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James A. Kelhoffer

The Ecclesiology of 2 Clement 14

Ephesians, Pauline Reception, and the Church’s Preexistence

Abstract: This study concurs with Andrew Gregory, Paul Foster, and other schol-
ars on the unlikelihood that a positive case for a direct literary relationship be-
tween Ephesians and Second Clement can be made. It is also affirmed that John
Muddiman makes a valuable methodological suggestion that, when weighing the
relative probability of a literary relationship, similarities between two writings in
addition to exact verbal agreement can, and arguably should, be taken into con-
sideration. Concerning the preexistent church in 2 Clement 14, there are numer-
ous reasons to infer that either Ephesians or a very similar apostolically ascribed
writing informed Clement’s ecclesiology. In interpreting Ephesians, Second
Clement may also be correcting its soteriology: instead of positing a predestined
elect who have already been raised and seated with Christ (Eph 1:3-5; 2:6), Clem-
ent warns about the dangers of corrupting the flesh (14:3-5), hoping that his
flock will be prepared for the final judgment (cf. 17:3-7). According to Clement,
only those who keep the flesh pure will have hope of belonging to “the first, spi-
ritual church” (14:1) and, as part of that church, of being reunited with Christ,
with whom the church existed in the beginning (14:2).

Keywords: Body of Christ, Colossians, Ecclesiology, Ephesians, Preexistence,
Second Clement.

KaBWG EEEAEEQTO MUAS &V aVT@ PO KATABOATS KOGHOV iva fUdS dyioug Kol GpWHOUS
KATEVWTILOV a0 ToD &V dyém, [5] mpoopioag NG eig vioBesiav 81 ‘Inood Xplotod eig avTov.
(Eph 1:4-5a)

Kol aUTOV EBwkev Ke@aAny LIEp mavTa Tf] £kkAnoiq, [23a] fTig éoTiv 0 odpa avTOD.
(Eph 1:22b-23a)

“Qote, ddeA@ol, modvteg TO BEANUA ToD TaTPOG AUAV BeoD E06pueda £k TG EkkAnoiag
TG TPWTNG, TAS TVEVHATIKTS, TAG PO MAlOL Kail 0eAfVNG EKTIOHEVNG: ... [2a] 0K ofopal
8¢ LUAG Ayvoelv OTL ékkAnoia (Do 0Dpd £0Tv XpLoTod.

(2 Clem. 14:1a, 2a)
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378 —— James A. Kelhoffer

1 Introduction

Chapters 12 and 14 of the remarkably misnamed Second Epistle of Clement to the
Corinthians' are commonly interpreted as the work’s most “gnostic” and/or “an-
tignostic” sections. They are, in any case, among its most bewildering passages.
2 Clem. 12:2b cites an unusual saying of the Lord about androgynous thinking
and eschatology,? and 14:2a holds that Gen 1:27 (“God made humankind mascu-
line and feminine”) refers to Christ as the masculine part and to the church as
the feminine part of the primordial &v6pwmog. The identification in 2 Clem.
14:2a of “the living church” as “the body of Christ” invites an investigation of
possible Pauline reception by, or influence on, Clement.? In an earlier study, I
have critically evaluated whether anti-Gnosticism can be detected in 2 Clement
12-13.* The question this investigation takes up is, can distinctively Pauline or
gnostic influences be detected in 2 Clement 14, and how might those influences
shed light on the author’s ecclesiology?

Second Clement claims that the church (¢kkAnoia) existed in the beginning
with Christ prior to the creation of the cosmos (14:1-2). Some scholars hold that
Ephesians likewise affirms the preexistence of the church. This study examines
the concept of church in these two early Christian writings relative to other ec-
clesiologies in the NT Pauline letters. The question whether Ephesians influ-

1 The anonymous author has no clear connection to First Clement or to any other person named
“Clement”; the writing lacks epistolary features; and there is no obvious connection with Cor-
inth.

2 According to 2 Clem. 12:2b, the Lord’s kingdom will come “whenever the two will be one, and
what is outside corresponds to what is inside, and what is male with the female, neither male
nor female.”

3 For the sake of convenience, I refer to this anonymous, and otherwise unknown, author as
“Clement” without making any claim about the author’s identity.

4 James A. Kelhoffer, “Eschatology, Androgynous Thinking, Encratism, and the Question of
Anti-Gnosticism in 2 Clement 12,” a two-part study forthcoming in Vigiliae Christianae. Part
One problematizes the widespread use of an untenably broad definition of Gnosticism to sup-
port claims that 2 Clement 12 is antignostic. Several conclusions about the writing’s aims and
opponents must therefore be reconsidered. Part Two completes the analysis of 2 Clement 12
and examines 2 Clement 13, an analysis which casts further doubt upon the notion that
12:5-6 calls for sexual renunciation. It is argued that 12:1-13:4 is not polemical and does not
censure any distinctively gnostic views or praxes. By shedding both the supposedly gnostic back-
ground of the dominical logion (12:2b, 6b) and an antignostic agenda for the interpretations of
the logion (12:3-5), scholarship has a better chance of opening up promising avenues for inter-
preting 12:1-13:4. In particular, the call to cultivate thinking that does not take into account a
Christian’s gender (12:5) and the notion that the kingdom’s arrival depends on believers’
moral development (12:6) merit further investigation.
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The Ecclesiology of 2 Clement 14 —— 379

enced Second Clement and the possibility of both writings’ indebtedness to the
Corpus Paulinum will also be considered.

It is argued that whereas Ephesians does not seem to envision a preexistent
church, Second Clement clearly does. However, a direct literary relationship be-
tween Ephesians and Second Clement probably cannot be demonstrated. Never-
theless, several elements in Ephesians could well have influenced Second Clem-
ent, perhaps indirectly. An exploration of key terms as well as motifs in each
writing supports the inference, however tentative, that parts of 2 Clement 14
are ultimately indebted to Ephesians or to a very similar writing. In future re-
search, examination of additional ancient cosmogonies could shed additional
light on the passage, especially if any comparisons drawn were not tainted by
an outdated concept of “Gnosticism.”

Second Clement refers vaguely to two authorities, “the books and the apos-
tles,” that are said to support the teaching that “the church [exists] not [only]
now but [also] from the beginning.” The text leaves unspecified the “books”
and “apostles” upon which this particular — and rather distinctive — teaching
is based. A number of explanations could account for the author’s vagueness
about these posited authorities. Does Clement refer to writings known to him
but that do not survive? Or, does he refer to writings that do survive but
whose teaching he summarizes loosely or whose wording he may recall some-
what incorrectly? Further, might he obliquely refer to esteemed traditions with
which he only partially agrees? In any of those scenarios, it could be very diffi-
cult to identify the writings or authorities to which he refers. Another possibility
is that he bases a teaching on contrived authorities that did not actually exist.®
With good reason, scholarship commonly labels Clement as a prooftexter who
attaches surprising, arbitrary, and even, at times, incoherent interpretations to
the authoritative materials he cites.” One purpose of this essay is to suggest
how Ephesians or some similarly apostolically ascribed material could have in-
spired parts of 2 Clement 14.

5 2 Clem. 14:2a, 2c: 00K ofopat 8 VUGG GyVOELV ... 0Tt T BiBAia kat ot ardoToAoL TNV EkkAnaiov
oV VOV elvat GAAX &vwbev [Aéyouatv+]. On text-critical matters, including the tentative supplying
of [Aéyouvow] to this possible anacoluthon, see the discussion, below.

6 Such a possibility, while probably not provable, could nonetheless be weighed if the afore-
mentioned options were shown to be untenable.

7 See, e.g., James A. Kelhoffer, “Pigeonholing a Prooftexter? The Citations in 2 Clement 2 and
Their Alleged ‘Gnostic’ Background,” ZNW 107/2 (2016): 266 —295 esp. 267-268, 270 —272.
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380 —— James A. Kelhoffer

2 Prolegomena

In the 2005 volume The Reception of the New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers,
the editors Andrew F. Gregory and Christopher M. Tuckett devote an entire chap-
ter to theoretical considerations, methodology, and criteria for ascertaining liter-
ary dependence.? Several particularities about Ephesians and Second Clement
merit attention before we proceed.

One limitation in applying any set of criteria for determining possible literary
dependence arises from the inability to produce certainty of results. In early
Christian literature, we have (almost) no example of an author borrowing from
an esteemed written tradition without also altering that tradition, sometimes
markedly. As a result, if more or less exact reproduction of an earlier text
were the standard, literary dependence would be all but impossible to demon-
strate, even when there are clear points of contact between two writings. Never-
theless, a positive case for direct borrowing can be compelling if a writing con-
tains redactional markers or particularly distinctive terms that are prominent in
another writing. In the absence of such conclusive proof, the options include at-
tributing similarities to an earlier, common (but to us lost) written tradition, to a
common oral tradition, or to indirect borrowing. Another possibility that we will
suggest in this study is that literary dependence may be inferred as the most like-
ly, albeit not a demonstrable, explanation.

The two writings on which this paper focuses — Ephesians and Second Clem-
ent — could well be roughly contemporaneous. Although it is not entirely certain
which of them was written first, we adopt as a working hypothesis that Ephesi-
ans predates Second Clement.® For this study, it is relevant that Colossians is
most likely a deutero-Pauline letter'® ostensibly addressed to the Christ-believing

8 Andrew Gregory and Christopher Tuckett, “Reflections on Method. What Constitutes the Use
of the Writings That Later Formed the New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers?” in The Reception
of the New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers (ed. Andrew Gregory and Christopher Tuckett; Ox-
ford: Oxford University, 2005), 61— 82.

9 Traditionally, scholarship has tended to assume that, if any influence is to be detected, the
canonical writing (Ephesians) influenced the extracanonical writing (Second Clement). Most ex-
egetes nowadays, however, have abandoned the problematic distinction between “apostolic”
and “subapostolic” writings, since several of the later NT writings date to the same period as
do several of the Apostolic Fathers.

10 On the authorship of Colossians, see, e.g., Helmut Koester, History and Literature of Early
Christianity (vol. 2 of Introduction to the New Testament; 2nd ed.; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1982
[1980]), 2:263-267; Victor Paul Furnish, “Colossians, Epistle to the,” ABD 1:1090 -1096,
esp. 1092-1094; Udo Schnelle, The History and Theology of the New Testament Writings (Minne-
apolis: Fortress, 1998 [2nd German ed. 1994]), 282—-288; Bart D. Ehrman, Forgery and Counterfor-
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The Ecclesiology of 2 Clement 14 =— 381

congregation in Colossae, and was probably written at some point after the
earthquake that struck nearby Laodicea in 60/61 CE, perhaps around 70-90
CE.™ 1t is also relevant that, as scholarship generally acknowledges, Ephesians
is a deutero-Pauline letter'? that reworks significant portions of Colossians.’
As a result, Ephesians is two steps removed from the apostle Paul, and the
date of Ephesians (ca. 80 —110 CE?) is quite uncertain.'

The date of Second Clement is even more uncertain. Meager evidence under-
girds the widespread — but likely correct — view that Second Clement was prob-
ably written between ca. 125 and ca. 170 CE (with most scholars opting for ca. 150

gery. The Use of Literary Deceit in Early Christian Polemics (New York: Oxford University Press,
2013), 171-182.

