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ABSTRACT

PSUKHAI THAT MATTER:
THE PSUKHE IN AND BEHIND CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA’S PAEDAGOGUS
Phillip J. Webster

Annette Yoshiko Reed

This dissertation aims to investigate the ideology and mechanics of the ancient soul’s
materiality as witnessed in Clement of Alexandria’s late second- or early third-century
work, the Paedagogus. 1 focus on four ways in which Clement refers to the soul: (1) as an
entity in need of punishment and healing, (2) as vulnerable to substances and the
activities of the body, (3) as made visible through the body’s appearance, and (4) as an
internal moral-core. Through the lens of the Paedagogus, this dissertation introduces
recent theoretical work on “materiality” and “the body,” especially as developed in
gender studies, into the broad scholarly conversation about the ancient soul. In the
process, it shows how Clement uses the interactions between the ancient soul and the

ancient body in his attempt to produce and police Christian subjects.
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ABBREVIATIONS

Abbreviations for the work of Galen follow The Cambridge Companion to Galen.

All other abbreviations, except those listed below, follow The SBL Handbook of Style.

Others Abbreviations:

Adv. lul. = Cyril of Alexandria, Adversus Iulianum
Ecl. = Philo of Larissa, Eclogue

Ep. ad Zen. et Ser = Ps.-Justin Epistula ad Zenam et Serenum
Hist. Rom. = Cassius Dio, Historia Romana

Citations of Heraclitus use the numbering found in Diels and Kranz.

Citations of Musonius Rufus use the numbering found in Lutz.
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INTRODUCTION

Around 150-160 c.E. Galen of Pergamum discovered the location of the soul, or, more
precisely, the location of the ruling part of the soul. Thanks to a renewal of interest in the
arts of vivisection and dissection,’ Galen had been cutting bodies open. Slicing into the
bodies of pigs, 0x, sheep, and kids, as well as other live animals, Galen found that their
bodies went limp and their voices silent as soon as he ligated or severed certain ventricles
(xothicn) near the brain. If he released or reattached the ventricles, the animals regained
sensation, motor-control, voice, and breath. Since these ventricles ended with the nerves
at the base of the brain, the experiment showed that the brain was the source of sensation,
motion, voice, and breath—activities that everybody at the time agreed were controlled
by the ruling part of the soul. Galen confirmed his hypothesis by cutting the ventricles
around the heart. When he sliced those ventricles, the animals still flailed and screamed.
The conclusion was undeniable: the ruling part of soul, the hégemonikon,” was located in
the brain, not in the heart.’

Galen was convinced that his experiments had definitively proved the location of

" During the first half of the third century B.C.E., Herophilus and Erasistratus pioneered research into the
internal anatomy of the human body and developed the art of dissection. According to Galen, the practice
and knowledge of dissection and vivisections was revived by Marinus of Alexandria and his students
Quintus and Numisianus in the late first and early second century C.E. (Loc.Aff- VIII.212; PHP VIII.1.6);
Rocca, “Anatomy”; Nutton, Ancient Medicine, 130-41. For Galen’s indebtedness the anatomical models of
soul and body proffered by Herophilus and Erasistratus, see von Staden, “Body, Soul, Nerves.”
? Here and throughout this dissertation, I transliterate fjyepovikév as well as the other parts of the soul
(Bopoedeg, embopnTikdv).
3 Galen explains his experiments and the conclusions he draws from them in his large, multivolume On the
Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato (PHP). Although the first part of the work is now missing, Galen
summarizes and explains his experiment repeatedly throughout PHP. Two of his most clear descriptions
are found at PHP 1.6.1-12 and VII.3.14-36. For his detailed descriptions of his brain dissections, see On
Anatomical Procedures (AA), 1X.12; Rocca, Galen on the Brain. On his experiments on the locations of the
soul, see Debru, “L’expérimentation chez Galien”; Hankinson, “Galen’s Anatomy of Soul”’; Donini,
“Psychology,” esp. 184-93. On these experiments as public demonstrations, see von Staden, “Anatomy as
Rhetoric” and Gleason, “Shock and Awe.”
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the hégemonikon and thus settled an age-old debate over the location(s) of the soul and its
parts.* Galen could claim this because everybody agreed that the hégemonikon controlled
voluntary motion and sensation.” If the animal’s flailing, breathing, and screaming could
be switched off and on through ligating the brain’s ventricles, then the hégemonikon had
to be located in the brain, with the hégemonikon communicating its powers to the rest of
the body through the brain’s ventricles.

Hundreds of years before Galen, Plato had developed a tripartite model of the
soul, with the rational part (the logistikon)® located in the head, the spirited part (the
thumoeides) located in the thorax, and the appetitive part (the epithumétikon) located in
the belly.” In contrast, Aristotle held that the soul was the form of the body but
nevertheless suggested that its seat could be found in the heart.® In the third century B.C.E.
Chrysippus defined the Stoic position, arguing that the soul was undivided and located in
the heart.” By Galen’s time, Plato’s view had become the minority position even among
Platonists. Galen’s discovery was therefore an intervention. He had found proof that Plato
was right. Aristotle and Chrysippus were wrong. The ruling part of the soul was located
in the head, just as Plato had said. Galen produced similar anatomical proofs for locating

the other parts of the soul, with the thumoeides being located in the heart and the

* Mansfeld, “Doxography and Dialectic.”

> At least according to Galen: PHP VIIL.1.1. Skepticism of Galen’s reliability is warranted, yet it should
also be noted that, by premising his argument on this position, Galen assumes that his opponents will agree
with him on this point.

% Galen uses logistikon and hégemonikon synonymously, with the latter term being preferred by Stoics; see
Donini, “Psychology,” 186.

7 Plato, Resp. IV.435b—442d; Tim. 69c—72d; Phaedr. 253¢—254¢. Donini (“Psychology,” 204, n. 24) notes
that Galen relies most strongly on the Timaeus 44d, 65¢, 67b, 69d—70a, in addition to Phaed. 96b.

¥ Aristotle devotes an entire work to the soul, De Anima; see Everson, “Psychology.” Galen shows his
frustration with Aristotle’s lack of anatomical knowledge in PHP 1.10.1-10.

? Chrysippus’ work is no longer extant. Galen’s polemic against Chrysippus in PHP provides the majority
of our evidence for Chrysippus’ positions; for a reconstruction of Chrysippus based the evidence found in
PHP, see Tieleman, Galen and Chrysippus.

2



epithumétikon being located in the liver'—also just as Plato had surmised.'’

Galen’s experiments on the soul, full of viscera, blood, and flesh, defy Cartesian
expectations of where arguments about the soul take place.'” The Cartesian perspective
presumes that the soul/mind' is definitively immaterial and non-spatial,' and it thus
solves debates about the soul through abstract, propositional philosophy—it locates the
soul with words, not scalpels.'” Galen and his second-century contemporaries, however,
saw the soul entangled with the flesh and blood of the body, as almost certainly a fine-

mattered substance itself.'® It even had a color.'” Arguments about the soul were thus

' See Donini, “Psychology” 191-93.

" That said, as Donini (“Psychology,” 188) points out, Plato refers vaguely to the thorax and the belly as
the locations of the spirited and appetitive parts of the soul, not to the heart or to the liver. On Galen’s use
of Plato, see De Lacy, “Galen’s Platonism.”

12 For a succinct account of the assumptions and effects of Cartesian dualism, see Grosz, Volatile Bodies,
3-24.

" Descartes “used the term ‘mind’ (mens, esprif) interchangeably with the terms “(rational) soul,’
‘intellect,” and ‘reason’ (anima, intellectus, ratio, ame, entendement, raison)” (Baker and Morris,
Descartes’ Dualism, 70).

' Even though Descartes might not have been quite the proponent of the sharp mind/body dualism with
which his name is now synonymous, his name nevertheless identifies a form of dualism basic to the
modern world; see Rozemond, Descartes’s Dualism, 172-213.

'S T want to distinguish between modern debates about the “soul” (ancient or modern) and debates in
modern psychology and neuroscience about emotions and cognition. Whereas emotion and cognition may
at times (in antiquity and modernity) be described as features of the soul, it does not follow that all
discussions of emotions and cognition are about “the soul.” My claim that modern arguments about the soul
are abstract and philosophical rather than anatomical and fleshy, thus, is not contradicted by the
psychology’s or neurology’s interest in physiology and “the body,” since it would be incorrect to describe
either field’s object of study as “the soul.” These fields’ interest in emotions and cognition suggest instead
that the distance between antiquity and modernity is even greater than a simple disagreement about “the
soul,” inasmuch as modern science does not even frame itself with reference to the soul.

'S Galen repeatedly notes his doubts about the soul’s odoia (substance): Foet.Form. 6; Ut.Resp. 1.5; UP.
7.8; PHP 7.7.25 26, 9.9.3; SMT 5.9; Hipp.Epid. 5.5; Prop.Plac. 3.1, 7, 15.5 (Smith, “Very Thin Things,”
57, n. 64). Galen sometimes questions whether pneuma (a fine-mattered substance) is the substance of the
soul, or if the soul is incorporeal (docparog), with preuma being the soul’s “first instrument.” When
discussing his experiment in PHP VI1.3.19-21, for example, Galen suggest that his experiments might, at
first glance, suggest either that (1) if the soul is incorporeal (docpartog), then prneuma is its first instrument,
or that (2) if the soul is a body (c®pa), then the pneuma that passes in the ventricles from the brain is itself
the soul. Galen, however, says that neither option is correct, since animals can regain their sensation and
motion after the experiment, once the severed ventricles have been sealed. On the basis of these
experimental results, Galen concludes that the soul resides in the very body of the head (BéAtiov odv
vrohaflety &v adt® pév tQ ohpatt Tod Eykedpatov myv puyrv oiketv; PHP VII.3.21). Note, however, that
Galen’s doubts about the whether or not the soul is corporeal or made of preuma do not necessarily imply
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carried out on and through the body’s movement, appearance, and anatomy.

This dissertation makes an inquiry into the second-century soul’s materiality. To
focus this task, I examine a single text, the Paedagogus, a late second- or early third-
century manual for Christian living by Clement of Alexandria (c. 150—c. 215), a
contemporary of Galen (c. 129—c. 200/216). The Paedagogus is a work that is full of
paraenetic advice, encouraging its readers to eat, drink, and dress according to reason. Its
close connections with Greek moral philosophy, especially in its most detailed
admonitions, make the Paedagogus an ideal text for studying the ancient soul. The
Paedagogus provides us with a glimpse of the soul that is shared between Clement and

other Greek and Roman philosophers, an object familiar to Clement, Galen, and their

that the soul would be immaterial if it is neither fine-mattered pneuma nor a body, as a Cartesian
perspective might assume. First, as Smith (“Physics and Metaphysics” 548, n. 83) notes, the Greek term for
“immaterial” (GvAog) is not even attested before Plutarch (c. 46—120); dvolog is even later, while the Latin
immaterialis is extremely rare in antiquity, appearing only once in Ambrose of Milan and possibly a second
time in Jerome. The absence of the word “immaterial” does not prove that Greek and Latin speakers would
not have recognized the concept, but it should make us hesitate before we presume that they easily divided
reality into a material realm and an immaterial realm, as Cartesians do. Second, the term “incorporeal”
(dodparog) did not necessarily mean immaterial, as Smith further shows (“Physics and Metaphysics,”
528). The soul could be composed of such a fine substance that it would be considered incorporeal yet still
be material; see also Donini, “Psychology,” 185-86. Additionally, close inspection of Galen’s comments
about the soul suggests that, despite his doubts about its nature, he at least implicitly assumed it to be
functionally material. Thus, as Smith notes: “Following Aristotle, Galen recognized that ousia (substantia
in the Latin translation of Prop.Plac.) could be equivocal (An.mor. [QAM] K 4.783: [Apiototéovg]
Aeyopévrg ydp odoiag kai The DANG kai Tod eidovg kai Tod cuvapoTépov TV katd T e180g odaiay
aredrvato poyr|v Owapyerv), but his own usage in the context of psyché almost always suggests the
physical, material aspects of the word (‘substance stuff’), rather than the ontologically restricted sense of ‘a
real entity’ . . . [In] a particularly clear case, see [PHP]. 7.4.12 for an ousia that physically fills’ the pupils
and ‘distends’ their membrane” (Smith, “Very Thin Things,” 56—57, n. 63). Von Staden too stresses the
soul’s implicit materiality in Galen’s system: after admitting that Galen, even in his late work, On My Own
Opinions (Prop.Plac.), “cannot answer the question what psyché [the soul] is or how it appears in the body,
or exactly why soul is separated from body under various conditions,” von Staden observes, “Yet Galen
freely deploys the word psyché, making the soul central to his conception of the living body, and he offers
numerous detailed comments on interactions between soul and body and, similarly, on the structure,
capacities, activities, dysfunctions, and instruments of the soul” (“Body, Soul, and Nerves,” 106). Thus,
while Galen does not unequivocally state that the soul is a material substance, not only does the soul
function and dwell within a physical world according to Galen, his doubts about its substance do not
necessarily need to be read as doubts about its materiality; see Smith, “Very Fine Things,” 36-80, esp. 55—
69.

'7 Tertullian, An. 9.4.; Smith, “Tertullian and Augustine.”
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peers. Additionally, because the Paedagogus is not a treatise on the nature of the soul,
such as Aristotle’s De Anima or the De Anima of Tertullian (c. 155—c. 240), nor a report
of anatomical experiments on the soul as Galen gives his readers in PHP, but a manual
for living, it gives us a picture of the ancient soul as an object in action. The Paedagogus
presents us not with a theory about the soul, but with an object that is being used.
Through the Paedagogus, we can thus see the soul as an object with practical uses, rather
than being just a topic of theoretical speculation.

Building on previous scholarship that has drawn attention to ancient ideas about
the soul’s materiality, this dissertation examines the ancient soul’s objective and material
presence upon the ancient body. I use the Paedagogus as a test-case for exploring the
problematics and effects of the soul’s materialization—to ask how and with what effects
the soul became an objective thing in and on the body. In the process, I seek to contribute
to research on Clement of Alexandria in early Christian studies by illuminating how
attention to the soul’s bodily presence and materiality affects our understanding of
Clement’s ethics. At the same time, this dissertation attempts to show how implicit
Cartesian perspectives have biased the modern study of the ancient soul, both within and

beyond scholarship on early Christianity.

Clement of Alexandria and the Paedagogus

Clement of Alexandria is generally studied as one of the key representatives of early
Christian thought. According to Eusebius of Caesarea (c. 260/5-339/40), the historian
who provides a large amount of our evidence for Christianity in the second and third
centuries, Clement was the head of an important Alexandrian catechetical school (Hist.
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eccl. 5.10.1; 6.6.1). In this role, he is remembered in Christian tradition as a major figure
in the history of Christianity in Alexandria, which was one of the few centers of
Christianity that could rival Rome in authority and status. Although not the focus of as
much modern scholarship as Justin Martyr (c. 100—c. 165), Tertullian (c. 155—c. 240), or
Origen (184/85-253/54), Clement is widely acknowledged as important for providing our
earliest evidence for Alexandrian Christianity and as among the first Christian thinkers to
harmonize Christianity with Greek philosophy.'®

We know very little about Clement himself. Eusebius’ Church History is our only
significant ancient source on his life (Hist. eccl. 6.1.1-6.14.9). Even there, most of
Eusebius’ comments about Clement are made in passing, added to fill in context for
Origen’s life, Alexandrian Christianity, and the alleged Christian school in Alexandria.'’
On the basis of these comments, scholars have suggested that Clement was born around
150 and began to study in Alexandria under the Christian teacher Pantaenus around
180.% Clement, a brilliant student, eventually succeeded Pantaenus as the head teacher of

some type of school in Alexandria.”’ Clement’s most important student was Origen (Hist.

'8 In his large 1914 two volume work on Clement’s life, Clement of Alexandria: A Study in Christian
Liberalism, Tollinton set the tone for much of twentieth century scholarship on Clement, seeing his use of
Greek philosophical material positively, as part of a generous and “liberal” Christianity; see more below.
1% We have no firsthand references to of this school, only Eusebius’ account. Clement never mentions it,
and its very existence is a debated topic in modern scholarship. Van den Hoek (“‘Catechetical’ School”) is
the most recent defender of the view that Eusebius’ references to this school have significant credibility.
Much of the scholarly debate concerns how formal such an institution would or could have been at this
time. See further Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria, 31-37; Cosaert, Text of the Gospels, 7-9;
Ferguson, “Introduction,” 9—10; Le Boulluec, “école d’ Alexandrie”; idem, “Aux origines”; Osborn,
Clement of Alexandria, 19-24.

2% Those who give brief biographical details about Clement’s life and follow this general depiction include:
Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 1-3; Cosaert, Text of the Gospels, 5—10; Procter, Christian Controversy, 3—
4; Karavites, Evil, Freedom, and the Road to Perfection, 3-5.

2! Ie., either an informal school or an ecclesiastically commissioned catechetical school. Notably, even
those scholars who do not hold to a strict view of the existence of an ecclesiastical catechetical school
usually believe that Clement was Pantaenus’ student.

6



eccl. 6.6.1),”> who would become one of the most influential thinkers for forging
Christian theology, even despite the controversy surrounding him.*

According to the conventional scholarly reconstruction of Clement’s life, he fled
Alexandria in 202/3 in the wake of Severus’ persecution.”* On the basis of a letter by
Alexandria of Cappadocia, preserved only in Eusebius’ Church History (6.11.6), Clement
is generally believed to have fled to Caesarea in Palestine and then at least traveled to
Antioch.” In this letter, which would have been written in 211, Alexander refers to
Clement with the term npeofotepog, but it is unclear whether this should be taken as a
technical term for a church office.”® Clement himself never mentions holding any official
title in the church. In a second letter, this one from Alexander to Origen—and, again,
preserved only in Eusebius’ Church History (Hist. eccl. 6.14.8-9)—Alexander describes
Clement as having passed away. This letter is generally dated to 215/16, thus providing a
provisional terminus ante quem for Clement’s death.

Unfortunately, apart from Eusebius, we know almost nothing about Clement of

*2 A problem for those following Eusebius here is that Origen never mentions Clement, which one would
expect him to do if he was Clement’s student. Furthermore, in an alleged letter from Alexandria to Origen
that is preserved in Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 6.14.8-9), Alexander describes Clement as his [Alexander’s]
master and teacher, but not as “our” master and teacher, which it seems he would have done if Origen was
also a student of Clement; see Karavites, Evil, Freedom, and the Road to Perfection, 4-5.

23 Eusebius himself was closely linked to Origen, which is perhaps one reason why he stresses a long line
of continuity and authority in Alexandrian teaching and tradition. If Eusebius can position himself as a
legitimate heir to a long and respectable line of authoritative Christianity, one not rooted in Rome, then his
own orthodoxy is in more stable a condition, even if it is linked to Origen and questionable Christological
positons; see Grant, Fusebius as Church Historian, esp. 45-59.

** According to Eusebius, this would be the same persecution that Origen’s father, Leonides died under
(Hist. eccl. 6.1.1), thus giving scholars a possible reason why Origen, if he was Clement’s pupil, makes no
mention of him: Clement not only fled persecution and martyrdom, but fled the very persecution under
which Origen’s father died.

2 E.g., Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria, 31; Cosaert, Text of the Gospels, 9; Osborn, Clement of
Alexandria, 1; Karavites, Evil, Freedom, and the Road to Perfection, 5.

26 Cosaert, Text of the Gospels, 10; in the second letter, Alexander only refers to him as “holy” (6.14.8-9)
perhaps suggesting that “presbyter” is also more a generic reference than a technical term.
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Alexandria, not even whether he was actually Clement of Alexandria. Epiphanius of
Salamis (c. 310/20—403) says that while some called him Clement of Alexandria, others
called him Clement of Athens (Pan. 32.6.1). It is Eusebius who tells us that, according to
the title of his Stromateis, Clement’s full name was Titus Flavius Clemens (Hist. eccl.
6.13.1). The origins of his Latin name, if it was his name, are unknown. Perhaps his
family had, at some point, been made Roman citizens by the Flavians.”” Jerome (c. 347—
420) makes two short comments about Clement’s vast knowledge (Vir. ill. 38, Epist.
70.4), and Cyril of Alexandria (c. 378-444) praises his knowledge of “Greek history”
(Adv. Iul. 6.215). Yet these are the only significant references to Clement within the first
hundred or so years of his life.”®

Our lack of knowledge about Clement and his life is due in part to Clement’s near
total reticence about himself. He tells us almost nothing about his background in his

writings.”” Toward the beginning of the Stromateis, however, Clement does list his

2T Cosaert (Text of the Gospels, 4-5) suggests that Clement’s full name may come from “T. Flavius
Clements, a distinguished Roman aristocrat of the imperial Flavian family, who was put to death by the
emperor Domitian, his cousin, on the charge of ‘atheism’ [asebeia]. The charge may suggest his sympathy
with Judaism or a conversion to Christianity; it is impossible to know for sure”; see Cassius Dio, Roman
History 67.14.

% See Ashwin-Siejkowski (Clement of Alexandria, 90-91) on Clement’s limited influence on later
Christian thinkers. See Stdhlin, Clemens Alexandrinus vierter Band; Register, 59—65 for later references to
Clement and L. Friichtel, et al., Clemens Alexandrinus, 3.195-230 for “fragments” of Clement that have
been preserved by later authors, most coming from Eusebius or much later.

% To be sure, some have claimed to find hints about Clement’s past in his writings. Karavites, for example,
reads Clement’s discussion of the Eleusinian Mysteries (Protr. 2.22) as a first-person account, and
therefore as evidence that Clement was born outside the faith (Evil, Freedom, and the Road to Perfection,
4). John Ferguson, in his introduction to his translation of the Stomateis (“Introduction,” 3), cites
Paedagogus 1.1.1; 2.8.62 as evidence that Clement was a convert and “knew the pagan religions from
within.” Similarly, Karavites (Evil, Freedom, and the Road to Perfection, 4) cites Paed. 1.1.2 as evidence
that Clement was a convert: “He [Clement] had probably finished his basic study when he accepted
Christianity, something that we surmise from his statement that the new religion made him feel young once
more (Paed. 1.1.2).” This seems a particularly strained reading of Paed. 1.1.2. These passages provide only
the thinnest of evidence for reaching any such conclusion about Clement’s life. Eusebius does claim that
Clement was a convert (Dem. ev. 2.2.64). Yet Clement himself never states directly in his extant writings
that he was a convert, or, conversely, that he grew up in the faith.
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teachers: “One of these [teachers], the lonian, came from Greece; others from greater
Greece: one from Coele-Syria, another from Egypt. Others were from the East: one from
among the Assyrians, another from Palestine, born a Hebrew” (Strom. 1.1.11.2).*° But he
was not satisfied with these teachers until he found the last one, who was “hiding” in
Egypt.’! Clement indicates that all of his teachers were Christian, claiming that they
preserved the tradition of Peter, James, John, and Paul (Strom. 1.11.2). Ferguson, Osborn,
and Cosaert take this list of the geographical origins of his teacher as Clement’s
travelogue, and Karavites and others have further speculated about whom his teachers
might have been (e.g., Melito of Sardis, Bardesan, Tatian, Theophilus of Caesarea,
Theodotus).*® It is worth noting, however, that such lists of teachers were a stock part of
philosophic self-presentation in Clement’s time;’” the variety of the teachers he lists
might be less the product of his biography than a literary trope, not least because he
chooses to describe them by their geographic origins only, leaving out their names and
affiliations.

In another work, Clement does refer by name to Pantaenus, describing him as

“our Pantaenus” (Ecl. 56.2), but only there and only in that one instance.’* In his list in

3% Clement, Strom. 1.1.11.2: todtwv 6 pev émi ¢ ‘EAAAS0g, 6 Twvikdg, of 8¢ émi thg Meyaing ‘EAGSog
(tiig xoiAng BaTtepog adtdv Swpiag fv, 6 8¢ ar’ Alydrrov), dMot 8¢ dva v dvatody - kai TadTng & pev Thg
&V Aoovpiwy, O 8¢ v ITahawotivy ‘Efpatog avéxabev. Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 6.13.8) ignores this lineage of
teachers for Clement, preferring instead to highlight Clement’s proximity to the successors of the apostles,
which Clement himself alludes to in the next line (Strom. 1.1.11.3).

3! There is no reason to doubt that Clement was residing in Egypt, in Alexandria. Nevertheless, it should be
said that we do not even know this for sure. Even in this passage (Strom. 1.1.11.1-2), where Clement
claims to rest upon finding his final teacher in Egypt, Clement does not necessarily say that he settled
permanently in Egypt, only that he stopped traveling in search for a master teacher.

32 Ferguson, “Introduction,” 3; Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 1; Cosaert, Text of the Gospels, 6;
Karavites, Evil, Freedom, and the Road to Perfection, 3.

33 E.g., Josephus, Vita 2; Justin Martyr, Dial. 2; Galen, Aff.Dig. 5.41-42.

3* Eusebius says that he mentions Pantaenus in the Hypotyposeis, a work that is no longer extant (Hist. eccl.
6.13.2).
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the Stromateis (1.1.11.2), however, Clement describes his final teacher only as “a real
Sicilian bee, plucking flowers from the prophetic and apostolic meadow, he generated in
the souls of those listening a treasure of pure knowledge” (Strom. 1.1.11.2).*°> Many
scholars correlate this reference to Eusebius’ description of Pantaenus as Clement’s
teacher and predecessor as head of the catechetical school in Alexandria (Hist. eccl.
6.6.1).>® It remains, however, that we know very little about Clement’s life apart from
Eusebius’ later account of it, which is significantly shaped by the aim of retrospectively
constructing a lineage of scholastic succession that parallels the apostolic succession of
bishops and connects Alexandria to Caesarea.’’

We do, however, have ample evidence for Clement’s writings, which are
mentioned in ancient sources but also preserved and copied well into the Middle Ages.
Eusebius ascribes ten works to Clement (Hist. eccl. 6.13.1-6.14.7), and five of them have
survived in some substantial form: (1) the Stromateis (Miscellanies), a lengthy work on
Christian teaching, (2) the Protrepticus (Exhortation to the Greeks), a treatise that
condemns much in Greek thinking and teaching in favor of Christianity, (3) the
Paedagogus (Tutor, or Instructor), an exhortation focused upon practical living, (4) Quis
dives salvetur (Who is the Rich Man Who is Being Saved?), a homily on Mark 10:17-31;
and (5) To the Recently Baptized, a shorter work. The five other works Eusebius

describes are lost or survive only in small fragments: (6) Hypotyposeis, (7) On the

3 Clement, Strom. 1.1.11.2: JixeAr) w6 Svri fiv péAITTa mpodnTikod te kai ArooTohkod Aepdvog T dven
Sé)sm')pevoq AxNPATOV T YVOoEwS XPHpa Taig TV Akpowpévwy Eveyévvioe Puyaig.

3 E.g., Brown, Body and Society, 122-23; Schneider; Theologie als christliche Philosophie, 125-27,
Cosaert, Text of the Gospels, 6; Procter, Christian Controversy, 3—4. As noted above, it is unclear whether
this school actually existed.

