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- SECOND PENITENCE AND INVOLUNTARY SIN in

CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA,
by

A. Mehat.

The question of penitence in the first Christian century has been since the 16th century, one of the areas of
ecclesiastical history where theological postulates have thought out the most rought battles between themselves.
Even at the beginning of this century, it was strongly disputed , but it seems that we have arrived at this moment
where a consensus is established upon a m.inimum of facts and in v/hich controversy is giving place to discussion
over points of detail. Upon one of these points of detail 1 am proposing to bring a modest contribution. Clement
of Alexandria is in fact an important witness in the history of penitential discipline: but it must be agreed that
the passages of these 11 Stromate (ch. Xll-XV) in which he treats the question are among the most obscure and
compliicated of this difficult author. Having to examine closely these passages, we have been brought to adopt
an interpretation of them which is in part different from that which has been proposed up to now and which tends
to make of Clement an inconsequential rigorist.

We base ourselves at the beginning oh the three latest atithbrs, who to our knowledge have treated this subject:
B. Poschmann , H, Karpp and W. Volker. Beginning from the examination of the second Stromate, they have gradually
arrived at the same reconstruction of the doctrine of Clement. There is agreement on the following points.

1. Clement, inspiring himself from Hermas, poses the principle of a single penitence, that which accompanies
baptism and which is followed by the (greek).

2. Clement recognises also the possibility of a penitence for thos^^
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qiii sc sont l<aiss(5H Rwluiro par le Diablo a])r6s lo bapteme. Mais
le pardon ainsi obtcnu (avyyvw/irj) diffore ossonl.iollcment de
r (irpEnn; ba})tismale.
Cctto ])6iiitence cst rostreintc aux «p6c]i6s involontaires)).

4" En fait, loQuisdiv. salv. ])rouvo (pie la i)rati(juo do la pc^nitenco
post-baptisinalc (5tait tros largcmcnt ouvorto scion C16mont.

lei oommencent les divergences. Comment se concilient la
tb6orie (1°, 2®) et la pratique (4®)? Et quo faut-il entendre par
<(p6ch6s involontaires» ('1®)? B. Posehmann rapprochant les eh.
XIII-XV du IP Stromate et un passage du VIP Stroinate (4),
qui donne 1' dyvoia ot 1' daOhna eoinme cause,s de presque tons
les peclies, suppose cpie Clement considere eornme souls volontaires
et exclus de la pdnitenee les p6eh(5s do pure maliee, auxquels,
d'apr6s Aristote, il reserve le nom d' dbixia plutot quo rtiiuQxla. (5)

H. Karp]) aeeepte dans rensomble cctte these, mais souleve une
dilTieult<^.. L'involontaire scion Clement n'est point passible du
Jugernent (b). Des lors, dernande-t-il, {]uoi bon cette p6nitenee?
Si nous I'avons eompris, il no croit pouvoir y rc^pondre (ju'en faisant
etat do la distinction faite par C16ment entre.les «gnostiques» qui
no tombcnt pas dans le p(5eh(^, et les simples fideles (pii ont besoin
de la penitence ]K)ur se mettrc k reeole du Logos et ameliorer pen
a j)e.u icui- conduitc. La ix'mitenco serait ptKlagogiquo et large pour
les simples fideles, totaJe et unique pour les gnostiques.

W. Volker par centre, avait 6crit son livre avant d'avoir eu
connaissance de celui de B. Poschmann (7). II lui consacro seuloment
une note assez dedaigneuse (8) ou il maintient ses positions. Bien
(lu'ii n'idt pas jjnkiise comment il entendait les <(p6ch6s involontaircs»
de ('lament d'Alexandrie, mais seiilement marqu6 la d^pendance
dc C16ment par rapport ^ Philon (p. 142), on pout cornprcndre
(ju'il les considere commo peu graves en soi, etrdduits ^des accidents

* Vil® Sir. XVI, 101, ().

11. Sir. XIV, ((4, :{ HH.

® 11. Sir. XIV. 00, I.

' 11 declare s'inspiror siirtout do colui de .1. Hoh. Diekireliiielie Buaso iiii
n. .lalirhuiKlori, eino Untorsiiciiunp: der patrlBtiselien HusHZoiignisse von
(jloincriH ilomnrius bis Clemens Aioxandrinus. Breslau, 19112. pp. 115 —129
(fireslnii.cr Studien zur historische, Thmlogie, 22). Dn r(!''ialit(* il sen eoaito
lioaiicoiip, siirtoufc en ec qui eoncemo lo piieh^ iiivoloniaire.