11 Tacitus, Ann. 14.27.1. This inference is based on the likelihood that Colossae (roughly 18 km
southeast of Laodicea) was also destroyed or severely damaged by that earthquake, which would
be relevant for dating Colossians and for the possibly fictitious characterization of the addres-
sees by its pseudonymous author. Colossae may have been an unquestionable destination pos-
ited for a pseudonymous letter, since after the earthquake there may not have been any or, in
any case, many Christ-believers from Colossae or Laodicea who could have questioned the au-
thenticity of such an allegedly earlier apostolic letter. See, further, James A. Kelhoffer, “The Rele-
vance of Revelation’s Date and the Imperial Cult for John’s Appraisal of the Value of Christians’
Suffering in Revelation 1-3” (2012), in idem, Conceptions of “Gospel” and Legitimacy in Early
Christianity (WUNT 324; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2014), 233-265 at 234—237; James S. Murray,
“The Urban Earthquake Imagery and Divine Judgement in John’s Apocalypse,” NovT 47 (2005):
142-161, esp. 150 — 158 at 157; Richard Bauckham, “Eschatological Earthquake in the Apocalypse
of John,” NovT 19 (1977): 224—233; David Lincicum, “Mirror-Reading a Pseudepigraphal Letter,”
NovT 59/2 (2017): 171-193, taking Colossians as an example of the need to examine pseudepigra-
phal letters more as rhetorical compositions than as epistolary literature that reflect the actual
historical situation posited in the letter.

12 On the non-Pauline authorship of Ephesians, see, e.g., Koester, Introduction (see n. 10),
2:267-272; Victor Paul Furnish, “Ephesians, Epistle to the,” ABD 2:535-542, esp. 539 -541;
Schnelle, History and Theology (see n. 10), 300 —303; Nils A. Dahl, “Einleitungsfragen zum Ephe-
serbrief,” in idem, Studies in Ephesians (ed. David Hellholm, Vermund Blomkvist, and Tord Forn-
berg; WUNT 131; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000), 3—-105, esp. 18 -28, 48— 60; Ehrman, Forgery
and Counterforgery (see n. 10), 182—190.

13 In regard to the reuse of significant parts of Colossians in Ephesians, see Furnish, “Ephesi-
ans” (see n. 12), 536 -537, Dahl, “Einleitungsfragen” (see n. 12), 39-48, and the other studies
listed in the preceding footnote.

14 On the uncertainties about the date of Ephesians, see, e.g., John Muddiman, A Commentary
on the Epistle to the Ephesians (BNTC; London: Continuum, 2001), 34-36; cf. 41— 47; idem, “The
Church in Ephesians, 2 Clement, and the Shepherd of Hermas,” in Trajectories through the New
Testament and the Apostolic Fathers (ed. Andrew Gregory and Christopher Tuckett; Oxford: Ox-
ford University, 2005), 107—121 at 109-110. A terminus ante quem for Ephesians is likely set by
the allusions to Eph 1:3-14 in Ign. Eph. Prologue; 12:2.
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382 —— James A. Kelhoffer

CE).” A key point of relative chronology is that, as C. M. Tuckett has argued, “the
tradition on which 2 Clement is based for its knowledge of Jesus tradition repre-
sents a stage which presupposes the finished gospels of both Matthew and
Luke.”*® The inference that Second Clement postdates the Synoptic Gospels is
based on the recognition of Matthean and Lukan redaction in several sayings
of Jesus that Second Clement cites.”” That observation suggests that Second
Clement was written after ca. 100 CE and probably after ca. 125. A terminus
ante quem for the writing is difficult to ascertain, however.

A final prolegomenon concerns the analysis of Second Clement in relation to
“Gnosticism.” Holt L. Graham’s comparison of the use of Ephesians in 2 Clement
14 to the “imaginative exegesis like that of the Gnostics”*® is based on a miscon-
ception common in numerous studies of Second Clement. A categorization of
Gnostic “reverse” or “protest exegesis” was not unusual when Graham wrote
in the 1960s but has, in more recent scholarship, been shown to be imprecise
and unhelpful.*® Further, conclusions about the gnostic opponents and gnostic
influences in Second Clement, although a recurring refrain in generations of sec-
ondary literature, have recently been challenged.?® One reason for re-evaluating
the scholarly consensus of gnostic influence stems from problems shown in ear-
lier scholarship’s generalizations about Gnosticism and about purported unify-

15 Ernst Baasland, “Der 2. Klemensbrief und friihchristliche Rhetorik: ‘Die erste christliche Pre-
digt’ im Lichte der neueren Forschung,” in ANRW 11.27.1 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1993): 78 -157,
esp. 88-89 at 88, notes, “Bei kaum einer frithchristlichen Schrift ist die Unsicherheit” about
the date of composition “so grof3 wie beim 2. Klem.” Likewise, Christopher Tuckett, 2 Clement:
Introduction, Text, and Commentary (Oxford Apostolic Fathers; Oxford: Oxford University, 2012),
62-64 at 64, describes the evidence apropos dating as “very flimsy” and cautiously suggests
“some stage in the early-middle 2nd century.”

16 Andrew F. Gregory and Christopher M. Tuckett, “2 Clement and the Writings That Later
Formed the New Testament,” in Reception of the New Testament (see n. 8), 251292 at 277 [here-
after: Gregory, “2 Clement and the Writings”]. See, further, ibid., 254-276 and the oftentimes
more detailed discussions in Tuckett, 2 Clement (see n. 15).

17 The ultimate origin of those sayings is open to debate and cannot be addressed in this essay.
At least three explanations are possible: Clement could have cited those two Gospels individu-
ally, a harmonized gospel source, or some other intermediate source that drew on Matthew and
Luke, possibly combining elements of both Gospels prior to their use in Second Clement.

18 Robert M. Grant and Holt L. Graham, First and Second Clement (The Apostolic Fathers 2; New
York: Nelson, 1965), 126 [hereafter: Graham, Second Clement].

19 See, e.g., Michael A. Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”: An Argument for Dismantling a Du-
bious Category (Princeton: Princeton University, 1996), 54—79, esp. 60 -62. We return to this
point toward the end of this essay.

20 See Tuckett, 2 Clement (see n. 15), esp. 47-57; James A. Kelhoffer, “Second Clement and Gnos-
ticism. The status quaestionis,” EC 8/1 (2017): 124—149.
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The Ecclesiology of 2 Clement 14 =— 383

ing features of gnostic literature. Another objection to characterizing the author
of Second Clement as antignostic is the lack of clear polemic in the writing
against any distinctively gnostic belief or practice.” Henceforth, any study of
Pauline reception by Clement or any other early Christian author that would
posit the indirect influence of Ephesians filtered through generalizations about
the eccentric character of gnostic exegesis of sacred texts will be met with skep-
ticism: the presuppositions are untenable and limited in their explanatory
power.

Quo vademus? In all honesty, I must acknowledge that the way forward is
not entirely clear. The removal of presuppositions about the priority and influ-
ence of canonical NT texts and about the random and sometimes incoherent
gnostic interpretations of sacred texts could increase the complexity of undertak-
ing a study like this one. Such difficulties are by no means unique to an exami-
nation of Ephesians or Second Clement and could be relevant for several of the
papers from the symposia in Lausanne and Berlin that are published in this vol-
ume. The recognition of such difficulties not only helps us to understand the lim-
itations of earlier paradigms but can also open up new possibilities for a fresh
analysis of the evidence.

3 Conceptions of Ecclesiology in the Corpus
Paulinum

Some observations about uses of ékkAnoia in the undisputed Pauline letters will
serve as a basis for comparisons of those letters with Colossians, Ephesians, and
Second Clement. Attention will also be given to the Pauline metaphor of how
Christ-believers, collectively, are Christ’s “body” (c@pa). In early Christian liter-
ature, that metaphor is distinctive to certain undisputed letters, Colossians,
Ephesians, and Second Clement. We will see how in 2 Clement 14 the occurrences
of ékkAnoia in the singular referring to the whole church, as well as the reference
to the church as c@pa Xptotod, most closely match Ephesians, in contrast to the
undisputed letters and Colossians. As a result, if any part of the Corpus Paulinum
influenced Clement, the most likely candidate for that influence would be Ephe-
sians.

21 In my view, it would be highly implausible to infer that Clement criticized Gnostics, not be-
cause anything those opponents professed or did was “gnostic” or was somehow incompatible
with purportedly proto-orthodox views. See the aforementioned studies by Tuckett (see n. 20)
and Kelhoffer (see n. 20).
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384 —— James A. Kelhoffer

3.1 The Undisputed Letters

In Paul’s letters, ékkAnoia in the singular can single out a church meeting in a
particular house or the Christ-groups in a particular city.?* Oftentimes, the apos-
tle uses a plural form of ékkAnoia to identify several congregations; those ékkAn-
olat can be of a particular region,?® can refer to some congregations in contrast to
others,? or can designate assemblies of the church as a whole.” Exceptionally, a
singular form of ékkAnoia can refer to the church in general, albeit not to the
whole church; with the disclosure £8iw&a v €xkAnaoiav tob 6g0b (1 Cor 15:9),
Paul does not claim that he persecuted the entire church, much less each and
every congregation.

In his vision of a “spiritual church that was created before the sun and
moon” (2 Clem. 14:1), Clement does not draw on a concept traceable to any of
the undisputed Pauline letters. The closest analogy to such a concept in Paul’s
surviving letters would be the allegory of Hagar (Gal 4:21-31), in which the
free woman (Sarah) corresponds to “the Jerusalem above.” According to Paul’s
interpretation of Genesis 16 and 21, “the present Jerusalem” is descended from
Hagar, and “the Jerusalem above” from Sarah (Gal 4:25-26). His salvation-his-
torical reference in Galatians postdates Abraham as the first believer (Gal
3:6-7; cf. Rom 4:3) and posits a demarcation between the respective heirs of
Sarah and Hagar. The existence of the present and the transcendent Jerusalem
is thereby traced as far back as the families that Abraham started with Sarah
and Hagar, since which time there have been “two covenants” (Gal 4:24).%¢ In Ro-
mans 5, Paul points to the origin of sin at an even earlier time, namely the trans-
gression of Adam in Genesis 3, but Paul’s focus there is anthropological rather
than ecclesiological.”’ Compared with Gal 4:21-31 (and Romans 5), the point

22 E.g., 1 Cor 16:19b (AxvAag kai TTpioka oVV T kaT oikov avT@dv ékkAnoiq); 2 Cor 1:1 (Tfi ékkAn-
ola 100 Beod Tf| ovon év Kopivow).

23 1 Cor 16:1 (8iétaga Toig exkAnoiaig Tfig Tahatiag); 1 Cor 16:19a (ai ékkAnoiat Tiig Aaiag); 2 Cor
8:1 (év Taig éxxkAnoioug Tiig Mokedoviag).

24 2 Cor 11:8 (&A\ag €kkAnoioag é0VANnow); 2 Cor 12:13 (Unep TAG Aowmdg EkkAnaoiag).

25 E.g., 2 Cor 8:18 (0 £nauvog ... 81 ao@v TV EKKANGL@Vv); 2 Cor 8:19 (xelpotovneig HTIO TV
€kkANoL@Vv); 2 Cor 8:23 (dmdoTtolot EkkAnotwv); 2 Cor 8:24 (gig mpoowmov TV EKKANGLOV); 2 Cor
11:28 (1| HEPVA TIACADV TV EKKANGLDV).

26 Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 112, seems to overreach when identifying “the ‘pre-exis-
tence’ of the redeemed community being made clear in the allegory of Sarah” (Gal 4:26).

27 See, further, James A. Kelhoffer, “The Struggle to Define Heilsgeschichte. Paul on the Origins
of the Christian Tradition,” in idem, Conceptions of “Gospel” and Legitimacy (see n. 11), 97-120,
esp. 107-114. Paul focuses mostly on Adam in Romans 5, where Eve would presumably clutter up
his oUykplog with Christ (pace 1 Tim 2:13-15).
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The Ecclesiology of 2 Clement 14 = 385

in time envisioned in 2 Clem. 14:1 prior to the creation of the material world is
even earlier. Thus, such an understanding of the church’s preexistence cannot
be attributed to any of the undisputed Pauline letters.

