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THE

BIBLIOTHECA SACRA.

ARTICLE 1.
CLEMENS ROMANUS: AN APOLOGETICAL STUDY.

BY DR. D. W. S8IMOK, BERLIN, PRUBSSIA.

1. Lire aNp EpisTLE oF CLEMENT OF ROME.
§ 1. Life of Clement.

ALr that can be said, with any show of probability,
regarding the life of Clement, is, that he was acquainted
with and esteemed by the apostle Paul, as we learn from
Philippians iv. 3 ; that he lived and labored, for a time, at
Philippi ; that he became the third bishop of Rome, and held
that office after Linus, between A.p. 92 and 101; that he
wrote the First Epistle to the church at Corinth, in the
name of the church at Rome ; and that he was held in uni-
versal esteem by the Christians of his day. No confidence
whatever can be placed in the romantic account of his
descent, conversion, labors, and sufferings given by the
Clementine Homilies and other writings of the class. Va-
rious deductions, too, from expressions of his own, as for
example that he was a Jew by birth (vid. cc. 4, 31,,55), are
equally uncertain.

§ 2. The Genuineness of the First Epistle.

That Clement wrote an epistle to the Corinthians seems

undeniable. The only questions are : Is the nrasant Eniatla
Vor. XXIL No. 87.—JuLy, 1865 45
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to the Corinthians that epistle? And do we possess it in an
" authentic shape? Both these questions are susceptible of
so satisfactory an answer that Thiersch felt justified in say-
ing, “ with the exception of the books of the primary Canon
(Urkanon), no ancient work is so well accredited as this ”;
words which are quoted with approval even by Hilgenfeld.!
The first supposed reference to it has been discovered in
the Epistle of Polycarp; but the coincidences noted by
Hefele do not seem to us to have much weight. The testi-
. mony, however, of Irenaeus, Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen,
Eusebius, Cyril of Jerusalem, Epiphanius, Jerome, and
other later writers, can only be deemed inadequate by those
who either have a preconceived theory to serve, or make
unreasonable claims on historical evidence. Do we possess
the epistle now in its original form? Several writers, as
for example, Jer. Bignon, Ed. Bernard, Clericus, Mosheim,
have maintained that parts of the epistle are spurious; but
their subjective reasons do not stand ground against the
objective evidence to the contrary and the arguments of
Grotius, Wotton, and many others.

§ 3. Early Opinions regarding Clement and his Epistle.

The epistle, as well as its author, was held in high esteem
by the ancient church. Clemens Alexandrinus even styles
Clement an apostle. Irenaeus speaks of the epistle as ixa-
vwrdTn ypadr; Eusebius,as peyd\n Te xal Davuacia; to its
having been publicly read in churches on Sunday, testi-
mony is borne by Dionysius of Corinth, Eusebius, Jerome,
and Photius. Several modern writers, too, have bestowed
high ‘encomiums on its style. Some passages have a flow
and breadth worthy of all recognition ; but, like the other
productions of the so-called apostolic Fathers, the unity of
the epistle is more that of an exhortation than of a treatise.

As the second epistle that bears Clement’s name is
acknowledged to be spurious, no use has been made of it
in the course of the present inquiry.?

18ep Hilgenfeld, “ Die Apostolischen Viter, ete.”
2 The prolegomena to Dr. Hefelo’s valuable edj*fam ~f ¢ha ammetalic Taa

s
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II. ContExTs OF THE FIRsT EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS.

From some cause or other, violent discussions had arisen
in the church of Corinth, and this letter was written, in the
name and at the instance of the church of Rome, to the
church of Corinth, to exhort to the termination of a state
of things beth opposed to the good name of the Corinth-
ian Christians and prejudicial to the canse of the Christian
religion in general. The supposition that they were a
revival of the disputes referred to in Paul's First Epistle to
the. Corinthians, ch. iii.,, would seem to be unsustained by
Clement’s words in c. 47. Clement himself gives no par-
ticulars regarding the cause of the quarrel. All that can be
gathered from the nature of his exhortations is, that there
were some, one or two in particular, who had contentiously
risen in opposition to, and caused the removal of, officers
of the church, who had been duly elected by the people
and had discharged the duties of their position blamelessly
(c. 44).1 The exhortations bearing on this state of things

md Prof. Dr. Hilgenfeld’s work, “ Die Apostolischen Viiter, ete.,” contain an
exhaustive examination of the arguments for and against the points touched
upon in the foregoing outline.

1 Various views have been taken of the disturbances which gave rise to the
present epistle. Rothe and Thicrsch think it was a dispute about the episco~
pate; Bchenkel, a revival of the controversy referred to by Paul in his Epistle
W the Corinthians ; Hilgenfeld thinks the disturbers were men who made pre-
tension to peculiar wisdom and epirituality, and on that ground were haughty
nd indisposed to submit to any anthority, however reasonable. Much that the
lastmentioned writer advances is quite to the point, but he fails to explain
several features. To our mind, the nearest approach to an explanation of the
entire matter is farnished by disputes that have repeatedly occurred in Congre-
gational churches.

Several points seem directly to warrant the supposition that the constitntion
of the Corinthian church was essentially identical with that of the Independent
churches of the present day : 1. The words ovvevdoxnadons Tiis dxxanalas xdons,
which imply the co-operation of the church to an extent allowed by nonc but
Independents. That there was not a complete identity we allow ; but why?
Bocouse the first churches were still in the hands of inspired apostles, or of those
whom they had appointed. If the apostles were to appear again, Independents
would concede them the same privilege. 2. The word dxrofdAmuer. How could
thers have boen a casting out, a setting aside, a forced resignation, if the
eharch had not hed a democratic constitution? It is worthv too of note. that
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constitute the connecting link of the Epistle; but Clement
takes occasion to inculcate general principles, and to ad-
duce high examples, by the way. This circumstance, while
giving it a digressive character, adds to its interest, and fur-
nishes an insight into the mind both of Clement and the
church of his day. Any attempt to introduge a precise
method miscarries, owing to passages like those which treat
of the resurrection, in cc. 24 to 26. The train of thought
is briefly the following. In the first three chapters he
describes the good name previously possessed by the Cor-

Clement does not blame the &woBdAAew in itself, but merely the &roPdArew
Tobs AeTovpyfioavtas dufurtws T¢ Toyuvlw Xpiorob; not that they had reguired
and effocted the resignation, but that thoy had driven away men who had
served the flock of Christ blamelessly. 3. Clement spesks throughout as to
brethren —to erring and faulty brethren,-——not er cathedra; which is most
natural op the supposition wo are supporting. 4. His references to the rever-
ence and obedience due to the émioxowor or wpeoBorepon aro just such as might
and do occur in connection with Congregationalists, but are not so fully in
barmony with other theories.

We will' now describe such a dispate : It not infrequently happens that among
the members are some who lay great stress on the doctrine of clection; who are
thoroughly convinced of their own clection ; who in consequence are proud and
overbearing, especially in their language; whose high pretensions are not con-
firmed by corresponding deeds; who claim to have a higher holiness and wisdom,
while in reality they are very narrow, and often slaves to the flesh; who con-
demn cvery one not belicving exactly what and as they do; and who on the least
occasion go about stirring up mischief. Thesc members are especially hard on
the wpeaBirepos if they do not give the prominence to their favorite theme
which they decm necessary; are particularly indignant if he exhort them to
charity and good works; easily forget all respect and order, all the kindness they
ouce showed and always owed; and not scldom succeed in driving away the
Tobs éolws wpogéxovras Td 3@pa ThHs dmigxonis. N

If asister church were to interfere, as sometimes happens, its warnings and
exhortations would not be in an ex cathedra tone; it would admonish to ¢urokevia,
in tho wider sense, towards the wpecBirepoi; it would remind the disturbers of
the true characteristics of the elect; would exhort to humility, penitence, sub-
mission to God; would say ““we arc all members of Christ,” and it is better for
you to go away than to disturb and rend the church, and so forth.