" p. 172 n. I: 'Man erkennt wie sophietisch diese Argumentation ist'.
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a demi ou totalement inconscients. II renonco done it concilier la
th6orio de la p6nitence an IF Stromato ot la pratique indiqude par
le Quis div. salv. II y aurait une oscillation {nn Schwankm p. 174)
qui s'expliquerait par rinflucnco de rnilioux diflixents, les uns
rigoristes, les autres laxistes.

C'est lit une solution ddscspdrde. Quand rintorprdtation de la
pensde do Cldment aboutit it une contradiction aussi manifesto, il y
a de grandes chances qu'on I'ait rnal compris. «Notro auteur»,
disait de Faye {CUment d'Alexandrie, 2® ed. p. 97) <(n'est pas aussi
ddpourvu de logique qu'on veut bien lcdire». Il fautreprendrerdtude
des textes et oxiiminer los prouves. Dans le cas present, on pourrait
dtre tentd de contester cellos (jui nous sont donndos do la thdorie
des pdchds involontaires. Poschmann, Karpp et Volker font dtat
seulement du fait que, dans un developpement inspird d'Herraas,
Cldment a insdrd une citation deHebr. 10, 20 s.qui semblc condamner
irrdmddiabloment le pdche volontaii'o: 'Ekovouoq ydg d/tagTai'ovTfov
i^/Kov [lExa TO ?.apelv xijv imyvwaiv T/y? dXrjOEiai;, ovxhi negl d/iaQXiibv
djioMm:xai dvaia, (pofieQa cU xig hdoxij XQimeog xal nvQog CyXog
iodieiv /j.i^Movxog xoiig vnevavxiovg. «Car si nous pdchons volontaire-
ment, apros avoir re^u la eonnais.sanoe do la vdritd, il n'y a plus de
sacrifice pour los pdchds. IIyaaucontraire, une perspective olfroyable,
cello du jugement et d'un courroux dc feu qui doit ddvoror les
rebelles». (trad. C. Spicq. Bible de Jdnisalem).

Lacitation est textuelle, et bien qu'elle no soit pas accompagnde
d'un (prioi, Cldraent a certaincment voulu la donner commo oitation,
non comme rexprossion d'une iddo pcrsonnelle. On pourrait alors
se demandor comment il interprdtait le texte. Quand on sait avcc
quelle ingdniositd les Aloxandrins tirent d'un texte le contraire de
ce qu'il serablo vouloir dire d'abord, il faut segarder de coiiclure du
sens d'une citation fi la pensdo du citateur. (9) A moins de savoir
par ailleurs quello exdgdsc il donnait du passage. Comme Cldmcnt
n a utilisd nulle part aillours Hebr. 10, 20, il faut jirouver quo le
contexto s'accorde avec lo texte. Cost ce qu'il cst possible de faire
ici. Lisons d'abord la suite: Clement condamne vivement les
repentirs suivis de rechute. Et la pire condainnation qu'il trouve

* C08t aussi I'opmion do Hoh: 'Ein Zitut ist nicht so voil zu nehmon,
es inuss im Lichte dor sonstigon Anschauungon vorstoiidon wenipn'. (op. cit
p. 120).
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who have let theraselves be seduced by the devil after baptism. But pardon thus obtained (greek) differs essentially
from baptism (greek).

3. This penitence is limited to involuntary sins.

4. In fact, the Quis. div. salv. proves that the practice of post-baptismal penitence was very largely open according
to Clement. Here begin the divergences.
How sre we to conciliate the theories No. 1 and 2 and the practice 4. And V7hat m.ust we understand by involuntary sin.
No. 3. B. Poschmann bring in together chapters 13 - 15 of the II Stromate and a passage from the VII Stromate (4),
which gives the (greek) and (greek) as causes of almost all sins, supposes that Clement considers as only voluntary
and excludes from penitence sins of pure malice, to which, following Aristotls, he reserves the name of (creek) rather
than (greek).
H. Karpp accepts this thesis as a whole but raises a difficulty. Involuntary sin, according to Clement cannot pass
judgement. Thus what is the good of this penitence? If we have understood him, he only believes it possible to reply
to this in giving account of the distinction made by Clement between the gnostics who do not fall into sin, and the
simple faithful who have need of penitence in order to put themselves in the school of the word and to better little

little tneir conduct. Penitence would be pedagogical and wide for simple faithful, total and und^que for the gnostics
VJ. Volker on the other hand, had written his book before having known that of Poschman.. He only accords him a rather
disdainful note where he maintains his own positions. Although he did not miake clear how he understood Clement of
Alexandria's involuntary sins, but only marked the dependence of Clentn in relationship to Philon (p.142). We can
understand that he considers them as rather less grave in themselves, and the result of half or totally unconscious
accidents. He renounces therefore to conciliate the theory of penitence in the II Stromate and the practice

the Quis Qiv. salv. There would be an oscillation (ein Schwanken p. 174) which would be explained through
the influence of different environments, some rigorist the others laxist.