37 See Grant, Eusebius as Church Historian.
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Pascha, (8) On Fasting, (9) On Slander, (10) Against the Judaizers (Ecclesiastical
Canon). In addition, Clement himself seems to refer to two other works that are no longer
extant, namely: On Resurrection (Paed. 1.6.47.1) and On Continence (Paed. 2.10.94.1).
Three other works also circulated with some association to Clement in a capacity as
commentator or composer of an introduction, namely: Excerpts of Theodotos, Eclogues
of the Prophets, and a letter claiming to contain a secret version of the Gospel of Mark.

In the case of the Paedagogus, it survives in a cluster of related manuscripts from
the tenth century and following: Codex Arethae, Parisinus gr. 451 (P), Mutinensis Misc.
gr. 126: . S. 5.9 (M), and Laurentianus V 24 (F).*® Codex Arethae was likely an
exemplar for the other two, and it is most telling with respect to this work’s reception.
According to the notations on fol. 401", the manuscript was copied between September
913 and August 914 by a scribe named Baanes (P') for Arethas, the archbishop of
Caesarea in Cappadocia, who corrected Baanes’ text (P?). Arethas (ca. 850—post 932) was
a leading Byzantine scholar of his time, and he commissioned the copying of many
ancient Greek manuscripts, including selections of Plato, Aristotle, Lucian, Aelius
Aristides, Dio Chrysostom, and Plutarch.” This particular manuscript includes multiple
early Christian writings, including many reflecting on the relationship between
Christianity and Hellenism: Clement, Protrepticus (1'-56"); Clement, Paedagogus (57—
154"); Ps.-Justin, Epistula ad Zenam et Serenum (155-163"); Ps.-Justin, Cohartatio ad
Graecos (163"—187"); Tatian’s Oratio ad Graecos (no longer extant but originally placed

between what is now 187" and 188"); Eusebius, Praeparatio evangelica (188'-322");

3 See the Appendix for a full description of these manuscripts and modern editions based upon them.
3% On Arethas and tenth-century Byzantine manuscripts, see Pontani, “Scholarship in the Byzantine
Empire,” 342—45, as well as further details below in the Appendix.
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Athenagoras, Legatio pro Christianis (322'-348"); Athenagoras, De resurrection
mortuorum (348'-367"); Eusebius, Contra Hieroclem (368'-401").*

The context of this Byzantine interest in Clement thus presages a major theme in
modern scholarship about him, namely, his relationship to Greek philosophy. Piotr
Ashwin-Siejkowski, for instance, describes debates over Clement’s use of Greek
philosophy as the “classic dilemma” in studying Clement’s philosophy:

The classic dilemma facing scholars in their approach to Clement’s philosophical

legacy may be summed up by the two following questions. Was Clement of

Alexandria a Platonist, who, like Philo before him expressed his faith in a

Platonic/Hellenistic form and language? Or, was he a profound Christian who

“baptized” Platonism much as Aquinas later “baptized” Aristotelianism?*'

This is the dilemma that has more broadly defined modern scholarship on Clement. As
Eric Osborn has shown, questions about Clement’s philosophy have dominated
scholarship about him for a hundred years.*” In addition, this concern has also shaped the
other dominant line of inquiry in research on Clement, namely, the task of mapping and
understanding Clement’s quotations of, allusions to, and borrowing from other works,
“pagan,” Jewish, and Christian alike.* This latter interest derives in part from the most
salient feature of Clement’s writing: his extensive use of other texts. He quotes, borrows
from, and alludes to other literary, philosophical, theological, and scriptural works widely
and frequently. He not only employs Christian texts, but also Jewish and non-Christian

Greek writers. Accordingly, over one hundred years of scholarship on Clement has been

driven by interest in his use of “pagan” material, particularly Greek philosophy.

40 Marcovich, “Codex Arethae and Tatian,” 307—12; Bailey, “Arethas of Caesarea,” 18, n. 62.
*! Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria, 3.

2 Osborn, “One Hundred Years.”

* See van den Hoek, Clement of Alexandria and His Use of Philo, 1-19, esp. 1-4.
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Osborn counts Clement as quoting or referencing “the Old Testament™” 3,200
times and “the New Testament” more than 5,000 times,** along with 348 different
“classical authors.” To get a better sense of the salience of Clement’s quotation
practices, especially when compared to other early Christian authors, I borrow from
Wilhelm Krause’ helpful list, which shows the number of times Clement directly quotes
another text to the number of times that other early Christian authors directly quote from
other texts. As can be seen below, this chart not only demonstrates the sheer number of
times Clement quotes from other authors, but also demonstrates how much more he does
s0 in comparison to other early Christian authors:*

Direct Citations

O.T. N.T. Christian Greek

Justin 54 43 -- 12
Tatian -- 4 -- 5
Athenagoras 13 40 -- 57
Theophilus 44 6 4 39
Irenaeus 457 865 --- 16
Tertullian 782 1040 14 7
Hippolytus 194 269 61 118
Clement 1002 1608 152 966
Origen 552 934 6 39

4 Osborn, “Clement and the Bible,” 121.

> As van den Hoek counts it, Stihlin’s index lists 462 sources referenced in Clement’s corpus: 42 Old
Testament, 25 New Testament, 32 early Christian, and 363 non-Christian; in terms of volume, van den
Hoek uses Stdhlin’s index to count 1273 references to Paul, 618 to Plato, 279 to Philo, 243 to Homer, 183
to Plutarch, 117 to Euripides; others like Chrysippus and Herodotus also fill columns of Stihlin’s index; see
van den Hoek, “Techniques of Quotation,” 227.

* Krause (Stellung der friihchristlichen Autoren, 126-29) provides the numbers, but I borrow from the
charts that van den Hoek (Clement of Alexandria and His Use of Philo, 1-2, n. 1) and Dinan (“Fragments
in Context,” 2) make from Krause’s statistics. This chart is useful insofar as it highlights the massive
quantity of Clement’s quotations as well as how much more he uses quotations from sources that are not
Christian or Jewish in comparison to other early Christian authors. On the other hand, the chart is highly
problematic. As van den Hoek notes, Krause’s numbers are based on indices of various editions, each of
which employ different methodologies for determining what counts as a quotation. Furthermore, the
distinction between the New Testament and Christian writing is not altogether tenable at this early date, nor
is the “Old Testament” an entirely clear category in the first centuries of the Common Era.
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Direct and Indirect Citations

O.T. N.T. Christian Greek

Justin 58 47 3 33
Tatian 1 18 3 49
Athenagoras 13 40 -- 57
Theophilus 62 8 6 43
Irenaeus 477 901 2 16
Clement 1875 3373 333 3063
Origen 1874 3318 174 394

This theme, Clement’s use of other works, has paced scholarship on Clement since at
least 1592, when Friedrich Sylburg added a list of authors cited by Clement*’ to his

“virtual copy”48

of the 1550 editio princeps of Clement’s writings. Sylburg’s list was
updated and replaced in Potter’s 1715 edition of Clement’s writings with an extensive
Quellenforschung, which grew further in Stdhlin’s magisterial edition of Clement,
published in three volumes in 1905, 1906, and 1909. Stihlin, in addition to adding a
greatly expanded Quellenforschung in the text, also published an index of Clement’s
citations in 1936 as the fourth volume to his edition of Clement’s works.*’ Marcovich, in
his 1995 edition of the Protrepticus and 2002 edition of the Paedagogus further refined
Stihlin’s Parallelbelege.”

It is not just the modern editions of Clement’s writings that evince a fascination

with the relation between Clement and his sources of thought and writing. The history of

modern research on Clement is a story of the slow uncovering of Clement’s complex

47 Sylburg separated Greek authors from “the holy scriptures,” the New Testament, Christian apocrypha,
heretics, heretical sects, and epitomists.

* Marcovich, Clementis Alexandrini: Paedagogus, X.

* Stahlin classifies the types of citations that Clement makes as coming from the “Old Testament,” the
“New Testament,” as “Christian and Heretical,” or as “non-Christian.”

%% For a fuller review of the modern editions of the Paedagogus, see the Appendix.
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debts to and uses of “pagan,” Christian, and Jewish literature.”' As early as 1886, Paul
Wendland demonstrated loud echoes of Epictetus, Lucian, and Musonius Rufus existed in
Clement’s writing, with the latter two bearing particularly acute influence on Books 2 and
3 of the Paedagogus.” So convinced is he of Clement’s dependence on Musonius Rufus,
Wendland even attempted to use one of Clement’s chapters (Paed. 3.6) to reconstruct
part of the lost work of Musonius.”®> Wendland, in one of the first monographs on
Clement, thus shows the striking parallels that exist between Clement’s writing and that
of other first- and second-century moral philosophers, especially between Musonius

Rufus and the second and third books of the Paedagogus.™

*! This line of scholarship shifts from an initial focus upon Clement’s sources and his use of Greek
philosophy (Scheck, De fontibus Clementine Alexandrini [1889]; Barnard, Biblical Text of Clement of
Alexandria [1899]; Stéhlin, Clemens Alexandrinus Und Die Septuaginta [1901]) to being primarily
interested in how Clement Christianized or deployed this “pagan” material for his Christian purposes (de
Faye, Clément d'Alexandrie [1898]; Patrick, Clement of Alexandria [1914]; Tollinton, Clement of
Alexandria: A Study in Christian Liberalism [1914]; Claude Mondésert, Clément d'Alexandrie, [1944];
Quatember, christliche Lebenshaltung [1946], Volker, wahre Gnostiker [1952]; Osborn, Philosophy of
Clement of Alexandria [1957], Bernard, apologetische Methode [1968]). P.J.C. Gussen (Het leven in
Alexandrié [1955]) breaks with this conversation, to ask whether Clement’s quotations of classical authors
reflected life in the second century, or if the quotations were primarily literary and rhetorical. S. R. C.
Lilla’s 1971 study (Clement of Alexandria) challenged the trend of interpreting Clement as employing
Greek philosophy and sources for his own purposes, proposing instead that Clement was heavily indebted
to “Jewish-Alexandrine philosophy,” Middle Platonism, and “Gnosticism.” Lilla, however, did not end the
conversation; Dietmar Wyrwa, (christliche Platonaneignung [1983]) and Ulrich Schneider, (Theologie als
christliche Philosophie [1999]) continued to probe into Clement’s use of Greek philosophy, with the former
interested particularly in Clement’s use of Plato in the Stromateis and the latter in the structure of
Clement’s thought. Arkadi Choufrine (Gnosis, Theophany, Theosis [2002]) also set out to refute Lilla’s
depiction of the influence of Greek philosophy on Clement’s thought. Annewies van den Hoek, in a book
(Clement of Alexandria and His Use of Philo [1988]) and a series of articles (“Clement and Origen” [1995];
eadem, “Techniques of Quotation” [1996]) returns to some of the more basic questions about Clement’s
borrowing, namely his techniques and methods of quotation. Two technical studies on biblical texts in
Clement’s writings have appeared in the past thirty-five years: Mees, Zitate aus dem NT bei Clemens von
Alexandria (1970); and Cosaert, Text of the Gospels (2008).

52 Wendland, Quaestiones Musonianae, 3-37; see Dinan (“Fragments in Context,” 1-5) for a fuller list of
studies on Clement’s citations.

53 Wendland, Quaestiones Musonianae, 64—66.

> In 1906-1909 Johannes Gabrielsson (Uber die Quellen, 2 vols.) found further evidence of Clement’s use
of “pagan” authors; Gabrielsson points to similarities between Plutarch’s writings and Clement’s
admonitions in the Paedagogus (vol. 1 80-85).
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Significantly, for my purposes, many of these parallels pertain to the soul.
Confirming and expanding on Wendland’s work, for instance, S. R. C. Lilla draws
attention to the connections between Clement’s ethics and those of Middle Platonists
such as Albinus, Apuleius, Plutarch and Philo (if Philo should be classified as a Middle
Platonist), as well as that of Aristotle.” Lilla finds one particularly dense moment of
agreement among several usually very different ancient philosophers when discussing
Clement’s comments about the logos’ power to heal the pathé of the soul, which clust
most densely in the Paedagogus.’® The unlikely coalition of Plato, Chrysippus,
Posidonius, Galen, Philo, and Clement all agree that the soul needs to be healed of its
pathé.”’

Similarly, Teresa Shaw has shown how Clement’s ethics are based, in part, on an
idea he shared with Epictetus, Musonius Rufus, the unknown authors of the so-called
“Cynic Epistles,” Plutarch, and Galen: the notion that the soul is subject to the
physiological processes of the body.”® Shaw has demonstrated that Clement holds in
common with these first- and second-century thinkers the belief that ethical behavior is
dependent upon the body’s physiology, at least to a degree. Diet and exercise can make
the soul good or bad. In a recent article focusing on Clement’s Paedagogus and Quis
dives salvetur, H. Michael White bolsters and furthers Shaw’s argument by establishing

the centrality of the soul’s need for healing in Clement’s ethics, positing Clement’s

% Lilla, Clement of Alexandria, 60—117.
%% Lilla, Clement of Alexandria, 96.

3T Lilla, Clement of Alexandria, 96-103.
58 Shaw, Burden of the Flesh, 27-63.
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dependence for this idea on previous Greek moral philosophers, especially Musonius
Rufus.”

My dissertation builds upon these past studies, which have charted the
intersections between the Paedagogus and first- and second-century moral philosophers,
highlighting commonalities that center around shared assumptions about the soul,
particularly its physicality and need for healing. Even though these past studies are
largely framed in terms of the search for “parallels” and “influence,” their results invite
us to rethink Clement’s relationship to his “pagan” contemporaries. It is clear that he
reads and quotes a number of other authors. At least in the case of the Paedagogus,
however, this “borrowing” might be best understood in terms of a common object, the
physically-affected and diseased soul.

The Paedagogus’ close links to Greek moral philosophy makes it an especially
interesting site for investigating the materiality of the soul as it operates in practice, not
just in theories about the soul. Conversely, the thick web of assumptions about the soul’s
physicality and need for healing invite us to think about the soul in terms of how and why
so many of the ancient moral philosophers in the first and second centuries shared so
many assumptions about it. Past scholarship on Clement has amply proven the depth of
connections between his thought and Stoic, Platonic, and Middle-Platonic philosophies.
The very difficulty in trying to pinpoint the precise lodestar that determines Clement’s
connections to Greek moral philosophers, however, raises questions about what is shared

between them. In addition to beliefs, I suggest that they shared an object: the material

> White, “Moral Pathology”; White counts forty-three direct quotations of Musonius Rufus in Paedagogus
Books 2-3 (“Moral Pathology, 301).
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soul.

The Material Soul

To understand this material soul, I suggest that it is necessary to set aside those Cartesian
assumptions that have shaped modern scholarship on the soul, in general, and in early
Christianity, more specifically. Galen was far from the only ancient thinker to place the
soul in a nexus of physical causes and effects that defies Cartesian dualism. As Teresa
Shaw has demonstrated, ancient moral philosophy, especially in the first and second
centuries C.E., was largely premised upon the effects of diet and exercise upon the soul.
Epictetus, Musonius Rufus, the unknown authors of the so-called “Cynic Epistles,”
Plutarch, Galen (again), and Clement of Alexandria each saw the soul as subject to the
physiological processes of the body.*

Meat, for example, was commonly thought to weigh the soul down and inhibit its
functioning. This view was not confined to a particular school. Musonius Rufus, a Stoic,
taught that

[Meat] is heavy (Papvtépav) and an impediment to reasoning and thinking, for

the muddy vapor®' from it casts a shadow over the soul. Consequently, those who

use much of it, appear slower in thought. (Musonius Rufus, frag. 18a.17-20)

Bapvtépav kal ¢ VOelv Tt kal $ppovetv gpmodiov - v yap avabuopiaoty v arc’

adtiig Bodwdeatépav ovoav émokotely tf| Puyf| - Tapd kai Bpadvtépovg dpaivesdal

v Sivolay Todg TAEIOVL TAdTH YPWHEVOUS.

Plutarch, a Platonist, also believed that the heaviness of meat “dulls” (apfAdvw) the

soul’s reason, which “is kindled by plain and light matter” (omep éx hitiig kal Eladppag

60 Shaw, Burden of the Flesh, 27-63.
%! On vapor (&vaBupiaoig), cf. Aristotle, Meteph. 365b22; Porphyry. Abst.1.47; Heraclitus, 12; Galen, UP
11.14.
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H\ng avartopevov) (Tu. san. 18, 131f-132a).%

It was not just meat that affected the soul. Stoics, Platonists, and Cynics all
assumed that “bodily behaviors, regimen, and lifestyle” affected the condition of the
soul.®’ Claiming that a physician is better suited to inculcate virtue in the soul than a
philosopher, Galen even wrote an entire work, The Faculties of the Soul Follow the
Mixtures of the Body (QAM), on how the mixtures of the body, determined themselves by
diet and regimen, affect the capacities and virtue of the soul:**

Those who do not think that the soul is either benefitted or harmed by the
mixtures of the body have nothing to say concerning the differences [in behavior
and affection of soul]®® between children, nor do they have any reason to give for
the benefits we derive from diet, nor the differences in character between those

who are hot-tempered and those who are not, those who are smart and those who
do not appear to be. (QAM K 819-20)

oi &’ o0k &k Th¢ Tod ohpatog kphoews Nyodpevol TV Puyrv wpeletiobai te xal

PAramtecBar mepi te thg OV maidwv dladopds oddEv Exovot Aéyery wv Tk ThG

diaitng ddpehovpeba, 0ddevog Exovoty aitiav arododval, kabBarep 00dE Th¢ év Tolg

ffeot diadopdg, kad’ v Ta pev Bopikd, ta & dBvpa kai Ta pev cvvetd, T 8 od

paivetat

Assumptions about the impact of physiological processes and physical states upon
the soul ran deep throughout antiquity. Even Plato, famous today for his dualism, depicts

the soul as possessing physical qualities.®® As Gregory A. Smith notes, this is true even in

Plato’s most dualistic work, the Phaedo:

62 Shaw, Burden of the Flesh, 43—44.

63 Shaw, Burden of the Flesh, 42.

6% As Smith (“Very Thin Things,” 59, n. 74) notes, “Throughout An.mor. [0AM] Galen advances the
proposition that the soul’s odoia—including (perhaps) even the rational part—is a xpaoig or ‘mixture’,
whether of the four qualities of matter (K 4.774) or of the body or specific parts thereof (K 4.782, 4.785,
4.787, etc.).”

55 See QAM K 768.

% Brooke Holmes gives a helpful lists of passages in which Plato depicts “The body as that which
contaminates or defiles or maims the soul”: Resp. 611b—c; Phaed. 67a-b, 80e—81c, or Tim. 86d—e, where
“people are involuntarily bad because of bodily constitution”; Holmes, “Body, Soul, and Medical
Analogy,” 379, n. 95.
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For the idea that souls could be weighed down by immoderate living, later authors
could rely in part on the authority of Plato, who had advanced the theory that
some people allow their souls to become so “permeated with the corporeal” by
overindulgence in food and sex that the soul itself becomes “heavy,” “dragged
back to the visible region.” Evidence for this was as close as a graveyard, where
the shadowy apparitions people sometimes see lurking around the tombs are just
these wretchedly ponderous and visible souls [Plato, Phaedo 81B-D]. This
account, from the mouth of Socrates in no less “dualistic” a dialogue than the

Phaedo, remained current if not precisely popular throughout later antiquity.

Origen, Porphyry, lamblichus, Gregory of Nyssa, Proclus, and John Philoponus

cite or allude to it with approval. ®’

Far from existing in a distinct and separate world from that of the body, therefore, the
soul, even as it was often named as the body’s opposite, was nevertheless widely
assumed to be intimately linked to the body’s physiological processes. Perhaps the only
description of the soul that could offend Cartesian sensibilities more than the idea that the
body’s physiology affects the soul’s character is the claim that the soul is materially
constituted. Once again, ancient ideas about the soul defy modern expectations: the
ancient soul was widely and regularly understood to be a fine-mattered substance.

Despite hints of the dualism familiar to Cartesians in the writings of Plato,
Plotinus, and then Augustine,®® philosophers and physicians before Plotinus commonly
assumed that the soul was composed of a fine-mattered substance, as Gregory A. Smith
has convincingly demonstrated. Smith surveys a wide range of second-century sources,
including literary works by the physician Galen and by Christian authors like Tatian,
Athenagoras, Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, and Origen, and the Corpus

Hermeticum and the Chaldean Oracles, as well as “magical” materials. From this

synchronic survey, he corrects the widespread assumption that materialist ideas about the

67 Smith, “Physics and Metaphysics,” 532; cf. Martin, Corinthian Body, 11-12.
5% Smith, “Physics and Metaphysics,” 544, n. 14. Also see Taylor, Sources of the Self, 127-42; Menn,
Descartes and Augustine.
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soul were limited just to a few philosophical positions. Smith shows how these materialist
ideas were “fundamental and ubiquitous throughout Roman and later antiquity” and
appealed “with surprising consistency across conventional religious and intellectual
boundaries,”® even among Platonists and Christians.”

The soul’s presumed materiality, however, did not prevent Greek thinkers from
pitting the body against the soul. They too were dualists. This has led to much confusion,
in as much as ancient soul/body dualism has often been mistaken for modern Cartesian
dualism. Yet, the difference between the two dualisms is that ancient Greek soul/body
dualism was not based upon opposing material substances to immaterial entities. The
defining difference between the body and the soul was the density of the matter that
composed each. Souls were composed of a thinner, lighter matter than the heavy matter
of which bodies were made (hence Musonius Rufus’ worries about the effects of “heavy”
meat upon the light soul). In antiquity, therefore, the soul was the body’s opposite, not
because it was immaterial, but because it was composed of a different type of matter.

All of this—Galen’s experiments, the moral philosophers’ warnings about
physiological dangers to the soul, the practice of physiognomy, the widespread belief in
the soul’s materiality—resists Cartesian frames, where the soul is either defined as
categorically opposed to the physical, material world, or assumed to be a primitive way

of describing the neurological mind.”' Yet such a perspective has nevertheless shaped the

modern study of ancient references to the soul. In particular, it has contributed to the

%9 Smith, “Very Thin Things,” iv.
0 See Smith, “Very Thin Things”; idem, “Physics and Metaphysics”; also see von Staden, “Body, Soul,
Nerves”; and Shaw, Burden of the Flesh, 27-63.
"' MacDonald, History of the Concept of Mind, 279-361.
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assumption that the study of the ancient soul is the study of an idea, where the chief tasks
are to identify and outline ancient theories of the soul, to delineate lines of influence
between these theories and ideas about the soul, and to identify key moments of
innovation when new theories and ideas about the soul were first formulated and
proposed.

Erwin Rohde initiated the modern study of the soul by opening his seminal 1894
work on the subject with this telling sentence: “Dieses Buch will, indem es die
Meinungen der Greichen von dem Leben der menschlichen Seele nach dem Tode darlegt,
einem Beitrag zu einer Geschichte griechischer Religion geben.”’> Rohde and his later
followers focused on ancient opinions, ideas, and theories—the Meinungen—about the
soul.” It is in this sense that Cartesian perspectives on the nature of the soul have led
scholars from the very beginning of modern research on the soul on a quest to map and
define the history of ancient ideas about it.

To be sure, theories of the soul do play a prominent role in all of the most
important Greek philosophers and schools. The scholarly attention given to the ideas of

Plato,”* Aristotle,”” Epicurus, ® Chrysippus and the Stoics,”’ and Plotinus’® about the soul

> Emphasis mine. Rohde, Psyche, Seelencult und Unsterblichkeitsglaube, viii. (The quote comes from the
preface to the first edition (1894), although I have cited it from the more widely available 1903 third
edition).

73 Early modern studies on ancient Greek ideas about soul include Chaignet, De la psychologie de Platon;
idem, Essai sur la psychologie d'Aristote; idem, Histoire de la psychologie des Grecs; Rohde, Psyche,
Seelencult und Unsterblichkeitsglaube; Simson, Begriff der Seele bei Plato; Burnet, Early Greek
Philosophy; Barth, Seele in der Philosophie Platons; Riische, Blut, Leben und Seele.

7 Plato’s references to and discussions of the soul are extensive. The classic study of the topic is Robinson,
Plato's Psychology. Important recent works include Bolotin, “Life of Philosophy and the Immortality of the
Soul”; Bobonich, Plato's Utopia Recast; Lorenz, Brute Within; Moss, “Pleasure and Illusion in Plato.”

7> Recent overviews and relevant secondary literature on Aristotle’ views of the soul include Ackrill,
“Aristotle’s Definitions of psuché”; Everson, “Psychology”; van der Eijk, “Aristotle’s Psycho-
Physiological Account of the Soul-Body Relationship”; McDowell, “Some Issues in Aristotle’s Moral
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is thus unsurprising.”’ Modern scholarship on the soul in early Christianity has followed a
similar pattern, mapping early Christian ideas about the soul and comparing them to the
ideas and theories of the soul held by Greek and Latin philosophers and schools.™

Among ancient “pagan” and Christian thinkers, it is clear that the soul was a topic
of theorization and speculation. Something is missed, however, when the ancient soul is
approached solely from the perspective of the history of ideas. The epistemological frame
used to approach the ancient soul determines a priori that the soul is (only) an idea, that
the self and/or “the subject” are not things or objects, and that they do not possess
corporeal presence. When the soul is approached as solely an idea, the potential ways in
which subjects and objects, ideas and matter, intersect and constitute one another are thus
obfuscated. By selectively focusing on ancient theories and ideas about the soul, we thus
risk underwriting the modern soul/body dualism, which categorically separates ideas and
things, subjects and objects, thoughts and bodies.

As a result, modern scholarship has skewed its attention to the most

philosophically abstract discussions about the soul in antiquity, ignoring or downplaying

Psychology”; Gronroos, “Listening to Reason in Aristotle’s Moral Psychology”; Polansky, Aristotle's De
anima.

" For Epicurus, see Kerferd, “Epicurus’ Doctrine of the Soul”; Long, Hellenistic Philosophy, 14-74; Gill,
“Psychophysical Holism in Stoicism and Epicureanism.”

" For Chrysippus’ views on the soul, see Tieleman, Galen and Chrysippus. For the Stoics’ understanding
of the relationship between the soul and the body, see Long, “Soul and Body in Stoicism.” For detailed
discussions of the Stoics on the passions and rationality, see Rist, Stoic Philosophy; Frede, “Stoic Doctrine
of the Affections of the Soul”; on obscurities in the Stoic concept, see Rabel, “Diseases of the Soul.”

78 See Blumenthal, Plotinus’ Psychology; Remes, Plotinus on Self: Smith, “Physics and Metaphysics.”

7 For broad overviews of the soul in ancient philosophy, see Long, Hellenistic Philosophy; Nussbaum,
Therapy of Desire; Meyer, Ancient Ethics. For a comparison of Galen’s views about the soul to those of the
Stoics, see Gill, Naturalistic Psychology. Although not directly focused on the soul, a very helpful
overview of the soul and related problems in late antiquity can be found in Smith, “Physics and
Metaphysics.”