If this picture be compared with tho hints, warnings, and exhortations of
Clement, numerous points of coincidence will be discovered. In fact, while
sketching from the church life of the present day, we have in most instances
quoted Clement’s own words. Some such quarrel, therefore, may have given
rise to the present cpistle. The more prominent features are contained in the
following passages : cc. 35, and 12. 38. 46. 49, 47. 48. 51. 54. 57. 3. 20,
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inthian community, and the sad state into which it had now
fallen. Chapters four to six adduce various older and more
recent examples of the evil effects produced by that quar-
relsome and envious disposition (&jres) which had been at
work among them. Next follows an exhortation to peni-
tence, sustained by assuranees of God’s readiness to forgive,
and a reference to the examples of Enoch, Noab, Abraham,
Lot,and Rahab,who found favor with God, through opposed
conduct, through faith, obedience, hospitality (cc. 7-12).
He then especially enjoins humility, and entreats the
Corinthians to obey God rather than the authors of the
sedition, to adhere to those who love peace in reality and
not merely in appearance (cc. 13 ~15); seeing that Christ
(c. 16), the saints, especially Job, Moses (c. 17), and Da-
vid have set us an example of this virtne (c.18). Imi-
tating them, therefore, we ought to seek peace (c. 19),
especially as the harmony of the world, and the glori.
ous order of nature show that it is loved by God (c. 20).
If we follow evil-doers rather than God, the divine bles-
sings will be a source of condemnation (c. 21). To such
conduct Christ exhorts us by his Spirit in the Old Testa-
ment (c. 22). God will accept those who come to him with
simplicity of mind ; but at the coming of Christ all shall be
punished who are of a doubtful spirit and are puffed up by
God’s glorious gifts (c. 23). Chapters twenty-four to twenty-
geven contain a digression on the resurrection, apparently
suggested by the idea of Christ's second coming. Inasmuch
88 God sees all things, we ought to eschew sin, and approach
him with sanctity of heart (c. 29). Seeing that we are the
portion of the Holy One, we should seek what is holy, put on
concord, abstain from quarrels, and segk to justify ourselves
rather by works than words (e. 30); our praise should be from
God, and not from ourselves. Such alone, and not the bold
aad proud, are blessed of God. For these reasons were the
Pathers accepted by God, though, as they owed all to the
grace of God, so too we are justified, not by any wisdom or
piety or works of our own, which we may perform in sanctity
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of heart, but by that faith by which God has justified all from
the beginning (c. 32). But shall we therefore cease from good
works? No, for God sets us an example thereof (c. 33).
On the contrary, the reward of good works with God is great,
and we shall obtain it by doing justly, walking in the way of
truth, and renouncing all iniquity (cc. 34.35). Here Clement
sets forth in the strongest terms how it is through Christ, the
brightness of God's glory, that we attain salvation and every
blessing (c. 36). He is our Head, we are members of his
body ; we ought, therefore, like good soldiers and members,
each to seek the other’s. good: (cc. 37. 38). Seeing that all
gifts are from God, we have no ground for being puffed up.
Let us then observe the order instituted in the church; for,
as under the old economy, so under the new, certain offi-
cers have been appointed for certain offices : Christ sent
the apostles, and the apostles set over us overseers and
deacouns (cc. 39 -42). It is not a new thing that opposition
should arise against the constituted authorities, for even
Moses had to allay a strife of the kind (c. 43). The apos-
tles foresaw that dissensions would arise, and took measures
accordingly ; and it is wrong to set aside presbyters who
have been duly elected and have discharged their functions
blamelessly (c. 44). If you study the secriptures, the ora-
cles of the Spirit, you will find that formerly it was the
wicked alone who vexed the righteous, whom God glorified
with exceeding glory. To these latter, to the just, we
ought to cleave; they are the elect of God; but woe to
those who rend the one body of Christ (c. 47). Your
present dissensions are worse than those rebuked by Paul
in his divinely inspired Epistle. Put away these things,
then, quickly, return to the Lord, and walk again as before,
remembering that to be useful to the brethren is more no-
ble than the best gifts (cc. 48— 49). Pray, then, that ye may
live in charity (c. 650); and let the disturbers confess their
sins (c. 51); for such confession is required by God. Con-
sider how Moses loved Israel, bow he was ready rather to
perish himself than to see his people perish (c. 53). He,
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therefore, who has true love will rather give way an# leave,
than disturb the peace of the church (c. 54). With a gene-
nal exhortation to submission, and the usual benediction, the
epistle closes.

III. Tae DocTtrINAL VIEWs OF CLEMENT.

J § 4. General Character. -

The Epistle of Clement shares the general character of the
other writings commonly ascribed to his age —it attempts
no formal treatment of doctrine as such; what of doctrine it
contains is in the way of allusion, is advanced for a directly
practical purpose, and not for its own sake. This is even
more completely the case with Clement than with Ignatius or
Barnabas. His references to what he deemed facts or con-
ditions of spiritual life and redemption are plain enough; but
his treatment of them is either not at all, or very slightly
doctrinal. By this circumstance our doctrinal deductions
must be guided. We must be on our guard against pree-
sing his language in any one direction, whether for or
against the orthodox system. At the same time, in view
of the general character of his mind and of the position he
occupied (to which we shall refer more fully hereafter), we
must also guard against treating his words too lightly. We
must allow that he felt in & broad manner the force of the
terms he uses, even if we deny them to be the outflow of
distinct doctrinal reflection. For though, as a man of a
thoroughly practical turn, and living at a stage of the
history of Christianity when there had as yet no palpable
Becessity arisen for a philosophical discussion of its doc-
trines, he advances his thoughts without scientific aim or
precision, the culture, harmony, and masculine good sense
which mark his epistle, force us to suppose that he, at all
events, understood what he was about, and felt the weight
of what he taught. Nor may we forget that, though the
immediate successors of the apostles found no necessity for,
sd evinced no inclination to, theological speculation as
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such, the fact of their standing in practical antagonism to
Judaism on the one hand, and heathenism on the other,
would compel them to weigh well the substance of the
thoughts and the nature of the facts which they advanced,
even where there was an absence of formal precision.
Guided by these considerations, we will now examine the
main doctrinal features of the Epistle of Clement.

§ 5. Its Representations of the Person‘of Christ.

Clement’s references to the person of Christ may be
classed under three rubrics : those which affect,

1. His relation to God,

2. His personal character and endowments,

3. His relation to men.

1. The references to Christ’s relation to God.

The most important passage bearing on Chriat’s relation to
God is contained in the thirty-sixth chapter. Translated, it
runs as follows: “ This is the way, beloved, in which we found
our salvation, Jesus Christ, the High Priest of var offerings,
the protector and helper of our weakness. Through him
we gaze up to the heights of the heavens; through him we
look as in a mirror on his [God’s] faultless and most excel-
lent countenance ; through him the eyes of our heart are
opened ; through him our stupid and darkened under-
standing shoots up into his wonderful light; through bim
the Lord willed that we should taste of immortal knowledge ;
who being the brightness of his majesty is by so much
greater than the angels ag he hath inherited a more excel-
lent name. For it is written thus: ¢ He who maketh his
angels spirits and his ministers flames of fire’; but concern-
ing the Son, the Lord spake on this wise, ‘thou art my Son,
this day have I begotten thee; ask of me and I will give thee
nations for thine 1nher1tance and the ends of the earth
for thy possession.” And again he saith to him: ¢ Sit at
my right hand till I make thine enemies thy footstool.’
Who then are the enemies? The wicked and those who
oppose the will of God.” The most weighty portion of



1865.] CLEMENS ROMANUS. - g1

this remarkable passage is identical with part of the first
chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews, and is, in all proba.
bility, a qnotatwn from it. For our present purpose, how:
ever, it is a matter of indifference whether Clement be
supposed ta be quoting or not. Nor is it of consequence
to justify his use and application of the passages from the
0ld Testament interwoven with his own words. All we
bave to do with, is his own conception of Christ, conyeyed
through the medium of quotation, or in his own language,
a8 the case may be. Jesus Christ iz pelfwy dyyéhov, 7o
axabyacua Tis peyaoaivns of God, Son of God, begotten
by God, and his enemies. are the enemies of God.

a. Christ is greater than ihe angels. In c. 34 he exhorts
the Corinthians to “ consider the entire multitude of the
angels of God, how they do his will”; and in c. 29 he
represents the boundtmes of the nations as fixed accordmg
to the number of the angels of God”’; from which it Would
appear that he deemed them to be in some way superior to
men, to stand nearer to God. Anpnd yet Christ is greater
than the angels, greater in the measure in which he has
inherited a more excellent name than they. But what other
more excellent name can there be than that of angel, &
term designating a very high, nay the very highest, order
of created beings? The answer is given by Clement in
the following words, quoted from Psalm ii., “thou art my
Bon.»

b. Christ is God’s Son, begotten by God. Angels, though
higher than men, are yet still but servants; Christ is, by
eontrast, Son. What precise significance Clement attaghed
to this term might be difficult to unfold, but we may be
sided by the following considerations : It cannot designate
s merely moral sonship, moral unity, If Christ had merely
been, in Clement’s estimate, a perfectly pure man, who for
bis eminent godliness was designated Son of God, why
thould he place him above the amgels? It is true he
approves, in c. 39, of the expression from Job iv.: “he

charges his angels with folly;” but that he understood it
Vor. XXII. No. 87. 46
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in an hyperbolical sense, and not as implying actual sin, is
evident both from the words dylwy dyydrov, in the same
chapter, and from the praise bestowed on them in c. 34,
where he contrasts them with men, and sets them before
men as an example of obedience and harmony. Further, the
employment of the word yeyéiwmka, “I have begotten thee.”
However indisposed we may be to press such a word as
this, we can scarcely avoid supposing that Clement must
have felt, to some extent, its force. Concerning man, in
c. 33, he speaks, most distinctly, as made, movjowper, Exla-
oev; and in the passage above referred to, in c. 39, angels
are ranked with the rest of creation ; the sole difference
between them and men being their purity and obedience.
Conjoining, then, the two words wids and ryeyévwnra, and
bearing in mind the considerations just advanced, we are
forced to conclude that Clement, as it were spontaneously,
if not with  a full comprehension of what he was doing,
placed Christ in, what we may term, a blood-relationship to
God, such as pertains to no creature, not even to that
“most excellent creature, man ”’ (c. 33), nor to that still higher
creature, the angel. It is very improbable that Clement had
any notion whatever of the eternal generation of the Som,
which was subsequently based upon, if not deduced from, -
the words é&yd ovjuepoy ryeyéwwmkd oe,! though some writers
have maintained it.

¢. We may further notice, also, the expression xexAnponé-
pmeev in connection with Son. Christ has inherited the
name — the name which ‘indicates the nature,the name of
Son, Son of God, born, not merely made. That which we
inherit is ours by right, is ours by natural relationship; and
to predicate of Christ a natural relationship to God of this
kind, what is it but to make him divine ?

d. There are still three remarkable phrases to be noticed
in this passage: In Christ we look upon God’s faultless
countenance; we, who are ourselves the impression of the

1 8ee Origen ; and, in modern times, Treffrey on the * Eternal Sonship,” and
Clark on Luke i. 14.
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image of God (c. 33), see in Christ God’s faultless and most
excellent face, i.e. the perfect expression of the inmost
essence of God. :

Again, he is the amadyacua tijs peyarooivns adrob. Man
is the “ character (xapastip) of bis image,” i.e. of Christ:
Christ is the “bright reflection of his majesty.” Clement
seems really to have sought out the strongest terms he
could find, in order to express how fully Christ represents
God to us, w1t‘hout exactly styling him God.