That is a rather desperate solution. When the interpretation of the fault of Clement comes to a contradiction which
is so manifest there are great chances that he has been badly understood. Our author, said Faye (Clement of
Alexandria, second edition p. 97) is not as deprived of logic as one would like to say. We must undertake once again

e study of texts and examine tne proofs. In the present case we could be tempted to contest those which are given
to us by the theory of involuntary sins. Poschmann, Karpp and Volker make much only of the fact that in a development
inspirea by Hermas, Clement has inserted a quotation from Hebrews 10,26 following V7hich seems to condemn irremediably
voluntary sin (greek). For if v/e sin voluntarily after having received knowledge of the truth, there is no longer
any sacrifice for sins. There is on the contrary a frightful prospective, that of judgement and of a torment by fire,
which must devour the rebels, (translation by C. Spieq. of the Jerusalem Bible).
The quotation is textual and although it is not accompanied by (greek), Clement certainly wanted to give it as a
quotation not as the expression of a personal idea. We could then ask ourselves V7hy he interpreted the textv When
we know with what ingenuity Alexandrians are able to pull from a text the contrary of V7hat it seems to be saying at
first, we must guard ourselves from drawing the conclusion about the thought of the person quoting from the ssnse of
the quotation itself. Unless V7e know otherv7ise, what exegesis he was giving to the passage. As Clement has nov7here
used Hebr. 10,26, we must prove that the context is in accord with the text. That is what it is possible to do here.
net us read first of all the continuation: Clement vigorously condemns repentences followed by a falling back. And
tne worst condemnation which he finds/
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a cn (lonner, c'cst d'aRmmilor cos rcchutc.s dans nne cortaine mesnre
a doR ])('.(:1)(!S oonscionts (di voloiitairos! ovx ohY <>7iuti:Oov (ivtoJv
XciQov, TO ddora d/ianrdveiv, i] nX)]finh:hlv wTyV/c (§r)7,:{; 144, :)s).
. . , avvdnTFi rw t?}v uQyr\v fxovamQ r.^d/uiQrdvnvti (§57, 4; p. 144, Os).
ov Tindoari. yMTF.yvomdjg, tovto {ixdv HmrFXel (ib. ligne II). On
pout tirci' do lA (|ue los pochds conimis avec conscience (eidura)
volontairornont (rxovadDq), avec conscntemcnt (fxmv) sont plus
graves quo ceux dont on obtient le pardon par la imUinoia. (10) Et
c'est CO cas du p('icli(5 volontaire qu'il faut rattacher finalcinent
(avvdjiTFi) celui qui rotourno a son plaisir aprcs la mclanoia. On
comprond d6s lor.s I'inscrtion do Ihhr. 10, 2(5 aprca les mots fiexdvoinv
d/iFTnvnrjTdv. Suivona renchainoment des id^ea: Oicu, dit ('Idment,
a accordcfi une dcuxiome <(p(jnitence», mala cette penitence doit, ou
dovrait etre, <(san.s retour cn arricre». Cea derniers mots entrainent
la condamnation dca rotours cn arriere, et dc'ija Cl(5mcnt lea idcntifie
dans sa pcnat;e aux «pt'ichds volontaircs» de Hebr. 10, 20: 'Exovauo;
yaQ d/inoTavdvrojv . , .

Nona sommcs done ramends a\ix dillicultes quo soulevent les
explications de Eoschmann, Karpp et Volker. Si I on refuse avec
Vbiker d'fdargir a rextj-eme la notion des ])6cli6s involontaires, on
rend inexplicable le j)ardon du chef des brigands raniend par Saint
dean. Si Ton admct avec Poschmann et Karpp (pie prcvsque tons
ics ])('!chcs sont involontaire.s pour (d(5ment, il faut reconnaitre
qu'il eat cn contradiction avcc k; bon sens et avec Aristote dans les
passages memc^a qu'il utilise. On voit bien qu'Mschyle par excmple
avait involontairement dev'oile IciS mystcres puisqu'il n'avait pas
(^t^! initi6. Mais cct cxemple d'Aristoto (Etb. Nic. Hi, t, 17), nqiris
par ('Ifiment (§00, '{) avcc d'autres exemples d'ccole, n'inti^resse
guere les cas de pcmitence eccl(5siastique, et n'a rien de commun
avec le mcurtrier du Q.D.S. L'entrainement et la passion n'dtaient
pas (les excuses vraimcnt valables pour Aristote (ib. 21: iomq yuQ
o{) xahoQ X^yFTai axomin aivai xd did t'>v/idv rj di'emi^v/uav). Si
1on soutient quo CHment a (^-tcndu le domaine de I'involontaire, il