80 See, for example, the recent dissertations by David Reis, “Journey of the Soul”; John Conroy, “‘Wages
of Sin’”’; Benjamin Blosser, “Psyche in Origen of Alexandria”; and Toews, “Biblical Sources in the
Development of the Concept of the Soul.”
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references to the soul’s materiality and its place in the body.*' Those few studies that
have attended to ancient conversations about the soul’s embeddedness in materiality and
the body’s physiology® are still largely carried out under the banner of Descartes. These
studies approach ancient references to the materiality of the soul and its place in the body
as abstract philosophical propositions about the soul’s materiality, as theories about the
soul and its relation to materiality. This is a Cartesian frame, where the soul is essentially
a thing that is thought, a thing that is theorized (even if it is a theory about the soul’s
materiality), as opposed to a thing that that has a physically objectivity, sometimes even
bloody, presence in and on the body.

The ancient soul, however, does not have to be studied within a tacitly Cartesian
framework. Despite the widespread influence of Descartes’ work—so much so that
Cartesian dualism is almost synonymous with modernity—there has long been alternative
constructions of the relationship(s) between matter, thought, bodies, agency, normative
ideals, and selves, even in modernity. In particular, Baruch Spinoza, Karl Marx, Sigmund
Freud, Jacques Lacan, and Maurice Merleau-Ponty™ have provided stimulating
alternative perspectives on how matter relates to thought and bodies to selves. In
addition, newer tides of critical theory, especially within gender studies, have further

challenged the still pervasive mind/body dualism of Descartes, calling for the

81 Pierre Hadot (Philosophy as a Way of Life) has critiqued the modern scholarly assumption of the abstract
nature of ancient philosophy, arguing that ancient philosophy was practical in its aims, more a way of
living than a quest for abstract propositional truth. Although influenced by Hadot, I here focus upon the
problematics of the soul’s materialization, rather than upon the practices of philosophy.

82 E.g., von Staden, “Body, Soul, Nerves”; Gill, Naturalistic Philosophy; idem, “Philosophical Therapy”;
Hankinson, “Galen’s Anatomy of Soul”; Donini, “Psychology”; see further below.

8 E.g., Spinoza, Ethics; Marx, Grundisse; idem, German Ideology; idem, Captial, vol. 1, Freud, “Three
Essays on the Theory of Sexuality”; idem, “Ego and the 1d”; idem, “Some Psychical Consequences”;
Lacan, “Some Reflections on the Ego”; idem, Ecrits; idem, Four Fundamental Concepts of
Psychoanalysis; Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of Perception.
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relationships between materiality, the self, thought, the body, agency, normative ideals,
and objects to be rethought. Overlapping with these efforts to rethink the body/soul
relationship, as well as with each other, “new materialists” and those working within
what has been called “object-oriented ontology,” such as Jane Bennett, Bruno Latour, and
John Law, have drawn attention to the power of non-human objects over humans,
upsetting the primacy of place Cartesian dualism gives to the human mind and the
subject’s proprietorship of agency.**

Despite the promising potential of these alternative constructions of the
relationships between matter, thought, bodies, agency, normative ideals, and selves for
studying the ancient soul, however, these perspectives have been neglected in modern
scholarship on the ancient soul. This dissertation seeks to bring them into conversation,
both to illumine the ancient soul and to bring early Christian sources to bear on

contemporary theoretical conversations about the self.

8 1 cite the works that have been most influential for this dissertation: Bennett, Vibrant Matter; Latour,
Reassembling the Social; idem, “Where are the Missing Masses”; idem, Inquiry into Modes of Existence,
idem, “Technology is Society Made Durable”; Law, Aircraft Stories. Bialecki provides a helpful summary
of “object-oriented ontology”: “What is central [for object-oriented ontology] is the idea that what the
world is composed of is not, say, subjects on one hand and noumenal objects on the other but rather of
nothing but objects, animate and inanimate, human and nonhuman, all of which have to be taken as agents
(occasionally glossed as ‘actants”). This is usually taken at the crude level as an imperative to include
material objects and nonhuman actors into accounts of human society . . . A common presumption here is
that all objects are composed of other constitutive elements. However, it is important to understand that
these constitutive elements are themselves categorized as objects with all the associated autonomy. At the
same time, these constitutive objects neither completely control the nature of the larger object (in that there
could be specific and irreducible aspects of the larger total element absent from any of the comprising
objects), due to emergent properties nor the smaller composing elements being automatically governed by
the larger system in which they are imbedded (as each of these objects always has the potentiality to offer
its own resistances and surprises). Several things follow from this presumption. First, this entails a flat
ontology in which all objects are said to “exist” equally or at least being granted the dignity of being named
objects, regardless of compositional and scalar differences. This also implies a suspicion of ‘reductionist
(or alternately, onto-theological) accounts, which would privilege one strata or framework as either an
explanatory site or engine; this would foreclose, for instance, explanations centered entirely on concepts
such as discourse, society, or any kind of biological or psychic naturalism” (“Does God Exist in
Methodological Atheism?,” 35-36).
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Race, the Sexed Body, and the Ancient Soul

I suggest that two modern phenomena—race and the sexed body—can be analogical
resources for thinking about the materialization and functioning of the soul in early
Christianity. To begin, the questions raised by the presence of the soul on the ancient
body are not so different from the questions examined in critical race theory about race.*
Race may not be “real,” if, by “real,” what is meant is undeniable biological types of
humanity (as, at the very least, nineteenth-century and twentieth-century race “science”
would claim about the “reality” of race). Even so, race has possessed an effective
material, even biological, presence in modernity, despite the social constructedness of its
materiality and biology. It has contributed to the making of bodies, selves, and identities.
It has justified and enforced certain normative ideals, and various communities have been
constituted by its putative facticity. Race has wielded enormous power, and it is quite
pressing to understand the causes and effects of its presence, if we want to understand
much of anything about life and society in the modern world.

Similarly, according to some approaches within gender studies, the sexed body—
the male body and the female body—are not anatomical givens, but materialized effects
of (culturally constructed) norms:™

[T]he regulatory norms of “sex” work in a performative fashion to constitute the

materiality of bodies and, more specifically, to materialize the body’s sex, to

materialize sexual difference in the service of the consolidation of the
heterosexual imperative. In this sense, what constitutes the fixity of the body, its

contours, its movements, will be fully material, but materiality will be rethought
as the effect of power, as power’s most productive effect. And there will be no

85
See below.

% Judith Butler is probably the most widely cited of those making this argument about the contingency of

the sexed body; see esp. Gender Trouble and Bodies that Matter.
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way to understand “gender” as a cultural construct which is imposed upon the

surface of matter, understood either as “the body” or its given sex. Rather, once

“sex” itself is understood in its normativity, the materiality of the body will not be

thinkable apart from the materialization of that regulatory norm. “Sex” is, thus,

not simply what one has, or a static description of what one is: it will be one of

the norms by which the “one” becomes viable at all, that which qualifies a body

for life within the domain of cultural intelligibility.*’
It would be a mistake to study either of these phenomena, race or the sexed body, solely
from a Cartesian perspective. A strict dualism between ideas and matter does not provide
a strong framework for understanding the power and function of race or the sexed body.
If race is not really a pre-given biological feature of body-types, describing race as a
theoretical idea does little to clarify or illuminate its role in the modern world. If sexual
difference is an effect of power, rather than a pre-cultural biological given, then it is not
just a theory, but a materialization of power. Addressing sexual difference as idea or its
power as theoretical would surely mischaracterize its presence and functioning in modern
society.

Even if one is not fully convinced that these constructionist theoretical models are
the best tools for understanding race and the sexed body, I suggest that these perspectives
prove fruitful for thinking about presence and power of the soul in Clement’s
Paedagogus. The soul, I will argue, had a presence on the body analogous to the presence
of race or sex on the modern body. Its materiality may have been constructed, but that
does not mean that soul was primarily an idea. To study the soul solely as an idea is to
misunderstand the significance of its material presence and power in antiquity.

The hypothesis that this dissertation seeks to demonstrate, therefore, is that the

ancient soul possessed a presence analogous to race and gender today, including an

87 Butler, Bodies that Matter, xii.
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entanglement with the body through which it materialized various systems of power.
Previous scholarship has looked at ideas about the soul’s presence, but not at its presence
itself. We do not understand the soul or its impact on early Christianity unless we
examine its corporeal power. It appeared as a material “fact” on and through the body,
even as it named an interior essence, similar to how the “truth” of race becomes real
through its alleged appearance on the body, and gender in the body’s ostensibly self-
evident sexed anatomy.™ Reliant upon a line of scholarship that has shown the putative
facticity of race and the anatomy of the sexed-body to be illusionary yet fully
materialized,” I seek to explore the links between the ancient soul’s ostensible banality in
antiquity (and now in modern scholarship on antiquity) and its relation to the body,
power, and knowledge. How did the soul come to seem such a self-evident thing, and
what power did it wield as such?

The comparison of the ancient soul to modern race and gender proves fruitful in
part because the ancient soul, far from being an innocent, if imagined,” feature of the
body, was loaded with power, similar to how race and gender today manifest and ordain
certain configurations of power. I consequently hope that my close examination of the
place and function of the soul in Clement of Alexandria’s Paedagogus can be useful for

understanding a key component in the mechanics of power in Greek and Roman

88 Butler, Gender Trouble, 183—186.

%1 thus follow a broadly Foucauldian approach to the study of gender, race, and the ancient soul. See
below on gender studies, which has more directly influenced this dissertation. On race, see especially West,
“A Genealogy of Modern Racism”; also Omi and Winant, “Racial Formation”; Allen, Invention of the
White Race; Yudell, Race Unmasked; Sussman, Myth of Race; Jacobson, Whiteness of a Different Color;
Ignatiev, How the Irish Became White; Marx, Making Race and Nation.

1 use the term “imagined” in a technical sense here, borrowing from Grosz’ analysis of Lacan’s notion of
an “imaginary anatomy.” See further Chapter 2; Grosz, Volatile Bodies, 39—44; Lacan, “Some Reflections
on Ego.”
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antiquity, or at least in early Christianity. Just as the materialization of race or gender on
the body corresponds to and gives a material instantiation of the regulatory norms of race
and gender today, so too,”' I suggest the materialization of the soul on the body
corresponded to and materially instantiated regulatory norms. The corporeal soul
materialized the regulatory ideals of “moderation” and “reason.” With this comparison in
mind, I propose that the soul’s significance was not primarily theoretical in nature.
Rather, its import lay in its corporeal power, its potential for shaping and policing
subjects in and through the body. A key premise for my study then, is that, as the
presence of race and gender in modern American society is best understood not solely
through attention to elite theories of race or gender,’” so too the presence and power of
the soul in antiquity is not best understood solely through attention to elite theories about
the soul in antiquity.

My approach to Clement’s references to the soul has been most directly shaped by
three scholars working in gender studies: Judith Butler, Elizabeth Grosz, and Gayle

Salamon.”® T draw from their uses and applications of Foucauldian theory, psychoanalytic

°! Here, I follow Butler: “What I would propose in place of these conceptions of construction is a return to
the notion of matter, not as site or surface, but as a process of materialization that stabilizes over time to
produce the effect of boundary, fixity, and surface we call matter. That matter is always materialized has, I
think, to be thought in relation to the productive and, indeed, materializing effects of regulatory power in
the Foucaultian sense. Thus, the question is no longer, How is gender constituted as and through a certain
interpretation of sex? (A question that leaves the ‘matter’ of sex untheorized), but rather, Through what
regulatory norms is sex itself materialized? And how is it that treating the materiality of sex as a given
presupposes and consolidates the normative conditions of its own emergence?” (Bodies that Matter, xviii—
Xix).

%2 Seales, Secular Spectacle.

9 Butler, Gender Trouble; eadem, Bodies that Matter; eadem, Psychic Life of Power; Grosz, Volatile
Bodies; Salamon, Assuming a Body.
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theory (particularly Sigmund Freud, Paul Schilder, and Jacques Lacan),”* and Maurice
Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenology®” to explore the soul’s presence upon the body as well
as its potential power. The significance of matter and materialization in these three
thinkers has also led me to recent “new materialist” approaches, including feminists ones
such as Stacy Alaimo and Susan Hekman,”® and “object-oriented ontology” such as
espoused Bruno Latour, John Law, and Annemarie Mol.”’ Insofar as these perspectives
are reacting, in part, to (1) the Cartesian split between matter and ideas,”® and (2) what
they perceive to be an over-emphasis upon disembodied discourse in a post “linguistic-
turn” humanities world, they offer particularly fecund perspectives for exploring the
materiality of the ancient soul.”

Particularly through the influence of Elizabeth Clark and her students, feminist
and gender studies approaches have been a major source for the introduction of

theoretical approaches to the study of early Christianity, especially those stemming from

Foucault’s work.'® Clark and those interested in gender studies have also played a key

94 Freud, “Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality”; idem, “Ego and the Id”; idem, “Some Psychical
Consequences”; Schilder, Image and Appearance of the Human Body; Lacan, “Some Reflections on the
Ego”; idem, Ecrits; idem, Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis.

%5 Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of Perception.

% See their co-edited volume, a landmark rejection of the “social-constructivist” frame in feminist
scholarship in favor of a return to materiality, Material Feminisms; also see Alaimo, Bodily Natures; and
note that Grosz’ Volatile Bodies, although pre-dating the explicit “new materialist” feminist turn,
anticipates and influences it.

°7 Latour, Reassembling the Social; Latour, “Where are the Missing Masses”; Latour, Inquiry into Modes of
Existence; idem, “Technology is Society Made Durable”; Law, Aircraft Stories; Mol, Body Multiple; see
above for a description of “object-oriented ontology.”

% Coole and Frost, “Introducing the New Materialisms,” 7—15.

% Coole and Frost, “Introducing the New Materialisms,” 24-28; Latour, Reassembling the Social.

100 Cameron, “Redrawing the Map”’; Clark, “Foucault, the Fathers, and Sex.” A major source for the
introduction of feminism and theory into the study of early Christianity has been Elizabeth Clark, in part
through the students she has supervised and overseen; e.g., Leyerle, “Ascetic Pantomine”; Schott, “Pagan
Polemics”; Rackett, “Sexuality and Sinlessness”; Brower, “Ambivalent Bodies”; Shaw, ““Burden of the
Flesh’”; Shoemaker, “Mary and the Discourse of Orthodoxy”; Crites, “Power Shifts”; Schroeder,
“Disciplining the Monastic Body”; Jacobs, “Imperial Construction”; Penn, “With a Chaste and Closed
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role in demonstrating the importance of literary theory for the field, as the study of
gender in early Christianity has largely shifted from a search for early Christian women

to an exploration of the way early Christian texts construct gender.'!

Thus, one major
trend in the study of early Christianity over the past thirty years has been a theoretical
approach, largely introduced through scholars interested in gender studies. Inflecting
Foucault’s interest in power, knowledge, and bodies with literary theory, this diffuse set
of approaches has focused attention upon discourse, the construction(s) of knowledge,
and links between knowledge and power in early Christianity. These approaches have
stimulated many insights into the construction of Christianity and Christian power,'**
often through paying keen attention to the genealogies of ideas and discourses in early
Christianity,'” and the function of bodies within the world of early Christianity.'**

My contribution lies in expanding this conversation by borrowing from
approaches in gender theory that have yet to be fully employed in the study of early
Christianity. I apply these approaches, not to questions about early Christian gender-
sexuality-anatomy complexes per se, but to an analogous issue, the ancient soul-virtue-

anatomy complex. By doing so, I hope first to highlight an important, if neglected,

component of the early Christian power-body-knowledge complex: the corporeal soul

Mouth”; see Martin, “Introduction,” Cultural Turn. Outside of this circle of influence, also see, for
example, Pagels, Grnostic Gospels; Kramer, Her Share of the Blessings; Nasrallah, Ecstasy of Folly; King,
Gospel of Mary of Magdala.

o1 Martin, “Introduction,” Cultural Studies, 11-13; Clark, “Lady Vanishes”; eadem, “Women, Gender, and
the Study of Christian History”; Cobb, Dying to be Men; Kuefler, Manly Eunuch. Also note Jacobs, Christ
Circumcised, Drake, Slandering the Jew.

12 °E ., Cameron, Christianity and the Rhetoric of Empire; Buell, Making Christians; Castelli, Martyrdom
and Memory; King, What is Gnosticism; Jacobs, Remains of the Jews; Schott, Christianity, Empire, and the
Making of Religion; Drake, Slandering the Jew; Dunning, Aliens and Sojourners. I would suggest that a
new publication series at Penn State Press, “Inventing Christianity,” is a result of this trend.

103 E.g., Gaca, Making of Fornication; Harper, From Shame to Sin; Boyarin, Border Lines.

104 E.g., Brown, Body and Society; Schroeder, Monastic Bodies; BeDuhn, Manichaean Body.
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and its relation to certain regulatory norms. Second, I aim to identify what I believe has
been a latent Cartesian frame for the broad, loosely Foucauldian, conversation about
power in early Christianity.

By focusing upon the materiality of the soul, I aim to highlight the importance of
material power and in the formation of early Christianity. In my view, the field has
become too reliant upon the significance of disembodied discourse. Thus, for example,
even though “the body” has been a major topic of interest in early Christian studies, |
suggest that the study of “the body” has been framed in largely Cartesian terms. The soul
has been left out of the study of “the body.” “The body” has also been framed as a
passive medium, written upon and inscribed by discourse/culture.'® Finally, since I rely
upon three approaches that have been under-employed in early Christian Studies—
psychoanalysis, phenomenology, and “new materialism”—I aim for my dissertation be a
suggestive model for using the insights of Freud, Schilder, Lacan, Merleau-Ponty,'*® and
new materialists to understand the shape and nature of early Christianity.

My dissertation thus contributes to the broad coalition of loosely Foucauldian
approaches to the study of early Christianity, first by introducing a new object for study,
the soul, and then by using this object to rethink our approach to issues of power and the
body in early Christianity. A latent Cartesianism has been especially manifest in the

application of “theory” to the study of early Christianity. Therefore, by examining the

195 E.g., Brown, Body and Society. Here, I am following Butler’s critique of concepts of the body in certain
applications of Foucauldian theory: “This body often appears to be a passive medium that is signified by an
inscription from a cultural source figured as ‘external’ to that body. Any theory of the cultural constructed
body, however, ought to question “the body” as a construct of suspect generality when it is figured as
passive and prior to discourse” (Butler, Gender Trouble, 175-76).
196 See Glancy, Corporal Knowledge, for another attempt to use the work of Merleau-Ponty in the study of
early Christianity.
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materiality and materialization of the soul under the influence of Butler, Grosz, Salamon,
and “new materialists,” my study brings new questions and perspectives to the study of

the soul in the field of early Christian studies.

Chapter Summary

In Chapter 1, “Heal and Punish the Psukhe,” 1 examine Clement’s claim that the soul
needs to be healed and punished—two overlapping domains for Clement. Many of these
references come in the opening paragraphs of the Paedagogus, allowing us to see how
Clement deploys the soul materially, specifically in its need for healing, to frame and
justify the Paedagogus and its instructions. This chapter sets up some of the problems
that the rest of the dissertation attempts to resolve, namely, how the soul could function
so effectively as part of the body.

In Chapter 2, “A Part of the Body,” I examine Clement’s references to the things,
actions, and substances that damage the soul. Drawing upon gender studies approaches
that have used psychoanalytical and phenomenological perspectives to examine the
makings of the modern sexed and gendered body, I look at what Clement says damages
the soul to gain insight into the shape and extent of the ancient felt body. Furthermore,
insofar as the material shape of the body intersects with systems of power, this chapter
lays the groundwork for my claim that the soul’s materiality gave it its own powerful
place and agency in early Christianity.

In Chapter 3, “A Material Fantasy,” I look at those passages in which Clement
identifies a correlation between the body’s appearance and the state of the soul. While
including those passages in which Clement describes the performance of specific deeds
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or actions as linked to the state of the body, this chapter is primarily focused upon the
many passages in which Clement uses the specter of the deformed soul to denounce the
wearing of fancy clothes, jewelry, cosmetics, and other “material addenda” to the body.
Using Judith Butler’s'”” work on how the acts and appearance of the body can produce
the effect of a gender-core, I examine the ways in which the body’s external appearance
worked to fabricate the presence of an internal core, the soul.

In Chapter 4, “Psukhé-Core,” 1 direct my attention to those instances in which
Clement seems to use the term soul as a way of referring to “the self,” “life,” or “the
dead.” Because the soul is so often studied as part of the “history of the self,” I look at
these passages to explore the benefits of reviewing these types of references to the soul
apart from a “history of the self” frame. Tying these references to the wider field of
references to the soul, I highlight how Clement discursively constructs the soul as a

specific type of self-possession and moral core.

Conclusion: A Study of the Psukhe, not the Soul

The soul appears in the Paedagogus as an object whose material presence and
significance is assumed. Clement just uses it. He points to its presence, its health, and
how it appears on the body to shape Christian behavior. In being the reason to eat, drink,
or dress in one way and not another, the soul functions as a site where the self,
materiality, and the normative ideals of reason and moderation converge. The
Paedagogus thus offers the perfect opportunity for investigating the soul’s material

presence and functioning at the end of the second century and beginning of the third.

107 Butler, Gender Trouble; eadem, Bodies that Matter.
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It may be tempting to dismiss Clement’s references to an objective, corporeally
present soul by asserting that the ancient soul, of course, did not actually appear on, in, or
through the body, but instead was only believed or thought to appear on the body by
Clement and his contemporaries. This has been much of modern scholarship’s default
assumption about ancient references to the soul’s presence and appearance on the body.
References to a corporeally present soul can be explained away as the result of the
naiveté of ancient beliefs about the soul. Galen merely believed that the location of the
soul’s parts could be revealed through vivisection. People only thought that the soul
could be affected by physiological processes, or that it had color and weight.

Accordingly, although occasionally forced to admit that many ancients believed
the soul to be physically present and materially constituted, modern scholars continue
treating ancient references to the soul as theoretical ideas about an abstract entity. But to
do so is to perform a sleight of hand. Referring to two distinct objects, the ancient soul
and the modern soul, with the term “soul” induces pervasive misrecognition. This
linguistic act switches the object to which ancient references to the soul refer—an object
that 1s materially and physically present, especially through the body—for an object to
which moderns refer when talking about the soul—an object that is supernatural, or at
least non-spatial, and certainly not a thing with weight and color. Through this linguistic
trick, the ancient soul is confused with the modern soul. To help avoid the anachronism
that results from this confusion of ancient and modern objects, I will here use the English
word “soul” only to refer to modern conceptions of the soul. The Greek word that is

usually translated as soul, poyr}, will be transliterated as psukhe (plural: psukhai) instead
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of translated, and I will use it when referring to the ancient object denoted by that word in
Greek.

Once we break with Descartes, becoming open to approaching ancient references
to the psukhé as references to a corporeally present object and making use of perspectives
that challenge Cartesian mind/body ontologies, a whole host of questions about the
psukhé become quite promising for the study of early Christianity. What does the
psukhé’s presence upon the ancient body teach us about the relationships between
objects, normative ideals, materiality, bodies, agency, and selves in early Christianity?
How did the psukhe function for early Christians both as a corporeally present object and
as the self, and what does this imply about the nature of the ancient self, the self’s
relation to the body, and the body’s sensations? What power did it have in the formation
of Christianity, and how could an object like the psukhé possess and wield power?

When we take a close look at the references to the psukhé in Clement’s
Paedagogus, we see that its material presence raises pressing questions regarding
Clement’s specific project and those like it. We become attuned to the effect its presence
has on the formation and shape of Christian selves, bodies, and identities, making the
psukhé a key to whatever power a text like the Paedagogus might have wielded. To the
degree that the majority of scholarship on Clement and other early Christian authors has
focused upon asking about the content or power of the ideas found in the text, such
approaches subtly underwrite Descartes’ mind/body dualism, where words and ideas are
categorically distinct from the realm of bodies, actions, and objects, where power and

agency lie in subjects, not objects. Once we view the psukhé as a powerful object that is
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manifest upon the body, we see how necessary it is to understand the causes and effects
of the psukhé’s presence if we wish to understand Clement’s project and the nature of his

Christianity.
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CHAPTER 1 - HEAL AND PUNISH THE PSUKHE

Once the ancient psukhé’s corporeal presence is recognized, I suggest that the nature of
Clement’s project in the Paedagogus becomes much clearer. We see that his project was
based on an object, and that the exhortations, commands, and counsels he gives
throughout the Paedagogus are referencing a thing, rather than piety, morality, or
“ethics,” even as these abstractions were enmeshed in and materialized through the
psukhé. Thus, instead of the proposing ideas or exhorting rational wills, Clement raised
the specter of a defective material thing, the sick psukhé. Once we view his project as
dependent upon an object, we can see how this object affected and determined Clement’s
work, rather than being determined by it. Clement himself was subject to its presence and
its spatial and physical limitations.'®® It was not a product of Clement’s own reasoning,
but a thing he tried to use toward his own ends. Whether ever “successful” or not,
Clement’s project in the Paedagogus (and those like it) was thus much more objective (in
the plain sense of “about an object”) than commonly recognized.'®

Having argued in the Introduction that the psukhé possessed a corporeal presence
in antiquity, I thus now seek to explore the psukhé’s power as an objective thing. Here |
draw attention to how the psukhé, as an object, could affect and be affected by other
objects. By describing the psukhé as an object and a thing, [ mean to suggest it possessed

both spatial and physical presence and limits for Clement and his readers. We see these

108 Latour, “Where are the Missing Masses”; idem, Reassembling the Social; Coole and Frost, “Introducing
the New Materialisms.”
199 Approaches that treat Clement as essentially a Christian philosopher seem to miss this point; e.g., Lilla,
Clement of Alexandria; Osborn, Clement of Alexandria; Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria.
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types of qualities in Clement’s references to the things and actions that damage the
psukhé. 1 also suggest that Clement’s constant depiction of the qualitative status of the
psukhé suggests at least an object-like quality.

The psukhé was not just a Cartesian mind. It was subject to physical
manipulation. Like other objects, it also possessed its own power, including to
manipulate other objects. Investigating the psukhé’s power as an object enables me to
highlight and challenge latent assumptions in early Christian studies that power is located
primarily if not solely in (willed) authorial linguistic discourses. I suggest that the power
operating in and behind Clement’s Paedagogus was the possession and product of objects
at least as much as it was the product Clement’s rhetoric, ideas, and discourses.'°
Accordingly, I will argue below that the psukhé appeared to Clement as an object. In this,
I highlight the ways in which Clement’s project depends upon an object, rather than
solely upon appeals to the will through abstractions such as reason, divine authority, or
moral ideals.