And lastly, we read that the enemies of Christ are the
enemies of God, which enemies God promises to bring into
subjection to Christ. This is a further identification of
Christ and God, which, taken together with the entire pas-
sage, must be allowed to be weighty. In short, it is impos-
gible to examine this thirty-sixth chapter without acknowl-
edging that whatever stress may be laid on particular
terms, Clement felt no hesitation in putting Christ into a
position so close to God, that he only failed to style him
God and divine. He has interwoven with his own words
the strongest expressions from (probably) the Epistle to the
Hebrews, indicating, by the fact of selection, that it was
distinctly his design to set forth Christ with the utmost
- possible glory short of absolute identification with God
himself.

The remaining clauses of this chapter we shall advert to
in another connection.

e. The next passage that claims notice is the somewhat
obscure one in the sixteenth chapter : ¢ The sceptre of the
majesty of God, our Lord Jesus Christ, did not come with
pomp and boastings, nor with arrogance, although it was in
his power, but in lowliness of mind.” From the use here
of the impersonal term  sceptre,” it might be concluded that
Christ stood to God in the relation of a mere instrument.
At first sight it seems to be employed in analogy to the
word “rod,” in Isaiah x. 6 : “Ah! the Assyrian, the rod
of mine anger”; that as the Assyrian was God’s rod, so
Christ is the sceptre of his majesty. But apart from the

—
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inanity of such & use in this connection, there are several
positive grounds against it : (1) There is no instance in the
Old Testament, on which Clement greatly leans, and from
which he evidently derived the figure, in which a creature
ig' called the *sceptre of God”; and that for a very natu-
ral reason. Sceptre is the permanent, distinoctive symbol
of regal authority and power, in their totality. Another
may be a monarch’s sword, or rod, or right hand, but not
his sceptre, without having, de facto, the monarch’s own
power, without being, so far as possible, the monarch him-
self. In the Old Testament to take away the sceptre, is to
reduce the holder thereof to the rank of subject from that
of ruler. For example, in Zech. x. 11 we read “the sceptre
of Egypt passes away.”

(2) Men who are God's “rod” or “sword” or other in-
strument, are so designated in virtue of some one particular
work or office intrusted to them for a particular time j
whereas Christ is spoken of here as ¢ sceptre,” indepen-
dently of any partioular work, as though it were his nataral,
permanent position. And he who was and is the sceptre
comes to redeem, humbling himself by undertaking his
mission in the form of a servant. The dignity of God’s
messengers consists precisely in their being his messen-
gers, whatever may be the outward circumstances of their
activity. The fact that Christ ““ might have come in pomp
and dignity,” and that his not coming thus was an humilia-
tion, implies clearly that he had a dignity arising from the
sceptre, apart from even so glorious a mission as that of
redemption.

The term has also been explained in anslogy to SwSesxd-
awnmrpoy in ¢, 31, and owfmrrper in c. 82. These words are
there equivalent to ¢¥Ay, as in several passages of the Old
Testament, ©3¢ signifies tribus. And as in c. 29 Jacob,
to whom pertained the 8wdexdawmmrpoy, that is, from whom
the twelve tribes, or oxijwrpa, came, is called God’s herit-
age, 80 Christ too is called God’s exfimrrpoy, or heritage.
Were this analogy admissible at all, the idea would have to
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be considerably modified in view of the words of c. 82,
where the derivation of the Lord Jesus from the flesh is
adduced as one of God’s marvellous gifts. Plainly, if an
honor were conferred on God’s heritage Israel, by the mere
casual descent of Christ; and if, at the same time, Clement
meant to represent Christ as God’s heritage in employing
the word oxfjmrpov, it must be in an exéraordinary sense.
Israel was privileged above all men, was God’s son; and
yet he is honored by the mere fleshly descent of Christ:
Christ must then, surely, be God’s Son, God's heritage, in -
en absolate sense. We are thus, by another route, led to
8 conception of Christ as lofty as could be desired, short
of styling him God. But it is very unlikely that Clement
should have employed the terms in this sense. Either his
thought would have been similar to that just expounded,
and that is very improbable, or he would have spoken with
‘s confusedness which the general tone of his epistle does
pot warrant us in attributing to him. The most natural ex-
planation is the one suggested by a preceding remark, that
“sceptre” iz the essential, permafent symbol of regal
power and authority. Clement viewed Christ, accordingly,
88 the personal symbol, vehicle, organ, embodiment, repre-
gentative of the majesty and authority of God, without
whom God can no more be truly thought of, than a monarch
without sceptre. Such a conception would be quite in
harmony with the representations of the New Testament ;
for example, with Col. i. 16: “ By him were all things
created.” If, then, Clement held Christ to be clothed with
divine regal power, it is quite intelligible that he should
have been able to appear in pomp; that his dignity was not
derived from his mission; that he could humble bimself in
the manner described. We have here, in another inde-
pendent form, the same thought as is expressed in Philip-
pians ii. 6 — 8 : ¥ who being in the form of God humbled
himself, and became obedient unto death, even the death of
the cross.”

J. The next point bearing upon Christ’s relation to the
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Father, is Clement’s use of the word dpuws, as & designation
of Christ as well as God. It occurs in a great variety of con-
nections. As a general rule, it is true, he uses the term
Seamdrys of God, and never applies it to Christ; which might
seem to imply that xlpios was a mere title of office, or was
used loosely, as we use master, lord. But a more careful
examination shows that he uses mipios and Seamdrys inter-
changeably of God, and that consequently, in view especially
of other circumstances, his application of xpeos to Christ is
surprising, save on one supposition. That he draws no such
precise distinction between the two words is sufficiently
evident from cc. 33, 53, and 54, among many others. In
c. 33, we read 6 Secwdrys dyarMdrac émi Tots Epryois airob ;
and he subsequently says, plainly referring to the same
subject, 6 xUpeos, Epyoss éavrov koouijoas, kxdpn. Now, either
Seaworns and xipos are to Clement identical in force and
meaning, or, supposing Christ to be xipwos, that creative
activity which in the one case is predicated of God, is
predicated in the other of Christ.

Again, in c. 54, also, xdpuos is either used of God, or the
earth and its fulness are -said to be Christ’s; which would
be a plain transference of one of God’s main characteristics
to Christ. Further, the identity of wpios and Seamoras is
clear from a comparison of cc. 36 and 53. In the former,
quoting the Old Testament, he says, elmev 6 Seomorys;
whereas in the latter, quoting from the same source, he says,
elrev & kipios. It is, lastly, sustained by the circumstance
that, in introducing his quotations from the Old Testament
and in speaking himself of God, he generally, though, as we
have shown, not invariably, uses Seomdrys (cc. 24, 33, 36,
40). If he had any definite reason at all for this procedure,
it was a desire to secure variety of expression; for, with
bis general tendencies, it is exceedingly unlikely that he
meant to be more accurate than the Old Testament. Nor
have we any reason for thinking that 8¢awérns was required
by the usage of the time.

Now this application of the same term to Christ as is
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spplied to God in the Old Testament, which Clement deemed
inspired, is of itself striking enough; but especially so
when the two are designated sUpios almost in the same
breath, as in cc. 13 and 16. From the “Martyrium Poly-
carpi,’ c. 8, where Polycarp is represented as refusing to
sy xUpws kaicap, it would appear that, by the Christian
church of that day, xJpios was regarded as, at all events to
some extent, a distinctive title of Christ, a title indicative
of his divine dignity. Taking this circumstance in con-
nection with Clement’s usage and the unsage of the Old
Testament, whose authority he recognized, divine dignity
would appear to be ascribed to Christ.

There is a further incidental identification of God and
Christ in c. 2, where we read, “ content with the viaticum
of God, and giving diligent heed to his words. . ... and
his [God's] sufferings were before your eyes.” That
Clement here had in view the sufferings of Christ, there can
surely-be no question; if 8o, is it not perfectly obvious that,
even if in no precisely formulated shape, he must have con-
nected Christ with God much as the orthodox church has
slways done? In all ages it has been common, in & popular
way, to say interchangeably, ¥ God has suffered,” “ Christ
has suffered ” ; but solely because Christ was believed to be
80 one with God that what he did was done by God.

Other passages, as for example the doxologies in cc. 20,
50, 58, 59, might be adduced under this rubric, which,
though not very important by themselves, all point in the
direction of the clearer declarations just discussed.!

2. Chbrist's pre-existence, character, and endowments.

a. The existence of Christ prior to his appearance on
earth is directly implied in c. 22, where he is represented as
exhorting us, through the Holy Spirit, in the words of
Psalm xxxiii. 11-18; and there is no reason whatever for

1 The words ) xard odpka, according to the flesh, in c. 32, are also significant.
As to tho flesh, he was descended from Israel ; as to the spirit—as to his higher
mtare— from whom ¢ The most natural reply is, from God. In what sense?
Not a5 men may be said to be descended from God; otherwise, where the con-
trast, what the distinction, between Jesus and other Jews ¢
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supposing, either that Christ had spoken these words on
earth, or that Clemeént arbitrarily put them into his mouth.
He clearly believed him to have spoken in Old Testament
times. Here, too, is & conjunction of God and Christ of a
remarkable character, seeing that the Old Testament scrip-
tures are, throughout, represented as the word of God (see,
for example, cc. 13, 45, 53); the word of Christ and the
word of God are treated on the same footing.

The words 70 oxfjrrpov rijs peyahoatvns ovx Sev &y képmep
xalmep Suvduevos k. t. \., from the sixteenth chapter, already
referred to; contain also a hint of his pre-existence. For, to
speak of his being able to appear on earth otherwise than
he did, if he then first came into existence, would be absurd;
especially 8o, to say that he thus humbled himself. How
could he humble himself, if he had not previously held a
higher position?

b. There are several scattered allusions, from which we
can very naturally deduce that Clement regarded Christ as
sinless; this, at all events, is their most obvigus expla-
nation.