P5n toiitc riguciir, h coci H(^ borno eo qii'on pout dofinir do la pons(5o de
Hur loH p(!(;li()a voJioutiiiro.s. S'ils sont alxriuliiiuioTit impardonnablo-s,

on s ils. pai'iloanablcB pav uno autro voio quo lios p^cht^s iuvolontaires,
Cleniout no n.(.)U,s l,o dit pas. Mais c(> silouee ct i,o fait qu'il Jos oboisit ici comme
point dc' (!Ojn|j)ai'aison scnxblKitat bicn. Iciu? sup-posor uno gravi.td extreme.

•UfiNniUNUIi .SKUJN-Dli. KT, :INWOl.ON-i'AJHK. 2il],
l""fc "Ions c.vi,li.,U(!n .l»» pins, coiisiiieic- preapic
tous ies pocco,n,„e a'nst upp. theorio fatajii'm
.ubitrc jpue im iote essnutwl;, ct surto.il, „,v:cc Ic 1,1,' Stronpito u,,i
somble av„u' pour but .lo tuoutver l,o salut ot la guosc counno L
notre pomou. Uu particuliw, oo.umct vcsoudre la dilliculto
soulovoe pur Kai-pp: si ,„iub& iuvolo,»taircs uc aopt p« pas.siblos
cl" Jugruuiua, |,our<pu,i soiH-ils I'objct ,lo Ittiap|K,lco |,ar Karpp outre |„ «rs ,|u gnosticpio ot celui simj-lo
dclcr 0resout pa« la quostiou. Orr die so pl„co sur lo terrain ,1c la

.ncbcnulo ,lo la el|„ „„ ,,,

changer 'l"""""" * „"lpabilitb post pa.,
II brut .lono roproiulro la .picstion flu ,«5chb involontairo, Non pas

inuno,l,atcn,(,nt ,1 apres los cb. XDI-XV ,ln IP Ktmniate ,,ui lui

Gbinent ,V huvors cos matihra ,foy,,cto .fAristoto rccousu, kclos
iioi ceaux dallure stojciennc ot i\ dea sdrios de temoignages sciptu-
ru-os, II fant une del pour avoir rintelllgonco do cos tr^tos. clu'c
iof nous pcnsoiis la troiuer dans uri texte du 1®^ Stromate qiij

semble avoir (5cliapp(5 aux conmientatciirs (11);

'AW t,Sr a/u,imi,mnov xal o'e/r,) wrtupv,., ki,,-
k, taohif,.; vak'Su xuaru, fc kymhi ml A/,all,

ocopc, ohycanov/iev iTcor/Jraf, iim'mo; av mUmu!. Kui vw, to
nvQcm AMriamr AirSiaviV emmi,, n; x,u kC w<Qama„m<ehi„
ahuojusAa xomm- uk At mi n)j xami; Axovaiuv ukaii;. Oi yki,
lUQsamrit mxiiv j) rr] ki mQi ,„)r,5 7ov,ajtayd/„v„(
ayaOa„ vmiaflcv, hinvd, ifyuzm. 'Ihovm; ix,lnow rd Arnmr-
uMa, nii TO Tfi; to nlpfecf rp; guclpj «« xai

" "<>"« ici ,lu I,Ml., ,i„ ,S|.,il,|i„ |„„„. ^
la lionctuali.,,,. I.„ ppt .IVlic arrive iiin sens sati.sfiiisnnt iivet; |e toxtc^ n,. . ' ' ' -i . ' ^

do le cnnrrfri'vrri. I t. I (""'"it line niismi siifli.sHnle
brent la ' I ''e rStiiiiiin lUi contmire dos^quiii

lU r ; 'V7 «o,>"re lo vorbo
rXi^ "J"'" ii m6,uo pas n.^eossaii'e
un elemtnt d',Proposition introduitc par cig etantclement dune comparaison dont on pout renvei^T Jes iermtts

ir:

ii
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to give to them is to assimilate this back-sliding in a certain measure to conscious and voluntary sins, (greek)
We can draw from this that sins committed consciously (greek) voluntarily (greek) V7ith consent (greek) are more
grave than those for v/hich v/e obtain bardon by metanoia. / "And :iit :1s -to this case of voluntary sin that v/e must