To explore the psukhé as an object, this chapter examines Clement’s references to
the psukhé’s need for healing and punishment. The two overlap. Clement claims that
punishments can be used to correct, fix, and heal the psukhé and its pathé:

Many of the pathé are healed by punishment (tipwpiq), by a command

(tpootaler) of austere precepts (mrapayyeApatwyv), and, indeed, also through the
teaching of some propositions (Bewpnuatwv). Correction (Eheyyog) is like surgery

"% The suggestion that the objects in and behind the Paedagogus were at least as potent as Clement’s
rhetoric and ideas does not necessarily reiterate the presumed fundamental distinction between words and
things. See Butler’s discussion of Derrida’s comments on Austin’s How to Do Things with Words; Derrida,
“Signature Event Context”; Butler, Bodies that Matter, 169-85; also see Latour, Inquiry into Modes of
Existence, 17-19, passim; and Butler’s discussion of Althusser’s concept of “interpellation” in Psychic Life
of Power, 106—131; Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses.” I should note, as well, that
my interpretation of the psukhé as an object need not preclude it from also being a self and a subject (see
Chapter 4).
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(yepovpyia) on the pathé of the psukhé, the pathé are a departure from truth,
which need to be exposed (dieAéyyewv) by separating (them) through a surgical
incision. (Paed. 1.8.64.4)

Ogpanedetar 8¢ moOMA TV TABOV Tpwpiq kal TPootalel AdOTNPOTEPWV

rapayyehpatwyv kai Or kal did Th¢ éviwv Bewpnpdtwy didackaliag. “Eott 8¢

olovel yepovpyia tOv th¢ Puyfig TaBGOV O Eleyyog, ardotaog 8¢ td mabn Thg
anBeiag, a ypn dieAéyyerv Siupodvta Tf) Topf.
As we will see, these references to the psukhé’s need for healing and punishment present
the psukhé as a specific type of object, one that is body-like.

This chapter focuses on the two main places where Clement references the
psukhé’s need for healing and punishment. The majority of these references cluster in the
first two chapters of the Paedagogus. There, Clement turns to the psukhé’s need for
healing when giving his initial description of his project. The counsels that constitute the
bulk of the work, Clement explains, are meant to heal the psukhé. References to the
psukhé’s need for healing therefore play a critical role in Clement’s description and
justification of his project right from the very beginning. A second cluster of references
occurs in chapters 8-9 of Book 1, where Clement justifies the reasonableness of
punishment, partially in terms of punishment’s therapeutic effects. I use these passages to
argue against a position that takes references to the psukhé as practically identical with

the modern self, engaging with more recent critical theories on materiality to show what

is at stake in the materiality of the psukhé in the project of the Paedagogus.

The Sick Psukhe
In the first and second chapters of the Paedagogus, Clement gives an opening description

and defense of his project. From his comments there, it is clear that the title, Paedagogus,
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is an important metaphor of the work.''! The logos, who is the son of God and God in the
form of a human, is “our” pedagogue (1.2.4.1), according to Clement. Clement thus
addresses his readers as “children” (raie¢) from the beginning (1.1.1.1; 1.2.4.1),'* even
if rarely so directly after that.'"?

Much has been written about the Clement’s use of Greek paideia,'" the role of
the figure of the pedagogue in this work,''> and whether the aim of the book is
determined by its putative position as the second piece of a planned trilogy by
Clement.""® There is no doubt that the metaphor of the pedagogue looms over the work as
a whole. When we focus on the psukhé, we further notice how Clement justifies his
project in these opening chapters by appealing to the psukhé’s need to be healed.

After a tortuous opening sentence,''’ in which Clement addresses his audience as
children in whom God has aroused the desire for eternal life through persuasion
(rpotpomy),''® Clement declares that individuals consist of three things: manners (i6r)),

119

actions (wpadieg), and pathé (rabn) (1.1.1.1)."~ He then explains that a person’s manners

111
112

Marrou, “Introduction,” 20-21.

The manuscript tradition does not agree on the opening sentence of the work, which also includes a
direct address to Clement’s readers as children. This sentence, along with most of Book 1, is not present in
the best manuscript of the Paedagogus, Parisinus gr. 451 (P). The two other key manuscripts, Mutinesis
Misc. gr. 126 (M) and Laurentianus V 24 (F) disagree, with the former including the opening sentence and
the latter placing it before the chapter headings; see Marcovich, Clementis Alexandrini, ix—x, 2. On the
manuscript tradition, see the Appendix.

'3 Clement directly addresses his readers as children four times, according to a TLG search, all in Book 1:
Paed. 1.1.1.1;1.2.4.1; 1.5.12.1; 1.12.98.3. But see Buell, Making Christians, for an analysis of Clement’s
use of this imagery.

" Jaeger, Early Christianity, 46—62.

15 Kovacs, “Divine Pedagogy.”

16 Marrou, “Introduction,” 7—14; Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 5—15; Bucur, Angelomorphic
Pneumatology, 4-24.

17 See above on the conflicting manuscript tradition about this sentence.

18 Possibly an allusion to his previous work, the Protrepticus; see Marrou, “Introduction,” 7—14; Osborn,
Clement of Alexandria, 5-15; Bucur, Angelomorphic Pneumatology, 4-24.

9 Cf. Aristotle, Poet. 1447a28. On Clement’s use of pathé, see Lilla, Clement of Alexandria, 84-92; Parel,
“Disease of the Passions.”

41



are subject to the persuasive (tpotperntikdg) logos, that the hortatory (dmoBetidg) logos

presides over actions, and that the consolatory (rapapvbnrtikog) logos heals pathé

(1.1.1.1-2):
Persuasive (tpotpentixog) logos - over manners (80¢)
Hortatory (0roBetixdc) logos - over actions (pali)

Consolatory (rapapvBnrikdg) logos > heals pathé
Clement then informs his readers that these three types of logoi are one and the
same (1.1.1.2). Clement says that this “heavenly ruler” (odpaviog fyyepwv), the logos,

takes the name “Persuasion” (rpotpemtikog) when he calls individuals to salvation, but

that the Jogos is also therapeutic (Beparevtikdg) and hortatory (droBetikog) (1.1.1.3-4):"%°

1. Named “Persuasion” (rpotpentikog) when the logos calls individuals to
salvation

2. The logos is also therapeutic (Bepamevtikdg)

3. and horatory (0moBeTik6Q)

Clement then orders the logos’ activities sequentially, stating that, after persuading
(tpotpénw), the logos advises (rapaivéw), principally through healing pathé (1.1.1 4).1%
A bit later (1.1.2.1), Clement explains that the logos teaches after he has advised and
healed.

1. The logos persuades (tpotpénw)

2. The logos advises (tapavéw) (principally through healing pathé)
3. The logos teaches by explaining and revealing doctrines (Soypatikog)

120 Clement’s logic here becomes confusing, because he reverses and mixes his earlier order, which, in
addition to the persuasive logos, had an hortatory (moBetucd) logos and a consolatory (rapapvbntikdg)
logos that heals patheé.

12l Again, Clement seems to be shifting the terms of his division of the logos’ roles. Now, the persuasive
logos (which has remained a constant) prepares a person for the /ogos by giving parenetic advice through
healing. Is paraenesis the activity of the consolatory logos (tapapvdnticog) who heals pathé? What has
happened to the horatory (OroBetixdc) logos? When does it act? Is it actually distinct from the consolatory
or therapeutic logos?
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In its second role,'** Clement suggests that the logos should be called “Pedagogue’:
Let us call this logos with a single fitting name, “Pedagogue ”; for the Pedagogue
is practical, not systematic, so that his aim is to improve the psukhé, not to teach
it, and to lead the way to a life of self-control, not to one of idle reasoning. (Paed.
1.1.1.4)
Kex\jobw & fpiv évi mpooduds odtog dvépatt madaywyos, TPakTikos, od
pefodikog! 2 v [6 Taudaywyog], 1) kal To téhog adtod Bedtidoa v puyry oy,
00 8i18a&at, cmPppovig Te, odk Emotnpovikod kabnyrioacbai Biov.
The Pedagogue’s aim is practical; that is, it aims to improve the psukhé. After this,
Clement explains that this same logos also teaches, but not now (AA\’ 00 vov; 1.1.2.1).
When the logos does acts as a teacher, the logos explains and reveals with doctrines
(Soypatucoc; 1.1.2.1)."** In contrast, as a pedagogue, “the logos is practical (TpaxTikdg):
first he persuades (us to) certain disposition of character. Then he exhorts (us) to the
performance of obligations” (rpaktikdg 8¢ v 6 Tadaywyodg Tpdtepov pev eig dSidBeotv

nfomoliag Tpodtpédato, O 8¢ kal eig v TOV dedvtwy évépyelav mapakadet) (1.1.2.1).

By issuing pure counsels and presenting pictures of those who wandered in error

122 The first role of the logos, of persuasion, names the logos in that role, which has been constant role

throughout the opening chapter. Clement’s second name for the logos, “pedagogue”, however, introduces a
new term. Given his confusing mixture of descriptions of these other roles—e.g., as discussed above, first,
also an hortatory (droBetik6g) logos and a consolatory (rapapvbntids) logos who heals, then also a
therapeutic (Bepamevtikdg) and a hortatory (droBetidg) logos, and then a logos who advices (tapavéw)
through healing—it is not exactly clear what the exact roles of this pedagogue are. Is the Pedagogue
hortatory, consolatory, and healing? Does it also give paranetic advice? As will be discussed below,
Clement does add a third role for the Pedagogue at the end of this passage, but that role, teaching, has not
even been mentioned yet. Furthermore, when describing the Pedagogue, Clement may also attribute to it
the role of persuader (1.1.2.1). The most pressing division between roles is clear, however. Clement
distinguishes between the practical and the academic, even if he may be assuming that persuasion has
already occurred.

123 T suggest that péBodog (“speculative”) may have been the original reading instead of peBodikog
(“methodical” or “systematic”); there is no direct textual evidence for this reading, but it makes much more
sense contextually, as the opposite of tpaktikog (practical). On my suggested reading, Clement would
therefore be contrasting the practical with the speculative, rather than the practical with the
methodical/systematic. The text as it stands makes less sense semantically than my suggested reading, even
if its grammatical morphology produces a more satisfying contrast (pe8odicdg/ mtpaxtikog) than my
proposed reading (péBodog/ mpaxtikdg). As noted above, the textual evidence for the Paedagogus is thin,
especially here, in Book 1.

124 On the opening paragraphs of the Paedagogus, see Méhat, Etude sur les ‘Stromates’, 72-74.
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(1.2.1.1),'* the practical actions of the Pedagogue heal the pathé (1.1.3.1). According to
Clement, the Pedagogue’s “philanthropic counsels,” therefore, act like mild drugs,
strengthening the psukhé into a complete knowledge of the truth (1.1.3.1)

To define and clarify this difference between the aims and purpose of knowledge
against the Pedagogue’s practical aims for the psukhe, Clement deploys a well-worn

analogy.'*® He compares the psukhé to the body and makes his point through referencing

mutual need of the body and the psukhé for therapy:'*’

Health and knowledge are not the same; the one prevails from study, the other
from healing. Anyone who is sick would not learn anything academic first, before
completely healing. Nor, likewise, is each word of instruction (rapayyeApdtwyv)
always spoken similarly to those who are learning or those who are sick, but to
the former for knowledge, and to the latter for healing. Just as, therefore, the body
of those who are suffering (toi¢ voooda) needs a doctor, so to the psukhé of those
who are sick (tolg aoBevodol) needs a pedagogue, in order that our passions
might be healed, and we might be led by a teacher who makes the psukhé most fit
for knowledge, pure, and able to contain the revelation of the word. (Paed.
1.1.3.1-3)

"Ioov &’ 0Ok €oTiv Vyiela xal yvdoig, AAN’ 1} pév pabroey, 1) 8¢ iGoel mepryivetar
Odk v 0DV TIC VOo®V Tt TpdTEPSV T1 TOV Sidaokakik@y ékpdbot mpiv 1| éeov
vylvar: 00d¢ yap woadtwg mpog todg pavBavovrag 1 kapvovtag asl v
TapaYYeEANPATWY EKAoTOV Aéyetal, AAAG TPOG oG pev €ig YVQotv, Tpog odg ¢ elg
{aow. KaBamep odv toig vooodot 10 ohpa iatpod yphlel, tadtn kai Toig
doBevodot Ty Poyny tadaywyod Sei, v fudv ldontar ta mabn, eita 8¢ eig
didackdrov 6¢ kabnyfontal, kabapdv Tpdg yvoews mtndeidtnta edtpemilwy
Vv Puyry, Suvapévny ywpfioal Ty arokaivdy Tod Adyov.

125 Clement suggests the images of those who wandered in error function as negative exempla.
126 On the medical model of salvation in Clement, see Lagrée, “Wisdom, Health, Salvation.” The
bibliography, ancient and modern, on the analogy between body and psukhé in terms of medicine is large.
Holmes provides a helpful bibliography on Plato’s use of medical terms and concepts (“Body, Soul, and
Medical Analogy”). She also notes that “Discussions of Plato’s ideas about punishment have paid particular
attention to the analogy between vice and disease,” citing MacKenzie, Plato on Punishment, esp. 158-78,
among others; Holmes, “Body, Soul, and Medical Analogy,” 368, n 3. Holmes also provides a helpful list
of other the early Greek uses of this analogy (“Body, Soul, and Medical Analogy,” 374, n. 47). For a
summary treatment that extends to Hellenistic philosophy, see, Gill, “Philosophical Therapy.”
27 Holmes (“Body, Soul, and Medical Analogy”), provides a valuable discussion of how ancient
assumptions about the body, especially in Greek medicine, framed discussions of the need to care for the
psukhé.
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To review, Clement begins the Paedagogus with a division between habits, deeds,
and pathé, and then explains how the same singular Jogos acts on each.'*® While the
logos is the same, it has different names when it performs its respective tasks. It is called
the Protrepticus when it persuades. It is the Pedagogue when it works to improve the
psukhé and heals is pathé through paraenesis.'® All of this is in contrast to the logos’
activity as teacher. According to Clement, the /ogos’ aims as teacher logically (and
sequentially) follow the logos’ aims of persuading and healing. Here, Clement will focus
upon the logos’ practical aims.

While Clement does introduce a confusing mix of the /ogos’ roles and aims, the
primary division that stands out in the first chapter is between (1) the logos’ role as a
pedagogue, whose focus is practical, on the psukhé, and (2) his role as teacher, where he

reveals and explains doctrines. The practical activity that defines the logos’ role as

28 Clement’s basic divisions of the logos’ roles, his concern with the differences between practical activity
and theoretical activity, as well as the difference between the aim and function of precepts versus the aim
and function of dogma would have been familiar to ancient readers. Clement’s opening division between
manners (1}01)), actions (rpaieq), and pathé (rabn) (Paed. 1.1.1.1) can be found in Aristotle (e.g., Poet.
1447a28; see Nussbaum’s helpful discussion of theory and practice in Aristotle in Therapy of Desire, 48—
77). Concern about the tension between precepts and dogmas seems to have been a concern to the Stoics, as
evinced in Seneca’s letters 94-95, parts of which closely parallel Clement’s divisions. Even the broader
three-part structure is found elsewhere. Philo of Larissa, in a passage preserved in Stobaeus, even lists the
three-part structure that Clement seems to use (Eclogue ii 39.24-41.7; see Brittain, Philo of Larissa, 277—
80; Annas, “Philosophical Therapy,” 188-22), using the medical analogy to describe the logic of each
stage. Philo has the healing occurring through reasoning rather than precepts, but the similarities between
the two programs are nevertheless striking, including their dependence upon a medical analogy. Clement’s
division of the logos’ roles in the opening of the Paedagogus has been taken as a reference to his three
major works (Protrepticus, Paedagogus, and Stromateis) and his overarching plan for the three works. The
suggestion has been widely debated, especially regarding whether the Stromateis is this third work of such
a trilogy; see Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 5—-15.

12 Given the flexibility with which Clement describes the Pedagogue’s roles, I am here using the term
paraenesis broadly to summarize the logos’ activities, his hortatory and consolatory roles, as well as his
giving of injunctions and images.
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pedagogue is defined by his therapeutic work on the psukhé, with his aim explicitly being
“to improve the psukhé” (1.1.1.4)."°

In the short second chapter, Clement continues to focus upon the condition of
psukhé, returning to the language of therapy several times. He begins by explaining that
the Pedagogue, “is like his father.” He is “faultless, blameless, and without pathé of
psukhé” (avapdpntog, dverilnmrog xai aradrg v poynv) (1.2.4.1). Clement now shifts
to give a Christian depiction of the logos:

God being in the form of a human, a servant to his father’s will, God the Word

(A6yog), who is in the father, who is from the right hand of the father, with the

form of God also. (Paed. 1.2.4.1)

\ b b} ’ 4 pl4 ~ 4 4 4 4 ¢
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But it is not just the appearance of the stock Stoic term apathé that highlights Clement’s
use of the psukhé. He follows his praise of the divine Pedagogue as God the logos, by
declaring that, “we must try with all our strength to become like him in psukhée” (todtw
ravt obével tepatéov e€opoodv v Poyryv; 1.2.4.2). Clement identifies the psukhe as
the place where he and his readers can, and indeed should, be like the divine

Pedagogue.'!

139 The opening chapters of the Paedagogus have received little scholarly attention. Yet, the little attention
it has received is emblematic of the general absence of interest in the psukhé as being a particular important
or complex feature of Christian discourse. For example, Lavalle, notes, correctly, that “Clement of
Alexandria frames his text [the Paedagogus] on proper Christian comportment in terms of medical
treatment” (“Divine Breastfeeding,” 322). She even mentions that, for Clement, “Christ the Physician is
concerned not only with the body but also with the soul” (“Divine Breastfeeding,” 323). Yet, she never
takes an interest in the “soul” again, even as she highlights the how Clement mixes medical theories of
pneuma with Christian ideas about the transformative effects of baptism and Christian formation. Méhat
probably has the lengthiest discussion of the opening of the Paedagogus, but he too takes no interest in the
psukhé per se (Etude sur les ‘Stromates,” 12-74).
31 See Buell, Making Christians.
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Clement goes on to discuss the need for “deliverance from pathé and diseases
(voonpatwv)” (1.2.4.2). He first describes the pedagogue as free from any human pathé
and alone being blameless (dvapaptrog) (1.2.4.2). Clement then weighs the severity of
different types of transgressing (¢Zapaptavw), from errors (adixnpdarwyv) done
unwillingly to transgressions (Gpaptipaoct) that are delayed only momentarily (1.2.4.2—
3). In the midst of this discussion, Clement returns to the psukhé. He reads involuntary
error (akovolov apaprtiav) as “staining (knAdodvta) the psukhe” (1.2.5.1). The pollution
can find a “cure” (Beparneia) in reason, which leads to repentance. All of this comes out
of a seemingly gratuitous allegorical interpretation of the instructions in Numbers 6:9 to
the Nazarite to shave his head if anyone suddenly dies in his presence. Clement ties the
whole interpretation together through taking Numbers 6:9’s reference to “the head” to
refer to the logistikon—the logical part of the psukhé—which Platonists believed resided
in the head (1.2.5.1)."**

Clement then returns again to the Pedagogue’s ability to heal the wounded
psukhé: “Our Pedagogue, therefore, is the logos, who is a healer of the unnatural pathé of
our psukhé&” ("Eotv odv 6 maidaywyog fipdv Adyog Sid mapatvécewy Bepamevtikog Thv
rapa ¢poowv Th¢ puyiig mabdv; 1.2.6.1). Contrasting the human art of medicine with the
work of the /ogos, Clement declares that it is the /ogos alone who is the physician of
human infirmities, and who is the “holy charmer of sickness of psukhé” (¢nwdo¢ Gylog
vooovorg puyfig; 1.2.6.1). Clement cites Democritus to validate his point: “‘For

medicine,” says Democritus, ‘heals the disease of the body, but wisdom deprives the

132 Plato, Resp. 435b—442d; Tim. 69b—72d; Phaedr. 253¢—254e.
47



psukhé of its pathé” (<latpa) pév yap» katd Anqpdxpirtov «ompatog vooous dkéetal,
codin 8¢ Poyry TabdV ddapeitam ) (1.2.6.2). According to Clement, however, the
Pedagogue can do both: “he heals both body and psukhé” (cpa xai poynv dxeitar)
(1.2.6.2). Clement then refers to two of “the savior’s” healing miracles—the healing of
the paralytic (Matt 9:6—7) and the resurrection of Lazarus (John 11:43)—to confirm the
Pedagogue’s power to heal the body (through words alone) (1.2.6.3).

Clement ends this section by again asserting the Pedagogue also heals the psukhé
—which is not quite as clear from the gospel accounts he just cited. The Pedagogue heals
the psukhé “with commandments and by his gifts” (évtohaig xal yapiopaow). It might be
likely, Clement suggests, that he would use “precepts” (dmoBrxaig), “Yet, abounding in

299

gifts, he says to us sinners, ‘Your sins are forgiven’” (yapiopaot 8¢ Thodoi0¢ «apéwvrai
ool al apapTtiar tolg apaptwloig fpiv Aéyel) (1.2.6.4). Clement does not clarify what this
means, or how exactly such a statement or enactment heals the psukhé. What he does
says is that, “At once, we become infants in thought, partaking in the best and most
certain order by his arrangement” (‘Hpeig 8¢ Gpa vorjpatt vijrot yeyovapeyv, v apiotny
xal Befaotatny ta€iv Tapd thg adtod edtaliag petalapBavovre) (1.2.6.5). This
arrangement, Clement explains, has ordered the world and the heavens, setting the sun’s
orbit and the movements of other heavenly bodies. This order “leads his psukhé to
understanding and self-control, and it composes the body with beauty and harmony”
(Ppoyrv pév adtod ppoviioel kal owdpooiiv katnvbuvey, 10 8¢ oGpa kaAhet kal edpLBpiq

ovvekepaoaro) (1.2.6.6).
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Clement therefore spends the first paragraphs of his work promising his readers
that the Pedagogue operates on the psukhé. Because the Pedagogue is apathé in psukhe,
we should strive to resemble him in psukhé. Yes, he can heal the body, but he also heals
the psukhé, through his gifts and through his commands.'*® Clement never again
mentions how his readers’ psukhai can be healed through gifts, but he does spend most of
the work, especially Books 2-3, on the Pedagogue’s commands and counsels. The
Paedagogus’ instructions thus hinge upon that premise that the counsels, commands, and
advice of the Pedagogue can heal the wounded psukhé. The specter of the sick psukhé
therefore frames the work as a whole. Its ailing condition is the reason Clement writes
and the reason Clement’s readers must listen and obey.

The psukhé’s condition is also the reason that the Pedagogue’s severe commands
and/or punishments are justified. In chapters 89 of Book 1, Clement defends the
Pedagogue’s prerogative to punish and rebuke by invoking the medical analogy. Just as
the body, at times, potentially needs to be subjected to painful medical procedures for its
own benefit, so too a psukhé may, at times, need painful correction:

Why, they ask, does the Lord, if he loves humanity and is good, become angry

and punishment people? . . . Many of the pathé are healed by punishment

(tpwpiq), by a command (wpootaler) of austere precepts (tapayyeApatwy), and,

indeed, also through the teaching of some propositions (Bewpnpatwv). Correction

(EAeyyoq) is like surgery (yewpovpyia) on the pathé of the psukhe, the pathé are a

departure from truth, which need to be exposed by separating (them) through a

surgical incision. Similar to a purgative drug (®appaxeia), reproach (dvediopog)

loosens the knots of the pathé and the filth of life, that is, lusts; moreover it
smooths out the swelling of arrogance (rz’)cpoo);134 purging for the sake of restoring
the health and integrity of the upset person. Admonition (vovBétnoig) therefore is

like a prescribed regimen for the ailing psukhé, advising what should be taken and
prohibiting what should not. And all these things are conductive to deliverance

"% Cf. Paed. 3.12.98.2.
34 In Hippocrates, t¢og is a name of one of the four kinds of fever (/nt. 39).
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and eternal health. When a general fines those who do wrong, or punishes the
body with chains and the most extreme indignities, even with death, it is for a
good end. He is a general of his subjects through admonitions. Similarly, when
that great general of ours, the word, ruler of all, admonishes those breaking his
law, (he does so through) their release from slavery, deception, and the captivity
of the enemy for the subjugation of the pathé of the psukhé. He leads them in
peace to a holy, unified commonwealth. (Paed. 1.8.64.3—65.3)

1&g odv, paciy, & PprAavBpwrdc £oTt kai dyabog 6 kiplog, dpyiletar kai koAalet; .
.. Ogpamedetar 8¢ moAA TOV TABOV TipWPIQ kAl TPOooTalel ADOTNPOTEPWV
rapayyehpatwyv kai Or kal did Th¢ éviwv Bewpnpdtwy didaockaliag. “Eon 8¢
olovel yewpovpyia tOv th¢ Puyfig TaBGOV O Eleyyog, ardotaog 8¢ td mabn Thg
aAnBeiag, & ypr| diedéyyewv Siupodvra tf] topf]. Pappakeia 8¢ Eokev 6 dveldiopog
Td tetvlwpéva Avaldbwv TV mabdv kal ta porapd tod Piov, Tag Aayveiag,
avaxaBaipwyv, Tpog 8¢ xal Tag drepoapkmwaoelg Tod ToPov E€opAilwy, el¢ TOv Ly
xai aAnBvov dvaokevalwy tov dvBpwmov. ‘H vovbétnoig odv olovel Siartd éot
vooobong Puyfic, GOV xpi| petaapfavery  cvpPovdevtikiy kai v 0d  ypi|
arayopevtiky] - @ 8¢ whvta elg owtnpiav kal aidov dyeiav dateiver. AANG kal 6
oTpatnyds Ypnudtwy {npiag xal tag el¢ adtd td oopata dinkodoag aikiag petd
deopdv xal thg éoyatng dtpiag Tpoodpépwy tolg NdknKkocy, £08’ Ote 8¢ xal
Bavatw xoAalwv Tvag, téhog €xel O ayabov, dmep vovbeoiag TV LINKOWV
otpatny®v. ‘Qoadtwg xal 6 péyag NuAV Eketvog oTpatnyos, 6 TOV OAWV NYEPWV
Aoyog, Todg Tapd TOv vopov adnvialovrag tov avtod, drep aralayfig SovAeiag
kal TAAvn S kad Th¢ tod dvtikepévou alypaiwaoiag g xataotolyv TV Tthe Puyis
abdv vovbetdv, émi TV lepay Thg moliteiag opovolay eipnvaywyet.

Clement returns to this basic line of reasoning throughout his defense of the Pedagogue’s
harsh actions and commands, referring specifically to the psukhé five more times in these
two chapters. As seen in the above passage, where Clement quickly switches from
medical analogies to military comparisons, in these passages, the medical metaphor
merges and overlaps with claims about the salutary effects of punishment. He quotes
Plato, for example:

Plato teaches beautifully, “For all” he says, “the ones who receive punishment,

truly suffer the good, for, in being punished justly, they are benefitted by

becoming better in psukhé (Gorg. 477a).” (Paed. 1.8.67.1)'%

kaA®¢ kai 6 ITIMatwv paBoyv «mavteg pév yap» ¢nolv «wg anddg dyaba

135 Mackenzie, Plato on Punishment, esp. 187.
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naoyovowv ol dikny di86vteg . wdpehodvtar yap @ Pertiw v Poyry adroig
yiveaBat Sikaiwg koAalopévoig».