3.2 The Church as “Body”

The church as Christ’s “body” is a distinctively Pauline metaphor.® A brief over-
view of this metaphor in the Pauline letters will facilitate an evaluation of wheth-
er 2 Clem. 14:2 (cwpa Xpiotod) could stem from one or more parts of the Corpus
Paulinum. We will hold that the closest correspondences to 2 Clem. 14:2 occur in
the letters of Colossians and Ephesians, correspondences that suggest the possi-
bility of some deutero-Pauline influence on Clement.

In Rom 7:4, Paul asserts that it was “through (81&) Christ’s body” that the ad-
dressees “were put to death through the law.”? Just how Paul conceptualizes
“Christ’s body” and its role in believers’ previous spiritual or existential death
is not clear, however.>® Later in the same letter, Paul states that all believers com-
prise “one body in Christ.”*! To the Corinthians he asserts that their bodies are
“Christ’s limbs” (uéAn Xplotob).> The apostle also describes the community’s
shared “bread” as “a participation in Christ’s body.”*?

Paul’s most extensive use of the body of Christ metaphor is in 1 Cor 12:12-31.
His primary concern seems to be that equal honor should be apportioned to all
the body’s “members,” or “limbs” (uéAn), regardless of their ethnicity (12:13),
their function within the community (12:15-17, 21), or their perceived position
of strength or weakness (12:22-24a). The particular arrangement of the one
body is ascribed to God’s handiwork (12:18, 24b-25, 28) and could be construed
as emblematic of God’s continuous activity as creator who is forming a new hu-
manity that comprises one body in Christ. Because the Corinthians, along with

28 Rom 7:4; 12:4-5; 1 Cor 6:15; 10:16b—17; 12:12—27; Col 1:18 (a0TOG €0TWv 1 KEPAAT] TOD OWHATOG
TfiG ékkAnoiag); 1:24; Eph 1:22b-23a (tf] ékkAnoiq, HTIg €0Tiv TO O@pa aOTOD); 2:16; 4:4, 12; 5:23,
30.

29 Rom 7:4: (oTe, GBeA@ol pov, kol DUETG EBavatwdnTe TO VoW i Tob cwpatog Tob XpLoTo,
€lg TO yevéoBat VUGG ETEPW, TQ) €K VEKPOV EyepBEVTL, Tval KAPTIOPOPTOWHEV TQ) BeQ.

30 On the linking of baptism with death in Romans 6 and Mark 10, see Bim O’Reilly, “Baptism
and Death. A Study of Mark and Romans” (Th.D. diss., Uppsala University, 2017).

31 Rom 12:4-5: kaBdmep Y&p &V Vi WpaTt TTOAAG PEAN Exopev, TG 8 PEAN TTGvTa OV THV aUTHV
gxeL mpd&w, [5] olTwg of moANol v oipd £opev év XploTd, TO 8¢ kad' €ig GAMAAWY pEAT.

32 1 Cor 6:15a: 00K OlBaTeE GTL TO CWHATA VUDVY EOTLV;

33 1 Cor 10:16b-17: TOV GpTOV OV KA@HEV, OUXL KOWwVia ToD cwpatog Tod Xptatod éotwy; [17] 6Tt
£lG GpTog, £V o@Mpa of ToAOL £0pEY, Of YAp MAVTEG €K TOD £VOG EPTOV HETEXOLIEV.
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386 —— James A. Kelhoffer

all Christ-believers, are “Christ’s body” (oc@pa Xpiotod, 12:27), each member
must respect the role of, and care for the well-being of, the other members
(12:25-26, 29-31).

In the NT writings, o@pa occurs with Xplotog only in certain Pauline letters
as a metaphor for the collective community of Christ-believers,* which under-
scores the distinctiveness of this brief Pauline idiom. In the Apostolic Fathers,
the only such occurrence of o@pa with Xpiotog is 2 Clem. 14:2.* Although the
possibility of Clement’s direct borrowing of c@pa Xprotod from any of the undis-
puted letters cannot be excluded, it would be very difficult to demonstrate a di-
rect source for just these two words, since no part of 2 Clement 14 reflects any of
Paul’s particular concerns about an earlier death experienced by believers (cf.
Rom 7:4), the unity of the one body (cf. Rom 12:4-5), or the identity and role
of Christ-believers as “limbs” (uéAn) of the body who must care for one another
(Rom 12:4-5;1 Cor 6:15a; 12:12, 25—27). Moreover, the undisputed Pauline letters
never specify an equivalence between Christ’s c@pa and the éxxAnoia. As is dis-
cussed below, that innovation should probably be credited to the author of Co-
lossians, whose novelty is reflected also in Ephesians.

3.3 The Ecclesiology of Colossians

The author of Colossians intriguingly extends the Pauline metaphor that we have
just surveyed: the “body” is now said to have a “head” (ke@aln), namely Christ
himself.?® Furthermore, in the phrase 1| ke@aAr| T0D cwpaTog A £kkAnotag (“the
head of the body, [namely] the church,” Col 1:18) the appositional genitive iden-
tifies the “church” with the immediately aforementioned “body.” Similarly, Col
1:24 identifies Christ’s “body” (tob cwpatog avtod) with the “church.”” These

34 By contrast, the author of Hebrews refers to Jesus Christ’s “body” (cdpa) not in an ecclesio-
logical sense but in reference to the sacrifice (mpoo@opd) that Christ willingly made (Heb 10:10).
35 Cf. 1 Clem. 38:1 (10 o@pa é&v Xpot® ‘Inood); 46:7; Ign. Rom. 4:2; 5:3; Pol. Phil. 8:1; Mart.
Pol. 14:2; 17:2; 19:2, where o@pa and Xplotdg occur in the same verse but not in reference to
“Christ’s body.”

36 Col 1:18: kal adTOG £0TIV 1| KEPAAT] TOD CWHATOG TG EKKANGIAG 6G £0TV &pXT, TPWTOTOKOG
€K TV VEKPQV, tva yévnTat &V aoy avTog mPWTELWV.

37 Col 1:24: Ndv xaipw &v Toig madnpactv UIEP VPOV Kail AvTavamAnp® T& VoTEPAHAT TWV OAL-
Pewv ToD XpLotod £V Th oapki pov LTEP TOD CWHATOG aVToD, & €0Twv T ékkAnaia. On the theol-
ogy of suffering in Col 1:24 and the remarkable comparison drawn between Paul’s “sufferings”
and Christ’s “tribulations,” see James A. Kelhoffer, Persecution, Persuasion and Power. Readiness
to Withstand Hardship as a Corroboration of Legitimacy in the New Testament (WUNT 270; Tiibin-
gen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), 70 —78.
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two verses are likely the earliest such identifications of the éxxAnoia as Christ’s
body and could have been a precedent for the author of Second Clement.

Later in the letter, 10 8¢ o@pa Tod Xplotod (“But the substance/body be-
longs to Christ,” Col 2:17) uses familiar Pauline terms but does not seem to
build on the Pauline metaphor that believers, together, comprise Christ’s body.
Elsewhere in Colossians, the affirmation that believers “were called in one
body”*® expresses a sentiment fully consistent with the ecclesiology and
“body” language in 1 Corinthians 12. Likewise, toward the end of the letter the
instruction to greet a house church (Col 4:15; cf. 1 Cor 16:19b) and the reference
to the church in another city (Col 4:16; cf. 2 Cor 1:1) match expressions noted
above in the undisputed letters.>®

We have seen that the identification of the church as Christ’s body, which is
assumed in 2 Clem. 14:2, is likewise assumed in Colossians. Although possible, it
remains uncertain whether this letter may have influenced Clement. In that let-
ter, the gestalt of Paul is said to suffer “in place of” (Unép, Col 1:24) the church,*®
which is a fascinating view of the apostle’s vicarious suffering for the church and
is not attested elsewhere in the Corpus Paulinum or in the Apostolic Fathers, in-
cluding Second Clement.** Nonetheless, Col 1:15—18 could have encouraged the
ecclesiological line of thinking in 2 Clement 14: if Christ existed before the world
was created, and if his body is the church, then it could follow that the church
was (and still is) Christ’s celestial body. Of course, this is not what the author of
Colossians says, but a later author like Clement could have taken such senti-
ments as a point of departure. As we shall see, the ecclesiological reflection of
Colossians is developed further in Ephesians, a writing that in certain respects
is conceptually closer to 2 Clement 14 than are the undisputed letters and Colos-
sians.

38 Col 3:15: kai 1] giprivn ToD XpLotod BpaBevetw év Taig kapdlatg VU@V, eig fv kal EKANONTE &v
&Vl owpartt.

39 Col 4:15-16: AcndoacBe ToUG v Aaodikeig a8eApolg kai NOppav kai THv Kot otkov avTiig
ékkAnotiav. [16] kai dtav dvayvwodf| map Vv 7| £ToToA, Tooate va kol év T Aaodikéwv
ékkAnolg avayvwodf, kai Trv £k Aaodikeiag tva kal DUETG AvayvTE.

40 See Kelhoffer, Persecution, Persuasion and Power (see n. 37), 75-77.

41 Contrast 2 Clem. 11:4, which posits that the Lord’s “people” have had “turmoils and tribula-
tions” (Gkataotaoiag kai OARDEeL).
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3.4 The Ecclesiology of Ephesians

Among the NT Pauline letters, a distinctive feature of Ephesians is the likelihood
that the letter did not originally present itself as a missive to a particular city or
congregation but was a general address to all “the saints and faithful ones” (1:1b)
who would read or hear its message.”* A central theme is the unity of the one
church made up of Jews and Gentiles. The positing of a general readership
and the writing’s focus on the church at large correlate with its nine occurrences
of ékkAnoia, which do not designate a particular congregation but, rather, the
church as a whole.”

As John Muddiman notes, a distinctive aspect of Ephesians’s ecclesiology is
the notion that believers were elected in Christ before the foundation of the
world.** Ephesians is apparently the first early Christian writing to make such
a claim about the antediluvian existence of Christ-believers.*> Although the
term £xkAnoia does not occur in Eph 1:4, a later interpreter could easily connect
the dots between, on the one hand, the existence of those chosen in Christ prior
to creation and, on the other hand, inferring the church’s existence at that time.
Thus, in Ephesians the church’s preexistence may be implicit but is not explicit.
Another peculiarity of the writing’s ecclesiology, partly derived from Colossians,
is the assertion that believers are not only raised with Christ (cf. Col 2:12; 3:1) but
also seated with him in heaven (Eph 2:6).4¢

42 At Eph 1:1b, adopting the shorter reading Toig qyiotg Toig ovow Kal motoig (“to the saints
who are also the faithful ones,” attested in 8 A F G K L ¥ 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1739.
1881. 2464 it vg®' sy?), rather than Toig dyiotg Toig ovoty év "E@éow kai moToig (“to the saints
who are in Ephesus and [are] faithful,” attested in P*° B D P 0278.33.1505 b vg®"" sy"). See
also the essay by Christine Gerber, “Paulus als Okumeniker. Die Interpretation der paulinischen
Theologie durch den Epheserbrief,” 317-354 in this volume.

43 Eph 1:22; 3:10 (81& Tiig ékkAnoiag); 3:21 (v Tfi €kkAnoiq); 5:23 25, 27, 29, 32. By contrast, the
undisputed Pauline letters typically refer to the whole church with a plural form of ékkAnota, as,
for example, in 2 Cor 8:18—19, 23-24; 11:28. See, further, Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 110:
“All the references to ékkAnoia in Ephesians are to the universal, indeed cosmic church. The
word is not used of the local congregation as it regularly is in Paul.” See also Muddiman, Ephe-
sians (see n. 14), 49; Hans Hiibner, An Philemon, An die Kolosser, An die Epheser (HNT 12; Tiibin-
gen: Mohr Siebeck, 1997), 172-177, 274-276; Gerber, “Epheserbrief” (see n. 42), 321-324.

44 Eph 1:4: kaBhg £EAEEQTO MGG &V aDT@ TPO KaTABOATG KOGHOU elva fdG dyiovg kal dpc-
poug katevwriov avtod. See Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 110; idem, Ephesians (see n. 14),
48—-49.