finally attach (greek) he who returns to his pleasure after metanoia. We can understand henceforth the insertion
of Hebr. 10,26, after the words (greek). Let us follow the linking of ideas: God, says Clement has accorded a
second penitence. This penitence miust or should be without a means of going backwards. These last words bring in
the condemnation of back—sliding, and already Clement identifies them in his thought with voluntary sins from
Hebr. 10,26.
We are therefore brought back to the difficulties which the explanations of Poschmann, Karpp and Volker raise.
If we revuse with Volker to a large extent the notion of involuntary sins, we render inexplicable the pardon of the
chief of the brigands brought in by St. John. If we admit V7ith Poschmann and Karpp that almost all sins are involun
tary for Clement/ we must recognise that it is a contradiction with common sense and with Aristotle in the very
passages that he uses. We see that Eschyle for example, had involuntary uncovered the mysteries since he had not
been initiated. But this example of Aristle (Eth. Nic. Ill/ 1,17) taken up by Clement (60,3) with other scholastic
examples, scarcely interests the cases of ecclesiastical penitence, and has nothing in common with the murderer
of Q.D.S. Circumstances and passion were not excuses truly valid for Aristotle (greek). If one maintains that
clement had understood the domain of involuntary sin, we must therefore explain v/hy he did this. Moreover to
consider almost all sins as involuntary is a fatalistic theory. It is in contradiction with all the v/ork of Clement
where free will playe an essential role, and above all V7ith the II Stromate which seems to have the showing of
salvation and gnosis as being in our power. In particular how to resolve the difficulty raised by Karpp. If
involuntary, sins cannot pass before judgment, why have they the object of metanoia? The distinction recalled by
Karpp between the case of the gnostic and that of the simple faithful man does not resolve the question. Where places
upon the grounds of the medicinal end of metanoi; it does not touch the cause, which is the fear of judgement
and the question of culpability does not change.
vi/e must therefore take up the question of involuntary sin. Not immediately follov/ing chapters 13—15 of II & romate
which are consecreated to it, for it is difficult enough to find the thought of Clement through these membra disjecta
from Aristotle sewn together with morsals in the stoic manner and with series of scripturual witnesses. VJe need
a key in order to understand these texts. This key we think we can find it in a text taken from the I Stromate
which seems to have escaped other commentators.

(greek) /
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230 A. AIJSHAT

Ttgo TovTcov TO fi'̂ avyxaraTiORaOm TalQ ujiaTrjkak ixF.ivaiQ (pavxa-
aiaii; uTioxeiTai i(p' ig/ilv.

Tradnisons auRsi littdralemont quo possible:
((Puisquo CO sont iin clioix d(!ilib6r6 et uiio tendance qiii sent k
I'originc des p(Scli6s, et que parfois co qui remporte est une
opinion fautivo dont, victimes do rignoranco ct do rinciilturo,
nous negligeons do nous degager, (Dieu) assuremcnt a raison
de nous cliatior. En clTet, c'est involontaircinent quo nous
contiactoris la fi6vro; mais quand uii liomnie la contracto par
sa faute, cause de son intcmpdrance, nous lo tenons pour
responsable. 11 en va de rneine quand la nidcbancetd est
involontaire. Car personne ne choisit Ic mal en tant que mal,
mais entraind jfar le plaisir qui y est attache, on le croit bon
et on le considcre comme moralement acceptable. Dans ces
conditions, dchaj)pcr }\ rignoranoo ot au choix niauvais mais
agrdable, et avant tout refuser son assentiment tt ces reprdsen-
tations trompouses, voilili eo qui est en notre pouvoii )>. (I Sir.
XVII, 84, 2-5).

Latigage stoi'cien; pensde sto'icienne et rationaliste. La faiite
morale est le rdsultat d'une erreur; personne ne choisit le mal en
taut (|ue iiial, co qiii estiljjciiie j)ensable. Ce|)endant nous ensommes
responsables et le chrdtien Cldment utilise cette theorie pour
justifier la doctt'ino bibli(|uo dos cliatiincnts divlns. Car nous soinnies
resjfonsables, non des actions que nous commettons par ignorance
on passion, inais do rignorance et des jfassions inomes dont olios
sontlerdsultat. AI'origine decette ignorance et deces passions, done
des pdchds, so place iin choix ddlibdrd (nQodfnrai;), \\m orientation
fondamentale (oQfirj). La philosophic de meme ])artait d'une
7ig()(UQr.ai.Qet d'uno 6q/(/i (pii, ddbarrassfuit dos ])assions,enipdchaient
de donner son assentiment aux reprdsentations trompeuses et de
tomber dans les oiTours du vulgaire. Pour Cldmont, Ic christianismo
est la vraie philosophie. La foi comporte cetto nQonlQeaiQ qui nous
ddbarrasse des erreurs paiennes et des passions. (12) Nous nesommes
pas responsables des pdchds pris en particulier, mais nous sommes

" Cf. II. Str. ii, 9,2: imi dk wgdfecoc dcz*) ^ nQoalgeatg, nlaxtg eiQlaxerai
dQxf) nQd^eoit, ^eftihog ifi<pQ6vog nQocuqiaeug.

dM':.Nni':.\ci: skcondl. k'j" ♦rKciii!: involon'iaikl# 23i

rcsi)onsable.s dc n'avoir pa.s cm asscz fortcment pour dchappor aux
passions ot ])ar lii au pdchd.