He also compares “administration of rebukes” (AoiSopéw) to medicine (pappakov), but
then talks about wounds, stating that there is occasion to wound the calloused psukhé
(v arnAynkutav poyry), “not to death, but to deliverance” (00 Bavacipwg, A
owtnpiwg). In such cases, the Pedagogue may “inflict some pain, but (the psukhé)
avoid(s) eternal death” (dAiyng aAyndovog didov xepdavavra Bavatov) (1.8.74.2).
Following the same logic, that some pain may save the psukhé, Clement cites
“Solomon” approvingly: “You shall strike your son with a rod, so that you will save his
psukhé from death” (o0 pév pafdw mhralov tov vidv, v 8¢ Puyrv adTod éx Bavatov
pooar) (1.8.92.1; cf. Prov 23:14), explaining that
Censure and punishment, just as their names suggest, are blows against the
psukhé, they recall from transgressions and keep from death. They lead into self-
control those who had succumbed to licentiousness. (Paed. 1.9.82.2)
"EAeyyog yap xai émimAndic, domep odv kai tobvopa alvittetal, adtar mhnyai
Puyfig elol, owdpovifovoar tdg apaptiag kal Bavatov dmeipyovow, el¢ 8¢ TV
owdpocvviy dyovoal Todg el¢ dkoAaciav DTOPePOPEVOLC.
At the end of Chapter 9, Clement summarizes his point:
Thus, the one who rebukes is not disaffected with the one who is ill in psukhé. He
does not implant the offenses. Rather, he points out the transgressions that are
there, so as to avert similar ways of life. (Paed. 1.9.88.1)
obtwg 0088 6 €Aéyywv Sbovoug TQ xapvovtl TV Puyrv: 0d ydp évtifnol ta
TAnppeAjpata, ta 8¢ mpooovta Emdeikvuoly Qpaptipata g Ty TV Opoiwv
gmtndevpdTwy AToTPOmV.
While references to the psukhé do not pervade the lengthier chapters 9-10 of

Book 1 to the extent that they do in the first two chapters of the Paedagogus, Clement’s

dependency on the psukhé and its potential need for correction in chapters 9-10
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demonstrates the depth of his assumptions about the analogy’s self-evidence. He does not

argue that there is such a thing as the psukhé,'**

or that it is a thing that can be in
qualitatively different states."”” He draws on the self-evidence of its need to be in a good
and healthy stage as the basis of his argument that “the Lord” (the Pedagogue) is good
(1.8.62.1)"** and his instructions necessary.

As we have seen, Clement’s references to the psukhé’s need to be changed,
whether through the analogy of healing or of punishment, cluster in two places: the first
two chapters of the work and Chapters 8-9 of Book 1. In the latter case, Clement
employs analogies of antidotes and surgeries to argue that the psukhé, just like the body,
sometimes needs to receive painful treatment for its own good. Blending in with these
medical analogies, Clement cites the potential benefits of punishment. Spare the rod,
spoil the psukhé. My primary interest lies in the first two chapters, however, since that it
where Clement first describes and justifies his project. There, as we saw above, Clement
focuses upon the psukhe, repeatedly referring to its practical need for healing. The
Pedagogue’s essential goal is to improve the psukhé. Clement further refines his point by
employing the medical analogy, comparing the psukhé to a body in need of healing. Just
as lecturing a sick body does it no good, so too, Clement argues, lecturing a sick psukhé
does it no good. Before learning about medicine, the body needs to be healed. So too,

before learning divine doctrines, the psukhé needs to be healed. That is the Pedagogue’s

job. That is the purpose of his precepts, counsels, and commands: to improve the psukhe.

136 Donini notes that the same is true for Galen; Galen assumes that there is no need to argue for the
psukhé’s existence as such (“Psychology,” 184).

137 Although see Buell, Making Christians, 106-79.

138 Clement’s opponents here may be Marcionites (as suggested in Wood, Christ the Educator, 56, n. 1),
but this is speculative, and for my purposes Clement’s opponents here—real or imagined—are unimportant.
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The Psukhe: Not an Empty Category
It might be tempting to read past these references to the psukhé, accepting them as a
normal feature of ancient Christian or ancient ethical thought. After all, it is difficult to
think of a trope or analogy more pervasive in antiquity than the philosopher’s claim that
he can heal the psukhé just as a physician can heal the body. Furthermore, since this is a
Christian author, the reference to the psukhé may seem even less significant. What is
surprising about a Christian philosopher or theologian referring to the psukhé? After all,
the psukhé and references to it occur pervasively throughout ancient Christian as well as
Greek philosophical thought. It might seem to signal nothing more than a kind of generic
reference to the self. Could all of these references to the psukhé not just as well be
translated as “self”’? Or even “individual”? Does Clement, or do the Greek philosophers,
mean anything more by their references to the psukhé than that they can help people out?
That, just as physicians attempt to heal the body, that they use reason (logos) to help
people, whether emotionally or ethically?'*’

Martha Nussbaum, in her influential work on the therapy of the psukhé in Greek

philosophy, takes this position, quickly dismissing the possibility that ancient Greek

"% For example, Mayer (“Persistence in Late Antiquity”; eadem, “Shaping the Sick Soul”) and Kolbet
(Augustine and the Cure of Souls) each draw attention to the centrality of psychagogy—therapy for the
psukhé—in ancient Christianity. Yet neither, in my opinion, pays attention to the historical specificity of
the psukhé, treating it instead, as simply another word for “the self,” or the individual, generally conceived.
Mayer, for example, quotes Gill generic depiction of the psukhé approvingly: “As Christopher Gill points
out, this particular therapeutic approach [Hellenistic therapy of the emotions] to disorders of the psyche
[sic], like modern cognitive therapy [emphasis added], addresses ‘the patient . . . as a responsible agent,
capable in principle of understanding the causes of her own current distress and of relieving this by a
deliberate programme of actions or thoughts’” (Mayer, ‘“Persistence in Late Antiquity” 339; her quotation
of Gill comes from Gill, “Philosophical Therapy,” 340). Here, the psukhé is just another word for “patient
and refers to the same object as treated by “modern cognitive therapy”; also see my note on LaValle
(“Divine Breastfeeding”) above.

tE)
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thinkers were discussing a different object than the self. In a footnote on the first page of
the first chapter, she states,

The word “soul,” here and elsewhere, simply translates Greek psuché, and, like

that term, does not imply any particular metaphysical theory of the personality. It

stands, simply, for all the life-activities of the creature; in the case of Hellenistic
contrasts between body and psuchég, it is especially important to insist that no
denial of physicalism need be involved, since both Epicureans and Stoics are
physicalists. The contrast is simply between the material constituents of the
organism and its life-activities, its states of awareness, and so forth.”o
By translating psukhé as “soul” and defining it as a generic, implicitly transhistoric,
referent to an organism’s “life-activities, its states of awareness,” Nussbaum dismisses
the importance of the particularities of the ancient psukhé. The word “soul” is a simple
translation of the Greek psukhé. Specifically, although noting that both Epicureans and
Stoics were “physicalists,” she maintains the self-evidence of the contrast between an
organism’s “material constituents” and its “life-activities, its states of awareness, and so
forth.” A Cartesian dualism thus remains fundamental for Nussbaum, even as she
acknowledges that many of the thinkers she discusses are “physicalists,” holding that the
psukhé was a physical object.

I do not single out Nussbaum because she is particularly egregious in her
assumptions about the transhistoricity of references to the psukheé, but because of how
typical her assumptions are in the scholarship, even in a book that is specifically focused
upon examining ancient therapies of the psukhé’s desire. Of the three basic terms
defining the scope of her study (therapy, desire, and psukhé), at least one of them needs

no precise definition: “and so forth”! From Nussbaum’s perspective, there is apparently

no need to delimit the meanings of ancient references to the psukhé, for, since we all

140 Nussbaum, Therapy of Desire, 13, n. 1. Emphasis added.
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know so well what such references mean, we the readers can be trusted to understand
what is meant by “soul” that finishing the definition with anything more than a “so forth”
is simply unnecessary. Although Nussbaum states her case more explicitly than most, the
basic assumption she makes pervades the scholarship on the ancient philosophical
therapy of the psukhe.'*!

From such a vantage point, Clement’s opening is little else other than banal. He
mentions the psukhé. We all know what he is talking about. That is what Christian
theologians and ancient Greek philosophers do. They think they can help people. It is a
reference to the spiritual self. Clement, as was typical for his age, described his
philosophy as therapy for the self. From this perspective, Clement’s basic point is that his
instructions are meant to be practical. He is concerned with reforming and reshaping the
self or the person, or of curing the sufferings produced by desire.

This is the position taken by three scholars of early Christianity who have
examined Clement’s opening justification of his project in the Paedagogus or, more
broadly, his references to “the self.” Harry Maier, looking at Clement’s corpus as a
whole, but especially at the Stromateis and the Paedagogus, repeatedly reads psukhé as
self, following the lead of Michel Foucault.'** Judith Kovacs, focused upon Clement’s

use of paideia and the figure of the pedagogue in his works, overlooks the significance of

"1 Also see my discussion in Chapter 4. Holmes takes the same position, and provides a useful citation of

the accompanying scholarship: “The care for the soul is here interchangeable with the care for oneself
suggests, as Eric Havelock pointed out over thirty years ago, that Socrates’ commitment to the soul was
founded in large part on the equation of the soul with the person. Like Burnet and others before him,
Havelock insisted that Socrates’ call to care for the soul was a radically new phenomenon in Greek society.
He emphasized, too, the novelty of using the reflexive pronoun to create the self as an object of care”;
Holmes, “Body, Soul, and Medical Analogy,” 354; see Havelock, “Socratic Self”; Burnet, Socratic
Doctrine of the Soul.
2 Maier (“Clement of Alexandria™) builds on Foucault, Use of Pleasure; idem, Care of the Self: and idem,
Technologies of the Self.
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the psukhé in these opening passages, where Clement names the improvement and
healing of the psukhé as the aim of the Pedagogue.'*’ Dawn LaValle, in a recent article
on Clement’s medical thought reads Clement’s opening passage and comments on
Clement’s aiming to offer a therapy of the psukhé (for her, “soul,”) but reads past the
psukhé as possessing particular significance for understanding these passages or the
nature of Clement’s project.'**

An alternative perspective would emphasize the psukhé as a theological category:
Clement aims for the moral self, which will, from his Christian perspective, either be
saved or damned. This is the typical language of the piety and moralism. From this
perspective, Clement’s focus is upon the interior, true, and moral self, a self which
receives judgment.'* Such a perspective, however, is still misleading, inasmuch as it
ignores the body and its externals.

In my view, these ways of approaching ancient references to the psukhé totally
efface the work the psukhé does in Clement’s project, which he himself explicitly
acknowledges, as well as the significance of its materiality for the instructions Clement
gives in the Paedagogus. The psukhé functioned as a very specific way of envisioning the
self and its relationships to the body and normative ideals.'*® The psukhé was the seat of
morals and emotions, but it was also physically vulnerable and objectively visible.

In explicitly approaching it as an object, we can see and understand it better. At

least for my purposes, naming the psukhé as an object highlights its spatial and physical

'3 Kovacs, “Divine Pedagogy,” esp. 3, n. 2, 13-17, 23.

144 Lavalle, “Divine Breastfeeding,” 322-23.

145 A view which aligns well with the more theological approaches to Clement, e.g., Ashwin-Siejkowski,
Clement of Alexandria; Osborn, Clement of Alexandria.

146 See my Introduction and Chapter 4, also below.
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delimitations, as well as its ability to influence and be influenced by other objects. It was
an object that was subject to the unwilled manipulation of other objects, yet, precisely
because it was an object, it possessed its own ability to affect other objects. As such, we
need to rethink not only Clement’s references to the psukhé, but also the relationship
between the ethical or moral precepts that constitute the core of the Paedagogus and the
materiality of the psukhé. That is, if Clement’s references to the psukhé do not function
simply to signal Clement’s commitment to a pious depiction of the universal self, then his
instructions cannot be based upon an inherently interior, subjective, and immaterial self
that responds to theology or philosophy. Instead, the psukhé, by appearing as an object in
need of healing—as a body-like object, as a part of the body—shapes notions of
interiority, exteriority, the self, and the body and how such configurations of self and
body found certain types of ethical subjects and naturalize specific normative ideals. Its
apparent normalcy is precisely the root of its power and the reason Clement is able to

employ it as a tool, attempting to wield it for his own ends.

The Psukhe’s Power as an Object, or Morals and Matter

To this point I have noted that Clement begins the Paedagogus by defining and justifying
the project at hand in terms of the psukhé and its need for healing. Comparing the psukhé
to a sick body, Clement claims that the Pedagogue can heal it through his counsels and
commands. Only after it is healed is the psukhé able to receive teaching and the
revelation of the divine logos. The practical task of healing the psukhé precedes academic

instruction.
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Clement’s descriptions of the psukhé as a body-like object that is sick and in need
of healing cannot be passed over simply because such descriptions are common among
ancient philosophers. The ubiquity of the psukhé-as-sick-body trope demands attention in
its own right.

Before we investigate ancient therapies of the psukhé, therefore, we need to
determine the contours and functioning of the medical analogy that compares the sick
body to the psukhé. Before accepting that the psukhé was, like a sick body, in need of
healing, we need to ask what such an analogy achieves. What work was it performing?
How does such an analogy construct the nature of the psukhé? What were the rhetorical
effects of the metaphor itself? What was gained and what was changed by framing
ancient philosophy in terms of medical therapy? What was at stake in defining
philosophy in terms of a practice on the body. By asking these questions, we learn not
only about how the psukhé functioned for Clement, but also why Clement employs the
medical analogy and the language of healing to frame his project and introduce the work
of the Paedagogus as a whole.

First, and most importantly, it frames the psukhé as an object that can be acted
upon by specific types of forces and agents. The analogy places the psukhé in a world of
cause and effect. If Clement repeatedly rejects speculative knowledge and the
Pedagogue’s duty to teach, it is because he has placed an object before the Pedagogue, an
object upon which the Pedagogue can act.

But the medical analogy does more than just invoke the psukhé as an object

subject to cause and effect. It reveals the psukhé as a very specific type of object, as a
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medical object akin to the body-as-medical-object. For Clement and other Greek
philosophers, the psukhé as a body-like medical object was a thing subject to a whole
system of agents, causes, effects, signs, states, and imperatives. As such an object, it was
subject to and affected by its own kinds of pathologies, drugs, and therapies, as well as
the expertise and operations of the object-expert, the Pedagogue. As a body-like medical
object, therefore, the psukhé implied an entire logic according to which Clement and
others could act. It provided an imperative to act and the structure according to which
agency and action could operate.'*’

As such, the analogy suggests that the psukhé is subject to a specific nexus of
medical-like causes and effects, of states of health and illness, subject to the implicit
medical imperative: be healthy. It is also subject to the knowledge and operations of the
physician. In other words, by comparing the Pedagogue’s work on the psukhé to that of a
physician on the body, Clement invokes a particular type of relationship between the
Pedagogue and the psukhé, a relationship structured by the implicit logic and imperatives
of the body-as-medical object.

Clement’s medical analogy, the comparison between the sick body and to the

psukhé, not only indicates Clement’s commitment to a practical transformation of the

Y7 Holmes argues that, at least in Plato’s time, the analogy provided a specific way of thinking about the
nature of the psukhe’s ailments: “[Medical explanations of the body] implicate the physical body in disease
in two major ways. First, because it is constituted by powerful and highly labile stuffs or humors, the body
is susceptible to an innate ‘badness’ that easily spirals into disease. The second problem is epistemic. The
body described in early Greek medicine is enmeshed in impersonal forces that require specialized
knowledge to comprehend. Given that people lack an intuitive grasp of how their bodies work, they fail to
take proper care of them, thereby becoming unwitting catalysts and allies of disease; when diseases strike,
they are helpless”; Holmes, “Body, Soul, and Medical Analogy,” 346. As such, just as the body in early
Greek medicine is defined as a vulnerable entity, subject to invisible internal forces that cause it harm once
they become unbalanced, so too the psukhé appears as a vulnerable entity, susceptible to the imbalance of
forces such as desire and pleasure. Furthermore, just as the body is subject to expert knowledge, so too the
psukhé requires expert knowledge; Holmes, Symptom and Subject, 192-227; eadem, “Body, Soul, and
Medical Analogy.”
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self, it also conjures up a specific type of self to reform—the body-like psukhé —and a
specific logic of reform. Most scholarship on ancient philosophy’s self-conception as
medicine for the psukhé has missed this point and conflated ancient references to the
psukhé with references to the self.'*® The word “psukhé” may be translated as self, or
even soul, but, at least in classical philosophical discourse, it was a very specific type of
self or soul to which reference was made, one subject to the specific structures of ancient
medical logic. Through the medical analogy, therefore, the subject, the ethical self, or the
“soul” is delimited into a specific type of object, one subject to certain laws of cause and
effect, certain types of agents, and certain types of authority. The medical analogy makes
the self an object, subject to disease and cure, dependent upon expert knowledge and
power.

The point has notable ramifications for reading Clement. His entire project in the
Paedagogus depends upon the psukhé’s status as body-like object, subject to a nexus of
causes and effects comparable to the physical body. The Pedagogue is only needed if the
psukhé is subject to external agents of health and illness. The Pedagogue only has
authority because he has the power to heal the psukhé. Clement bases his effort to
manage Christian lives (in the name of the Pedagogue)—to tell Christians how to walk,
eat, burp, laugh, style their hair, drink, and dress—by appealing to the Pedagogue’s
ability to affect the psukhé as a physician would a body, by healing it through his drug-

like admonishments, counsels, and advice.

8 Even Holmes, who has written the most astute account of how ancient Greek medical ideas affected
philosophical models of psukhé-therapy, fully endorses the conflation of the psukhe and the self (Holmes,
“Body, Soul, Medical Analogy,” 354 and passim). I address this problem more fully in Chapter 4, but my
underlying point, as I also hope to demonstrate in this chapter, is that much is potentially lost by making
this move. When we take the psukhé on its own terms, instead of importing our notions of “the self” and
“the person” onto it, we can see much that is otherwise obscure.
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In what follows, I look more specifically at three components of the nexus
invoked by Clement’s comparison of the psukhé to the medical body: (1) how the
medical analogy constructs the pathé as a threat to the psukhe; (2) how the analogy
constructs the relationship between the Pedagogue’s counsels, advice, and admonitions
and the psukhe; (3) how the analogy structures the psukhé’s relationship to knowledge.
Taken together, these components help to show how the medical analogy constructs the
Pedagogue’s power and authority.

Clement repeatedly refers to the psukhé’s need to be cured of pathé. Four times in
the opening chapter alone Clement mentions them and the Pedagogue’s power to heal
them. It is one of the defining features of his role as Pedagogue. The pathé were also the
primary target of much ancient philosophical therapy. Given the common philosophical
consensus that the psukhé needed to be healed of its pathé, Clement does not need to
explain to his readers what the pathé are or why they should be considered pathological
agents. What I do want to note is how the language of medicine structures authority and
power over the psukhé and its pathé. If the psukhé is a body-like object, it is subject to
states of illness and vulnerable to agents of illness. It is possible that there are things that
can harm it. Enter the pathé. They are the agents of illness, the things that cause the
psukhé to be ill. Moreover, the medical infrastructure of Clement’s argument not only
makes agents such as the pathé possible, it also defines their roles and supplies its own
imperatives. If the pathé are agents of illness upon the psukheé, the psukhé must be healed

of them.
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The language of healing therefore provides its own logic, its own imperative.
Clement does not appeal to the logic of virtue and vice. He does not tell his readers that
pathé are bad or to be avoided because the Pedagogue said so. He does not say that the
reader will be good, virtuous, or even holy if they renounce the pathé. Although Clement
appeals in later chapters to scripture as well as the writings of canonical Greek thinkers,
he does not base his condemnation of the pathé on the authority of either. He later also
appeals to the Pedagogue’s divine authority, but he does not cite it when renouncing the
pathé. The pathé are a scourge because of how they affect the psukhé. The psukhé’s
status as body-like object means that it is vulnerable to agents of illness. The pathé are
therefore threatening because of their power to act upon the psukhé as agents of illness.
No other explanation is necessary. The psukhé simply must be healed of them.

Fortunately, if the psukhé is a vulnerable object, subject to pathogenic agents, the
psukhé as medical object is also subject to cures, therapies, regimens, and medications.

The healing of the pathé follows as a consequence when the Pedagogue

strengthens psukhai according to the exhortations (mapapvBiag) of images

(elkdvwv). The Pedagogue strengthens psukhai, and, just as with palliative drugs,

he regulates hurting individuals with philanthropic counsels (bmofrjkaig) into all

true knowledge. (Paed. 1.1.3.1)

"Tacig odv OV TabGv &vBEVSe Emetal, xatd td¢ mapapubiag TV eikOVWY

Emppwv- VOVTog tod maldaywyod Ta¢ Ppuyds kai Gomep Qmiog pappaxog talg

vrobfkaig talg plavBphmorg el myv mavteM] thg dAnbeiag yvoowv todg

KAPVOVTAG SIUTWHEVOD.

Just as drugs affect the body, the Pedagogue’s counsels and regimens affect the
psukhé, healing and strengthening it. The Pedagogue’s counsels, such as his eventual

dictates about proper hairstyles, are not apodictic commands, nor are they instructions on

how to be good, virtuous, or holy. Instead, they are depicted as possessing their own
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agency. They cure the psukhé’s pathé. One does not follow the Pedagogue out of piety,

but because the sick psukhe, just like the sick body, demands treatment.

Clement repeatedly returns to this line of logic when justifying the actions of the

Pedagogue, even in later chapters:

Many of the pathé are healed by punishment (tipwpiq), by a command
(tpootaler) of austere precepts (mapayyeApa), and, indeed, also through the
teaching of some propositions (rapayyelpdrtwv). Correction (Eleyyog) is like
surgery (yewpovpyia) on the pathé of the psukhe, the pathé are a departure from
truth, which need to be exposed by separating (them) through a surgical incision.
Similar to a purgative drug (Pappaxeiq), reproach (6vediopog) loosens the knots
of the pathé and the filth of life, that is, lusts; moreover, it smoothes out the
swelling of arrogance; purging (dvaxaBaipwv) for the sake of restoring the health
and integrity of the upset person. Admonition (vovBétnoig) therefore is like a
prescribed regimen for the ailing psukhe, advising what should be taken and
prohibiting what should not. (Paed. 1.8.64.4—65.2)

Ogpanedetar 8¢ moOMA TV TABOV Tpwpiq kal TPootalel AdOTNPOTEPWV
rapayyehpatwyv kai Or kal did Th¢ éviwv Bewpnpdtwy didackaliag. “Eot 8¢
olovel yewpovpyia tOv th¢ Puyfig TaBGOV O Eleyyog, ardotaog 8¢ td mabn Thg
aAnBeiag, & ypr| diedéyyewv Siupodvra tf topf]. Pappakeia 8¢ Eokev 6 dveldiopog
Td tetvlwpéva Avaldbwv TV mabdv kal ta porapd tod Piov, Tag Aayveiag,
avaxaBaipwyv, Tpog 8¢ kal Tag vrepoapkwoelg Tod tHdpov Efopalilwyv, el Tov Ly
xai aAnBvov dvaokevalwyv tov dvBpwmov. ‘H vovbétnoig odv olovel diautd éott
vooobong Puyfic, GOV xpi| petaapPfavery  cvpPovdevtikiy kai v 0d  ypi|
Amayopevtiy -

Clement justifies the Pedagogue’s punishments, austere precepts, correction, reproach,

and admonition, all in terms of the health of the psukhé. No other appeal, no other logic is

necessary. The psukhé is ill; it needs the Pedagogue’s medication, his surgical

extractions, and his therapeutic regimens. One must submit to his therapy, must obey

him.

If the psukhé’s status as body-like object founds the logic by which the

Pedagogue’s role is defined as the practical aim of healing the psukhé through his
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precepts, counsels, punishments, and injunctions, then the psukhé’s status as body-like
object also institutes a specific relationship between the psukhé and knowledge. The
psukhé as medical object is not to be taught, but healed. The psukhé as object does not
possess knowledge. It is not the subject of knowledge, it is an object subject to the
knowledge of the expert, the Pedagogue who knows what will harm it and what will heal
it (eventually preparing it to be “fit” for knowledge). Clement could not be any clearer:

Health and knowledge are not the same; the one prevails from study, the other
from healing. Anyone who is sick would not learn anything academic first, before
completely healing. Nor, likewise, is each word of instruction (rapayyeApdtwyv)
always spoken similarly to those who are learning or those who are sick, but to
the former for knowledge, and to the latter for healing. Just as, therefore, the body
of those who are sick needs a doctor, so too the psukhé of those who are sick
needs a Pedagogue, in order that our pathé might be healed, and we might be led
by a teacher who makes the psukhé most fit for knowledge, pure, and able to
contain the revelation of the /ogos. (Paed. 1.1.3.1-3)

"Ioov &’ 0Ok €oTv Vyiela xal yvdoig, AAN’ 1} pév pabroey, 1) 8¢ iGoel mepryivetar
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{aowv. KaBarep odv tolg vooodol 10 odpa latpod ypnle, tadty kal tolg
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Vv Puyry, Suvapévny ywpfioal Ty arokaivdy Tod Adyov.
In other words, Clement uses the medical analogy to structure the psukhé’s relationship to
knowledge. As a medical object, the psukhé does not know; it is not a thinking subject—
at least not yet. Before it can learn, before it can be taught, it is subject to the
admonitions, exhortations, counsels, and advice of the one who knows it, the one who

can act on it: the Pedagogue. If the psukhé needs to be healed, why lecture it? It is an

object to be acted upon, begging to be healed, to be improved.
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If the psukhé needs to be healed, if it is vulnerable to the pathé, subject to illness,
but also treatable, the psukhé must be subject to the one who can heal it, to the one who
knows it and has the power to heal it. The Pedagogue relates to individuals, as subject to
object, as physician to body. The object has no knowledge of its own. The medical
analogy, the comparison of the psukhé to a sick body, therefore structures the psukhé’s
relationship to the Pedagogue. The Pedagogue’s power and authority comes from the
nature of his relationship to the psukhé. The psukhé needs to obey the Pedagogue, to
follow the Pedagogue’s commands and counsels, because the psukhé needs to be healed.
Just as a physician has authority over the sick body, so too the Paedagogus has authority
over the sick psukhé. Just as the physician has the power to act upon and manipulate the
body, so too, the Paedagogus has the power to act upon and manipulate the psukhe.

Clement thus uses the analogy to claim that the Pedagogue too, just like the
physician, has an object to act upon, namely, the psukhe. As stated above, previous
scholarship has largely noted how the analogy points to the practical aims of ancient
philosophers, but the analogy works at least as much to suggest that the psukhé is an
object like the body, capable of receiving practical action. The analogy therefore works to
objectify the psukhe, to reveal it as an object. Through the objectifying work of the
analogy, Clement can thus structure his project as an objective one, as a project defined
by the possibilities and limitations of an object. When Clement points to the sick psukhé,
claiming that he (or, the Pedagogue at least) has the means to fix it, his logic is objective
as opposed to subjective. In other words, as I will explain in more detail below, Clement

does not appeal to subjective qualities of the individual (e.g., virtue, piety, happiness), a
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Kantian will, or a Cartesian self. Instead he points to an object. In comparing the psukhée
to a sick body, the analogy reveals the psukhé as an object, capable of receiving
(practical) action. It is not much different than any other type of objective logic.