45 Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 111, is probably correct to conclude about Ephesians that
“there is no other book of the New Testament where the emphasis on the transcendent character
of the church is so explicit and so marked.”

46 See also Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 111. We return to this theme, below.
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In addition, Eph 1:22-23a may be indebted to the Christ-head||church-body
imagery that is distinctive to Col 1:18 (cf. 1:24). The author refers to a “head” and
to “the church,” and immediately thereafter identifies the church as “his
[Christ’s] body.”* In the undisputed letters, the only time that Paul refers to
Christ as “head” is in 1 Cor 11:3, where Christ is designated as “the head of
every man,”*® not the head of the church or of his own body. The synthesis of
applying Christ’s headship to all believers who, together, comprise the “body”
is first attested in Col 1:18. It thus stands to reason that Eph 1:22—-23a is both in-
debted to earlier Pauline thought and, building on Colossians, two stages beyond
from the ecclesiology of the undisputed letters. Later, Eph 4:15 refers to Christ as
“the head” without mentioning either the body or the church.*’

Several aspects of Eph 5:21-33 merit consideration as possible precedents
for 2 Clement 14. A metaphorical reference to the ecclesial “body” resurfaces
in Eph 5:23: “Man is head of the woman/wife as also Christ is head of the
church,” and “he [Christ] himself [is] savior of the body.”*® Eph 5:23 could
well build on the hierarchy of God-Christ-man-woman that is presumed in
1 Cor 11:3. Relative to the undisputed letters, what is new in Eph 5:23 (also
1:22-23a, discussed above) is the identification of Christ’s headship over the
ékkAnola. In Ephesians 5, the submission of the church to Christ illustrates
how Christian wives are to relate to their husbands.*® Further, Christ’s love for
the church exemplifies how husbands are to love their wives (Eph 5:25-27).
Given that Christ is “savior of the body” (c@pa, 5:23) and that men/husbands
will naturally love their own bodies (cwpata, 5:28a-b), each man must likewise
love his own wife (5:28c). Ephesians also ascribes to Christ the role of “cherish-

47 Eph 1:22-23a: kal mévta DMETAEEV VTIO TOUG TOSAG AUTOD Kal AVTOV EBWKEV KEPAATV DTIEP
névta Tf] €kkAnoia [23a], fTig €0Tiv T0 0@pa adtod. See also Gerber, “Epheserbrief” (see n. 42),
338 -340.

48 1 Cor 11:3: OéAw 8¢ VGG eidévat OTL Mavtodg avBpog 1| KEQPOAT| 6 XpLoTOG £0TLV, KEQPAAT B¢
YUVaIKOG 0 Gvip, kepaln 8¢ tob Xpotod 0 Bedg. In the hierarchy that Paul posits, it is not
clear whether the apostle would restrict avtog dv8pdg to designate only Christ-believing men
(or husbands), or if he refers to all men (or husbands), whether Jewish, Christian, or polytheist.
49 Eph 4:15: dAnBevovteg 8¢ €v dydmn aOEROWHEV €i§ aDTOV TG TGVTA, OG £0TIV T KEQOAT, XpL-
0166. In this verse, the metaphor of the “body” in Colossians has been severed from the “head.”
50 Eph 5:23: 6Tt Gvip 0TV KeaAN TG Yuvaukdg wg kat 6 Xplotdg keadn Tig EkkAnaiag,
aUTOG CWTNP TOD CWHATOG.

51 Eph 5:24: GAN" wg N €kkAnoia boTaooeTal T@ XPLoTd, oVTWG Kal al Yuvaikeg TOiG avdpaatv
év mavtl. See, further, Margaret Y. MacDonald, “Ephesians,” in The Blackwell Companion to the
New Testament (ed. David E. Aune; Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 537-550 at 544: “The author
of Ephesians has transposed the use of marriage as a metaphor for God’s relationship with Israel
in the book of Hosea and elsewhere to speak about the relationship between Christ and the
church.”
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ing” or “comforting” (BGAnw) the church, which is also the pattern for Christian
husbands (5:29). When the author states that “we are limbs/members of his
[Christ’s] body” (5:30), both the language and the metaphor match the undisput-
ed letters.>” Such a teaching about believers as Christ’s “limbs” could build di-
rectly on 1 Corinthians 12, but presumably not on Colossians (which never
uses péAog to refer to believers as parts of the body).”* A citation of Genesis 2
next provides a biblical basis for the application of the Christ-church metaphor
to Christian marriage relations (5:31).>* Muddiman interprets the use of Gen 2:24
as “an allegory of the union between Christ and the church.”® Moreover, he
holds that “[tlhe man and woman in question were not just any Ephesian mar-
ried couple but the primeval pair, Adam and Eve.”*® Precisely how in Ephesians 5
the relationship of Christ and the church is to be understood in light of the join-
ing of man and woman “into one flesh” is not entirely clear, however. Also un-
clear is what the author deems “a great mystery” (5:32), whether the joining “into
one flesh” (5:31) or Christ’s love and care for the church.’” Throughout the pas-
sage, the six instances of ékkAnoia (5:23 - 25, 27, 29, 32) refer to the whole church,
not to a particular congregation or city.

We have suggested that the ecclesiology of Ephesians builds not only on the
undisputed letters but also on Colossians. From Paul, the author gleaned an un-
derstanding of believers as “limbs” that comprise a single body, as well as the
hierarchy presumed in 1 Cor 11:3. As in Col 1:18, Ephesians presents Christ as
the “head” of the church and consistently refers to the church in general (cf.
Col 1:24). Relative to those earlier Pauline letters, what is new in Ephesians is
an interest in male-female relations as informed by Christ’s relation to the
church (5:21-32); a citation of Genesis 2 on the joining of man and woman
“into one flesh” (5:31); and a focus on Christ-believers’ moral conduct within
the marriage relationship (5:28-29, 32).

52 Eph 5:30: 811 péAn €opev 1ob owpatog avtod. Cf. 1 Cor 6:15; 12:12, 18, 22, 25, 27; Eph 4:12b (eig
oikodopnv T0d owpatog Tod XpLotod); 4:25¢ (8Tt €opev AAARAwVY pEAR).

53 Contrast the occurrence of péAn in Col 3:5 referring to believers’ earthly “parts” or “limbs”
but without any reference to those limbs comprising a single body.

54 Eph 5:31 (citing Gen 2:24): dvti ToUTOL KataAeipet GvOpwog [TOV] matépa kai [TNv] pntepa
Kal TIPOOKOAANOAoETAL TIPOG TRV Yyuvaika avToD, Kol £govtal ol Vo €ig odpka piav.

55 Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 111; see also idem, Ephesians (see n. 14), 269 —270.

56 Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 112.

57 Eph 5:32—33: 10 puotrptov 10010 péya £oTiv: yw & Aéyw eig XpLoTov Kal €0 TNV EKKAnaiav.
[33] mARV kot DRETG of ko Eva, EkaoTog TRV EauToD YuVaika 0DTWG Gyandtw wg EavTov, T 8¢
yuvn tva @opfital Tov Gvdpa.
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3.5 Summation and Refinement of the Research Question

One thing this overview shows is that the terminology of Pauline ecclesiology
was by no means fixed but was, on the contrary, adaptable to particular situa-
tions and open to embellishments. To the Christ-congregations in Corinth and
Rome, Paul employs the body metaphor but has no need for it in other letters.
In Colossians (also Ephesians), the body now has a head, and in Ephesians
the relationship of Christ to the church exemplifies marital love and conduct.
Given the fluidity of the terminology and the malleability of the tradition, an at-
tempt to discern a “pure” Pauline tradition in contrast to either “early Catholic”
or “gnostic” variations would likely prove elusive.>®

Furthermore, the ecclesiological reflections that we have surveyed in the un-
disputed letters, Colossians, and Ephesians do not straightforwardly anticipate
the presentation of the church in 2 Clement 14. Moreover, the lack of extensive
verbal overlap between Second Clement and the Corpus Paulinum would likely
make it very difficult to demonstrate literary dependence. Nonetheless, it may
be asked whether, subsequent to the writing of First Corinthians, Romans, Colossi-
ans, and Ephesians, the language of 2 Clement 14 would more likely have arisen
independently of, or under the influence of, one or more Pauline letters. We now
shift the focus from ascertaining the use of one or more Pauline letters to probing
the possibility of influence on Clement.

4 ’EkkAnoia in Second Clement

Possibly the most baffling part of Second Clement is the presentation of Christ
and the church (¢éxxAnola) as a preexistent syzygy identified with the first
male and female that God created in Genesis 1. In chap. 14, Clement also
warns that the flesh will be judged, and in doing so he refers to a primordial
time when Christ and the church existed together. In this section we take up
key philological and text-critical matters; analyze 2 Clement 14 in its literary
and rhetorical context; survey the relevant secondary literature; and consider
whether the passage may be indebted to the Corpus Paulinum. Although there
are insufficient verbal correspondences to make a compelling case for literary
dependence, it is more likely than not that Clement’s references to the “church”

58 See also Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 112: “But it would be wrong to think of this devel-
opment of Paul’s teaching [about the church; cf. ibid., 110 - 111] as the distortion of an originally
functional, low ecclesiology. Rather, the author of Ephesians is intent on exposing and articulat-
ing the deeper roots in Jewish apocalyptic of Paul’s thought on the church.”
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as Christ’s “body” and to “male” and “female” in Genesis 1 are informed, wheth-
er directly or indirectly, by Ephesians.

4.1 Text, Translation, and Notes

Formidable text-critical, philological, and semantic difficulties present them-
selves in 2 Clement 14. At times, the original text can be difficult to determine.
The best manuscript, Codex Alexandrinus, breaks off in 12:5a. Consequently,
for the remainder of the writing, scholars try to make sense of the other Greek
witness, Codex Hierosolymitanus (C), which is later and occasionally unreliable,
and the Syriac translation (S), which may at times be clumsily correcting an un-
recoverable Vorlage. We offer a reconstructed text, a translation, and notes.

[14:1a] "Qote, GdeAoi, mololvieg 10 BéAnpa  [14:1a] As a result, brothers, if we are doing®

100 MoTpOg AEEV B0l £06pEda €K THG the will of our Father [and] God, we shall be-
ékkAnoiag Tig mpATNG, Tii§ Mveupatikiig, g long to the first church,® the spiritual one,
mpo fAiou Kal oeAqvng ékTiopEVNG which was created before the sun and moon.
[1b] €av 8¢ pn moowpev 10 OéAnpa kupiou,  [1b] But if we do not do the Lord’s will, we shall
éoopeba €k Thg ypagiig tfig Aeyolong: éye- belong to [those of whom] the Scripture says,*
viiBn 6 oikdg pou oAV ANaT&V. “My house has become a den of robbers.”®?

59 Construing, with Wilhelm Pratscher, Der zweite Clemensbrief (KAV 3; Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 2007), 177 (“wenn wir . . . tun”), the adverbial participle moloUvteg as condi-
tional, which correlates with the subsequent conjunctive in 14:1b (£&v pr| momowpev) and the
context of 13:3—4 (whether believers show love to each other and their enemies). Additionally,
the future £€06peba in 14:1a makes the best sense if the participle is conditional, in addition to
matching the apodosis in 14:1b.

60 Throughout 2 Clem. 14:1- 4, the eight occurrences of ékkAnoia could, in translation, be cap-
italized (“Church”) inasmuch as the éxxAngoia existed in the beginning with Christ.