Cette thdorie que Cldincnt utilisait au C Strom ate pour justiticr
les chatinients divins est la ineme (pi'il reprend au IP Stromate
apics le ddvelop])cmcnt sur la wckmoia {II Strom. 51), (1). Apres
une definition des jfa-ssions; «mouveincnts dc Taine contraire.s a la
nature par indocilite k la rai.son» (naga (pvrsiv xh'tjatc ymyjig y.ara
Ttji' ngog rov Adyor uTudOruiv)' (Element ajoute: «]\lais la defection,
I'dgareinent ot I'indocilite sont on notre |)ouvoir, coinme aussi la
docilitd est on notre i)ouvoir» ()] (yunoaraai; xoi cxaTaoi; xoi
(hcfuOeid F(p' i)/.uv, ommg xal r) {maxoi} ef'rjiilv). II est facile de
reconnaitroici lesattitudes doprincipoconinianddespar hi-igoafntuji:.
Clement rejoint done la conclusion de rautre ])assage que nous
avons cite: dio xai ra fxuvoKi xgivFjai. Cos rxovoiu no .sont jfas
les actes qui sont produits par les passions, mais les attitudes
fondamentales, ladocilitd fi la raison, c'est-i\-diro au Logos qui
rdfrene les passions et qui parle dans la tradition juddo-chreticnne,
ot rindocilitdAson dgard qiii les iavorisc. (Test cola (pii est passible
du Jugenient.

A la veril;d, il y a quolquo ahus de la part do (Tdmont <V tii'or e(>s
consdquenccs de la doctrine stoicienne et plus encore a y rattacher
la doctrine aristotdlicienuc qu'il utili.sG onsuito (II Str. xix-xv).
Les exemples memes d'actes involontaires quo cite Clement (§00)
ct qui sont des exemples d'ccolo, en partic venus d'Aristotie, n'ont
lien h voir avec la passion. La distinction entic I' adixia volontaire
et r afiagxia involontairo jouc sur 1(5 sens des mots car 1' aitdgrrifiu
aristottilicicnne n'est pas Ic «p(5ch(5» au sens chretien. Mais tout se
comprend si Ton suppose que Cldmont so projwsait, comme il I'a
fait pour la foi (13) de justiller renseignement et la jiraticpic eccltf-
siastiques. Comme cot enscignemfjnt, il avait a cvitor deux dcueils:
uneindulgence excc.ssive qui encouragerait lep(5cheur iirocommcncer,
une s<3verite excessive qui le decouragerait dc faire jienitence. (14)
A celas'ajoute un probldme d'autorites. Cl(5nient qui admet Hennas

Voir K. Priimm. Giaubo und Erkennt.niss iin IP" Buch dor ytroinata.

Scholastik 1937 p. 17 ss. Vdlkor. Der wahrc Onontiker p. 221-254.
Pour no rion diro du Paslctir d'Hornias, ccs doux craintos son(. sonsiblos

dans un ouvrago contcmporain dc CI6inont, et qui offrc un parallolisnu;
frappant avoc noschupitres des Stromutes: lo De Paeniteniia do Tortullien).