All of this may seem a bit redundant, or maybe just pointless. What changes if we
understand Clement (and other Greek philosophers) to be using the medical analogy as a
way to describe the psukhé as an object? What is the payoff for Clement of discussing the
psukhé as a body-like object? Approaching the psukhé as an object helps us rethink the
nature of Clement’s counsels and advice. More broadly, it helps us rethink the
relationship between material objects and “ethics,” that topic in modern studies of the
ancient world that so often turns attention to the psukhé.'*

The first thing the medical analogy achieves for Clement, after all, is that it places
an object before the reader. This object replaces appeals to philosophical or theological
ideals. Rather, Clement points to the psukhé, claiming that he knows how it can be
healed, just as a cardiologist might point to the heart to justify her advice to exercise
regularly (instead of advocating exercise through appealing to moral ideals). The medical
analogy substitutes an object for an argument, allowing Clement to point to the psukhé as
an object, thereby enabling him to employ objective rather than aesthetic, moral, or
divine reasons for his paranetic advice.

In a post-Cartesian world, where the soul is, if anything, not an object, it can be
especially difficult to focus on and pay attention to references to the psukhé that assume it
is an object. It is all too easy to read over such passages. It is here, however, where

insights from “new materialism” can prove useful. To further explore the possible

1% See my Introduction.
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intersections between the counsels and commands Clement would have his readers
follow and his claims regarding the object-like status of the psukhé, I will draw from an
essay by Bruno Latour where Latour considers, among other things, the impact of objects
upon human moral action. The essay helps us see how objects function in morals. Latour
is useful insofar as the Cartesian frame he is arguing against is the same frame that [ have
argued obscures our understanding of how the ancient psukhé worked. He has suggested
that modern “ethics™ has ignored the agency and significance material objects in a
parallel fashion to the way that I have argued the ancient psukhé as a material object has
been ignored in modern readings of the psukhe.

Latour begins his essay by describing the impact of his car’s seat belt alarm on
him:

Early this morning, I was in a bad mood and decided to break a law and start my
car without buckling my seat belt. My car usually does not want to start before I
buckle the belt. It first flashes a red light “FASTEN YOUR SEAT BELT!,” then
an alarm sounds; it is so high pitched, so relentless, so repetitive, that I cannot
stand it. After ten seconds I swear and put on the belt. This time, I stood the alarm
for twenty seconds and then gave in. My mood had worsened quite a bit, but I was
at peace with the law—at least with that law. I wished to break it, but I could not.
Where is the morality? In me, a human driver, dominated by the mindless power
of an artifact? Or in the artifact forcing me, a mindless human, to obey the law
that I freely accepted when I get my driver’s license? Of course, I could have put
on my seat belt before the light flashed and the alarm sounded, incorporating in
my own self the good behavior that everyone—the car, the law, the police—
expected of me. Or else, some devious engineer could have linked the engine
ignition to an electric sensor in the seat belt, so that I could not even have started
the car before having put it on. Where would the morality be in those two extreme
cases? In the electric currents flowing in the machine between the switch and the
sensor? Or in the electric currents flowing down my spine in the automatism of
my routinized behavior? In both cases the result would be the same from an
outside observer—say a watchful policeman: this assembly of a driver and a car
obeys the law in such a way that it is impossible for a car to be at the same
moving AND to have the driver without the belt on . . . I cannot be bad anymore.
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I, plus the car, plus the dozens of patented engineers, plus the police are making
me be moral.'*

Latour thus challenges the notion that “morality” is a thing only, or best, achieved by the
human will. The exhortation: “wear your seat belt” can depend entirely upon the human
subject’s will or virtue, her decision and drive to follow the exhortation and “be good.” It
can also depend, as he notes, upon the subject being disciplined into routinized behavior.
As Latour shows throughout the essay, however, moral exhortations are much more
effectively followed when they depend not (solely) upon the will or moral drive of human
subjects. Exhortations are much more likely to be followed when non-human objects
make humans behave in certain ways. The alarm makes Latour put on his seat belt. It
does not so much makes 4im moral, but it does make him behave morally."

Clement’s goal in the Paedagogus, as he is very clear about in the opening
chapters, is to give exhortations and advice on how to live properly as a Christian, which
he does with striking detail in the second and third books of the work. Clement’s
exhortations—cut your hair a certain length and in a certain way, eat this type of food and
not that type—are similar to the exhortation to wear a seat belt. Latour suggests that
merely telling people to follow such exhortations does not work very well. And this is
where an ostensibly glaring absence becomes notable in Clement’s argument. Clement, at
least in the opening here, does not appeal to moral sensibilities. He does not simply tell

his readers what to do. Nor does he simply tell them that the Pedagogue has a list of

150 Latour, “Where are the Missing Masses?,” 151-52.

5! Latour makes the same point through a discussion of hotel keys (before the invention of disposable
electronic hotel keys). There he notes how hotels would physically shape the (moral) behavior of their
clients through giving them keys attached to large, weighted objects. Attached to the large, weighted object,
the keys would be too unwieldy to steal or accidental forget in one’s purse or pocket. Latour compares this
practice against the effectiveness of the exhortation, “Please leave your room key at the front desk before
you go out” (Latour, “Technology is Society,” 104—10).
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instructions/injunctions that they must follow, or should follow if they want to be good,
virtuous, happy, holy, or pious. Given common modern (i.e., post-Kantian) assumptions
about morality, we might expect Clement to make this type of argument, but he does not.
He does not rely on subjective values or appeal to them in his efforts to get people to
follow the injunctions of the Paedagogus. Latour suggests our inattention to the agency
of non-human objects is what precludes us from seeing how involved non-human objects
are in affecting morality. If we pay attention only to humans, to their moral drive, and
their moral wills, their subjective inner states, their disciplining, then the only way to
think about morality, it would seem, falls upon a subject’s willingness to obey
exhortations. From this perspective, we can look at the injunctions Clement gives (and
compare them to other injunctions given by other people), but we cannot know whether
anybody was willing to follow the instructions.

In the opening Clement does not appeal to the authority of the Pedagogue. The
Pedagogue is cited as an authority, but not as an ultimate police authority. Instead, by
comparing the Pedagogue’s authority to that of a physician’s over the sick body, the
medical analogy cites the Pedagogue as having the same justification for his authority as
a cardiologist has for hers. The Pedagogue is to be obeyed because he knows how to fix
an object, the psukhé. Similarly, as a cardiologist’s instructions to exercise regularly, eat
certain foods, and avoid other foods is to be obeyed, not because she will punish you if
you do not, but because the heart will otherwise fail if the instructions are not obeyed. So
too, the instructions Clement gives are not given in the name of the Pedagogue’s police

power, his power to punish, but instead are given in terms of the functioning of an object,
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the psukhe. This is especially important to note considering that, even if the notion of a
divine-eye panopticon might be somewhat effective for understanding the logic of early
Christian power,'> or the possibility that Clement expects Alexandrian Christians to be
under constant surveillance by other Christians, Clement does not have the power of a
state behind him. He (presumably) does not have the resources to train and pay a police
force to enforce his exhortations. He needs some other force if he wishes for the
exhortations to be followed.'”*

Latour notes several other forces that may work on drivers, using the example of
driving in construction zones. What slows drivers down? For my purposes, I want to
focus upon two of these forces. First, the stop sign and second, the speed bump. A stop
sign does not force drivers to stop in the same way that a speed bump does. Latour is
most interested in the sheer efficacy of objects such as speed bumps, how they make us
moral:

Drivers if they are circumspect, disciplined, and watchful will see for themselves

that there is work in progress [on the road] and will slow down. But there is

another radical, nonfigurative solution: the road bumper, or speed trap . . . It is
impossible for us not to slow down, or else we break our suspension. Depending
on where we stand along this chain of delegation, we get classic moral human
beings endowed with self-respect and able to speak and obey laws, or we get

stubborn and efficient machines and mechanisms; halfway through we get the
usual power of signs and symbols [e.g., stop signs]."**

152 Reis, “Surveillant Discipline.”

'35 Latour also accepts that moral subjects can be made to behave correctly in terms of ideology and in
terms of being disciplined. He admits, for example, that ideas about the duty to slow down and even the
unconscious internalized body-behavior of slowing down or buckling one’s seat belt—where a moral
subject is not so much consciously choosing to be moral, but acting either on the impulse of ideology or
disciplining—do work. Nevertheless, he insists such techniques are not nearly as effective as the non-
human objects that force the subject to act morally. The car siren works more efficiently to make people
moral than exhortation, conscience, ideology, or discipline.

154 Latour, “Where are the Missing Masses,” 166.
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What I want to suggest is that Clement, at least in his opening two chapters, instead of
relying upon what Latour calls “classic moral human beings endowed with self-respect
able to speak and obey laws,” invokes the medical analogy and speaks of healing the
psukhé in order to bring the self (envisioned as the psukhé —see Chapter 4) into the
world of objects, which can be forced to be moral by other objects. Morality, at least in
the opening chapter, obeying the Pedagogue’s injunctions, is not a matter of the will, but
1s set up as a matter of objective reality. This is Clement’s logic, the reason that he uses
the medical analogy, and the work the medical analogy performs. The self, viewed as the
psukhé, is an object, and, just like other objects, is affected by objects, made to act in
certain ways.

The reason to slow down for a speed bump, as Latour notes in the above passage,
is because failure to slow down will break the car’s suspension. What Latour fails note is
why this is a problem. I will suggest that it is because certain objects carry with them
implicit imperatives. The imperative of a car is: function. A car with a broken suspension
does not function well. The morality therefore is not solely a product of objects acting
upon other objects, but also relies upon the moral imperatives carried in certain objects:
work well. The cardiologist has authority over the heart only because the heart needs to
work. It needs to be healthy.

By comparing the psukhé to the medical body, Clement suggests that the psukhé
possesses the same imperative as does the medical body: be healthy. The psukhe, if it is
not a certain type of object, does not carry an imperative to function well, or to be well.

The medical analogy, by presenting the psukhé as a body-like object, reveals the psukhe
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as an object that, like the body, carries the implicit imperative: be well, be strong, be
healthy. The medical analogy, the constant references to healing and strengthening the
psukhé, functions to give the psukhé as an object a specific imperative: be healthy. It also
suggests that the psukhé, as a body like object, is subject to illness and disease.

To this point, I have suggested that Clement, by introducing the psukhé as a body-
like object through his use of the medical analogy and medical language, has introduced a
car-like object, subject to things like speed bumps (which damage the object). I have
drawn from Latour to note the (moral) power and agency of things like car alarms and
speed bumps. Latour renders these objects and mechanisms as especially effective in
producing morality, much more so that police figures, disciplined selves, or signs.
Clement defines the psukhé as an object that would be subject to certain ill effects. His
exhortations, therefore, could be said to function like the stop sign Latour mentions. The
stop sign is textual, just like Clement’s instructions (and warnings about what will happen
to the psukhé). The stop sign works not so much because of how it physically slows a car
down (as a speed bump does), but because of how it warns about the “imagined collisions
with other cars” that will occur if the drive does not stop. The driver is worried about the
physical damage to her car if she does not stop, the damage caused by another object. So

too with Clement’s reader and the psukhe.

Conclusion
By examining Clement’s references to the psukhé’s need for healing and punishment, we
gain insight into the fundamental nature of and justification for the Clement’s project.

Contrary to the common assumption that the “soul” is a propositional idea or a dogma of
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theology, we see that the whole project of the Paedagogus hinges upon the psukhé as
object. The psukhé’s materiality, its presence as a part of the body as well as its visibility
in the body and the body’s material addenda, play an integral role both in giving the
psukhé an objective presence and in empowering it. Accordingly, the Paedagogus stands
as an example of what is missed when scholars like Nussbaum treat references to the
psukhé as if simply identical to modern senses of “self.”

Inasmuch as psukhé is an object for Clement, the insights of “new materialists”
like Latour may be useful for understandings its workings and effects. Experimenting
with such an approach in this chapter, [ have suggested that Clement’s admonitions work
like a stop sign. It is textual, and it relies upon the specter of damage that would happen
to the psukhé if the advice is not followed. Clement, armed only with words (at least as
far as our evidence allows us to see), does not enforce his morality by placing moral
objects that can force humans to act in certain ways. Clement is not laying out types of
speed bumps. He is instead pointing to what harm will happen to the psukhé if his advice
is not followed. Just as with the stop sign, the specter of actual harm is the mechanism
which enforces Clement’s injunctions. In the next chapter, therefore, I shall turn to
explore Clement’s warnings about the substances and bodily activities that damage the

psukhé.
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CHAPTER 2 — A PART OF THE BODY

When Clement says that a light diet makes the psukhé “clean (xaBapa), dry (Enpa), and
radiant (pwtoedrg)” and that heavy drinking leads to a psukhé that is “drenched
(xdBoypog), embodied (cwpatomrolovpévr) in the vapors (dvabBopdoeowv) of a cloud
(vepéng) of wine” (Paed. 2.2.29.3),"** we have a problem. How do we read and interpret
Clement’s citation of such a seemingly strange body, a body where diet affects the purity,
humidity, and radiance of its psukhé? Teresa Shaw, Gregory Smith, and L. Michael
White have shown that these were no mere metaphors.'* The psukhé could be drenched
with cloudy vapors. The psukhé was widely believed to be a substance, subject to the
“mixtures” of the body, with the body itself being understood as a veritable stew of the
four substances (blood, phlegm, black bile, yellow bile) and the four qualities (“the cold,”
“the hot,” “the wet,” and “the dry™)."”’

In the Introduction, I called for scholarship to examine the psukhé in its
materiality. But what does it mean to examine the psukhé’s materiality? Does it mean to
treat ancient ideas about the psukhé’s materiality as correct? To assume that there was a

wildly different body and accompanying materiality in antiquity? That the consumption

of wine actually drenched a fine-mattered substance with heavy vapors? That there was

155 See below for more on this passage (Paed. 2.2.29.3), but note that it is lifted straight from Musonius
Rufus (frag. 18a.18-32), although Clement never acknowledges the debt. The reasoning is also paralleled
in Philostratus (Vit. Apoll. 1.8; 2.36-37). The middle of this passage, which I omit above but discuss below,
is a quotation from Heraclitus (frag. 74). This type of thick allusion and intertextual reference is typical for
Clement; see van den Hoek, “Techniques of Quotation.” For my purposes here, these parallels are mostly
significantly inasmuch as they support the conclusions of Shaw, White, and Smith, that such ideas were
pervasive in the first centuries of the Common Era.

156 Shaw, Burden of the Flesh; White, “Moral Pathology”’; Smith, “Very Thin Things”; idem, “Physics and
Metaphysics.”

1571 review ancient ideas about the body in more detail below.
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an airy thing in the body that can be “clean, dry, and radiant” or dirty, wet, and dull? That
demons, souls, and celestial bodies were all made of roughly the same kind of fine-
mattered substance, a substance that no longer exists?'>®

However one is inclined to answer, Clement’s citations of such a body raise
questions about materiality itself. Even if we cannot quite accept that ancient physiology
was entirely accurate in its description of the body, in its belief in the humors, blood-
letting, and pneuma, in a psukhé that could be drenched with the vapors produced by the
consumption of heavy foods, such as meat, or fiery foods, such as wine, we still have to
explore how the material psukhé Clement invokes materialized. How did its presence
manifest itself in such a way that Clement could premise so many of his admonitions
upon the materiality of the psukhé?

It is not enough, I suggest, to explain Clement’s appeals to the materiality of the
psukhé in his admonitions in the Paedagogus by noting that beliefs about the psukhé’s
vulnerability to physical processes and material substances were widespread and long
held in his time. Such an observation may help contextualize Clement, clarifying that his
references to a material psukhé would not have appeared particularly strange to his
contemporaries. But the fact that Clement was not alone in his ideas does not help explain
them. It confuses what needs to be explained with the explanation itself. To be sure,
philosophical and medical “knowledge” of the psukhé’s physical features (like the
knowledge produced by Galen in his experiments) lent such references to the soul’s
material presence credibility. Yet, not only is this “knowledge” itself what needs to be

explained, there is also a much richer, more potent explanation available. People did not

158 Smith, “How Thin is a Demon?”
9
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merely believe in the materiality of the psukhé; they felt it.'

In this chapter I argue that the psukhé was materialized through its
corporealization as a felt part of the body. It was not only thought to be a part of the
body. It was also felt as part of the body. The passages in which Clement warns about the
damage that can be done to the psukhé by certain substances, especially food and wine,
and activities show how certain substances and bodily activities materialized the psukhée
through the sensations that they produced.

To think about the materiality of the psukhé in these terms requires us to break
from Cartesian assumptions that the body is pre-cultural and bounded. The pervasiveness
of these assumptions within scholarship on early Christianity, even in very theoretically
sophisticated studies, I suggest, is the reason that the “turn to the body” in early Christian
studies has not included a turn to the psukhé. As Gregory Smith has argued, despite a
massive shift of interest to “the body” within the field of early Christian studies, the
psukhé has remained all but ignored, at least by those interested in “the body.” Thus
Smith begins the Preface to his dissertation on the soul by explaining that the dissertation
is a “half-serious, half-frustrated homage to the body people,” asking: “Might it be
possible to write a cultural history of the soul in Roman or late antiquity, borrowing from
some of the questions, methods, and sources put to such fruitful use by scholars writing

about the body?”'®

59T do not mean to suggest that our texts permit direct access to the private feelings and sensations of the
ancient Mediterranean body. But just because our primary evidence for early Christianity comes from texts,
it does not follow that early Christianity was essentially linguistic, a disembodied discourse. To focus upon
texts alone is to forget that we do have material evidence for early Christianity and the world of Roman
Egypt and also to forget about the materiality of texts themselves, not just as products of physical acts of
writing and objects with specific physical forms (e.g., scrolls, codices) but also in what their language did.
190 Smith, “Very Thin Things,” ix.
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I share with Smith the instinct that the ancient psukhé can and should be studied
with the resources developed by “body people.” In what follows, I build upon two of the
major conclusions of his study: first, that in antiquity, before Plotinus, the psukhé was
widely believed to a fine-mattered substance, and second, that a major problem with
modern studies on the psukhé is the depth of Cartesian assumptions that they implicitly
make about the psukhe.'®" In similarly drawing attention to the corporealization of the
psukhé, 1 thus hope further to spark a conversation within early Christian studies about
the psukhé’s place and functioning within the ancient body.

In this task, I also extend upon a line of recent studies within the field of early
Christian studies that has highlighted the perniciousness of Cartesian assumptions in the

study of the ancient body."'®*

I develop these approaches in three ways. First, I argue that
the psukhé was a part of the ancient body. Thus, borrowing some methodological insights
of these studies, I show that the psukhé was an important, if largely unrecognized, part of
that body that is crucial for understanding the nature and power of early Christianity.
Second, by engaging a line of theorists in gender studies that have been underused in the
study of the ancient body, I suggest that the psukhé was made part of this body materially
through bodily sensations. I thereby not only introduce new scholarship into the
conversation about the ancient body with early Christian studies, but I also offer a new

way of thinking about the shape and contours of the ancient body and its materiality,

namely, through its felt-sense. Finally, my third contribution to this circle of scholarship

'S! On this latter point, see especially Smith, “Physics and Metaphysics.”

162 Martin, Corinthian Body; Shaw, Burden of the Flesh; BeDuhn, Manichaean Body; Smith, “Very Thin
Things”; idem, “How Thin is a Demon?”; Buell, “Imagining Human Transformation”; eadem, “Microbes
and Pneuma.”
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in early Christian studies is to examine the material power of the psukhé. By insisting that
the psukhé be approached as a corporealized material fact in antiquity, this and the
following chapters open up new ways of thinking about the power of the psukhé as
material. In this, I challenge analyses that would locate the power of early Christianity
primarily in the ideas of early Christian authors such as Clement.

The work of Judith Butler, Elizabeth Grosz, and Gayle Salamon on the sexed
body'® proves very suggestive for examining the psukhé’s material corporealization.
Each of these scholars has challenged the self-evidence of the material basis for bodily
sexual difference, arguing that the materiality of the sexed body is less a pre-cultural
given than it is fantasmic. Drawing from psychoanalytic, phenomenological, and
Foucauldian models, they suggest that the sexed body is socially and psychologically
materialized, as Salamon explains in a critique of some theories of transgenderism and
gender dysphoria:

In a number of works theorizing transgenderism and gender dysphoria,

discussions of the nature, origin, and meanings of the body have tended to treat

the materiality of the body as self-evident and given, aligning the body with
substance and presence, thought in simple and stark opposition to that which is
absent, immaterial, or ideal. Such accounts produce a theory of embodiment in
which both gender and gender dysphoria are considered to be the products of
bodies whose presence is asserted as an indisputable fact and whose materiality is
thought to secure both identity and subjectivity. And yet, those immaterial
structures which subtend the body’s materiality, such as the felt sense that
delivers the body to consciousness, cannot be accounted for within a theory that
understands the body to be a plenitude of materiality and meaning, a substance

without rupture or discontinuity, nor can the problem of correspondence between
a subject’s felt sense of the body and its corporeal contours be addressed within a

163 Butler, Gender Trouble; eadem, Bodies that Matter; eadem, Psychic Life of Power; Grosz, Volatile
Bodies; Salamon, Assuming a Body. I have found these theorists’ readings of Sigmund Freud, Maurice
Merleau-Ponty, and Paul Schilder especially illuminating. Each of these authors pulls from one or more of
these theorists to show how ideas about the malleability and limits of “the body” can be put to practical use
in understanding the possible limits and contours of the felt body.
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strictly materialist framework.'®*

This fantasmic materiality, however, does not make the sexed body any less powerful.
Much of these thinkers’ attention is focused on the power of such materiality, especially
in the sexed-body’s relation to sexism and heterosexism.

When examining the corporealization of the ancient psukhé, we face a similar
problem as the one Butler, Grosz, and Salamon face: the material presence and power of
a fantasmic entity. The difference is that we are approaching the problem from the
opposite direction. Whereas much of their task is to convince readers that the sexed-body
is not a pre-cultural given and is instead a performed, imagined, or assumed body, we
have to work to think of the psukhé as a seemingly “natural” part of the material body, as
it appears to have been for Clement and his contemporaries. Only by viewing the ancient
body as including a corporealized psukhe, suspending any disbelief that the psukhé was
not “really” there, not “really” a part of the body, can we start to understand why Clement
would premise his whole manual for Christian living on it. As a felt part of the body, it
possessed tremendous power.

This chapter explores what it meant for the psukhé to be a felt part of the body by
re-reading references to the psukhé in the Paedagogus as references to a felt part of the
body by examining three passages in which Clement cites the drunken body—a body
that, at least in these passages, includes the psukhé—as the reason not to drink too much
wine. I look at the power this body would have had wielded in enforcing normative
ideals. Considering his treatment of eating and drinking, I show how the psukhé functions

for Clement as a potential source of power, especially insofar as it works to materialize

14 Salamon, Assuming a Body, 3.
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normative ideals such as excess and moderation.

The Drunk Body’s Psukhée
I begin my analysis of Clement’s references to the substances and activities that damage
the psukhé by reviewing three passages in the Paedagogus in which Clement discusses
the effects of alcohol upon the body, including its psukhé (i.e., Paed. 2.2.28; 2.5.48;
2.2.20.2-2.2.21.1). In these passages, | suggest that we see Clement citing what happens
to the body as a good reason for not drinking too much. On one level, we might liken his
instructions to how a physician today might describe the effects of alcohol on the body to
a patient. The difference between Clement and a modern physician, however, is not in
their respective rhetorical positioning, but rather in the body described by each, a body
which for Clement, as these passages reveal, includes a psukhé.
In Paed. 2.2.28.2, Clement quotes “poetry” to make this point:
When wine, which has might like fire, enters a man (avdpag), it swells (xopaiver)
(him) like the north and south winds do the Libyan Sea;'® talking at random
(apaproenr(g), it reveals everything that has been hidden; wine slips up (6hoBog)
those who drink: wine is psukhé-beguiling (pvyana). (Paed. 2.2.28.2)'%°
0iv6G Te, 6 TUpi ?O’OV}‘:X&[ pévog, €0 v &¢ avdpag
ENO, xopaiver 8 ota Aiffvocav Gha
Bopéng ne votog ta ¢ KEKPUPPEVA TAVTAL
daivel, apaproemr| - oivog peBvovory HAoBog,

0lvog Ppuyamatrg

Clement then notes that wine floods the heart and then the human mind (6 vodg 6

165 Clement quotes here from Eratosthenes (frag. 36), but the analogy of the person being like a ship is a
also favorite of Plutarch’s (Tu. san. 4, 123e; 10, 127¢c—d; 11, 128b; 13, 128f; 22, 134c); see Shaw, Burden
of the Flesh, 43—44.

156 The second half of the quotation of “poetry” comes from a now unknown poet. A little later (2.5.48.3),
Clement repeats the notion that wine makes people talk without self-control. There he follows Plutarch
closely, using the same quotes from the Odyssey and making the same point as Plutarch does (Quaest.
Conv. 111, 645a-D).
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avBpomivog). Like a ship’s captain overwhelmed by a stormy sea, the heart and mind are
“turned around in the waves of the excess wine” (repipépetar T@ kAOSwvi drepeyovong
TG pédng) (2.2.28.3).

When wine enters the body, the body floods. The psukhé gets deceived, and
everything is revealed. The heart and mind are also overwhelmed. Clement does not
explain to his readers exactly how the psukhé is deceived by the consumption of wine—
or even what that means precisely. He writes as if they just know that the heart and mind,
two traditional locations for the psukhe, are overwhelmed.'®’

Clement’s argument here, his reason for not drinking, is thus based on the body, a
body which includes the psukhé. If we follow Grosz and Salamon in their theorizations of
the body, we can see how this body might have included the psukhé: “The biological
body, if it exists at all, exists for the subject only through the mediation of an image or
series of (social/cultural) images of the body and its capacity for movement and
action.”'®® Grosz, borrowing from Lacan, labels this image or series of images, an
“imaginary anatomy.”'® The psukhé could have been part of the body’s “imaginary

anatomy,” contained within a series of cultural images of the body and its parts. Adding

197 The heart was described as the seat of one part of the psukhé in Platonic tripartite model of the psukhé
(Resp. 435b—442d; Tim. 69b—72d; Phaedr. 253c—254¢). Clement subscribes to this tripartite model at the
beginning of Book 3 (3.1.1.2), but he never (at least in the Paedagogus) explicitly ties these part of the
psukhé to the parts of the body to which they were traditionally tied in the Platonic model. The mind’s
(vobdg) relationship to the logical (Aoywotikdv) part of the psukhé is also confusing. As Smith notes (“Very
Thin Things,” 22-23), vod¢ “almost always” refers to the ruling or logical part of the psukhé, Plutarch’s
argument to the contrary in On the Face of the Moon (28.943a) being the exception which proves the rule.
In the passage where he employs the tripartite model, Clement refers to one of the parts as the “intellectual”
(voepog) part of the psukhé, but notes that it is called the logical (Aoyiotikdv) part, even if Clement never
explicitly says that the mind (vodg) is the ruling part of the psukheé.

168 Grosz, Volatile Bodies, 41.

169 Grosz, Volatile Bodies, 39-46; see Lacan, “Some Reflections on the Ego.” Salamon relies on similar
notions about body images, although she relies more directly on Paul Schilder’s notion of the “body
schema” as well as Maurice Merleau-Ponty’s theories of embodiment; see Salamon, Assuming a Body, esp.
1-68; Schilder, Image and Appearance.
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to Grosz’ account of the “imagined body,” Salamon suggests that this imagined body can
also be the body that is felt by the subject.