In c. 36 we are said to gaze, in him, on the faultless and
most excellent countenance of God; and how could this be
the cage if Christ, even regarded merely as a medium, were
imperfect? According to c. 39, even the angels are not
beyond the reach of blame when compared with God; yet
Christ is greater, higher than the angels. Again, in c. 16,
the words of Isaiah liii. are applied to Christ : “there was
no guile in his mouth; he suffered for our sins; he bore
our sing, not Ais own,” and so forth. Whatever view may
be taken of the original application of these words, it is
enough for our purpose to know that Clement deemed
them to have been realized in Christ; and he could scarcely
* have indicated his perfect innocence and purity in stronger
terms. Further, we are said to be * sanctified through our
Lord Jesus Christ”’ (c. 1); he is “the gate of righteousness,
and they are blessed who enter into it, and are found
walking in holiness and righteousness.” But he who was
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himself sinful could never, surely, be styled the * gate of
righteousness” to others. His righteousness is evidently
conceived of as of the highest order and degree. Further,
such expressions as, your edaéBeia is é&v Xpiarep (c. 1), mohs-
TeveoDNas katd o kadijcov 7 Xpiore (c. 3), seem to involve,
to say the least, a suberdination of our moral state and life
under his, that amounts to something very like sinlessness.
Naturally, too, all the points referred to under the first
rubric, and that will be brought forward under the next,
point in the same direction.

3. The relation of Christ to men.

Clement’s epistle contains a great variety of utterances
bearing on this point. In the most natural way, and as if the
matter were too obvious to admit of doubt, he represents men
as dependent on Christ for every species of spiritual good.
Grace is spoken of, in cc. 1, 8, 30, 31, 50, as ydpis awo Ocoid
or xupis Beol; in cc. 16 and 59, on the other hand, we read
Umo Tov {uyov Tis xdpitos abroi [Xpuwrrov], and in c. £9, 4
xdpis Tov xupiov fudv 'Incob Xpisrod; 80 that he was
deemed by Clement to be, along with God, the source of
xdpss ; that is, to all appearance, of the same xdpis. Again,
in c.1 he is set forth as the medium through which men
receive ydpis: xdpis Vply amd Oeod Sd Xpiorod. The
expression in the sixteenth chapter, el yap 6 xipios olras
éramwewodpivmoey Tl Toujoouey fuels oi mo Tov Coydv TiS
Xdpitos abrod 8 abrod ENYévres, ““ we who come, through him,
under the yoke of his grace,” is worthy of note. He brings
us under his own dominion, under the dominion of kis own
grace, and is not merely the instrument or agent of bring-
ing us under the dominion of God’s grace; and yet, as we
see from other passages, this same xdpis is identical with
the xdpis damwd Geod. Again, in c. 20 a similar thought is
expressed in different words : 6 péyas Snuiovpyos — evepye
Ty T4 wdvra Umepexmepiaaiys 8¢ duds . . . . . & ob xuplov
nudv Xpuwrrod. - Through Christ we are sanctified (c.1); he
is the 680s é&v % elpopev 70 corjpiov Hudv — & wpoordTys xal
Bondos (c. 306); 1 & Swatoatvy wiAy doriv % év Xpwored (c.

Vor. XXII No. 87. 47
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48); there i8 pia xMjows év Xpiemp (c.48); we are mAndé-
Tes év Xpiarp (c. 32); xheeyuévor vmo Tob Beod 8id 'Incoi
Xpiorod (cc. 60, 68); we are all members of each other
and ta pé\n roi Xpiorod ; nothing, however, being clearer
than that Clement does not mean that Christ bears the same
relation to us as do our fellow men; we are 1o moiuviov ToH
Xpiorab (cc. 44, 54, 67); Christ is xipwos fudv (c. 20, et
pass.); Christ’s is the Bagoieia (c. 50) ; our miores, our ras
8¢la, our dydmy, our éxms, are each and all in Christ (cc. 21,
22, 49, 57). Besides these, there are other allusions to the
practical relation of Christ to humanity, which, though not
of great significance in themselves, harmonize well with,
and therefore acquire force from, the other features of the
picture sketched by Clement.

In the passages just adduced, Clement plainly puts Christ
into a relation to the spiritual redemption and life of man,
such as no merely human being could occupy. Indi-
vidual expressions might, indeed, be used respecting men,
and sometimes are, relatively to external matters; but if we
were to substitute the name of a human being, even though
idealized, for Christ’s name, wherever the latter is referred
to, the incongruity would at once become obvious; it would
at once be plain that the Christ of Clement was not a mere
man. To discuss in detail every one of these utterances
would lead us too far; nor is it necessary. What has been
advanced by such writers as Gess, relatively to the teachings
of the same class in the New Testament is applicable to the
words of Clement, so far as they coincide therewith ; and
to a very large extent they do coincide.

" Let us now sum up Clement’s utterances regarding Christ,
and see what conclusion we are warranted in drawing.

In the first place, Christ is placed in a relation to God
such as neither angels nor men occupy, and is designated
by names which are elsewhere used of God; in the second
place, he pre-exists and is sinless; in the fkird place, he is
assumed to be both the source and the medium of the
highest spiritual, divine blessings. Evidently then, in
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Clement’s eyes, Christ stood nearer to God than is possible
for any creature; so near that the outlines of the one fade
away into those of the other. He does not, indeed, dis-
tinctly identify him with God; he does not, in so many
words, style him divine; there is no good reason for
believing that he held any definite doctrine regarding
Christ's nature and attributes; but still Christ fills almost
the whole of his horizon, and he implies a unity between
him and God, such as can only be satisfactorily expressed
in some such formula as that of the church. We are justi-
fied, then, in maintaining that if Clement had been compelled
by antagonists to make the subject a matter of special
logical reflection, he would unbesitatingly have adopted the
doctrine held by the church throughout the ages. The
reasons for the indefiniteness which marks his expressions
regarding the person of Christ we shall have occasion to
notice in another connection.

§ 6. The Personality and Work of the Holy Spirit.

Clement’s allusions to the Holy Spirit are tolerably nume-
rous, considering the length and design of his epistle; they
are characterized, however, by the previously-noticed vague-
ness in a doctrinal point of view.

The expression mveiua dywv occars, in all, eight times;
in one instance we read mvedua xuplov (c. 21).

(1). His personality in general, and personal existence
prior to the coming of Christ, seem to be implied in cc. 13,
16, 22, and 45, to which we shall refer separately. In the
thirteenth chapter; a quotation from Jeremiah is introduced

. by the words Aéyes yap 7o mvebua 16 &ywv; similarly also,in

¢. 16, a quotation from the prophet Isaiah. Now, in cc. 8,
10, 18, 33, and elsewhere, God is represented as thus speak-
ing, or Jesus Christ; what, therefore, can lie nearer than to
suppose that as they are personal, so the Holy Spirit, to
whom the same act is ascribed, is personal? It is true, the
bare expression 7 mrebpa Méyer would prove little by itself;
for we read in c. 13, ¢nolv ydp & &yios Néyos, which, from
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comparison of c. 56, there can be little doubt is equivalent
to 9 ypadr, i.e. gmaly (cc. 84, 35), or to 75 rypapeiov Aéyer
(c. 28); and it might be argued that as a personal act is
attributed to % ypa¢rj, which is obviously impersonal, the
attribution of a. personal act to 76 wvebua @ywv does not
prove it to be personal. But there are two other circum-
stances to be taken into consideration. The ascription
of the same 7o Aéyew to both mvedua and wpagps neither
requires both to be impersonal, nor both persomal. That
would be proving too much ; for then we might argue that
Bess and 'Inoois were also impersonal. Now it is, a priori,
obvious that ypadj is impersonal; but it is by no means so
certain that mvelua also is impersonal. The question then
arises: Are there any presumptions to the contrary? A
personification of 7 ypa¢ is intelligible enough, for it has a
clearly-defined external existence; but as a mere personifi-
cation srvebua would lack all reality. What is this wvedua ?
we should have to ask. That Clement should use spirit in
any pantheistic sense is utterly improbable. Is mvelua,
then, another term for God or Christ — the Spirit of God, aa
we say the spirit of man? If this had been his meaning, it
is likely that, with his realistic turn of mind, he would have
said 1o mvebua Tob Oeod or 'Incol. His addition of 7o &yow
strengthens the inadmissibility of this supposition. Further,
when he writes ¢ the holy scripture saith,” he means that
“ God or Christ saith,” because he regarded scripture as
God’s word ; but what of 70 mvebua ? especially of 76 mve-
pa 76 &ywov?  If it mean anything, it must mean either God
or the third person of the Trinity ; and as we can see no
reason why he should not have said God or Christ, a8 in
other places, it is probable, particularly in view of the pas-
sages next to be noticed, that, even if in a vague way, the
Holy Spirit hovered before his mind as a personal being.
In c. 22 Jesus is represented as exhorting us through the
Holy Spirit, in the words of Psalm xxxiii. The Holy
< Spirit is here conceived as Christ’s agent in relation to man,
in perfect agreement with the New Testament and the doc-

o
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trine of the church. In c.46 we find the remarkable words,
“have we not one God and one Christ, and one Spirit of
grace which is poured out upon us?” To conclude, here,
that as God and Christ are personal, so also is the Spirit,
would not surely be putting too great pressure on Clement’s
words; on the contrary, the conclusion seems necessary.
That the personality of the Spirit may have been indistinctly
present to his mind, is suggested also by his use of wver} in -
c. 21, instead of mvedua: “for God is a searcher of the
thoughts and desires; whose breath is in us; and when he
wills he takes it away ”; for he says wwoy) alrod, and not
70 wvebpa abrob. The passage rds dAnDeis. picess mvedpaTos
7ol dryiov is not quite so clear as some already referred to,
but still points in the same direction. Such expressions as
&eyvois mvebparos aylov, in c. 2, though apparently imper-
sonal, are, rightly understood, not inconmsistent with the
church doctrine of the Spirit. Further evidence that Clem-
ent viewed the Holy Spirit as a person is derivable also
from the operations attributed to him.

