.
Daher kann er die Gottihnlichkeit der Dialektiker aus ihrer Fihigkeit
ableiten, diese Formen zu betrachten und sich so Gott zu nihern.
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