Accordingly, we cannot easily separate ideas about the body from the body itself
if the body is, at least in part, culturally and psychologically imagined, even in its
materiality. Furthermore, it is important to note that Clement’s comments about the body
and the effects of alcohol on it are so general that Clement cannot be said to be trying to
impress his readers with his knowledge of the body nor introduce them to a specific new
theory of the body, with the aim of convincing them to hold to an idiosyncratic or
Christian understanding of the body. Instead, the body features in these comments as the
reason not to drink too much. Too much drink floods and overwhelms the body. The
psukhé is just a part of this body. Its importance, its function for Clement, lies in what can
be done to it, the damaging effects caused to it by the flooding of the body with wine.
The body Clement references seems to be less the body he is trying to convince them of
than it is the body he assumes them to have, to feel with and through.

A few chapters later, this time quoting from the Odyssey, Clement argues that
wine “leads those without sense ‘to laugh softly and to dance’ [Od. 7.212; 5.463],
(thereby) changing a manly character into a soft (effeminate) one” (Paed. 2.5.48.1)."”° In
the same passage, he again avers that wine exposes people through making them talk
aimlessly (2.5.48.2-3),'"" and he explains that reason (6 Aoyoq) is lulled to sleep
(xataxowpietar), “since it is heavy with wine in the psukhé itself” (év adtij Th poyi

xapnPaprioag T pédn) (2.5.48.3). Wine also “arouses perverse (éxtpamela) passions

170 Clement, Paed. 2.5.48.1: todg dvorjrous 6 oivog kai 6’ draiov yehdoar kai dpyfoacda dviyel, &g
padaxiav EkTpémwy T avSpdyvvov 0.
7! Clement quotes the Odyssey (5.465) a second time here to support this point.
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(raBn) that oppress (katadvvaotevovta) the weakness of thought (Aoyiopod)” (2.5.48.3).

Again, Clement’s argument is that drinking too much wine will affect the body,
with the psukhé appearing as part of this body. His readers see that wine changes
character and causes people to talk aimlessly because reason is “lulled to sleep” and the
psukhé itself is “heavy with wine.” But Clement does not give them detailed information
about how the psukhé is physically affected by wine. Clement does not present himself as
one specialist talking to other specialists, nor does he seem to be aiming to impress his
readers with his deep knowledge of the body. He is not trying to convince them that he
has new or better knowledge about the body. Instead, he intertwines other authorities (in
the first passage “poetry,” in this passage Homer) into his instructions about drinking, so
as to present his instructions as based on well-established knowledge about the processes
of the body.

In another passage, where Clement warns “youth” about the effects of drinking
wine, we see a fuller picture of the psukhé’s bodily presence emerge:

I admire those who practice a strict way of life, desiring water, which is self-
control’s (cw¢dpoadivng) preferred drug (¢pappaxov), and running from wine as
much as possible, just as they would the threat of fire. It is good, therefore, that
boys and girls stay away from this drug (¢pappakov) (wine) as much as they can.
For it is not right to pour the hottest of liquids—wine—on smoldering ({eovor))
youth. This would be akin to pouring fire upon fire. Out of this combustion, wild
impulses (6ppai), inflamed desires (¢mBupiar), and a red-hot manner (760¢) are set
ablaze. Internally heated, the teenagers turn to rash desires, which are manifest in
the damage that is exposed on their bodies; that is, the lustful parts mature sooner
than they should. The shamelessness caused by the scalding wine ripens, and
breasts and genitals swell, displaying to all a picture of sexual offense (mopveiag).
The psukhé’s wound (tpadpa) inflames the body, and the obscene pulsations
chase idle curiosity to transgression—and these teenagers were once called well-
balanced. Thereafter sweet youth pass over the boundaries of modesty. As much
as possible, however, it is necessary to try to quench the impulses (6ppag) of
teenagers by removing the fuel—the threat of Bacchus—and pouring the antidote
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(Avtupappaxov) for boiling heat, for that antidote will inhibit the smoldering
(tupopévnyv) psukhe, stop the swelling genitals, and weaken the provocation of
trembling desires. (Paed. 2.2.20.2-2.2.21.1)

Ayapar toivov To0¢ adotnpdv éraviprnpévovg Piov kal Th¢ owdpocdvig TO
pappakov emmobodvrag O VOwp, Pevyoviag 8¢ OTL pdhioTa TOPPWTATW TOV
oivov olov Topdg Amey. Apéokel odv Tod¢ maidag kai Tag képag w¢ &m To
mAelotov anéyeoBal tod Gpappdrov TovTow - 00 Ydp katdAnlov {eodon NAkia TV
OYpV 10 Beppotatov Emeyyely, TOV oivov, oiovel mop émoyetevovtac mpi, € 00
dppai e dypiar xai Preypaivovoar émbupial kai Sidmopov fBo¢  Exkaieta,
nportetelg Te of véor EvioBev yAuvopevol éml tdg Opéleiq yivovral, g O
TPOVTTOV AdTGOY TV PAGPNY EAéyyxeaBat Sid Tod opatog, memavopévwy Battoy
1| mpoofikev TV Th¢ embupiag peAdv. 'Opydot yodv avaidéotepov davaléovtog
olvov kal 0idodol pactoi te kai popla mpoknpdooovteg 1|0 mopveiag elkova xal
¢ Puyfis TO Tpadpa ¢Aeypaiverv dvaykaler 10 odpa opuypoi te Avaidelg
neplepyiav Sioxovoty el mapavopiag ékkalodpevol tov kéopov. "EvOévde 1101 thg
nAiag 10 yAedkog OmepPdder the aidodg tovg dpovg. Xpn 8¢, w¢ Evi pdhiora,
kataofevvoval melpdobal Tag oppag TV véwy, ddpaipodvtag pev To IERKavpa,
10 ¢ AmeMig Pakyikov, éreoyéovrag 8¢ o avtipappaxov thg exléoewg, O xal
Vv Poyry todpopévny 01 kabélel kai td pdpla Epéler dododvta kal kataxkopioel
TOV €peBiopov th¢ [0 ocalevopévng Embupiag.

Once again, Clement appeals to the material state of the body, this time in an attempt to

dissuade “youth” from drinking alcohol. Water affects the body one way, wine another.

Heating the body, wine swells breasts and genitals, inflaming illicit desire. The psukhé is

a part of this body. Its wound inflames the body. (Clement, however, does not describe

how exactly it was wounded, whether directly by the wine or indirectly, through another

part of the wine-affected body). The ensuing “obscene pulsations” lead to

transgression.'”> On the other hand, deprived of wine, the body’s impulses die out. The

antidote (presumably water again)' " extinguishes the “smoldering psukhé, stops the

swelling genitals, and weakens the provocation of trembling desires.”

172

I will later turn to the question of the intersection between bodily states and moral ideals (e.g., obscenity,

transgression) at the end of the chapter.
173 The scholion suggests that the antidote (Avnipappaxov) is water; Wood, Clement of Alexandria, 112.
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Clement does not cite an external authority in this passage, but the body he
describes, a stew of temperatures, desires, fluids, and moral states, is the type of body

described in contemporary canonical medical and philosophical texts.'™

This body was
not a strongly bounded body, like the modern body, which is vulnerable primarily to
discrete foreign agents that would breach the body’s boundaries (e.g., viruses)'” or to the
failure of distinct internal organs.'’® Instead, the body, at least as it was described by

ancient physicians and philosophers, was essentially a fluid mixture of substances and

qualities.'”” Thus, for example, Clement warns his readers about how “frequent spitting

7% Clement’s comments about the dangers of mixing hot youth with wine are striking similar to comments

made by Plato in the Laws (664e—666¢), a passage which is discussed by Galen explicitly (QAM 809), and
it also contains parallels with Aristotle (RA. I1.12; 1389a18-19, 24-28). Clement will at times name Plato if
he is citing him (e.g., Paed. 2.1.18.2; 2.3.36.3), but, as in this passage, he also quotes or alludes to Plato
without explicitly citing him (e.g., 2.2.32.1; 2.3.35.2). The general premises—that wine is a hot substance
and that youth possess hot body mixtures—might have seemed too obvious to need substantiation from an
authority like Plato. On the other hand, perhaps Clement wants to present his claims about wine as too self-
evident to be argued over. When compared to medical authors in the Hippocratic Corpus or to Galen’s
comments elsewhere, we see that Clement keeps his comments about the physical properties of wine very
simple, with only general claims. In the Hippocratic text, Regimen in Acute Diseases, for example, the
author details the different effects of sweet, strong, white, or red wine on different types of bodies (50-52).
Sweet wine, for example, is not suitable for those with bitter bile, for it makes them thirsty. Galen also
proves his mastery of the body by describing the different effects of different types of wine (Vick.A4tt. 11).
Nevertheless, Galen usually keeps his comments general, along the lines recognizable in Clement. Clement,
therefore, avoids technical arguments. He shows no interest in getting into debates about the effects specific
foods or specific wines, but he does refer to the body as commonly depicted by physicians and other
ancient philosophers. But in this he matches the other comparable moral-philosophers, such as Musonius
Rufus, who also keeps his comments rather general and vague, at least in comparison to Galen and other
medical authors.

175 Buell, “Microbes and Pneuma.”

76 Flemming, Medicine, 95.

77 1deas about the body, of course, were not homogenous, whether among philosophers or physicians.
There was debate about whether the body’s basic substances were fire, earth, water, and air (Empedocles’
fifth-century B.C.E. theory, more famously held by Aristotle [e.g., Gen. Corr. 330°30-330°7] and Plato
[e.g., Tim. 82a]), or whether they were better conceived of as qualities “the hot,” “the cold,” “the wet,” and
“the dry,” (the position of Petron of Aegina [according to Anon. Lond. 20.1-24] and Athenaeus of Attaleia
[according to Ps.-Galen, Def. Med. 31]; Flemming, Medicine, 92-93; also see Lloyd, “Hot and the Cold”).
Hankinson highlights Galen’s claim (MM X 463-3) that “the doctrine that ‘all bodies are composed of hot,
cold, wet and dry’ is ‘common to virtually all the most reputable doctors as well as to the best
philosophers’” (“Philosophy of Nature,” 211). Others, or even the same authors in other places, argued that
it was best just to look at the four basic bodily humors: blood, phlegm, black bile, yellow bile (e.g., Nat.
hom. 5; Plato, Tim. 83b—d). See the depiction of these debates in the Hippocratic On the Nature of Man
(Nat. hom.). As Flemming notes, the models often intersected and overlapped. According to Diogenes
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and nose-blowing and hurrying about (to release) secretions are signs of a bad mixture
caused by unmeasured increase of liquids overflowing the body” (2.2.21.3). In describing
the effects of food and wine upon the body, Clement is not worried about increased
susceptibility to pathogens, nor about the health of bodily organs. Instead, as his ancient
readers would have expected, he focuses on the mixtures of the body, the fluids and airs
that bring heat or cold, dryness or moisture, into and around the body.'”®

The balance of the body’s mixture was widely thought to depend upon managing
the intake of the foods, liquids, and environmental conditions.'” Whether hot, cold, dry,
or wet to the touch, the constitutive elements of a food or drink were viewed as carrying
these qualities to one degree or another. Thus, as Shaw explains, Galen taught that “foods

can be classified . . . as heating, cooling, drying, moistening, or a combination of these.

Laertius (7, 137), the Stoics held that fire equals the hot, air equals the cold, earth equals dry, and water
equals wet. Aristotle (Gen. Corr. 2.1, 330*30-330°7) described fire as being hot and dry; air as being hot
and wet; earth as being cold and dry; and water as being cold and wet (Flemming, Medicine, 93). Galen
uses Aristotle’s distinction between elements and principles (Gen. Corr. 2.1, 329%27-33) to distinguish
between the four qualities (the dry, the cold, the hot, and the wet) from the four elements (earth, water, fire,
air) (HNH XV 30-1; cf. Hipp. Elem. 1 480; Hankinson, “Philosophy of Nature,” 214). Hankinson also
draws our attention to how Galen’s association of water with coldness and air with moisture is not only
counterintuitive, but contradicts the Stoic position, at least as recounted by Diogenes Laertius (7, 136-37)
(“Philosophy of Nature,” 214-15).

78 For summaries of ancient medical and philosophical ideas about the body, see Martin, Corinthian Body,
3-37, 139-97; Shaw, Burden of the Flesh, 27-78; Flemming, Medicine, 92—-109; King, Greek and Roman
Medicine. On how Clement’s depictions of the body (one that includes the psukhé) intersect with this
broader tradition, see Shaw, Burden of the Flesh, 48—52; White, “Moral Pathology.”

'7 For example, while the Hippocratic treatise Regimen in Acute Diseases does less classifying of the
qualities of foods than Galen does in On the Properties of Foodstuffs, the basic premises of both are the
same: the hot/cold and wet/dry mixtures of food determine the hot/cold and wet/dry mixtures of the body
and thus the body’s health. Environment could also play a factor. The Hippocratic treatise Airs, Waters,
Places argues that different geographic regions produce different types of bodies due to regional
differences in air-temperature, water-quality, and dryness or moistness of the soil (cf. Nat. Hom. 7).
Clement does not make such sweeping claims about the effects of environmental geography on bodies, but
he does describe the effects of cold and hot baths by using the same type of logic: “The unending use of
bathing cancels (a person’s) strength (Suvapeig) and slackens (the body’s) physical forces (tévovg), often
leading to feebleness (¢xA\doeig) and fainting. For bodies drink in a certain way, just as trees, not only
through the mouth, but also with pores through all of the body when in the bathhouse (Aovtpov). A proof of
this is that oftentimes when people enter water when thirsty, their thirst is quenched . . .” (Paed. 3.9.46.2-3;
cf. Plutarch, Quaest. conv., VII.734A; Galen, MM, X.10; Musonius Rufus, frag. 18a.18-31).
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To cite just a few examples, the parsnip (éAapofookov) is classified as heating, thinning,
and drying [SMT 6.5.6]; wheat (mvpdg) is heating, while barley (xpi6r), Tuodvn) is
cooling [Alim.Fac. 1.9]; and wine (ofvoc) is heating and moistening [San.Tu. 1.11;
5.5].”"* Similarly, the chemico-physical reaction Clement describes happening within
and on the surface of the body is a reaction of the mixtures of the body to the
consumption of wine. Bodies that had been “well-balanced” in their mixtures are now in
disarray. The combination of a hot substance (wine) and hot-bodies (those of youth) leads
to a combustion, out of which'®' “wild impulses (6ppai), inflamed desires (¢mBopian), and

a red-hot manner (80¢) are set ablaze” (Paed. 2.2.20.3).

Scripting the Body

We have seen how Clement does not so much offer a theory of the psukhé and its relation
to the body and alcohol, but rather points to the felt effects of alcohol upon the body and
its psukhé as a reason not to drink too much wine. He does so, moreover, in very detailed
and evocative terms, using richly varied language of heat, sensation, and inflammation.
Such language, | suggest, is not just a rhetorical flourish. It contributed to making the felt
body to which he refers, a body that included a psukhé. On their own, such instructions
probably would not have had that much effect upon his readers’ experience of their
bodies. Yet, insofar as Clement’s descriptions of the body and its sensations resonate
with deep and long-held views about the body, Clement could assume that the body he

described was the body felt by his readers and frame his instructions accordingly. As a

180 Shaw, Burden of the Flesh, 56.

'8! In contrast to youth, Clement encourages older people, whose bodies are not as hot, to drink wine to
warm themselves (Paed. 2.2.22.3). Clement also suggests that wine should be drunken in the evening or in
the winter, to keep people warm (2.2.22.2; 2.2.29.2). See below.
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result, moreover, close attention to the language of his instructions can thus help modern
readers to recover a sense of the ancient felt-body thereby assumed, including the place
of the psukhé therein.

In his references to the substances and bodily activities that damage the body, as
we have seen, Clement does not so much describe or theorize the psukhé as a part of the
body; rather, he instructs his readers to feel a body that, when drunk, was inflamed with
swollen genitals and wild desires, and he scripts these feelings as “the psukhé’s wound
(tpadpa).” Feel desire, feel the psukhe. Feel arousal, feel the psukhé’s wound. Sense the
body swelling, pulsating, and heating, feel the wounded psukhé. Clement need not
convince a person intellectually that drinking can harm the body’s psukhé. He only needs
people to feel a damaged psukhé. By reading Clement’s logic in reverse, then, we see that
his description of the effects of alcohol upon the psukhé provides a script for interpreting
the sensations of drunkenness—the loss of inhibitions and mental acuity—as products of
a damaged psukhé. Rather than isolating the psukhé as a singular part of the body, he
includes it within the eruption of bodily swellings, desires, temperatures, and pulsations.
The drunken body, according to Clement, is an inflamed body, with a “smoldering
psukhé,” swollen genitals, and trembling desires. It is also an instrument for feeling and
manifesting the heated psukhé. The embodied psukhé here materializes, thus, through its

links to the body’s sensations.'**

'82 Any body, of course, produces various sensations in the process of reacting to food or other substances
and bodily activities. Without instructions on the meaning or significance of these sensations, however,
there is no inherent reason for a person to pay attention to them, or perhaps even notice them. They have no
inherent coherence and meaning. But when certain sensations are selected, noted as important, and scripted
as revealing certain truths, then these sensations take on a new life for the subject, beyond that of the
biological body alone, a body to which consciousness has no direct access. An example might prove
helpful. Pains in the chest on their own mean nothing. They might be painful, but a person could easily pay
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The materiality of the food and the physiological reactions to it, when coded as
the sensations of the psukhé, work to materialize the psukhe. The psukhé manifests itself
in the materiality of wine, food, and the body’s physiological processes. Thus the psukhée
materializes on the body through the body’s sensations. It is in this sense that we can also
interpret Clement’s warning that overeating produces “deep affliction (SvomaBeiav),
forgetfulness (A\0nv), and folly (appoctvnv) in the psukhée” (2.1.17.3) as a script—in this
case, for perceiving and interpreting certain corporeal sensations that are sensations
produced through eating as the psukhé. Insofar as these sensations can be read backward
to the psukhé, they thereby work to produce a sensed or felt psukhé. Since these
sensations are located in the psukhé, the sensations produced by eating can be used to feel
the psukhe, at least in its affliction, forgetfulness, and folly.

The connection between sensations, pleasures, and the psukhé had been
speculated about at least since Plato. Plato’s suspicion toward matter and pleasurable
things comes from what he believes they do to the psukhe and its desires.'® This
problematic lies at the heart of the bifurcated or polarized understanding of the body/soul
relationship in much Greek moral philosophy, as marked by the aim to separate the soul

from the temptations of the desires produced by the body.'®* Clement shares this concern,

them no particular heed. In contemporary American society, however, a middle-class middle-age man with
a family history of heart disease will quickly interpret such pains as symptoms of a heart attack. The pains
are (for educated, at-risk Americans) the sensations of a heart attack. The heart attack is felt. The pain
becomes a sensation of immediate concern. A culturally produced discourse about the risk factors and
corporeal symptoms of a heart attack produce this hypothetical man’s attention to his chest-pains as well as
his knowledge of what they mean. A heart attack, of course, is an event in the biological body that will
affect the body whether or not a person is aware of the risk factors and symptoms of heart-attacks. But the
subject nevertheless relates to her/his body through the culturally produced knowledge of the body.

'83 Robinson, Plato’s Psychology; idem, “Defining Features of Mind-Body Dualism in Plato.”

184 Although, as I noted in the Introduction, Smith points out that this is not a materialist dualism, but a
materialist continuum. Smith, “Physics and Metaphysics.”
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and some passages of the Paedagogus include expressions of worry about the ways in
which the psukhé can become twisted with desire through the senses:

Do you not know that perfume, a soft oil, can make noble habits (ta 116n ta
yevvika) soft and effete? Indeed, it can. Similarly, we must also shut out the
indulgence (tpugrv) of taste, so too we must ban extravagant (fdvraBeiav) sights
and smells (do¢prioewv). Lest we unknowingly give the licentiousness
(dkolaciav) that we banished a pass into the psukhé through the senses (tdv
aioBnoewv), as if through unguarded doors. (Paed. 2.8.66.2-3)

MaABaxov 8¢ Ehawov O popov Ov odk olecBe ta 70N td yevvikd exBnAdver
dvvacBay; pdhiota. “Qomep 8¢ v tpudnv kal thg yevoews AmokekAeikapey,
oUtwg apélel xal TV dpewv kai TOV dodpprioewv Ty ndvrabeiay é€opilopev, pr|
AaBwpev N|v épvyadedoapev akolaciav, kiBodov adti| diddvTeg el puyrv S TdOV
aloBrjoewv, olovel Sict Bup&V Adpovpr|Twy.
Clement here describes “the senses” as having special access to the psukhé and as able to
introduce “licentiousness” into the psukhé. They are therefore particularly perilous. In a
similar passage, focused upon the sense of hearing and seeing, he writes:
In reference to hearing or seeing shameful things, to those of his children
wrestling with these very things, the divine educator bestows thoughtful words—
just like the ear-caps worn by boxers—so as he would not harm their ears, lest the
notes of sexual indulgence (ropveiag) are able to reach for the destruction
(Bpadow) of the psukhe. (Paed. 2.6.49.2)
ITpog 8¢ v axony TV aloypdv xal v Bé¢av TV Opoiwg exdviwy 6 Betog
Taudaywyog Katd Td adtd Toi¢ Talaiovot TV Ttadiny, (¢ pr| Td wta Bpadorto
adTOV, Tod¢ ohPppovag mepitiBnot Adyovg kabBdamep aviwtidag, w¢ pry ddvacHat
elucveloBau eig Bpadorv Thg Poyfig TO kpodpa ThG Topveiag.
These passages show us how harm to the psukhé could have been felt in several different
ways. Overeating produces affliction. Forgetfulness and folly and the indulgences in the
senses—soft taste, extravagant sights and smells, and the hearing of shameful things—are

scripts for feeling the engorged and licentious psukhé.

But it is not only through negative sensations that the psukhé’s presence can be

90



sensed. Just as eating too much produces certain negative sensations and dispositions in
the psukhe, the consumption of wine can produce positive feelings in the psukheé:
For, being warm and having pleasant humors, mixed correctly, it thaws stuck
secretions (of food) with its heat; while, on the other hand, it dilutes the pungent
and base humors with its sweet fragrance. Well, indeed, it is said “from the
beginning, wine was created to be drunk with self-sufficiency for the great joy of
the psukhé and the heart” (ben Sira 31:28). (Paed. 2.2.23.3)'®
Beppog Yap v kai yopodg Exwv NOeTS, KeKPAPEVOS EppeddS Td pév yAioypa Tdv
meprttwpdtwy Slatikel Beppdm T, Todg 8¢ Spipel kal pavlovg talg evwdiaig
kepAvvual yopovs. Eo yodv éxetvo elpntae « Ayaldiapa Ppoyfig xal xapdiag oivog
ExtioTal A’ Apyfig TvOpEVOS adTtapkng.»
The sensations of warmth, the feeling of happiness, and perhaps sensations associated
with digestion, are here interpreted as “joy of the psukhe” (and of the heart, one of the
primary locations of the psukhé).'*® Feel happiness when drinking wine? That is the
psukhe.
As a part of the body, the psukhé is also intimately connected to the actions of the

body. We already saw this above, in how the effects of wine ripple across the body. The

consumption of wine wounds the psukhé, and its wound inflames the body. So too,

185 Comparing Clement’s text to the text of ben Sira raises many problems. The text of the Paedagogus
comes essentially from one manuscript (Codex Arethae, Parisinus gr. 451), which itself was dependent
upon “an exemplar full of textual corruptions, lacunae, interpolations and dislocations” (Marcovich,
Clementis Alexandrini, ix). See the Appendix. We are thus already standing on thin ground for
reconstructing the text of the Paedagogus. On the other hand, the texts of ben Sira are multiple, but also
diverse and polyglot. The “original” Hebrew survives only in part (Skehan, Wisdom of Ben Sira, 51-53).
The Greek exists in multiple manuscripts, which witness to two different Greek versions (GI and GII)
(Skehan, Wisdom of Ben Sira, 55-56). According to Skehan, “of all the books of the LXX, Sirach [ben
Sira] has the greatest number of emendations and conjectures” (Wisdom of Ben Sira, 55). The task of
comparing Clement’s quotation of ben Sira with our text of ben Sira is therefore particularly fraught.
Clement is the singular witness to his version of the text. For full list of variations in this passage, see
Ziegler, Sapientia lesu Filii Sirach, 273.

'86 In the two extant Hebrew witnesses (Cairo Genizah MSS B & F) to this passage (31:27-28), only one
term occurs, the Hebrew term (lev), which is often translated as heart. Although /lev is regularly translated
into Greek as psukhé (in addition to being translated into the Greek term for heart, kapdia), the Greek
translator of ben Sira (ben Sira’s grandson) seems to think it best to emphasize both the psukhé and xapdia.
Instead of translating lev either as as xopdia or as psukhe alone, he includes both terms in his translation.
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according to Clement:

The belchings of the drunk and the wheezing of those stuffed with food
(amooecaypévwy), the snorting in the coverings of a dinner-couch, intestinal
rumblings of packed stomachs—they (all) bury the clear-sighted eye of the
psukhé, through filling thought (Swavoiag) with thousands of apparitions
(pavtaowdv). The cause 1s the excess of food, which degrades rationality
(Aoylotikdv) into a lack of perception (avaioOnoiav). (Paed. 2.9.81.1-2)

"Epvyai 8¢ oivofBapodvtwy xai tdv drocecaypévwy talg tpodaig oi pwypol kai to

PEYXEWV  TOTG  OTPOPACLY  EVEINPEVOV  YAOTEPWY TE  OTEVOYWPOLHEVWV

BopPopuvypol to dopatikdv thg Puxfig katéywoav dppa paviacidy popiwv T

davoiag épmpmhapévng. Altia 8¢ 1) Tepirt) tpodn) TO AoyoTIKOV €ig dvausBnaoiav

kaBéAkovoa. 87
Belching, wheezing, snorting, all intestinal rumblings inhibit the psukhé’s functioning by
clouding thought. The mechanics are not clear, but mechanics are not the point. Again,
this is not a theory of the psukhé. Instead, Clement, in pointing to the distressed psukhé as
a reason not to eat too much food, also gives his readers a manual for interpreting the
body’s responses to food and drink in terms of the psukhé. Sensations function to map the
presence of the psukhe.'®®

Clement also warns about how “agitations, sleepiness, stretching, and yawning

e—”189

distress the unstable psukh (2.9.82.5)."° If we assume that psukhé is just another

'87 Compare Clement’s quotation of Plato to the text of Plato in Burnet’s edition: mvog yap 81 moAdg odre
01§ ahpacty odte taig poyaig AV 0dd’ ad taic paleaty Talg Tepl TAdTA TAVTA APPOTTWY 0TV KATA
¢oorv. Clement may well be misquoting Plato, but even if we assume that Burnet’s text of Plato represents
a verion of the text to which Clement had access, given the state of the manuscripts of the Paedagogus,
there is reason to think that Clement’s “original” has become corrupted here, given the now confused
nature of the Greek syntax.