61 Lit. “we will belong to the Scripture which says.” See Joseph B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers
(London: Macmillan, 1885-1890, reprinted Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1989), 1/2:244, “of those
persons described in the Scripture.” Similarly Pratscher, Clemensbrief (see n. 59), 177, “von
denen die Schrift sagt,” whose translation aptly preserves the parallelism of genitive phrases in
14:1a and 14:1b. Moreover, it is possible that a second reference to ékkAneiog is implied in 14:1b:
there is the (authentic) church, and a fake one described as a “den of robbers.” The following
“church of life” may furthermore mean that this other, in 14:1b, is a church/assembly of death.
As a result, Clement may call up a judgment scene, such as the scene highlighted in 17:3-7.
62 See Jer 7:11; cf. Matt 21:13||Mark 11:17||Luke 19:46. Tuckett, 2 Clement (see n. 15), 245, argues for
Clement’s “direct use of the text of Jeremiah itself” without use of any of the Synoptic Gospels.
Likewise Andreas Lindemann, Die Clemensbriefe (Die Apostolischen Viter 1; HNT 17; Tiibingen:
Mohr, 1992), 241.
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[1c] tote olv aipeTIoOpEdA &TO TAG EKKAN-
alag ti¢ Cwiig eival, va owbGpEV.

[2a] o0k ofopat 8¢ Updg dyvoelv 6t ékkAnaia
oo o@pé Eotv Xplotol, Aéyel yop 1 ypoapn:
émoinoev 6 Bedg OV GvBpwrov Epaoev Kal
6fAu-

[2b] 10 @poev éotiv 0 Xpiotdg, 10 BijAu 1y
ékkAnoia.

[2¢] kai 6Tt & BIBALa Kol oi GmdoToAOL THY
éxkAnatav o0 viv elvat GAG BvwBev
[Aéyouaw]

[2d] Av yép mveupatiki, ¢ kol 6 ‘Incoii
[Xpiotog 6 kiplog] AUGY, Epavepndn & &
EoxATWV TV NPEPQV, tva NUag owar.

[3a] f ékkAnoia 8¢ Tveupatik oloa éave-
pwhn év tf oapki Xplotod,
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[1c] As a result, let us choose to belong to the
church of life, in order that we may be saved.
[2a] | do not suppose that you are ignorant of
the fact the living church is the body of Christ,
for the Scripture says, “God made the person
[as something] masculine and feminine.”
[2b] What is “masculine” is Christ, [and] what
is “feminine” [is] the church.

[2¢] [You know] also that®® the books®* and the
apostles [state]® that the church exists not
[only] now but [also] from the beginning.
[2d] For she was spiritual, as was also our
[Lord] Jesus [Christ],% and he[?]%” was revealed
in the last days, in order that he[?] might save
us.

[3a] And the church, being spiritual, was re-
vealed in the flesh of Christ,

63 In 14:2c, kai 671 begins a subordinate clause parallel to the subordinate clause (811) in 14:2a:
oUKk ofopat 8¢ VUGG Gyvoely, OTL . . . kal 8Tt. To denote that 14:2c is the second of two subordinate
clauses, we supply in 14:2c “[You know]” and translate kai as “also.” My thanks to Michael Oberg
(Uppsala) for this suggestion.

64 T& PBAia C; T& BiPAia T@V poenT@V S. Probably “of the prophets” is a later scribe’s clar-
ification, pointing to biblical witnesses that support Clement’s contention. Michael W. Holmes
(The Apostolic Fathers [3rd ed.; Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2007]) omits T@Vv mpo@nT@Vv.
Tuckett (2 Clement [see n. 15]) retains T@v mpo@nt@®v within brackets. Pratscher (Clemensbrief
[see n. 59], 177, 182) adopts the longer reading without brackets. Similarly Rudolf Knopf (Die
Lehre der zwolf Apostel. Die zwei Clemensbriefe [vol. 1 of Die apostolischen Viter; HNT Ergan-
zungs-Band; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1920], 174); Klaus Wengst, Didache (Apostellehre), Barna-
basbrief, Zweiter Klemensbrief, Schrift an Diognet. Eingeleitet, herausgegeben, iibertragen und er-
ldutert (Schriften des Urchristentums 2; Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1984),
256 —257.

65 Lightfoot, Apostolic Fathers (see n. 61), 246 emends text of C to include [Aéyovowv, 8fijlov]
(within brackets). The Syriac presupposes “Aéyovowv or some similar word,” which Lightfoot
(ibid., 245) views as “an arbitrary correction” but, somewhat confusingly, as nonetheless neces-
sary to make sense of the corrupt Greek text. Tuckett adopts the reading of S but inserts Aéyovav
somewhat earlier (o0 vV eivat Aéyouoty GAAX GvwOev).

66 Tuckett has the longer reading (without brackets) presupposed by the Syriac and Holmes the
shorter reading of C. Pratscher’s translation (Clemensbrief [see n. 59], 177) presupposes the lon-
ger reading.

67 The five occurrences of ékkAnoia in 2 Clem. 14:1a—2c could suggest that, in 14:2d, the implied
subject of €épavepwor . . . owor is 1| €kkAnolo, rather than the immediately preceding ¢ 'Tnoodg
[Xplotdg 6 kiplog] fuwv. Whether the subject of é@avepwdn . . . owon is Jesus (so Knopf,
Wengst, Lindemann, Pratscher) or the church (so Holmes and, tentatively, Tuckett), which
part of the preexistent syzegy it is that “saves” could, for Clement, be significant soteriologically.
See, further, Pratscher, Clemensbrief (see n. 59), 183; Tuckett, 2 Clement (see n. 15), 254—255.
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[3b] 6nAoloa Aplv, 6Tl €av TG AUV Thpron
UtV év Tf capki [altol] Kkai pry Beipn
amoAfdetal abtiyv év 1§ nvelpott 1@ Ayiw.
[3¢] /| yap odpE alitn avtitundg oty 100
nvelpotog

[3d] oUdeig olv T dvtituTov PBEipag 6
alBevTikov petaAfPeTat.

[3e] éipa olv TolTo Aéyel, &deAgoi* Thprioate
v odpka {va 100 nvelpotog petalGBnte.

[4] €l 3¢ Méyopev eivat THv odpka THY EKKAR-
olav kol 10 Tvedpa Xplotdv, dpa odv 6 UBpi-
oag v odpka UBploev v ékkAnaiov. 0
1010010 00V 00 peTalfPeTan Tod Mvelpatoc,
6 éotv 6 Xplotdg.

[5] tooadtnv ddvatal | 0apE aldtn petalaBeiv
Twiv kai dpBapaoiav koANBEvVTog alTii Tod
nvelpatog tod dyiou, olite égeneiv g dova-
tat olite Aahijoat & ftoipacey 6 KGplog 101G
€kAextolg autod.

[3b] since he shows us that if any of us guards
her in the®® flesh and does not corrupt [her],*
he [or she] will receive” her in the Holy Spirit.
[3c] For this flesh is a copy of the Spirit.

[3d] Therefore nobody, after corrupting the
copy, will come to share in”* the original.
[3e] He therefore means this, brothers: guard
the flesh, in order that you may have a share
in the Spirit.

[4] For if we say that the flesh is the church
and the Spirit is Christ, the one who mis-
treated the flesh has thus’? mistreated the
church. As a result, such a person will not
have a share in the Spirit, which is Christ.
[5] This flesh is able to share in such [great]
life and immortality, if the Holy Spirit is at-
tached to it [the flesh].”> No person can pro-
claim or say what the Lord has prepared for
his chosen ones.

68 £v TR oapki [a0ToD]: S presupposes avTob which is not present in C. Again, Tuckett has the
longer reading (without brackets) and Holmes the shorter (without avtod). Since the original
reading is uncertain, we place avtod within brackets. With or without avtod, the translation
could be the same, since the definite article Tf] designates what belongs to Tig fu@v and
what is, correspondingly, “his or hers.”

69 The object of pr| ¢Beipn could be the preceding atv (= the church) or an implied reference
to T oapki (“the flesh”). In Clement’s warning, there may not have been much of a difference
between corrupting the church (which existed “in the flesh”) and corrupting one’s own flesh.
70 In 14:3b, droAfppetan seems to be synonymous with the uses of petalapBdvw in 14:3d and
14:5, where this verb (unusually) takes an accusative direct object. Cf. occurrences of petaAap-
B&vw with a genitive object in 14:3e and 14:4.

71 This is the first of four occurrences of petaAapfdvw in 14:3d-5. Here, a genitive direct object
would be expected (toD avBevtikoDd petadmpetal, rather than 10 adBevTikOV petoApeTaL).
Likewise, in 14:5 one would expect with petalaBeiv a genitive object (tooavtng . . . {wAg Kal
a@Bapoiag, rather than Tooav v . . . {wiv Kal &pBapaiav). In the other two occurrences of peta-
AapBavw (14:3e, 4), the object is, as expected, in the genitive case (tod rvevpatog, “the Spirit”).
72 Gpa 00V (14:4): Tuckett omits oOv (14:4) without explanation.

73 Gk.: aUTf}, referring to i oapg av.
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4.2 Analysis of 2 Clement 14

Without providing any argument or indicating any polemical context, Clement
posits the existence of “the first church, the spiritual one (rvevpartikr), which
was created before the sun and moon” (14:1a). That “first church” seems to be
equivalent to “the church of life” (14:1c), which is also “the body of Christ”
(opa Xplotod, 14:2a). The prooftext given for the latter identification is, surpris-
ingly enough, Gen 1:27, concerning when “God made the human being [as some-
thing] masculine and feminine.” Perhaps the mention of a “body” that existed in
the beginning (14:1- 2a) brought to Clement’s mind the first &v6pwmog in Genesis
1. In any case, it is hard to imagine that an ancient listener would have anticipat-
ed Clement’s interpretation, “What is male is Christ, [and] what is female [is] the
church” (14:2b). Perhaps in an attempt to temper the surprise of some hearers,
Clement assures that the prior existence, or preexistence, of the church together
with Christ is based on vague but credible authorities — “the books™ and the
apostles” (14:2c). In the exposition that follows, the basic binary male/female
based on Gen 1:27 extends to the other binaries of flesh/spirit (14:3-5) and
copy/original (14:3c-d). These pairs are necessarily united, and opposed not
with each other but with corruption.

Apart from chap. 14, the writing’s only other reference to ékkAnoia also al-
ludes to her earlier existence in the image of the barren woman who cries out
in Isaiah 54, where Clement finds a reference to a previously “barren” church:

0 einev' ED@pavenTL, oTelpa 1y o TikTOLOQ, AUAS einev: oTelpa Yap NV 1 EKKANGia AP@Y pd
70D Sobfval avTH Tékva.

Now what he said, “Rejoice, O barren woman, who bears no children,” he spoke in regard
to us, for our church was barren before children were given to it. (2 Clem. 2:1c)

In 2:1-3, what Clement means by a childless church is difficult to ascertain.”
When 2:1 and 14:1 are read together, it becomes plausible that Clement conceives
of the church’s previous existence as spirit, of her current existence as flesh, and
of her anticipated existence as spirit. The three phases of the church’s spirit-
flesh-spirit existence are analogous to the presentation in 9:1-5 of Christ’s exis-
tence as spirit, then flesh, and again as spirit. In that earlier passage, Clement

74 See above (n. 64): we adopt the shorter reading of ta BiBAia (C), rather than t& BiBAia T@v
npo@nT@®Vv presupposed by the Syriac.

75 On the problem of distinguishing between views reflected in what Second Clement cites, on
the one hand, and the views of the author himself, on the other hand, see Kelhoffer, “Proof-
texter” (see n. 7), esp. 273-275.
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bases the warning that the flesh will be raised and judged on the premise that
Christ, who was originally spirit (mvedpa), became flesh (éyéveto oapg, 9:5).