23 0 Let us translate it as literally as possible.
Since these represent a deliberate choice and a tendancy which are at the root of sins and that often what bears
it off is a faulty opinion from which we, victims of ignorance and lack of understanding, neglect to disengage
ourselves, (God) surely is right to punish us. In fact, it is involuntarily that we contract this fever; but when
a man contracts it by his own fault because of his own intemperence, we hold him to be responsible. It is the same
thing when malice is involuntary. For no one chooses the bad as bad but dragged along with the pleasure which is
attached to it, we feel it good and we consider it morally acceptable. In these conditions to escape from ignorance
and from bad but agreeable choice, and above all to refuse one's consent to these deceitful appearances, that is
what is in our power. (IStr. XVII, 84,2-5)
Stoic language: stoic and rationalist thought. Moral fault is a result of an error, no ©ne choose the bad as
bad, what is scarcely thinkable. However, we are responsible and the Christian Clement uses this theory to justify
the biblical doctrine of divine punishment. For we are resonsible, not for actions which we commit through
ignorance or passion, but for the ignorance and the very passions from which they result. At the root of this
ignorance and these passions, thus of sins, is a deliberate choice (greek), a fundamental orientation (greek).
Philosophy the same way began from a (greek) and from a (greek) which taking away passions prevented one giving one's
consent to deceitfudlappearance and from falling into the errors of the common people. For Clement Christianity
is true philosophy. Faith brings in this (greek) which helps us to avoid pagan errors and passions. We are not
responsible for sins taken one by one, but we are responsible for not having believed strongly enough in order to
escape the passions and thus sin.
This theory which Clement used in the I Stromate in order to justify divine punishment, is the same that he takes
up in the II Stromate after the development on metanoia (II Strom. 59,6) After definition of passions: movements
of the soul contrary to nature through the indocility of reasons (greek). Clement adds: But defection, wandering
and indocility are in our power, as also docility is in our power. (greek). It is easy to recognise in this the
attitude in principle comanded by the (greek). Clement therefore rejoins the conclusion of the other passage which
we have quoted (greek). These (greek) are not acts v/hich are produced by passions, but fundamental attitudes,
docility to reason, that is to say to the Logos which refrains passions and which speaks in the judeo-christian
tradition, and indocility in its regard which favours them. It is that which passes judgement.
In truth, there are several basues on the part of Clement in drawing these consequences from the stoic doctrine and
even more by attaching to it the aristotlean doctrine which he next uses (II Str. xix-xv). The very examples of
involuntary acts which Clement cites (6) and which are examples from school, in part coming from Aristotle, have
nothing to do with passion. The distinction between voluntary (greek) and involuntary (greek) plays upon the sense
of the words for aristotlean (greek) is not sin in the Christian sense. But all is understood if one supposes that
Clement proposed as he did for faith, to justify ecclesiastical teaching and practice. As this teaching he had to
avoid two hazards: firstly an excessive indulgence which would encourage the sinner to begin over again; secondly
an excessive severity which would discourage him from making penitence. To that is added a problem of authority.
Clement who admits Hermas/
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232 A. MI^KAT

comme inspire, et qui trouve dans I'dpitro aux Hebreux une condam-
nation sans appcl dcs pdcli^s mhrnlmrcs comnlis apros Ic liaptoino
ot concilier ces textes avec la discipline p&itontiello cn usa.'cdans son 6glise, ccrtainement tres large. La tlieorio de f ,ix,„!m„V

liiclquc pen tortiiriie pour le,s bcsoins de la cause, pormottait de'

praTionl T""''"'""•indulgence
ridcli; • 'i"'"Hipait ik une dnctrino fatali.sto dupCclic ct ictrouvait des idees qui Ini sent chjrcs: le lilircarbitre

(ZZT
Aussi poiivons-noiis accepter dans renseinlile les cnneliisions

0 osclniiaiiii et de Kai pp en ce qui concorne la jmilion de CliSment
dans la question de la discipline ecclcsiastiqiic de la p6iitcnce. Non.s
csperons sciilemcnt avoir niontid quo cctte position est plus coluSrento
et mieux fondee en doctrine qu'il ne semble. II serait troi, long do
nontrer ici Iapjjhcation do cottc doctrine dans lo ddtail des ddvelop-

pcments des eh. XII-XV, et dan., rexego.,e descitationsseriptiiralresjn ysont rasscnibldcH. On iioiirrait aiissi niontrer la liaison de cette

SeT1rT"' "i"n'"ntine de la ,ni,.moia ettticorie do la foi. Noun nous proposons de traitor cot aspect de la
question dans un travail plus important. Nousavonsvoulu seulement

wt: iT""""
donToT , T'-o 1 '̂'''*"'™ S"®"" differente de celleigonc fait la tliimrio un deini-siecle plus turd, (lb) Jo crois
mcinevoircliesCldmentunetracedeladisciplined'excommunication•mporaiie, ans un texte qui, it nia eonnaisnance, n'a dtd signiild
Ptr personne. CIdment souliaite que les hdrdtiqnes suppo e t kadmonitions patcrnelle., qui prdchdent le Jugeinent ^JniirauVS
nt-OTl/cxpforoiCMteqiac vovOecia,); et il expliquo: ylrovza, yjxui
rojv Iv nupuntmpur, ysropW dx roii Jaoii rod xugmxou xaroWu.'-
verrsc VII Strom, xvr. 102, 4; III p. ,2, lOsHl v
a en eirct aiissi des lejons partielles qu'on appelle corrections et

dim "le ILhT' T.P'"!""''' '•'"ntre nous quand, tombdsdans le pdchd, mm mm lazmm exclure du peupk duSeigneun.