2. Three operations are ascribed to the Spirit: the inspi-
ration of the scriptures, the influencing of sinners, and the
strengthening of believers.

The passages quoted above, from cc. 8, 13, 16, 45, plainly
teach that he inspired the writers of the Old Testament.
In c. 22 Chriat is described as remonstrating with and per-
suading men to seek the Lord, through the Holy Spirit —
a decided hint towards the doctrine of the Spirit’s work in
the conversion of sinners. And in c. 42 the apostles are
said to go forth to their work of evangelization with the full
certainty of the Holy Ghost. Now, notwithstanding the
vagueness which must be allowed to be characteristic of
Clement’s allusions to this subject, what impression do we
receive on the whole? The answer will depend consider-
ably on the point of view of the individual inquirer; but
still one thing must be conceded, that his utterances are
thoroughly compatible with a recognition of the personality
of the Holy Spirit in the church’s sense : nav more, that
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they permit us to suppose that, had occasion called for it,
he would have received the church’s doctrine as the sub-
stantial expression of his own unformulated thoughts.

For the late Dr. Baur’s assertion, that the Son of God, se
far as the apostolical Fathers speak of him as a pre-existent
being, is identical with the Holy Spirit, there is not a
shadow of reason, at all events in Clement’s Epistle. Onse
might with much greater propriety maintain that the Spirit
is identical with Jesus Christ ; though neither position is
tenable. :

It is unnecessary to add that, if the acts attributed by
Clement to the Spirit in Old Testament times involve his
personality, they equally involve Clement’s belief in his pre-
existence. In short, his manner of alluding to the subject
harmonizes best with the supposition that he held, in a con-
crete form, the church’s view of the person and work of the
Holy Spirit.

§ 7. The Trinity.

Our judgment as to whether there be any distinct prepa-
rations for, or anticipations of, the doctrine of the Trinity
as subsequently developed in the history of the church, will
depend on the conclusions arrived at relatively to the two
points last examined. If Christ be really represented by
Clement as the pre-existent Son of God, who discharges
divine functions and performs divine works; and if the
Holy Spirit be personal and pre-existent ; then the foun-
dation is' clearly laid for the doctrine of the Trinity, how-
ever fuar Clement may be from a formal recognition thereof;
and we may reasonably say, as in previouws cases, that, had
he found opportunity, he weould bave accepted the church’s
doctrine as the natural, if not fully satisfactory, expression
of his own belief. There is only one passage which can be
deemed, in any sense, to hint at the doctrine of the Trinity;
it is in c. 46 :“H oUyi &va Bedv éxopev xai éva Xpiarow ; xai &
wvebpua Tis Xdpiros TO &kxodey &b’ fuds; but it is too slight
a foundation on which to build; though it would be a very
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patural course to refer to the New Testament baptismal
formula as furnishing an analogy to, and perbaps an expla-
nation of, Clement's words.

§ 8. Tre Atonement of Christ.

An impartial examination of his epistle can leave littlo
doubt that Clement believed the death of Christ to have
effected for men something outside of them, as well as pro-
duced a spiritual effect in them. The strongest words
bearing on this subject are found in cc. 7,16,and 49. They
run as follows: c. 7, “ Let us gaze intently on the blood
of Christ, and let us see how precious to God is his blood,
which, having been shed for our salvation, has Lrought the
grace of repentance to the entire world ;” c. 49, “ Because
of the love he had towards us, Jesus Christ our Lord gave
his blood on our behalf by the will of God, and his flesh for
our flesh, and his soul for our souls;” in c. 16 the fifty-
third chapter of Isaiah is quoted as a prophecy of Jesus
Christ and his sufferings, and is plainly considered to ex-
press their significance. As Dr. Dorner remarks in his
Christology, regarding one of these passages in conjunction
with others to be adduced afterwards: “ Every explanation
is forced which does not find in them the idea of substi-
tution, and that both in a subjective and objective sense —
subjective in Christ’s substitutionary spirit or disposition,
and objective in that his substitutionary spirit and deed had
their correspondent objective result.” Several other more
or less distinct allusions to the efficacy of the blood of
Christ occur. For example, in c. 12 the red thread hung
by Rahab in the window of her house, as a sign to the in-
vading Israelites, is treated as a type of the redemption to
be wrought out by the blood of Christ for all who believe
and hope in God. Whatever opinion we may entertain as
to the typical value of this thread of Rahabl’s, Clement's
view of the death of Christ is plain enough. Again, in c. 21
we read : “let us pay heed to Jesus Christ, who was given
for us”; in c. 2 the Corinthians are praised for keeping
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the sufferings of Christ before their eyes,to wit, not merely
as an example, though this is included, but as a principle of
self-sacrifice in them, and a source of great blessing, Fur-
ther, in cc. 36 and 58 Christ is designated our high-priest,
a term which first acquires full force, especially as taken
in connection with Bon®és, wpoordrns and the remarks made
above, when we apply it in the sense of the church. The
death of Christ would thus seem to have been regarded by
Clement as having taken place to redeem men from penal-
ties otherwiso inevitable, and to bring to them blessings
otherwise inaccessible. A clearly worked-out doctrine
there is not ; but there certainly is a recognition of that
concrete basis on which the church.subsequently built its
doctrine of the atonement.

§ 9. Justification by Faith.

Clement’s clearest utterance concerning the nature and
significance of fuith is contained in c. 32, where we read :
“All these, then, were honored and magnified, not throngh
themselves or their works, or the just deeds which they
wrought, but through his will. We also, therefore, called
by his will in Christ Jesus, are not justified by ourselves,
nor by our wisdom or intelligence or piety or works which
we have wrought in sanctity of heart, but by faith, by which
the omnipotent God hath justified all from the beginning.”
Nothing can be more distinct. We are justified by faith,
not by works. *The coincidence with the fougth and fifth
chapters of the Epistle to the Romans is very obvious and
complete.

Clement alludes to faith as a moral and spiritual force, in
eight passages. In four passages God is plainly its object ;
in one clearly, and in three others it may, perbaps, without
force be maintained to refer to Christ. In c.3 we read :
“each quits the fear of God, and is dim-sighted in his faith;»
in c. 10 : ¢ for his faith and hospitality a son was given to
Abraham in his old age”; in c. 12 the faith and hospi-
tality of Rahab are praised ; and in c. 31 we read that
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Abrabam was blessed because he wrought righteousness
aad truth through faith, that is,in God. Of these passages,
the last is the only one that can be said to have any 'special
force; and the context forbids basing any definite judgment
onit. Clement’s immediate object seems to have been to
enumerate ai 6dol s elhoylas, and he apparently ranks faith
as one mode among others of attaining to blessing. Abra
ham wrought righteousness and truth & mwisrews; Isaac,
petd wemoidioéws 1)8éws éyévero Svala; Jacob, éfexdpnoey perd
rawewoppoovrns. In this case, however, any seeming incon
gistency is attributable to the practical character of what he
writes, and to vagueness in the use of language. The sec-
tion in which the above expressions occur, finishes with the
strong declaration regarding the nullity of everything but
faith quoted above; as though Clement bad intended by
the close to obliteraté any ambiguity occurring in the
course of his exhortations. We must here observe the rule
of explaining obscurer by clearer passages. Where Clement
meant to treat of the relative value of different principles,
he leaves no doubt as to the position due to faith. We
must further remember that owing to the purely practical
purpose of his epistle, Clement naturally gave full promi-
nence to each particular moral or spiritual force as it came
into view.!

Clement never quite distinctly teaches that we are justi-
fied by faith in the blood of Christ; but that a connection
existed for his mind between faith and the death of Christ
in the justification of sinners may be concluded on various

1This is a very simple principle, which has been greatly neglected by too
many interpreters of our canonical scriptures. The sacred writers were not so
fearful of speaking strongly, now in one direction, and then in another direction
spparently incompatible with the first, as we are now. We stand in constant
awe of being misunderstood by some weak brother or sister. Thoroughly
examined, there is scarcely a proof of the inspiration of scripture stronger than
these formal, logical inconsistencies ; for the man of spiritual insight feels and
secs these very inconsistencies to be living truth — truth drawn directly from
the everflowing wells of life, and given to the thirsty without being first disin-
tegrated and recompounded, and thus deprived of freshness and vigor. Life is

light, and light s life.
Vor. XXIIL No. 87. 48
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grounds : first, from the universal significance attributed

to iriarie in c. 32; secondly, from such expressions as o~
, 765 év Xpior@ in c. 22; thirdly, from the words referring to
Isaac in c. 31, where he is said to have freely become a sac-
xifice, knowing, what was to come, to wit, what Christ would
do; and lastly, in connection with the foregoing, from the
stress elsewhere laid on Christ’s death as the salvation of
the entire world and the source of such virtues as repent-
ance. For with his ethical and practical tendencies, Cle-
ment must have conceived salvation to have been appro-
priated through the medium of some such human act or
organ as faith! In the light of ¢.32 it is impossible to sup-
pose that Clement should bave recognized any other prin-
ciple by which this salvation is mediated, save faith. The
words Befalav wiotw vucwv in c. 1 may also be taken to
involve the presupposition of Christ as the object and
content of faith, particularly as viewed in connection with
the next clause v & Xpiord edoéBeias.