Notably, Clement does not claim that by the time Christ had “become flesh”
(9:5), Christ and the childless, preexistent church had already been separated. He
seems to indicate the opposite when claiming in 14:3a that “the Church, being
spiritual, was revealed in the flesh of Christ.””® Such reasoning apparently
holds that, at the time of the incarnation, Christ and the church were somehow
still conjoined. Although Clement never mentions the death of Jesus, he clearly
envisions a Jesus who suffered much for the church.”” Perhaps, then, Clement
conceives that the Christ-church syzygy remained intact either at the beginning
of time or after the incarnation. If Clement presupposes the death of Jesus, the
division between the two could have taken place at that time, after which chil-
dren could be given to the church (cf. 2:1e). Christ would thereafter be under-
stood as spirit, whereas the church, with her children, has continued to exist
as flesh and, according to 14:2a, as Jesus’s “body” (= flesh?). Such a view
would be consistent with the inference that 14:3b anticipates a return to spiritual
existence for those believers who have guarded the church in the flesh.”

In Clement’s somewhat obscure reflections, a clear and familiar moral tone
pervades, highlighting the importance of believers’ behavior: whether one does
God’s will determines a future affiliation with either “the first church” or a “den
of robbers” (14:1a—b). Likewise, it is imperative to guard the church “in the flesh”
in order to receive her “in the spirit” (14:3b). When Clement reflects that “the
flesh is the church and the spirit is Christ” (14:4a), he seems to refer to the differ-
entiated states of their current existence. Christ has been both spirit and flesh and
is now spirit, whereas the church was spirit with Christ in the beginning, and is
now flesh through the existence of her “children” (cf. 2:1). The conduct of those
children in the flesh will determine whether the children will, like Christ himself,
regain existence as spirit. However peculiar, these christological and ecclesiolog-
ical reflections are conspicuously not polemical and require neither Pauline nor
anti-Gnostic categories to be understood.” Christ’s spirit-flesh-spirit existence is

76 2 Clem. 14:3a: 1| ékkAnoia 8¢ mvevpaTIK 0DOK £Qavepmdn v Tii oapki XpLoTod.

77 See also 2 Clem. 1:2 (6oa Vrépevey 'Tnoodg Xplotog mabelv Eveka MU@V).

78 This interpretation of 2 Clem. 14:3b infers that the object of pn ¢0eipn and arnoAnpetat,
namely a0y, refers to the church, rather than to the flesh: “so that she [the church] might
show us that if any of us guards her (tnprion avTtV) in the flesh and does not corrupt [her]
(ur| @6eipn), he [or she] will receive her (dmoAfqetan) in the Holy Spirit.” Here, dmoAnpetat
seems to be synonymous with the uses of petaAapBévw in 14:3d and 14:5.

79 Against Pratscher, Clemensbrief (see n. 59), 178, 184185, 186, 188, who finds the closest par-
allels to 14:1-5 “in der valentinianischen Gnosis” (184). Likewise Karl Paul Donfried, The Setting of
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the pattern for the church’s spirit-flesh-(future) spirit existence. By implication,
Clement does not envision Jesus as having a fleshly resurrected body. The
hope for Christians’ eventual passage from flesh to spirit is grounded in Christ’s
transformation (although a resurrection or an ascension is never mentioned),
and that transformation for Christians depends on their moral conduct.

Our interpretation of chap. 14 in light of 2:1 and 9:1-5 can be brought to bear
on the Jesus logion that is cited in 12:2b, 6b: the coming of the kingdom could be
understood as when Christ (the male) is reunited with the church (the female),
and that reunification hinges upon whether believers “are doing these things”
(12:6a) - that is, truth-telling and cultivating androgynous thinking (12:3-5).
Likewise, in 14:1-5 the crux of Clement’s apprehension concerns believers’
moral conduct — whether they will sufficiently guard the flesh and thereby attain
an existence as spirit that Christ himself has attained.

4.3 The Status Quaestionis:
Did Ephesians Influence Second Clement?

In 1905, a committee of the Oxford Society for Historical Theology, which includ-
ed J. Vernon Bartlet, James Drummond, and Kirsopp Lake, came to a negative
conclusion about the influence of the Pauline letters, including Ephesians, on
Second Clement.®® Since that time, most scholars have tended to concur with
the committee’s assessment. In what follows, we suggest some reasons for ques-
tioning that consensus.

An exception to the scholarly consensus is Holt Graham, who unreservedly
affirms the influence of Ephesians on 2 Clement 14: “The thought of [14:]1 can be
derived easily from Ephesians 1:3ff (so Lightfoot p. 243), but is easily adapted to
Gnostic purposes. [...] Again in [14:]2 the thought of Ephesians has been extend-
ed.”® In regard to the interpretation of Gen 1:27 in 14:2 (“God made the person

Second Clement in Early Christianity (NovTSup 38; Leiden: Brill, 1974), 160 — 166, esp. 166; Wengst,
Zweiter Klemensbrief (see n. 64), 275, 277-278; Riidiger Warns, “Untersuchungen zum 2. Clem-
ens-Brief” (Th.D. diss., Philipps-Universitat Marburg, 1989), 211-212, 217-230, 589 -590. More
cautiously, Lindemann, Clemensbriefe (see n. 62), 241, suggests that Clement “maybe” (mogli-
cherweise) writes polemically against “the Gnostics.”

80 A Committee of the Oxford Society for Historical Theology, The New Testament in the Apos-
tolic Fathers (Oxford: Clarendon, 1905), esp. 53, 125—-127.

81 Graham, Second Clement (see n. 18), 125. In regard to 2 Clem. 14:2, Graham refers the reader to
Hans Windisch, “Das Christentum des 2. Clemensbriefes,” in Harnack—-Ehrung. Beitrdge zur
Kirchengeschichte ihrem Lehrer Adolf von Harnack zu seinem 70. Geburtstage (7. Mai 1921) darge-
bracht von einer Reihe seiner Schiiler (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1921), 119 - 134 at 130.
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[as something] masculine and feminine”), Graham posits a direct “exegesis” of
Ephesians 5.2 Graham concludes about the interpretations of Pauline materials
in 2 Clement 14 that “[i]Jt would appear that the author of 2 Clement lives in an
environment where imaginative exegesis like that of the Gnostics is already flour-
ishing.”®® In sum, Graham finds an explanation for much in 2 Clement 14 by pos-
iting Clement’s exegesis of Ephesians and other Pauline letters, and the partic-
ular type of exegesis is understood in light of how “the Gnostics” supposedly
interpreted esteemed traditions.

Strictly speaking, Graham’s point about gnostic exegesis as “imaginative” is
not erroneous. What would be dubious in contemporary scholarship would be to
single out gnostic exegesis, as if Paul’s letters and early Christian Gospels, not to
mention any number of ancient Jewish and early Christian pseudepigrapha,
could not be equally creative and acontextual in their interpretations. Such a de-
marcation between gnostic and other ancient writings is arguably grounded
more in modern dogma or ideology than in critical theory. Gnostic interpreta-
tions could indeed be acontextual and even incoherent — but arguably not
more so than other roughly contemporaneous Jewish, Christian, and even Neo-
platonic writings. As Williams points out, a particularly gnostic “inverse exege-
sis” or “protest exegesis” probably never existed, except as a polemical label for
the unpalatable interpretations of “others.”%*

In 1979, Andreas Lindemann came to a more nuanced conclusion on the
question of Ephesians’s influence: “Der urspriinglich paulinische Charakter
der in 2 Clem 14 enthaltenen Ekklesiologie ist also kaum zu bestreiten; er ist
aber dem Vf nicht bewuf3t.”® Lindemann’s two contentions merit comment,
since it would be possible to concur with either, neither, or both of them:

82 Graham, Second Clement (see n. 18), 126: “It is difficult not to suppose that most of this is
exegesis of Ephesians 5:23-33, where Christ’s Church is referred to as his body (5:23) or his
flesh (5:29), and the story of Adam and Eve is referred to Christ and his Church (5:31-32).”
Graham continues noting parallels to 2 Cor 11:2-3 (on not corrupting the church) and to Gal
4:25-26 (on Jerusalem above) before mentioning another parallel to Ephesians: “For revelation
through the Church, see Ephesians 3:10” (ibid.). Similarly, Knopf, Clemensbriefe (see n. 64), 173 —
174 draws the closest comparisons between 2 Clem. 14:1-5 and Ephesians.

83 Graham, Second Clement (see n. 18), 126.

84 See, above, on Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism” (see n. 19), 5479, esp. 60 —62. See also
Karen L. King, What Is Gnosticism? (Cambridge: Harvard University; London: Belknap, 2003),
151, 169, 201-208. In addition, I am indebted to Petter Spjut (Uppsala) for insights in this para-
graph.

85 Andreas Lindemann, Paulus im dltesten Christentum. Das Bild des Apostels und die Rezeption
der paulinischen Theologie in der friihchristlichen Literatur bis Marcion (BHT 58; Tiibingen: Mohr,
1979), 267. See also idem, Clemensbriefe (see n. 62), 241, who identifies in 2 Clem. 14:2a after 611 a
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1. The ecclesiology of 2 Clement 14 was originally, and distinctively, Pauline.
2. Clement was unaware that his ecclesiology was distinctively Pauline.

In these two claims, Lindemann intriguingly explains that the passage’s ecclesi-
ology can be understood in terms of an indirect and, to Clement himself, un-
known Pauline influence. The Wirkungsgeschichte of Ephesians or another Pau-
line letter could be seen at work here, yet without a later author knowing what
original concept or writing is being worked on or developed.

In a commendable survey of the reception of Paul in Second Clement, An-
drew Gregory concludes, “there is now a widespread consensus that although
‘Clement’ employed imagery used also by Paul, nevertheless the evidence sug-
gests that at no point did he make conscious and deliberate reference either
to Paul or to his writings.”®¢ Of particular relevance to the present inquiry is
Gregory’s conclusion that “the strongest evidence” for Second Clement’s use
of NT epistolary literature “is found with respect to Ephesians and Hebrews.”®”
In regard to the possible influence of Ephesians, Gregory finds “[t|he most signif-
icant parallel” to be between 2 Clem. 14:2 and Eph 1:22; 5:23.%8 Gregory also indi-
cates, but does not discuss, the possible relevance of Eph 1:4, on God’s choice of
“us” prior to the world’s beginning.®®

In a sometimes overlooked essay, John Muddiman devotes several pages to
five arguments that Ephesians influenced Second Clement:*°

“Zitat [...] der sich traditionsgeschichtlich paulinischer bzw. deuteropaulinischer Ekklesiologie
verdankt.”

86 Gregory and Tuckett, “2 Clement and the Writings” (see n. 16), 278 —289 at 279. See, further,
Christopher Tuckett, “2 Clement and Paul,” in Paulus — Werk und Wirkung (ed. Paul-Gerhard
Klumbies and David S. du Toit; FS Andreas Lindemann; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013), 529 —
545.

87 Gregory, “2 Clement and the Writings” (see n. 16), 292 continues, “but these parallels [to
Ephesians and Hebrews], though tantalizing, are insufficient to raise dependence to the level
of probability, rather than mere possibility.” Pratscher, Clemensbrief (see n. 59), 184 n. 45 concurs
with Gregory (against Muddiman) on this point. On Hebrews, compare 2 Clem. 11:6 with Heb
10:23 and 12:1 and see Gregory, “2 Clement and the Writings,” 289 —291.

88 Gregory, “2 Clement and the Writings” (see n. 16), 286, referring to 2 Clem. 14:2 yet citing
14:2a—c without 14:2d, in which the occurrence of owon (cf. cwtp, Eph 5:23) could be relevant.
89 “2 Clement and the Writings” (see n. 16), 287, citing Eph 1:4: kaBwg ££eAéEato MUAG €V aUTH
Tipd KaTABOAfG KOOHOL Elva fpdg dyioug kol AHMUOVG KATEVWTLOV avToD &V dydmy. We will re-
turn to Eph 1:4, below.

90 Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 113 -116.