(I960)> M-73; ^ BS RXXXVII
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On rapprochcra Origcnc Lev. Ifom. \4, 2: dPor ipsiiin pcccatinn
(piocl admisit, ejectus est; ct qiiamvis intret ecclcsiam, tamen
ejectus est, et foris est scgregatiis a consortio et imaniiuitate
fidelmmi). Cliez les deux auteiivs, il s'agit d'une exclusion spirituello.
( hez (.Irigono ello est lo fait du peeli6 lui-inenic; inais elle entraine
comme une cons6(iuence obligatoire rexcommunication paii'6veque.
On pout induire avec quelqiip vraiscmblanco quo la memo doctrine
cbcz les deux auteuivs est liee h la inenie pratique. .D'autant que
(Element senibic employer iei on un sens toehni(|ue ecclcsiastiquo
lo nifjine mot do xo^umg (pd d(5signo choz Orig6no I'enaemble de la
discipline penitcntielle, ctplus particniieroment rcxcommnnication
(lb). 11 yam ait done lieu dentendre de la penitence ccclesiastiquo
line partic au moins des passages de Cldmont eoneoi-nant la xdAmn;
divine.

Toutefois la doctrine d'Origene est differente au moins sur un
point: Orig^mo n'a pas rotenu la distinction des p6chos volontaires
et mvolontaires. II s'agit sans doute chez Clement d'une de ces
liypotlicscs tlu'iologiques sa,ns lendonuiin, qui temoignonl; seulemeut
dun etat de la question au point de vue historique, et des tendances
pensonnellcs do lour aiitciir au point de viie ]isychol()gi(iue. Ni d'un
cotd, ni do 1autre, Cldment n'apparait comme un rigoriste. O'un
cote comme de l'autro, sa position apparait colu^rente ot logiquo,
si 1on tient corhpto du doiine ecclesiastique sous-jacent.

Poitiers (Vieniie). Rue St. Fortunat, 12.
" Voir les r^f^ronoes dans K. Halmur art. oi/. p. 255. ii. 17.



as inspired and who finds in the Epistle to the Hebrews a condemnation v7ithout appeal of voluntary sin committed
after baptism, must put together these texts with penitential discipline in use in his church, v/hich was certainly
very large. The theory of (greek), a little bit tortured by the needs of his cause, permitted the conciliation
of severity of principle maintained by texts and practical indulgence. At the same time in placing in the (greek)
true liberty, Clement escaped from a fatalistic doctrine of sin and rediscovered the ideas which were dear to him,
free will, the necessity for education and freedom in regard to passion (greek).
Also we can accept on the whole the conclusions of Poschmann and Karpp as far as they concern the position of
Clement on the question of the ecclesiastical discipline of penitence. We hope only to have shown this position
is more coherent and better founded in doctrine that it appears to be. It would be too long to show here the
application of this aoctrine in the detail of the developments of chapters 12—15 and in the exegesis in scriptural
quotations which are assembled there. We could also show the link between this doctrine and the whole of the
Clementine notion of metanoia and theory of faith. We propose to treat this aspect of the question in a more important
work. V7e only wanted to note what was interesting in the history of penitential practice.
All in all this practice hardly seems different from that which origin drav/s his theory half a century later. I even
believe seeing in Clement a trace of the discipline of temporary excommunication, in a text, which to my knowledge
has not been noted by anyone. Clement wishes that heretics support paternal admonitions which precede general
judgement (greek). VII Strom xvl, 102,4: II p. 72, 16). There are in effect also partial lessons which one calls
corrections, and to which most of us are exposed when fallen into sin, we let ourselves be excluded from the people
of the Lord.

We will bring a text from Origen Lev. Hom 14,2. (Latin). In the two authors there is a question of spritual exclusion.
In Origen it is the fact of sin itself, but it brings with it as an obligatory consequence excommunication by the
bishop. We could guess with some truth that the same doctrime in these two authors is linked to the same practice.
All the more so since Clement seems to use here in an ecclesiastical technical sense, the same word (greek) which
designates in Origen the whole of penitential discipline and more particularly, excommunication. There would
therefore be grounds to understand from ecclesiastical penance, a part at least, of the passages of Clement concerning
divine (greek).
All the same the doctrine of Origene is different at least on one point: Origen has not retained the distinction
between voluntary sin and involuntary sin. In Clement it is doubtlessly a question of one of these theological hypo
thesis without any future, which only bear v/itness to a state of the question from the historical point of view and
to the personal tendencies of their author from the psychological point of view. Neither on the one side or the
other does Clement appear as a rigourist. On the one side as the other, this position appears coherent and logical,
if one takes account of the underlying ecclesiastical situation.