Roman Catholic writers, indeed, endeavor to show that
Clement places works and charity on the same level with
faith, as principles of acceptance before God. But the pas-
sages on which they rely for proof are, to say the least, very
feeble. One is contained in c. 30, where we read : “ let us put
on concord, being humble-minded, continent, removing far
from all whispering and slander, justifying ourselves by works,
and not by words.” ‘That the opposition here lies between
works and mere words, and not between deeds and faith, as
a principle of justification, is as plain as possible, especially
from what follows: *“ He who speaketh much shall hear in
reply, Does a man of many words think to be just? Do not
be great in words!” The contrast is betaveen reality and
pretence, not between works and faith, which are equally
realities and equally important in their relative positions,
in Clement’s estimation. The other passage is c. 50 ; “Bles.
sed are we, beloved, if we have fulfilled the commands of
God in concord of love, in order that our sins may be re-
mitted to us through love (&’ dydmis).” The following
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considerations will set aside any difficulty that may be occa-
gsioned by these words: first, that as it would be unwarrant-
able to base a doctrine of justifieation by faith on any single
passage, in face of a number of other passages of a different
tendency, some very clear and some indistinct; so in the
present instance. Secondly, Clement never uses the strong
and decided language regarding love that he uses regarding
faith. Thirdly, bis experience, we do not say his conception,
of faith was not of that dead thing to which Roman Cath-
olics oppose love ; to him, faith, was the root of love, love
the ripe outcome of faith. Fourthly, the idea of love as &
source of merit before God would clash with the passages
quoted above, and with the present context. Fifthly, &’
dydrns here signifies, probably, ¢ through love,” i.e. in
God or Christ, and not “ on account of love,” which would |
be & dydwnpv. This meaning is suggested to an unpreju-
diced reader by the very next words: “for it is writ-
ten, Blessed are they whose sins are cowered.” And,
lastly, as we have observed in another connection, Cle-
ment’s practical tendency led him to lay strong emphasis
on each spiritual principle or virtue as it presented itself
to his view. In short, the foundation supplied to Catholics
by Clement is as feeble as that supplied by the writers of
the New Testament.

§ 10. The Resurrection.

On this point Clement’s testimony is more clear and pre-
cise than on any other. He devotes to it three entire
chapters, cc. 24, 25, and 26, and alludes to it in cc. 27 and
42. He assumes, first, the fact of the resumrrection of
Christ ; speaks of his resurrectian as the first-fruits, to be
followed by ours ; and refers, in illnatrative support thereof,
to the fable of the phoenix and to various analogies of na-
ture. In c. 26 he quotes the words of Job xix.: “Thou
shalt wake up my flesh again,” in confirmation of the resur-
rection. Into the mode and time of our resurrection, and
other questions connected therewith, he does not enter at
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all. From his use of the words of Job, however, he would
appear to have assumed the resurrection of the body. So
that his references to this point, though clearer than usual,
contain little or nothing of a properly doctrinal character.
That his allusions to the resurrection should be unusually
distinct, is plainly attributable to its being something tan-
gible and objective ; besides, that was most probably (see
c. 42 where the apostles are said to have been inspired
with confidence by the resurrection of Christ) the chief
support of Christian belief, and the main argument in the
conviction of heathen.

Such, then, are the main features of the theology of Cle-
ment, so far as we may speak of his having a theology at all.
The question next to be considered is: What relation does
the theology of Clement’s epistle bear to the theological
views current in the Christian circles of his day? Does
Clement here - fairly represent the state of theological
thought, both as to form and substance? Our answer is,
Yes ; and on the following grounds:

§ 11. The Position and Character of Clement.

1. Clement occupied a position which gave him ample
opportunity of becoming directly conversant with the theo-
logical thought of the church of his day. He was acquainted
with the apostle Paul (Phil. iv. 8), even if he did not accom-
pany him on his journeys, as some have supposed. Origen,
Eusebius, Epiphanius, Jerome, and other early writers tes-
tify to his being the same as the one mentioned in the pas-
sage just quoted. He was probably a citizen of Philippi,
and after his conversion to Christianity labored there, in
conjunction with others. This must have been prior to
A.D. 63 or 64; and from that time onwards till about a.p.
92 to 101 he continued, so far as we know, to serve Christ,
either in Philippi or other cities. Between A.p. 92 and 101
be beld the office of bishop of Rome, and, as the high value
set on the epistle which bears his name sufficiently proves,



1865.] CLEMENS ROMANUS. 88t

was greatly esteemed by the Christian churches in general.
Now a man of his age and intellectual and moral character,
even though he had held no prominent official positions,
must have contracted a wide acquaintance with the belief
of his contemporaries ; much more if he had held the posi-
tions commonly ascribed to Clement.

2. His intellectual and moral qualities fitted him for re-
flecting the general average thought of his contemporaries.
So far as we can judge from his epistle, and it reads like a
true expression of his inner being, Clement’s mind was pre-
cisely of that order from which we expect and receive the
most accurate testimony.

He was of a practical, unspeculative turn; his judgment
was sober and well balanced ; he evinces ¢ulture and sus-
ceptibility to beauty in nature and style; and while not
possessed of striking force, cannot by any means be echarged
with feebleness.

To his predominantly practical turn of mind, we have had
frequent occasion to refer. The entire epistle bears testi-
mony thereto : there is not a single feature of an opposite
character.

That his judgment was sober and well balanced appears
from his mode of treating the entire dispute in question;
from the absence of extravagant ascetical ideas and exag-
gerated notions about martyrdom ; from his abstinence from
allegory and from his treatment, to single out one matter,
of the fable of the phoenix. There is scarcely an exhorta-
tion, a practical judgment, a general observation, that is not
a8 applicable now as it was then. With what wisdom does
he commence his exhortations! With what mingled severity
and tenderness does he treat the offenders! In praise heis
not too full; in blame, not too harsh. And he seeks through-
out to accomplish his design rather by warning examples
of contention and encouraging examples of concord and
obedience than by direct exhortation and reproof. How
wise and discriminating are the following words from c. 38:
“ Let not the strong man neglect the weak, but let the weak
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esteem the atrong; let the rich give to the poor, and let the
poor thank God that he hath given him one threugh whom
his wants are supplied. Let the wise evince his wisdom,
not in words, but in good works. He who is humble should
not bear testimony to himself, but should leave testimony
to be borne by others. He who is chaste as to the flesh,
let him not be puffed up, knowing that another hath given
him the gift of continence.”

Who that reads his praise of the Corinthians, in ¢. 2; his
description of the concord and harmony of the universe, in
c. 20; his impassioned encomium of charity,in c. 49; and
notes the spirit of love and harmony which breathes through
many other passages, can call in question his culture and his
sense of beauty ?

And, finally, though not distinguished for force, his mind
is by no means chargeable with weakness. Sometimes he
exhibits considerable energy, as, for example, in c. 46 ; his
mode of treating the matters he touches, though in a for-
mal respect very loose, is substantially firm and self-consist-
ent; sometimes, through sheer, earnest common sense, he
approaches to a broad philosophical view, as for example,
of faith as a spiritual force, in c. 32; in c. 49 we have
an independent expansion of a thought derived from the
apostle Paul.

In short, an unprejudiced examination of the epistle
reveals an author whose mind is marked by the sobriety,
practicalness, harmony, freedom from idiosyncracies, which
warrant the expectation that his references to matters of
belief and life, will be a fair reflection of the spirit of his
age.

§ 12. The Circumstances and Charactdr of the Epistle.

1. The epistle is addressed, according to the salutation
in chapter 1, by the church in Rome to the church in
Corinth ; and, according to Eusebius,! was written by Cle-
ment in his official capacity as bishop of Rome. Here, then,

1 Eusebius, Hist. Ecel. III., 16, 38,
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we have a double testimony: 1. fo the amthority enjoyed
by Clement ; 2. to the authority of the epistle itself.

An official communication from one church to another
would naturally touch only such points and urge such consid-
erations as were generally accepted. Whatever, therefore,
occurs in it, may be safely assumed to have been commonly
recognized as constituent elements of Christian belief.

2. Throughout the epistle there is no attempt whatever
to demonstrate any doctrine, or prove any fact;! all is
taken for granted. And further, doctrines and facts are in-
troduced in the way of allusion — two peculiarities, which
consist alone with the supposition that the Epistle reflects
truly the substance and form of theological thought in Cle-
ment’s day. As to substance, anything new or peculiar
would have demanded proof, even between churches ;
eepecially when written by one individual in the name of a
community. As to form, had it been customary to employ
a more ratiocinative form, we must surely have found traces
thereof even in an official letter. In similar letters written
at a later period there is a marked difference in this respect,
_ due unquestionably to the different character of the thought
of the age.

This character of Clement himsel, and of his epistle,
viewed in connection with other considerations, is further a
strong testimony to his having labored and written at the
era we have supposed. Had he lived-later, from the promi-
nent position he occupied, we should have expected a tone
and turn of mind more after the type of later writers, such
88 Justin Martyr, Clemens Alexandrinus, Tertullian, and
others. And a foew years later, an epistle that abstains so
completely from theological controversy, that is occupied
80 exclusively with the practical aspects of Christianity, and
that breathes ‘so convinced, so harmonious, so peaceful a

TRoman Catholic writers might say that this was because Clement wrote
authoritatively, as the head of the Church on earth. But there is no trace
whatever of such authority in the epistle. Clement writes as a brother to
brethren, and all his reproofs and appeals bear this character.
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spirit, could not have been written from a Western to an
Eastern church. The scanty and vague reference to points
of ecclesiastical order are natural enough, if our supposi-
tion be correct; completely unnatural, on a contrary view.
If Clement had lLeld the more distinct and developed ideas
set forth, for example, in some of the epistles commonly
ascribed to Ignatius, there was occasion enough for ad-
vancing them. ‘

We conclude, then, from the mental and moral character-
istics of Clement that he was fitted to represent to us the
form and substance of the theological thought of his day,
and that, from the tone of his epistle, he actually does it.

§ 13. Contemporary Christian Writings.

In support of the testimony thus borne by Clement’s -
epistle, we may adduce, further, the other works ascribed
to his age; whether truly ascribed, or not, does not greatly
affect the present argument. We refer to the epistles of
Ignatius (particularly the shorter recension), of Barnabas,
of Polycarp. These all bear the same general character
a8 the epistle of Clement, though they betray, in a higher
degree, the idiosyncracies of the several writers. At the
same time, however, we must observe that these idiosyn-
cracies relate principally to practical questions, such as
martyrdom and church government, while in relation to
doctrine all are substantially at one.