Brought to you by | Uppsala University Library
Authenticated
Download Date | 3/24/20 11:04 AM



400

— James A. Kelhoffer

In 14:2a (oVk ofopat 8¢ VPGS Gyvoetv OTt), Clement “thinks his audience will
be familiar with” such “ideas” about the church “from elsewhere.”**
“[T]here is an explicit reference not just to scripture [...] but also to the apos-
tles” in 14:2 (1 ypa@n, ol &nootoAor).*?

2 Clem. 14:1 and 14:2 should be interpreted together, and the citation of Gen
1:27 (in 14:2) should be seen as an allegory on the preceding reference to “the
first church” (14:1a).%3

Clement’s reference to “a den of robbers” (14:1b) alludes to Jesus’s “cleans-
ing of the Temple” and may thereby “imply [...] that the first church [...] is
God’s true temple and house of prayer.”**

Earlier, in chap. 12, Clement’s disposing “of the literal connotation of the
male-female contrast” clears the way “for a purely allegorical interpretation
of the Genesis allusion in chapter 14.”% Further, the presentation of male
and female in chap. 12 illustrates “very much how a sexual ascetic like
our preacher would have read the household code of Eph. 5.”%

Below, we will suggest that although none of these five arguments is compelling
Muddiman’s proposed methodology and general conclusion are sound.

On the basis of those arguments, Muddiman concludes that “the number of

echoes we have noted” to Ephesians in Second Clement “is sufficient to increase
considerably the probability of his [Clement’s] having read it [Ephesians].”®” No-
tably, Muddiman does not try to demonstrate literary dependence but nonethe-

less

argues for the use and influence of Ephesians on Clement. Since Clement

uses a variety of sources and “is not, after all, writing a commentary on Ephesi-

ans

[...] exact similarity in wording” between the two writings “may not in itself

be a satisfactory criterion for establishing a literary relation.”*®

91 Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 114.

92 Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 114—-115.

93 Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 115.

94 Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 115.

95 Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 115-116 at 115.

96 Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 116.

97 Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 116. See also David Lincicum, “Learning Scripture in the
School of Paul. From Ephesians to Justin,” in The Early Reception of Paul (ed. Kenneth Lilje-
strom; Helsinki: Finnish Exegetical Society, 2011), 148 -170. Following a brief discussion of pos-
sible influences of Paul’s letters on Second Clement, Lincicum proposes that the possibility that
Clement had “direct recourse to the apostle’s writings [...] merits further consideration” (162—

163).

98 Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 116, 121.
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Although we concur with both Muddiman’s conclusion and, in particular,
with his method of considering similarities that are not exact verbal matches,
his five arguments are not particularly compelling. Each of them merits a brief
comment. Muddiman’s first observation is inconclusive inasmuch as none of
us has access to what Clement actually “thinks.” Clement may refer to an actual,
mutually accepted authority or he may be rhetorically basing his position upon a
contrived authority. Muddiman’s second observation is somewhat stronger but is
also unconvincing, since although “the apostles” could well include Ephesians
as a Pauline letter, the reference to “the apostles” grounds the ideas within a
broad stream of tradition that may, or may not, include Ephesians or other letters
in the Corpus Paulinum.

In support of his third argument, Muddiman finds analogies in Second Tem-
ple Jewish wisdom and apocalyptic writings.*® His valid point about the preexis-
tence of Wisdom and Israel in such writings does not, however, lead conclusively
in the direction of Ephesians as a source for Clement’s understanding of the
church’s preexistence. Muddiman’s fourth argument is rather far fetched: Clem-
ent’s reference to “a den of robbers” (14:1) does not necessarily call to mind Je-
sus’s cleansing of the temple, as reported in an earlier Gospel.’*® Even if one
were to grant that premise, it is not clear that 2 Clem. 14:1-2 would be allegori-
cally interpreting Jesus’s temple cleansing in terms of a clean, or pure, church.
Fifth, Muddiman’s interpretation of 2 Clement 12 is questionable: that passage
does not “dispose of the literal sexual connotation of the male-female con-
trast.”*®* Nor is it accurate to characterize Clement as “a sexual ascetic.”**?

Five weak arguments do not make a strong case for Muddiman’s thesis that,
although “the textual evidence [...] is inconclusive,” the “conceptual similarities”
between Ephesians and Second Clement “raise the likelihood of dependence to a
higher level of probability.”**®> Nonetheless, Muddiman is to be commended for
exploring both the extent of the writings’ verbal overlap and other “conceptual

99 Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 115: “The themes of the pre-existence of Wisdom in Jewish
sapiential literature and the pre-existence of Israel in Jewish apocalyptic are here being reap-
plied to the church.”

100 See Pratscher, Clemensbrief (see n. 59), 179 —180; Tuckett, 2 Clement (see n. 15), 245, 249 —
250: “There is [...] no evidence to support any suggestion that 2 Clement has been influenced by
the text of the gospels here” (245).

101 So Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 115.

102 Contra Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 116. On these comments about 2 Clement 12, see
Kelhoffer, “Eschatology” (see n. 4).

103 Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 109.
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similarities” that could place the writings in the same milieu and, possibly, in
contact with each other.

Most recently, Paul Foster offers a fresh and thorough examination of the
evidence, arguing for the absence of Paul in Second Clement, which could be
due to the “mundane explanation” that in this rather brief exhortation Clement
had no occasion to draw on specifically Pauline material.*** For the most part,
Foster concurs with Gregory’s negative assessment of possible Pauline parallels
to Second Clement. According to Foster, “the Pauline writing that is most likely
to have some literary affinity with 2 Clement is Ephesians.”*® Even in that case,
Foster holds that “the different ways in which that imagery” about male and fe-
male in relation to Christ and the church “is deployed and the different ecclesi-
ologies behind the metaphor strongly tell against direct literary dependence.”*%®
In reaching that conclusion, Foster indicates that he disagrees with Muddiman
but does not respond to Muddiman’s suggestion of criteria in addition to verbal
overlap for ascertaining the possible influence of one text on another.**’

In a wide-ranging survey such as Foster’s, the brevity of interaction with
Muddiman is understandable. Nonetheless, a possible limitation in the criteria
that Foster applies may be noted: for Foster (and Gregory), the same imagery
must be used in the same way if literary dependence is to be discerned. That cri-
terion does not fit with what we know about Clement’s other uses of esteemed
traditions. Even when Clement cites gospel materials that bear the marks of Mat-
thean or Lukan redaction, his citations can be quite free, and his interpretations
rather creative relative to the meanings posited in the Synoptics.'®® Those free
citations and creative interpretations do not discount the importance of the iden-
tification of Matthean and Lukan redactional markers in the citations. Rather,
they attest to an author who was not only deeply indebted to authenticating his
views by using earlier written traditions but also free to adapt earlier traditions
to suit his own purposes. It can therefore be asked whether, for second-century

104 Paul Foster, “The Absence of Paul in 2 Clement,” in The Apostolic Fathers and Paul (ed.
Todd D. Still and David E. Wilhite; Pauline and Patristic Scholars in Debate 2; London: Blooms-
bury, 2017), 61-78 at 78. By contrast, another recent volume on early Pauline reception, Paul and
the Second Century (ed. Michael F. Bird and Joseph R. Dodson; LNTS 412; London: T&T Clark,
2011), examines neither First Clement nor Second Clement.

105 Foster, “Absence” (see n. 104), 69. See also Gregory, “2 Clement and the Writings” (see n.
16), 286; idem, “Afterword: Some Reflections on Methods and Approaches,” in The Apostolic Fa-
thers and Paul (see n. 104), 233-245 at 238 (apparently concurring with Foster).

106 Foster, “Absence” (see n. 104), 70.

107 Foster, “Absence” (see n. 104), 70 n. 30 (“contra J. B. Muddiman” [see n. 14]).

108 See Kelhoffer, “Prooftexter” (see n. 7); idem, “Eschatology” (see n. 4); Tuckett, 2 Clement
(see n. 15), 34-38.
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Christian authors such as Clement, an anachronistic criterion of unaltered bor-
rowing has been applied.'® Applying such a strict criterion could regrettably
overlook the free use of source materials characteristic of Second Clement
and, indeed, of most second-century Christian literature.™*°

4.4 The Likelihood that Ephesians 5 Influenced 2 Clement 14

Gregory and Foster are probably correct to conclude that the parallels between
Eph 1:22-23 (¢kkAnoia, cwTthp, o@pa) and 5:21- 33 (ékkAnota, o@pa, Gvip—yovvn,
oapé, a citation of Genesis 2), on the one hand, and 2 Clement 14 (ékkAnota,
oWpa, aponv-6iiAug, owlw, odp, a citation of Genesis 1), on the other hand,
do not, by themselves, allow for a definitive conclusion about literary depend-
ence. Nor do those parts of Ephesians offer a plausible rationale for why Clement
would present the church as a woman who existed in the beginning with Christ.
Moreover, the main themes in Ephesians 5 about the headship of Christ and, by
extension, about the headship of avr|p over yuvr] play no role in 2 Clement 14.
None of these concepts rules out any possible use of Ephesians, but neither
do they yield conclusive proof for inferring that Clement used or was influenced
by Ephesians.

As a possible way forward, we return to Graham’s largely unsubstantiated —
yet, nonetheless, possibly correct — thesis that “The thought of [2 Clem. 14:]1 can

109 Tuckett, 2 Clement (see n. 15), 248 n. 15 points out two differences between Ephesians and
Second Clement but does not address whether one writing may have impacted the other. Simi-
larly, the valid observation that “some of what is said” in 2 Clement 14 “about the church seems
to go beyond Ephesians in a significant way” (ibid., 251) is not a compelling rationale for reject-
ing that Ephesians may have influenced Clement. Similarly, Tuckett discounts the possibility
that ot drdotolot refers “to some (or all) of the Pauline corpus of letters” since such a reference
to Paul “would then be unique within 2 Clement” (ibid., 253). Similarly, Lindemann, Clemens-
briefe (see n. 62), 241-242, 243 highlights differences with Ephesians 5 as sufficient grounds
for dismissing a literary connection.

110 In the same volume as Foster’s contribution, David L. Eastman, “Paul as Martyr in the
Apostolic Fathers,” in The Apostolic Fathers and Paul (see n. 104), 1-19 at 17— 18, comes to a re-
markably different conclusion about the relation of Second Clement to the Corpus Paulinum.
Eastman finds in 2 Clem. 5:1-4 “imagery taken especially from 2 Tim 4:6-8” and also from
1 Cor 9:24-25. His very brief discussion and the absence of reflection on criteria for ascertaining
a direct literary relationship render the comparisons that he draws uncompelling. Further, East-
man’s response (p. 18 n. 62) to Gregory’s 2005 essay (see n. 16) does not actually weaken Gre-
gory’s conclusions in regard to those passages.
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be derived easily from Ephesians 1:3ff.”*'* We will consider the possible rele-
vance of Eph 1:3-5a for 2 Clem. 14:1-2c.

EVAoynTog 6 Be0g kai matnp tod kupiov Nuav Inood Xpotod, 6 ebAoynoag RUAS €v aon
edAoyig vevpaTIKf £V TOTG Emovpaviolg £v XploTt®, [4] kaBwg EEeAéEato NUAS v adT@ TTpod
KaTaBoAfig k6OUoL eivat FAG Gyioug kal GUMUOVE KATEVWTIOV avToD &V &ydmr, [5a] mpoo-
ploag AUES eig vioBeoiav 1 Tnood Xplotod eig avTOV... (Eph 1:3-5a)

My suggestion is that if é&v a0T@® in Eph 1:4a were construed as a locative dative,
the inference could follow that “we” (u&g) existed already “in” Christ “prior to
the foundation of the world.” Such a reader could likewise be take v Xplotd® as
locative in the previous participial phrase (1:3b), which would arguably be sup-
ported by év Toig £movpaviolg. An identification of “us” collectively as ékkAnota,
although consistent with Pauline thought, would not be a distinctively Pauline
formulation.

A search for the éxkAnoia in close relation to Christ already at the beginning
of time could then ensue. This possibility about Clement’s use of Ephesians is
not an assertion about the original meaning of Eph 1:4. Whatever that deutero-
Pauline author may have meant there could be beside the point. Important so-
teriological differences between the two writings may also be noted: whereas
Ephesians assumes that the saints will be “holy and blameless” (cf. Eph 1:3),
Clement is deeply concerned about the readiness of his Christ-believing addres-
sees to face the final judgment and, ultimately, be saved (esp. 2 Clem. 17:3-7).
Furthermore, the “Paul” of Ephesians presents believers as both chosen in Christ
before the foundation of the world (1:3-5a) and already raised and seated with
Christ in the heavenly realms (2:6).'2 According to that apostolically ascribed let-
ter, their salvation is not only predestined but already accomplished. Such an es-
chatology of an already realized resurrection may have been unpalatable, or
even objectionable, to the author of Second Clement for two reasons. First, Clem-
ent shows no interest in the resurrection of Christ or in a past or future resurrec-
tion of believers. Second, an already completed resurrection may well have con-
flicted with Clement’s many warnings (including in 14:1, 3-4) that future
salvation is contingent upon good conduct prior to the final judgment.'?
These acute differences between the two writings’ soteriologies supply a motiva-

111 Graham, Second Clement (see n. 18), 125 (discussed above).

112 See, above, on Muddiman, “Church” (see n. 14), 111.

113 See James A. Kelhoffer, “Reciprocity as Salvation. Christ as Salvific Patron and the Corre-
sponding ‘Payback’ Expected of Christ’s Earthly Clients according to the Second Letter of Clem-
ent,” NTS 59 (2013): 433456, esp. 447—454.
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tion for why an author like Clement would both have used and modified elements
of Ephesians’s ecclesiology. The explanation that Clement uses a teaching like,
or the same as, Ephesians and simultaneously writes in partial opposition to
such a work’s soteriology would correlate with the marked similarities and dif-
ferences between the two texts.'** The contested standing of Paul’s legacy in
the second century could be relevant here: it may not be advantageous to the au-
thor such as Clement to confront the “Paul” of Ephesians directly, or even to
mention him.

Our proposal about the possible influence of Eph 1:3-5a, or of some similar
tradition, is analogous to Augustine’s interpretation of Rom 5:12 in the Vulgate:'*

Rom 5:12, NA® Rom 5:12, Vulgata

610 tolto Gomep 31 £vog avBpamou N duaptia  propterea sicut per unum hominem in hunc
€ig Tov KOopov eiofiABev Kkai B1& Tiig Guaptiag  mundum peccatum intravit et per peccatum

6 Bdvartog, Kol oltwg gig Mévtag GvBpwtoug 6  mors et ita in omnes homines mors pertransiit
Bdvartog d1iABev, M TAvVTEG fipaptov: in quo omnes peccaverunt

In the Greek phrase £¢’ @, the relative pronoun is most likely to be understood as
neuter. If &¢’ ¢ is causal (“because of which”), it would refer to the entire pre-
ceding sentence, beginning with 8@ tobto. To Augustine, however, a locative
ablative construal of in quo seemed most likely, meaning that all humanity
had sinned at the time of their earlier existence “inside of” (in) Adam.

If a similar reading strategy were applied to Eph 1:3-5a, the insight could
follow that when God “chose us in him [Christ] before the foundation of the
world,” all believers were in some way already “in” Christ prior to the creation
of the material cosmos. That would be an extremely literal reading of é&v avT@®,
taking the phrase as locative (= inside of Christ) rather than, for example, instru-
mental (= with, or through, Christ).

114 In Eph 1:22, there is a stark contrast between the spatial metaphors of what is below Christ’s
feet and Christ’s place at the top, or “head,” of the body. Neither of those spatial metaphors is
taken up in 2 Clement 14. In Eph 5:23, the metaphor of headship is extended from Christ’s posi-
tion of sovereignty (cf. Eph 1:22) to that of “a man” (&vip = a husband?) in relation to “the
woman” (Tfig yvvaukdg = the wife?). By contrast, Second Clement shows no interest either in
Christ’s supreme position (pace Eph 1:22) or in the need to conform to patriarchal norms
(pace Eph 5:23). Moreover, in Eph 5:23 0 Xpuotdg is identified as ke@oAn TG ékkAnoiag
(“head of the church”; cf. Col 1:18), whereas in 2 Clem. 14:2 6 Xplotog is said to be 10 &poev
(“that which is masculine”).

115 On this point, see Augustine, On the Merits and Forgiveness of Sins and on Infant Baptism
and Mark Reasoner, Romans in Full Circle. A History of Interpretation (Louisville: Westminster
John Knox, 2005), 46 —47.
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What we would not yet have would be an explanation of why the church is
identified as the woman, and Christ as the man of Gen 1:27. It may suffice to note
that Christ was a man, and that ékkAngoia is feminine. That correlation would be
suggestive but not, by itself, a satisfying explanation. Besides in 2 Clement 14,
the only other reference to £kkAnoia in Second Clement is 2:1c."*¢ There, the “bar-
ren woman” of Isa 54:1 is identified as 1| ékkAnoia nu@v: “Now what he said, ‘Re-
joice, O barren woman, who bears no children,’ he spoke in regard to us, for our
church was barren before children were given to it.” If one identifies the church
as a woman and if one searches for confirmation that she existed in the begin-
ning with, or “in,” Christ, Gen 1:27 may not seem like such a far-fetched verse to
explore. After all, the “Paul” of Ephesians 5 had quoted from Gen 2:24 about
Adam and Eve when teaching about Christ and the church, and Gen 1:27 belongs
to the general prelapsarian timeframe of Gen 2:24.

Admittedly, this hypothetical exegetical exercise does not prove the use of
Ephesians in Second Clement. What it does suggest is that the scriptural interpre-
tation and ecclesiological inferences drawn in 2 Clem. 14:1-2 do not require anal-
ogies to ‘gnostic’ speculation about creation myths in order to be understood.
Nor need one suppose a willful distortion of a sacred text (aka inverse exegesis).
The supplying of puzzle pieces like Eph 1:3—-5a and 5:21-33 would also account
for how Clement could attribute such a teaching to one or more written and
apostolic authorities (ta BiAia kai oi &rmdotoAot). The “books” would include
the early chapters of Genesis, and “the apostles” would include the “Paul” of
Ephesians.

5 Conclusion

In this essay we have concurred with Gregory, Foster, and other scholars that a
positive case for a direct literary relationship between Ephesians and Second
Clement probably cannot be made. We have also agreed with Muddiman that,
when weighing the relative probability of a literary relationship, similarities be-
tween two writings in addition to exact verbal agreement can, and arguably
should, be taken into consideration. One reason for the need of such an addi-
tional criterion is the nature of our source material. Nowadays scholars are in
general agreement that we need criteria that do not assume the chronological
priority, or an ubiquitously ascribed authority, of the writings that eventually be-

116 2 Clem. 2:1c: & einev: ED@pavenTt, oTeipa 1i o TikTovoa, fudS einev: oTelpa yop fv fi ékkAn-
ola Np@v 1pod Tod Sobijvar avTii TEKVa.
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came canonical. Numerous early Christian authors who cited from and interpret-

ed esteemed traditions did not assume the role of scribes entrusted with faithful-

ly copying and preserving sacred Scripture.'”” Further, with the notable excep-
tions of Heracleon’s Commentary on John and Hippolytus’s Commentary on

Daniel,® early Christian authors did not attempt to write commentaries on entire

biblical passages or books. As a result, it may be prudent for future scholarship

to assess which criteria are most apt for evaluating the complex ways that early

Christian authors could both make use of, and improvise on, earlier written tra-

ditions.

In the case of the preexistent church in 2 Clement 14, we have suggested a
number of reasons to infer that either Ephesians or a very similar apostolically
ascribed writing informed Clement’s ecclesiology:

—  The metaphor of the body of Christ is distinctively Pauline, occurring in both
undisputed and deutero-Pauline letters. Only at 2 Clem. 14:2 does it appear in
the Apostolic Fathers.

—  The “church” is first identified as Christ’s “body” in Colossians. That identi-
fication is made also in Ephesians and Second Clement and is distinctive to
those three writings.

— In the second century, a well-educated author could have based the ecclesio-
logical musings of 2 Clement 14 using Neoplatonic hermeneutics on any
number of sacred texts. Clement claims that his teaching about the church
is based on “the books and the apostles” (12:2c) with which the addressees
are already familiar. It is thus reasonable to ask what apostolically ascribed
writings, such as Colossians and Ephesians, may have been available to
Clement and his audience.

— The ecclesiology of Ephesians is distinctive within the Corpus Paulinum:
ékkAnoia always refers to the universal church rather than to particular con-
gregations or gatherings in a particular city, as is typical in the undisputed
Pauline letters.

117 As Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture. The Effect of Early Christological
Controversies on the Text of the New Testament (2nd ed.; Oxford: Oxford University, 2011) lucidly
argues, even later scribes could make theologically motivated emendations to biblical manu-
scripts.

118 On the former writing, see Ansgar Wucherpfennig, Heracleon Philologus. Gnostische Johan-
nesexegese im zweiten Jahrhundert (WUNT 142; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2002) and the Uppsala
dissertation in preparation by Carl Johan Berglund, “Quarreling Colleagues. Heracleon’s Exege-
sis of the Gospel of John and the Critical Response by Origen of Alexandria” (2019). On the latter,
see Katharina Bracht, Hippolyts Schrift In Danielem. Kommunikative Strategien eines friihchristli-
chen Kommentars (STAC 85; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2014); eadem, Hippolyt von Rom, Daniel-
kommentar. Eingeleitet, iibersetzt und kommentiert (BGrL 80; Stuttgart: Anton Hiersemann, 2016).
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- According to Eph 1:3-5a, the elect were chosen and predestined to be adopt-
ed “prior to the foundation of the world.” Supposing that primordial point in
time when God “blessed us in Christ” (Eph 1:3) could easily suggest the no-
tion that the church existed with Christ in the beginning.

— Ephesians 5 discusses at length the place of “male” and “female” in analo-
gous relation to Christ and the church.

—  The citation of Gen 2:24 in Ephesians 5 takes readers and hearers back to the
time of Adam and Eve.

These similarities have led us to form the following research question: subse-
quent to the writing of First Corinthians, Romans, Colossians, and Ephesians,
would the language of 2 Clement 14 have more likely arisen independently of,
or under the influence of, one or more Pauline letters?

Given the particular ecclesiological language and the developments that can
be traced within the Pauline letters, it is more plausible to infer that Ephesians or
some very similar writing informed 2 Clement 14 than to infer that Clement
would have made such statements about the church wholly independently of
a writing like Ephesians. If our inference is compelling, it may be worthwhile
to consider the possibility of influence from additional Pauline letters on Second
Clement, since the earliest attestations to Ephesians are as part of a collection of
Pauline letters. It could also be helpful to weigh how Platonic and even Neopla-
tonic hermeneutics may have affected the reception of Pauline letters in late an-
tiquity.**?

If Clement is interpreting Ephesians, he may also be correcting its soteriol-
ogy: instead of a predestined elect who have already been raised and seated
with Christ (Eph 1:3-5a; 2:6), he warns about the dangers of corrupting the
flesh (2 Clem. 14:3-5), with the hope that his flock will be prepared for the
final judgment (17:3-7). For Clement, only those who keep the flesh pure will
have assurance of belonging to “the first, spiritual church” (14:1) and, as part
of that church, of being reunited with Christ, with whom the church existed in
the beginning (14:2).

119 Curiously, Pratscher, Clemensbrief (see n. 59), 186 seems to equate “das platonische” with
what is “gnostic.” Contrast Knopf, Clemensbriefe (see n. 64), 175, who, without referring to “Gnos-
ticism,” suggests how 2 Clem. 14:3 “platonizes” (platonisiert).
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