The circumstance that no writings of any very decidedly
different character were ever attributed to the orthodox
circles of the post-apostolic age, is a confirmation, e silentio,
of the position that the extant works were then written, and
that the belief and life of the church were then substantially
such as we bave indicated. Whether we accept the gene-
rally assumed age of the writings in question’or not, this is
certain, that antiquity believed the post-apostolic age to
have been such as we have assumed ; and yptil good posi-
tive reasons are adduced to the contrary, this consideration
must have weight. It is true the Tiibingen school has
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labored to spread the canonical and other early Christian
. writings over the first and part of the second century, in
order thus to show that the general character of the so-
called post-apostolic age was by no means that which such
productions as the epistle of Clement would imply. But
the arguments adduced are either exceedingly feeble or
purely negative, and owe their existence entirely to the
necessities of their general philosophical theory of history.
But we shall return again to this matter.

§ 14. If such, then, were the character of the immedi-
ately post-apostolic age — on the one hand non-speculative,
non-productive in an intellectual point of view, almost ex-
clusively devoted to great practical questions; and yet, on
the other, actually possessed of a rich store of lofty and,
for the time, unusual thoughts relating to the highest ques-
tions of existence, both speculative and practical, all set
forth with a directness, certitude, and an informality, to say
the least, remarkable — what conclusion are we, not merely
warranted, but compelled, to draw respecting the age which
preceded ? We answer, first, that age must have been
marked by great, startling productiveness, both in thought
and deed. The historical phenomenon that numerous, and
in some instances large, communities of men, themselves
not at all remarkable for culture, and whose leaders give no
signs of having been productive, should hold, and that too
80 firmly, a number of thoughts and principles which, what-
ever judgment we may form as to the abstract truth of many
of them, are distinguished by & grand and moral beauty
hitherto totally strange to the greater part of the world,
requires some explanation. If these first Christians had
been comparatively few in number, and possessed of high
culture, then we might deem it possible that they were the
outcome of a slow and gradual spiritual movement, whose
initiator was Socrates, and main factors Jesus, Paul, Peter,
and John. But as the first Christians were mostly heathens
of the lower classes, we see no mode of accounting for the

existence of the facts adduced, but by assuming that the
Vor. XXII. No. 87. KT
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preceding age had been marked by unusual, or as we be-
lieve supernatural, productiveness. Secondly, an age of this
remarkable character must have immedialely preceded the
phenomenon in question. For this assumption there are
both historical and general grounds. Those who live and
work under the direct ifhpression of sach thoughts and
deeds as had then been produced, are seldom capable of
entering into speculative investigations ; they are too much
possessed by them reflectively to dream of possessing them.
But when the second generation has passed, reflection
begins ; the thoughts and facts have to be communicated to
those whose interest can only be awakened by reflection
doubts arise, objections have to be met ; and so the teach-
ings assume a totally different stamp — they become indi-
rect and ratiocinative. This latter is the general character
of the ages of Christianity which succeeded that of the apos-
tolic Fathers. We find also a similar course of things, even
if in a less degree, during the entire history of the church.
When there has been a great revival of Christian life, those
who have written under the direct impression created by it,
have produced, for the most part, works bearing a concrete,
direct, practical character. So far as they have borne a
different character, it is attributable to the difference of cir-
cumstances ; to wit, in the latter case, we have to do witha
revival of truths to which contemporaries have become rela-
tively hostile or indifferent ; in the former case, totally new
truths are brought into direct contact with a generation
groping after light. But the law, in its general features, holds
good. We find too, as a matter of fact, that later writers
never did, because they never could, treat Christian doc-
trine and fact in the same assumptive, undemonstrative
manner ; though in proportion as Christian books have been
the direct outflow of revived life and manifest divine inter-
ferences, in that proportion have they been of the same
stamp as the epistle of Clement.

§15. In the canonical writings we have the record of
deeds and thoughts precisely such as account for the phe-
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nomenon in question. Any one candidly and carefully ob.
serving the phenomena of the post-apostolic age, even
supposing he knew nothing whatever of the canonical scrip-
tures, must be forced to ask: In what have they taken their
rise? The men themselves are not, in any sense, their
originators, for they appeal to something already existing
and recognized ; they make no attempt to justify what they
advance, as they must if it were new. If to such an observer
the canonical scriptures were presented, and he were told:
These record the deeds, thoughts, and life of men who
immediately preceded the age you are studying, he would
reply : Yes, here are the roots, here is the obvious explana-
tion ; the two are correlatives. And to deny such events
their appropriate practical results, would be equivalent to
denying their reality ; and practical phenomena of the kind
under consideration are inexplicable save by such events.

If this be the case, then the coincidences between this
epistle of Clement and the other writings of the apostolic
Fathers on the one hand, and the several books of the New
Testament on the other, even where not distinctly stated
to be such, may be deemed quotations; and we are thus
supplied with a strong argument for the truth and authority
of the canonical scriptures.

§ 16. Recent Objections to these Views.

Against the supposition that the Ghristian contemporaries
of Clement have in him a fair representative ; that, both for-
mally and materially, his epistle reflects the state of theo-
logical thought among them; that the church then must be
described as exclusively devoted to the practical aspects
of Christianity, holding its facts and doctrines in a concrete,
immediate, non-reflective form ; and that consequently, in a
scientific point of view, they not only did not continue, but to
& certain extent went back from, the productive process of
their predecessors,<— against this supposition, the loudest
protest has been raised by the school of Dr. Baur in Tiibin-
g&en. Such an evident interruption in the theoretical develop-



e

888 CLEMENS ROMANUS. [July,

ment of the “idea” as the ordinary view of the immediately
post-apostolic age involves, conflicts too strongly with their
general theory of history, and is too favorable to the super-
natural origin and character of Christianity to be left unas-
sailed. Accordingly, all the weapons pf history, criticism,
and theory have been brought to bear on this particular
era. No stone has been left unturned, no nook has been
left unsearched, in order to effect a reversal of the long-
formed judgment of the Christian church. Heretical works
have been raised to the position of true representatives of
the state of belief; the orthodox works have been assigned
to a later period and an inferior position; and, finally, the
canonical books have been distributed over a time nearly
double that usually allotted for their production. If, as is
maintained, the first form of Christianity were Ebionism; if
it then threw off its Judaistic limitations in Paul; and if, at
the commencement of the second century, it first rose to ita
full philosophical height in the Gospel of John, which was
the result and reconciliation of the antagonism between the
Pauline and Petrine parties — then undoubtedly the ordi-
nary view of both the apostolic and immediately post-apos-
tolic writings must be false. But the evidence is inspired
by the a priori theory, instead of the theory being con-
structed on the evidence ; and in consequence the evidence
is, naturally enough, to say the least, very far-fetched and
feeble. For example, Dr. Baur's own treatment of Clement
and other apostolic Fathers, both in his work on the Trinity
and elsewhere, is scandalously defective, considering the
attention he bestows on others of far less importance. Our

intention here is, not to discuss the critical questions at

issue; this has been done, in a masterly manner, by such
writers as Dr. Dorner.! But we shall add a few general
observations designed to show that the theory of the
Tiibingen school is opposed to, while the ordinary view
harmonizes with, both the genius and mission of Christianity
and the usval course of human Listory. '

1 Sec his Entwickelungsgeschichte der Lebro von der Person Christi. Vol L
on Clemecat.
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1. The primary aim of Christianity is practical ; it seeks
first of all to influence the life, the conduct; its action on
the intellect, as such, is secondary, and, though inevitable,
not a necessity of the first order. This was particularly the
case at its first appearance. The Jewish and heathen worlds
were sunk in utter corruption,and cried out, not so much
for new intellectual activity, as for a new moral life. The
first Christians, therefore, with the correctness of instinct,
devoted their thoughts and labors to Christianity as a re-
demption from sin and as the principle of a new, righteous
social order. They themselves had found deliverance,
peace, harmony, and their first impulse was to propagate
these blessings in the enslaved, troubled, and discordant
world around them. Christianity can never be introduced
on a wide scale, or get firm footing among men, unless it be
first viewed and proclaimed in its purely practical features.
To take its theoretical aspects as the starting-point is equiv-
alent, in fact, to a complete reversal of its essence and
missiom: If this be the case, then Clement and his contem-
poraries deserve the praise of having done precisely the
work which required immediately to be done—a praise
they would not have merited had they been productive in
the manner deemed necessary by the Tiibingen school.

2. Christianity is undoubtedly intended to assume the
form of a system of truth in'the intellect of man ; but it can
only do so by first taking root in his moral and spiritual
nature. Even now it is not communicable as a mere intel-
lectual system, apart from certain spiritual conditions; and
yet we have grown up under its influence, and it has de-
termined both the form and substance of our thought. He
who would truly understand — intellectually, scientifically
understand — the Christian system, must have felt the power
of Christ’s redeeming love. Till then he stands outside of
it; and, as such, may perhaps lave some inkling of its
inner ‘beauty and self-consistency ; but a vital comprehen-
sion, never. How much truer must this bave been at its
first appearance in the world! What folly to have pre-
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sented it as a system of truth glorious though it be, to the
corrupt and sceptical contemporaries of the apostles! The
way to its intellectual appreciation lay through the heart
and life. Not only was it natural, therefore, that those who
had experienced the power of the new Gospel should be
absorbed in the praise, meditation, and diffusion of its prac-
tical effects; but even inrelation to the development of the
truths of Christianity as an intellectual, as a scientific, mat-
ter, thelr course was the only one appropriate to the circum- .
stances of the case. Any such immediate attention to the
doctrinal aspects of Christianity as is demanded by the Ta-
bingen school would have defeated its own ends. Instead
of a generation of men being prepared for taking up the
work in a living manner, the existing thinkers would have
wasted their efforts on each other, und, like all systems pre-
dominantly and permanently theorctical, Christianity would
shortly have become a dead letter, instead of being a living
power in the world.

3. If the central feature of Christianity be Chnst and
the deeds he wrought for the redemption of men, then we
can fully account for both the vagueness as to form, and the
loftiness as to substance, of the utterances regarding Christ
and other matters contained in the apostolic and post-apos-
tolic writings. The doctrinal distinctness we now demand
would have been unnatural. How was it possible for those
who had come into personal contact with Christ, and had
experienced his marvellous saving power, to enter at once
into those investigations which are presupposed by a formal
doctrine ? They all—and for our present purpose we
may include the generation to which the apostles preached
—believed in the person whom they had felt and handled;
their conversion to Christ had been brought about by per-
sonal contact or by news from the lips of such as had
themselves seen. They had not, like us, previously received
cold, formal instruction; the gospel came, simultaneously,
as news for the head and news for the heart.

In illustration of these remarks, let na addnea ana naing;
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Was it to be expected that all who had lived with Christ
and heard of his life, a3 a human being, should at once be
prepared distinctly to designate him God? His immediate
disciples and their converts — for example, Clement — did
indeed employ the most manifold terms to exalt him and
express his dignity, short of styling him God. We find, how-
ever, in confirmation hereof, that precisely those books
which were written latest, bear the strongest traces of a
doctrinal, a speculative, estimate of the person of Christ;
" and why ? because as time elapsed, the direct, personal im-
pression wore off, and the mind became more free to inquire
into the nature and constitution of the marvellous being
who had revealed God and redeemed their life from death.
We have here only repeated in another form, what theolo-
gians long ago expressed, to wit, that though the canon-
ical books contain all the concrete materials out of which
the docfrints of the church may be fairly formed, they do
not give us the doctrines themselves, as such. And this
holds as completely good of the post-apostolic writers.
From this point, also, light is thrown on the question of
Ebionism, of which so much has been made by the Tiibingen
sehool. They assert, namely, that Ebionism was the firat
form of belief regarding the person of Christ, and that the
higher forms of belief are the result of the conflict, marriage,
eand development of the original and of new elements. It
may be true that it was one of the first forms of belief,
especially after reflection had begun; but it is by no means
80 clear that it was the only form, or the truest form. That
some of the first disciples might have been, or at any rate
became, Ebionites, may be safely allowed by him whose
impression of the glory of the only begotten of the Father
is even now as profound as possible ; and for the following
additional reasons : The disciples of Christ were content
at first simply to believe in him who had lived before their
®yes; he had occupied the highest possible position in
their minds; few if any of them had found it necessary to
undertake a more precise definition of his vosition in rela-
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tion to God and man; in other words, they had formed no
doctrine of his person. But in course of time, especially
when it became incumbent on them to give reasons why
others should believe in Christ, who had never seen him,
many found it necessary to come to some decision. The
simple-minded would then, as now and ever, rest satisfied
with saying, I have experienced this and that. Those of
higher intellectual force and culture would divide into two
classes: such as were of a more spiritual, meditative, specu-
lative cast of mind, would take the step recognizing Christ
to be the Son of God — a step logically and practically in-
evitable to all who fairly weigh the facts and have proper
insight into their own needs; such, on the contrary, as were
of a colder, more matter-of-fact cast of mind would at firat
desire to remain where they were, but afterwards fall back,
recognize merely the man in Christ, and thus constitute the
Ebionitical party. '

4. It is in harmony with the ordmary course of history
that the development of religious life and thought under the
apostles should be unusually full and varied, and that there
should be a comparative falling off immediately afterwards.

Great eras in the history of mind are seldom such in
merely one aspect.’ The rich life that has been accumulating
manifests itself in many directions almost simultaneously.
So was it at the age of Socrates ; so at the age of the Refor-
mation: poetry, philosophy, art, theology, suddenly attained
a height to which the majority of men have never since been
able to climb. Indeed, every nation that has borne a part
in the culture of humanity has had its golden age; in other
words, an age when it evinced unusually profound and
varied productiveness, and gave an impulse to coming gene-
rations.

Why, then, should it be otherwise at that great crisis in
the religious history of humanity, the appearance of the Son
of God on earth? It is true, neither this nor any other
golden era has appeared without preparation ; but all expe-
rience is against the Tiibingen posgition, thut the work done
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in less than one century must have extended over nearly
double the time; and experience is equally favorable to the
supposition that, within the life of the first apostles, seeds
of systems were sown, antagonisms were brought to light,
and reconciliations effected, for whose full development long
centuries would be necessary. Had it not been the case,
we might fairly doubt whether & new divine life had been
really poured through the perishing organism of humanity.

History, too, equally teaches that such extraordinarily
fruitful eras are usually followed by periods of comparative
calm and sterility. It is so in the inner life of every earnest
thinker and earnest believer ; he has his times of sudden
manifold growth and expansion, followed by times of dearth
and seeming relapse. There is not a real falling-off in either
case; but time is required to bring the great mass of hu-
manity up towards the point which its heroes have reached,
as it were at a single bound; this, in fact, is the specific
mission of such heroes ; they appear, not for their own sake,
but for the sake of others. In other words, & productive,
is, and must ordinarily be succeeded by, a digestive and
reproductive age. But for this the history of humanity
would present the spectacle of a series of brilliant flashings
forth of intellectual and religious life, but would not be
marked by a steady progress of all classes from a lower to
a higher state.

Religious revivals, also, are generally followed by seasons
of apparent relapse; but the relapse is not real. The sud-
denly-received convictions and life hdve to be incorporated
with the entire man, and the new power for influence ac-
quired has to be brought to bear on others; both which are
slow and gradual processes. Humanity as a whole may be
likened to a traveller wandering towards the highest point
of a mountain-range. Sometimes he plainly and rapidly
rises, for the scenes on which he looks back grow suddenly
wider and grander. At other times he pursues his path
along level plateaus, or even descends into vallies, and then

it is as though he were losing ground and going back ; but
Vor. XXIIL. No. 87. 50
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this is only séemfng’; for in reality he is constantly progres-
sing; and, once arrived at the goal, he will see how the
sudden ascents, the repeated descents, and the even plains
were each and all so many steps lying between him and the
summit he had purposed to surmount.

The sudden and, as the Christian church to its consola-
tion and strength believes, supernatural leap taken by the
apostles produced at once great practical results; but
these results have required, and will still require, many,
many ages for their intellectual appreciation. And we can
only rejoice that their successors carried on the work begun,
not indeed in the manner which the wise of this world deem
glorious and good, but still in the very manner neceassary to
the salvation of men and the glory of God.

Let us now briefly recapitulate. Our object has been to
draw from the Epistle of Clement an indirect argument for
the reality of the ovents, and the authenticity of the books,
on which the Christian church 'bases its existence. The
following are the steps in our argument :

1. The Epistle of Clement is a work whose authorship
and authenticity are critically established.

2. Its teachings, notwithstanding their formal vagueness,
are substantially identical with all the orthodox creeds and
with the canonical writings.

3. The character of its author, its own tone, and the tone
of similar writings ascribed to the same period, warrant the
belief that these teachings reflect, both ds to forth and sub-
stance, the spirit of the then church.

4. If such be the case, when we consider, on the one hand
its intellectual unproductiveness,and on the other its grand
ideas and deeds, we are compelled to assume that an age of
unusual life and activity immediataly preceded.

5. On examining the canonical writings, we find just sucl
deeds and thoughts as furnish & key to the phenomena of
the post-apostolic age.

6. We accordingly conclude that these desds: were
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wrought and these thoughts recorded at the time and in the

manner commonly supposed.

. 1. We have, lastly, added a few observations intended to
meet the latest objections to the church’s view of the apos-

tolic and post-apostolic ages.

ARTICLE IL

THE FIRST ELEVEN CHAPTERS OF GENESIS ATTESTED
BY THEIR CONTENTS!

BY PROF. HORATIO B. HACKETT, NEWTOX, MASS.

A pisTiNGUISBED writer, Max Duncker, begins his excel-
lent History of Antiqyity with a general remark respecting

1 The following Article consists mainly of a free translation of a portion
of Professor Auberlen’s “ Die gottliche Offenbarung: Ein apologetischer Ver-
such.”  Erster Band, pp. 123-163. The volume which contaips this extract
was published in 1861, and is regarded as the ablest production of that eminent
scholar.  The second Yolume has just come to hand, entitled “ Zur Lehre vom
Menschen als religiosém Wesen,” but proves, alas! to be a fragment only, in
consequence of the death of the author, and appeared as a posthumouns work,
in July of the last year. A friendly hand has prefixed to the unfinished treatise
4 brief sketch of the writer’s life and character. It is a beautiful picture, and
portrays to us & man who was thoroughly in earnest, whose religious convictions
were heartfelt, who had received the word of God into his soul as a source
of life and power, was a faithful worker for the cause of his Lord and Master,
and when the last hour came could say, with a full consciousness of its solem-
nity: ‘ God be thanked, of death I have no fear; the Lord Jesus is my light
and my song’; and in the joy of that faith passed quietly away.

It is proper to state that some parts of the cssay, as presented here, are an
abstract of the original, rather than a version. It was the more necessary to bo
thus free in some passages, because the author’s style is unusually terse and
idiomatic, and has so many expressions borrowed from the philosophical phrase-
ology of the Gerthans. A few additional notes and references have been inserted
and two or three pnragraphs abridged, but nothing, of couse, has been added
or amitted which affects in any way the argument or idcas of the writer. After
kaving been occupied so much, in the ¢ourse of recent criticism, with the his:
toricdl- and philological grounds on which the claims of the Pentateuch ard
vindicated, it may be profitable, and serve to augment the force of other conmd-
erations, if we tarn our thoughts to the internal argumen®  *** ™
bas so0 ably unfolded in the pages here laid before the read