'8 On how maps and scales relate to the things they map, see Latour, Inquiry into Modes of Existence, 74—
95.

1% Clement, Paed. 2.9.82.5: Alveg <8&> xai vootaypol kai Siextaceig kai yhopar Svoapeotial poyig eloty
afefaiov.

1% Instruction against indulgence in sleep is Clement’s basic theme in Paed. 2.9. As with his instructions on
eating and drinking, not all of his argument against sleep explicitly invoke the psukhe. For example,
Clement begins this chapter on sleeping by railing against soft bed-clothes and bedding (2.9.77.1-3). But
even in these warnings against soft bed-clothes and bedding, he invokes the state of the body, claiming that
such comforts “prohibit digesting food, rather burn it up, destroying (its) nourishment” (003¢ émitpémer 8¢
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way of saying “self” or “mind,” then it is easy to read Clement’s instructions in these
types of passages as rather vague moralizing: “if you eat too much, you will feel bad.”
But if the psukhé was a distinct thing with distinct functions, a specific part of the body,
then these instructions read much differently. First, we see that Clement is not making
vague pronouncements, but warning against damaging a specific, tangible part of the
body. Second, we can see how such passages use the body’s sensations and involuntary
movements to materialize the psukhé. One could feel the psukhé, sense it being damaged,
feel it not working properly.

Thus, Clement’s instructions use the threat of damage to the psukhé to curtail
certain actions. One should not eat or drink too much, because the psukhe will be
damaged. Oversleeping is not good for our psukhé either. By paying careful attention to
what these sensations do, we see a whole host of actions that not only reveal the psukhé’s
close connections to the body, but also provide a means for sensing a distressed psukhé.
The body’s wheezing or snorting, its yawns and sleepiness, are the sensations distressed
psukhé. In the claim that these bodily responses to eating and drinking damage the
psukhé, Clement’s comments also corporealize the damaged psukhé in the body’s
wheezing, snorting, yawns, and sleepiness.

Clement also warns about the “psukhicle (poyixiic) softness/effeminacy

(paAaxiag)” wrought by luxurious living upon those who are seemingly robust, namely

nétrecBat ortia kal cuykaie pdAdov, 6 81 SiadpBeiperv v tpodriv; 2.9.77.2). Later in this chapter, Clement
quotes Plato: “For an abundance of sleep brings benefit neither to our bodies nor to our psukhai, nor does it
coincide in any way with the actions aiming for truth, even if sleep does accord with nature (Leg. 808b)”
(«"Y'rvog yap 81 mohdg odte Tolg ohpaoty obte talg poyais HuAdv wdpéleay mdépwv 008’ adraig taig mepl
v aAnBeiav tpaleot Tavta AppotTwy Eotiv, &l kal katd gpdoy Eotiv.») (2.9.81.2). See Plato's broader
argument in Laws 807d-808c, where he argues mostly about the practicality of avoiding sleep for business,
for the safety of the city, and for setting an example to the servants in one’s house.

93



by “being pushed uphill and then down again by one’s servants”'*! (3.11.73.5). Clement
1s emphatic: “a noble (yevvaiov) man should not have any sign of softness/effeminacy
(paAaxiag) appear on his face, nor on another part of his body, nor unbecoming
unmanliness (avavdpiag) of motion (xivrjoeowv) or expression (oyéoeowv)” (3.11.73.5—
74.1). Does softness of psukhé have a feeling, a sensation, or just a look?'*? Is the
laziness of being pushed up and down the hill a way of feeling one’s psukhé?'®”

In a similar passage directed to women, Clement warns about the effects on
women of having work done for them by maidservants. Clement writes that women
should be engaged in sewing, spinning, weaving, or other feminine work and household
chores (3.4.27.2). He worries about (rich) women listening to stories instead of working,
because “people who tell love stories (pBovg épwtikod) wear out (Siaxvaiovteg) the
body and the psukhé with their (tales of) false deeds and words” (3.4.27.2). Such tales,
especially erotic ones, should be banished.'”* Quoting from Proverbs 10:19 first and then

from the Wisdom of ben Sira, Clement warns that talking too much can also damage the

191
192

Clement, Paed. 3.11.73.5: O08¢ 0ro oixetd®v AvaotpédeaBat ypr) Tpog TO opov wBovpévous.

I address the links between appearance and the psukhé in Chapter 3. On the psukhé and physiognomy,
see Gleason, Making Men, 29-37, 55-81.

193 Clement never clarifies how his warnings against activities that lead to effeminacy of psukhé apply to
women, even though his instructions do include advice for women specifically (e.g., Paed. 3.4.27.2). Are
women, in contrast to men, supposed to be effeminate? Or are women also supposed to be manly? While
Clement never gives an answer to these questions in the Paedagogus, in another work, the Stromateis, he
says, “Neuter psukhai, being neither female nor male are themselves equal psukhai in accordance to
themselves, at the time that they are not married or given in marriage. And is not the woman transformed
(petatiBerau) into the man, when she becomes equally not womanish (461Avvrog), but manly (dvopwry) and
complete (teleia)? (adral yap kad’ adtdg &’ Tong elol poyal ai poyai odBETepat, obte dppeveg odte ONeway,
gy pr|Te YapQot prjte Yapi- okwvtal - Kal prj Tt 00twg petatifetal elg tov avdpa 1y yovr), d8fiivvrog ér’
{ong xai aAvOpua) kai teheia yevopévn) (Strom. 6.12.100.3). Cf. Meeks, “Image of the Androgyne”; Henery,
“Early Christian Sex Change”; Wallace, “Androgyny as Salvation.”

1% Clement’s general theme in Book 2, Chapter 6 is on obscene (aloypodoyiag) speech. As we should
expect by now, damage to the psukhé is not the only reason to refrain from obscene speech, even if it is an
important one.
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psukhé:'” “The babbler is tedious, even to himself: ‘He who is excessive in word causes
his psukhé to be loathsome (ben Sira 20:8)"” (2.6.52.4)."°

These passages, I suggest, use sensations, feelings, and emotions to make the
psukhé a felt part of the body. Thus, while the psukhé may not have been a fine-mattered
substance that would have become drenched by the vapors produced through the
consumption of alcohol, with the aid of Grosz’s and Salamon’s theories of the
divergences between a “felt body” and the “biological body,” I argue that the psukhé
could have been felt and thereby corporealized. The sensations produced in the body
through its contact with the material world produced the psukhé materially. The psukhée
thereby gained a fantasmic material presence on the body."’

From this perspective, when reading Clement’s Paedagogus, we see that his
instructions participate in a much more complicated cultural phenomenon than simple
moralizing. First, Clement points to a body which includes the psukhé, using it as the
reason his readers should act in certain ways and not others. Secondly, these instructions
subtly work to corporealize the psukhé as a felt part of the body. The psukhé comes into
its own through these types of instructions—it, in its materiality and corporeality, is the
reason to act one way and not the other—as such it wields its own forms of agency and

power.

195 Clement thus turns warnings from Proverbs and the Wisdom of ben Sira about talking too much into an
admonition against recounting evil or erotic deeds.
1% Clement, Paed. 2.6.52.4: "Hon kai adtog adtd 6 aSoréayng mpoakopr|s - «mAeovalwy yap AGyov
BoeldtTeTan v Poyiv adtod.» The quoted passage is not extant in Hebrew. The Greek editions of ben Sira
do not include the psukhé in the text; see Ziegler, Sapientia lesu Filii Sirach, 216.
197 Schilder, Image and Appearance, 81; viz. Salamon, Assuming a Body, 29-34; Grosz, Volatile Bodies,
39-46, 62-85.
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Food, Drink and the Power of the Psukhe

The ancient felt-body (one that includes a psukhé that produces sensations) is inextricably
linked to the normative ideal of moderation."”® It is not just any kind of eating that
produces such sensations, or any kind of sensations that are produced. Overeating, the
violation of the normative ideal of moderation, is what produces one set of sensations.
Eating plainly and light, another set of sensations. The sensations are either signs of
dysfunction or health. Negative sensations are to be avoided, because of the damage to
the psukhée that they portend. On the one hand, the felt-psukhé is produced through
sensations of eating. On the other hand, the normative ideal of moderation is produced on
this felt body, in the psukhe.

If the overheated psukhé is a damaged psukhé and the stuffed psukhé a source of
affliction, normative ideals such as moderation exist as corporeal shapes and sensations.
In what follows, I hope to show that they are also states of the body—a body that
includes the psukhé. By attending to how the psukhé held a material corporeal presence, |
suggest that we can gain a better sight of the nature of Clement’s arguments and the
function of the psukhé as well. Here too, we see that the materiality of the psukhé was not
just a rather curious fact about ancient ideas about the body. Instead, this materiality
functioned as a key locus of power. The psukhé, as a material object, possessed power.'”’
That is why Clement references it and holds up the specter of a damaged psukhé in his

efforts to affect behavior in the Paedagogus. By examining the psukhé as a material part

!9 The ideal of drinking in moderation was not limited to Greek philosophers. Arnold Wieder has shown
how ben Sira shares with the rabbinic benediction over wine a teaching about the importance of temperance
when drinking; see “Ben Sira,” 162—63. Clement also quotes the Wisdom of ben Sira frequently: seventy
times according to a Biblindex search, with seven of those quotations being found in Clement’s chapters on
eating and drinking, 2.1.8.2;2.2.23.3; 2.2.26.3; 2.2.31.3; 2.2.33.2; 2.2.34.3; 2.2.34 4.

199 See Chapter 1.
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of the body, then, we have the opportunity to open up a new conversation about the
functioning of power in early Christianity and ancient moral philosophy, shifting the
discussion from ideas to matter.

Clement’s instructions in the Paedagogus themselves raise the issue of power. He
is trying to shape people’s behavior. We may not be able to tell whether Clement
succeeded in his efforts to police behavior, but the terms of his argument, what he argues
with and upon, can be quite revealing. In this final section of the chapter, I thus look
more broadly at one area in which Clement aims to dictate behavior: his instructions on
eating and drinking. By looking at his instructions in general at first, and then zooming in
to examine how the psukhé fits into his efforts to wield power, we will start to gain a
better sense of the material psukhé’s functioning in Clement’s world.

Book 2 of the Paedagogus begins with a long chapter on eating, followed by a
long chapter on drinking. After general remarks at the beginning of Book 2, where
Clement stresses the importance of “cleansing (éxxaBaipew) . . . the eye of the psukheé,”—
as opposed to attending to the body and “externals” (ta éméq)zoo (2.1.1.2)*”'—Clement
uses the first chapter to give pages and pages of detailed instructions about eating,
including comments on the Christian Agape meal (2.1.4.3-2.1.8.2), food sacrificed to
idols and the related problems of eating at banquets (2.1.8.3-2.1.12.3), and Jewish dietary
restrictions (1.1.17.1-2). Although his discussion is wide-ranging, if not rambling, its
premise is simple: eat simply, for health, not excessively or luxuriously:

Food should be plain (ArmAfj) and simple (amepiepyog), fitting with truth,
appropriate for plain (ahoig) and unpretentious (arepiépyorg) children (raidioig);

200 «Externals” were a key category in Stoic ethical theory; see Stephens, Stoic Ethics, 47-80.
'] discuss Paed. 2.1.1.2 more fully detail in Chapter 3.
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(being) useful for life, not indulgence (tpvrv). (Paed. 2.1.2.1)

AnMy 8¢ adtn kal amepiepyog, ainbeiq xatdAAnAog, amholg kal AmepEpyorlg
appolovoa radiolg, Gwoav &g T {fiv, 0Ok &lg Tpudr|v Emtidelog -

At the Christian Agape meal, Christians should eat simply. At banquets, they should act
respectably and avoid meat sacrificed to idols, for they should be masters of food and not
its slave (2.1.9.2). But Clement is not giving instructions only on what and how
Christians, as Christians, should eat. For him, the division is between those who have
reason (Aoyog) and those who do not. Christians may have the Pedagogue, who is reason
(Adyog) (1.2.4.1), but Greeks and Jews have at least partial access to reason O\éyoq).zo2
Thus, Clement states, “Frugality (dtéAeia) is proclaimed to Jews through the most
efficient Law” (8t tod vopov oikovopikcrtata) (2.1.17.1). And he explains that the
Pedagogue forbade them from eating certain animals:

For, since it is impossible for the one using pleasing things to withdraw from

enjoying them, he [the Pedagogue] opposed this way of living with the opposite

way of life, until he could free (them) from the attack by the habits of comfort.

(Paed. 2.1.17.2)

"Emel yap apfyavov ypopevov toig 110éotv arootijvat thg arodoyfig adtdv, v

évavtiav avtébnkev aywyny, péxpig av éxloon v ék Ttod £Bovg ém TV

ndvrdBeilav katadpopr)v.

But why not “use pleasing things” and “enjoy them?”” Because self-indulgence wreaks

202 Thus, in Paed. 2.1.1.4, where Clement contrasts “other men who live in order to eat” with “us,” who

have been “instructed (tapayyéiler) by the Pedagogue to eat in order to live,” Clement is not contrasting
Christians with pagans or Greeks and Jews, but those who follow reason and those who do not. In the
Stromateis, Clement does explicitly describe both Greeks and “Hebrews” as each receiving preliminary
education (rportaudeia) from God through philosophy and the Law, respectively (Strom. 1.5.28.1-3).
Clement does not reflect on the nature of the distinction between Christians, Jews, and Greeks in the
Paedagogus, but his instructions are consonant with what he states in the Stromateis. There he describes
the Pedagogue as instructing Jews (e.g., Paed. 2.1.17.1) and cites Plato and other Greeks because they have
access to reason (although sometimes through “Hebrew Philosophy” or because they knew “David”; e.g.,
Paed. 2.1.18.1).
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havoc upon the body.”** The ensuing damage is a medical matter, and Clement cites a
physician to backup this point: “Antiphanes, the Delian physician, has said that one of the
causes of illnesses (vooou) is variety (rolvedia) of foods™” (2.1.2.3).2%

The damage to the body is not purely medical. The havoc wrought upon the body
also produces a spectacle of the corporeally grotesque:

To me, this sort of person is nothing but a jaw. “Do not desire the foods of the

rich,” the scripture says, “for these are of both false and also shameful life” (Prov

23.3). These people cling to dishes, which, after a little while, lie at the privy . . .

(Paed. 2.1.4.1-2)*"

Kai pot Sokel 6 toodtog dvBpwmog 008&v aAN’ ) yvaBog elvar. «Mnd¢ émBopew,
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The next chapter of the Paedagogus, Book 2, Chapter 2, focuses on drinking.
Here too, the main concern is with curbing excess: “I admire those who practice a strict
(abotnpov) way of life, desiring water, which is self-control’s (cw¢poodvrg) preferred
drug (¢appaxov), and running from wine as much as possible, just as they would the

threat of fire” (2.2.20.2).2°® Although he suggests here and elsewhere (2.2.19.2) that the

best drink is water, Clement is no prohibitionist. He even starts this chapter with “the

23 T discuss the comments Clement makes immediately following this passage (2.1.17.2) below, where the
psukhé is included as part of the body that can be damaged by the consumption of foodstuff.

2% The quote is otherwise unattested. The practice of citing physicians was common, however. Porphyry,
who also discusses the effects of food and taste upon the psukhe, bolsters his argument in a similar way, by
citing “a certain physician” (4bst. 34).

205 Cf. Matt 15:17. The quotation from Proverbs and the allusion to Matthew follow a broader pattern of
intertextual reference in Clement’s work, on which see van den Hoek, “Techniques of Quotation.” In this
chapter alone, for example, Clement regularly quotes or alludes to the words of “the scripture” (1} ypa¢r))
(2.1.4.2), “the apostle” (i.e., Paul; e.g., 2.1.6.2), “Wisdom” (quoting from either Wisdom of Solomon or
Wisdom of ben Sira) (e.g., 2.1.7.1; 2.1.8.2), “Isaiah” (2.1.8.1-2), the Acts of the Apostles (2.1.16.2), “the
Lord” (e.g., 2.1.4.4-5), and the “Gospel” (e.g., 2.1.9.2). But he also quotes such Jewish and Christian
textual authorities alongside a “pagan” physician (2.1.2.3), an anonymous comic poet (2.1.5.1), Homer
(e.g., 2.1.8.3), and Plato (2.1.18.2).

206 Clement, Paed. 2.2.20.2: "Ayapat Toivov Todg adotnpdv Eraviprpévous fov kal thg ocwdpoadvrg TO
Pphppaxov émmoBodvrag o Hdwp, Ppedyovtag 8¢ HT PANOTA TOPPWTATW TOV OIVOV 01OV TVPOG ATTEINV.
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apostle’s” (i.e., Paul’s) advice to Timothy that he should “use a little wine on account of

your [Timothy’s] stomach (1 Tim 5:23)” (2.2.19.1). Clement, quick to temper any

potentially libertine readings of the passage,”’’ clarifies pseudo-Paul’s position, making

sure his readers know that the author is not giving a blanket endorsement of wine:
Rightly, [the apostle] applies the appropriate application of aid to the body in need
of medical attention (voonAevopévw) and limp (rhaddvti); but he approves (only)
a little of this, lest it happen that the aid, being too much, itself needs treatments.
(Paed. 2.2.19.1)
TaykaAwg voonhevopévw kal mTAAd®OVTL owpatt KataAnlov to Emotddov
BonBnpa mpoopépwyv, dAiyov 8¢ éykpivwyv Todto, pry AaOn o orBnpa S TAfBog
aMng Bepamreiag dedpevov.

Clement also allows his readers to drink in the evening and in the winter so that they can

warm themselves when the temperature cools (2.2.22.2; 2.2.29.2). He also encourages

older people—whom he presumes to be colder by nature—to drink wine for warmth

(2.2.22.3).% Additionally, lightly echoing Plato,”* Clement writes that “wine first makes

27 Cf. Tertullian, Jejun. 9, who, generally arguing against the consumption of wine, references this passage
(1 Tim 5:23) in an admittance that wine may be consumed out of necessity. It is difficult to ascertain with
whom exactly Clement is debating. Later in the chapter (Paed. 2.2.32.1-2.2.33.1) Clement quotes Matt
11.19 CHABev yap», pnoiv, «b viog Tod dvBpomov, kai Aéyovaty - i8od dvBpwmog ¢payog xai oivordtng,
teAwvAV ¢pirog.) (2.2.33.4), writing that this passage can be used against “those called the Encratites”
(2.2.34.1). Other than this, Clement does not name his opponents. Given the state of our evidence, it is
difficult to speculate about which Christian, Jewish, and/or “pagan” groups Clement might be positioning
himself against. In Brown’s survey of early Christian authors in Body and Society, he positions Clement as
a moderate against Christians such as Tatian and other Encratites; also see Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of
Alexandria, 109—44. By claiming the middle way between extremes, by using the rhetoric of “moderation,”
Clement is also using common tropes and laying claim to favorite philosophical position. On the influence
of Aristotle’s ideal of moderation on Clement, with particular reference to Clement’s fight against
“Gnosticism,” see Clark, “Clement’s Use of Aristotle”; for reading Clement against Basilideans and
Valentinians, see Procter, Christian Controversy in Alexandria.

298 As L. Michael White observes, although fond of citing “classical authors,” Clement does not name any
contemporaries, even though he is clearly dependent, virtually verbatim, upon some (“Moral Pathology”
318, n. 115). In this comment on the value of wine’s heating properties for older men—who are presumed
to be colder—Clement adheres to widespread ideas about the body’s constitution being a balance of “the
cold,” “the hot,” “the wet,” and “the dry” (see above). His comment also matches to a specific passage in
Galen’s The Faculties of the Soul Follow the Mixtures of the Body (QAM). Compare Clement, Totg 8¢ 110
TapnPnrooty AapmTEPOV ETITPETTEOV PETAAAPBAVELY TOD TOTOD, TO KaTapuydpeEvoOV Thg HAkiag, otov
papavépevov Omd ypovov, avalwmropodvrag ABAafOS T ThG apméhov pappdxw - 0dde yap we énl TheloTov
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the one who drinks it kinder to himself, more gracious to his drinking companions,

gentler to his slaves, and more pleasant to his friends” (2.2.23.2). Even with all of these

positive benefits, the threat of wine is ever-present. Clement, therefore, follows this

observation by noting that, “when that person becomes drunk, he switches into violence

(OPpv)” (2.2.23.2).

But it is not just wine that should be consumed in moderation; any liquid, even

water, is dangerous in excess:

Regarding those in their prime, when they eat their daily meal-—those who have
such a meal— let them keep wholly away from liquids. Let them taste only bread,
so that they may absorb the excessive moisture (of their bodies), (which can be)
sopped up by the consumption of dry food. For frequent spitting and nose-
blowing and hurrying about (to release) secretions are signs of a bad mixture
caused by unmeasured increase of liquids overflowing the body. If someone does
become thirsty, let them heal this passion with water, but only a little; for it is not
proper to be filled freely with water, so that the food would be washed away; let it
be grinded down for assimilating into digestion, into a bulk of food, and only
quite a small amount goes out as excrement. (Paed. 2.2.21.2-3)*"°

Ol 8¢ dxpalovteg ped’ npépav pév apiotov petalafovteg, oig kataAniov o
apotov, dptov povov Aamoyevodpevol ameyéobwy mapmav tod ToTod TPOg TO
avarivesbal v meprrtyv Vypotnta adtdv avacpoyyllopévnyv Enpodayia. Kai

gyxopaivovral £t v mpecPutépwy ai 0péleig mepl td Thg pébng vavaya (Paed. 2.2.22.3), to Galen:
éppavi pév yap eivai gnot my v pepaxioy <gdov>, adotpav 8¢ xai SHaBupov kai orkAnpdy Ty TOV
YEPOVTWY, 00 Stov Sid TOV ApBPOV TOV ETGOV AAAA kaTd TV Tod 06)- patog [Eyovoav] kpdatv Ty odoay
ékdot TOV HAKIOV. I} p&v yap TV pepakiowv Bepprn) kal mohdbapog, 1) 88 TV yepdvtwv OAyaipog te xal
Poypd kai Sict TodTé Y ad Tolg pev yépovaty MdéApog oivov THaig el cuppetpiav Beppaciag éravayovoa
Vv &k Th¢ HAkiag puypdnTa, tolg 8 adlavopévoig évaviiwta - (Eovoav ydp adtd®v v ¢pdov kal
0$podp®§ kivoupévn v Urep- Beppaiver te xal elg apétpoug kal opodpag exPaivel kivijoeg (Q4M: K 810). On
Galen’s ideas about how the cold, hot, wet, or dry properties of foodstuffs affects the mixture of the body,
see Hankinson, “Philosophy of Nature,” esp. 217-223. Galen’s primary treatise on the issue is De
temperamentis. See above for more on the physiological ideas behind Clement’s reasoning about the effects

of wine.

299 Cf. Plato, Leg. 649a.

21 Clement’s comments about the ways in which frequent spitting, nose-blowing, and bathroom secretions
signal a bad bodily mixture match comments found in Xenophon’s Cyropaedia (8.8.5), where Xenophon
describes such activities as affecting the body’s mixtures and thus its strength. Clement does not quote from
the passage, however, and there is no reason to think he expects his readers to catch any allusion to the
work, faint as the allusion is. Nevertheless, the parallels suggest at least the strength of Clement’s ideas
about the effects of excessive liquids in the body.
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As in the passages discussed above, directions about drinking are framed in terms of the
health of the body and a general horror at the grotesque corporeal effects of excess:
The tongue becomes entangled by unmeasured wine, the lips become slack, and
the eyes are turned aside, its vision, a sort of swimming in a great pool of
moisture. The eyes are forced to deceive; they believe that everything is going

round in a circle, and are unable to count things that are far away as single. (Paed.
2.2.24.1)*"

olvw 8¢ apétpw 1 pév yAdtra naparodiletal, mapieta 8¢ ta yeiln, opBaipol d¢

Tapatpémovial, olov kolpfoong thg OPews Vo tod mABoug thg VypdTTog, KA
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Clement’s instructions on eating and drinking have struck some scholars as empty
moralizing. Gluttony is bad because it is gluttony. For example, Simon Wood, in the
otherwise admiring introduction to his translation of the Paedagogus, complains that the

instructions Clement gives “descend to details that become tiring.”*'?

Peter Brown, calls
them “egregiously fussy.”'* Yet a closer look at Clement’s reasoning shows that
gluttony is essentially a bodily state. Gluttony is not to be avoided because moderation is
an abstract moral imperative. Gluttony is to be avoided because it wrecks the body. The

seemingly abstract moral ideal of moderation, or its opposite, gluttony, is not only

abstract, but also a bodily state. Gluttony names the body that is in disarray. Moderation,

211 Aristotle also describes the effects of wine in similar language, noting circular vision and the difficulty

of seeing distant objects clearly (Probl. 9.20, 872a18-23, 874a5-10).

212 Wood, “Introduction,” xiv; cf. Osborn’s (Clement of Alexandria) studied reticence on Clement’s actual
instructions in the Paedagogus.

213 Brown, Body and Society, 126.
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a body that is well ordered. The body, its material and physical condition, is a moral
condition.

In the two chapters on eating and drinking in Book 2 of the Paedagogus, the
psukhé appears only intermittingly. The term occurs seventeen times total: six in the
chapter about eating and eleven in the chapter about drinking. Although Book 2 is framed
by opening comments about the need to purify the eye of the psukhé rather than attend to

the body and external things (2.1.1.2),*"*

only twelve of the references to the psukhé in
the first two chapters are directly about the effects of eating and drinking upon the
psukhé; the other five references are unrelated.”’” Like other parts of the body—such as
the stomach (2.1.2.2), the tongue (2.2.24.1), the jaws (2.2.24.1), the eyes (2.2.24.1), and
the face (2.2.26.1)—the psukhé was affected by excessive food or liquid (see below). It
could also benefit from eating and drinking (see below). The body that Clement knew
included a psukhe. The sporadic character of these references suggests that Clement is not
working out and then applying a theory of the psukhé to the issue of eating and drinking.
Like the tongue, jaws, or eyes, Clement just refers to the psukhé here and there

throughout his discussion of the effects of food and wine upon the body.

Nevertheless, like many other Greek thinkers, Clement does at times oppose the

2141 discuss Paed. 2.1.1.2 more fully in Chapter 3.

213 These other five references reflect how frequently Clement references psukhé in a non-systematic
manner. He opens the book, as described above, in terms of the need to cleanse the eye of the psukhé. In the
two chapters in which he discusses eating and drinking, as noted above, he mentions the effects of eating
and drinking upon the psukhé twelve times. The other four references in these two chapters on eating and
drinking include a quote from Homer, where psukhai are described as ghost-like, flying to blood (2.1.8.3);
a reference to the shame of the psukhé being made visible through the ragged clothes a drunkard inevitably
ends up wearing (2.2.27.3); and two references to the psukhé in a complex discussion of the Eucharist
(2.2.20.1). This last references certainly could be viewed as an instance where the psukhé is discussed in
terms of the effects of eating and drinking, but the reasoning of the passage is ambiguous enough that I
have decided not to include it in my discussion of the effects of eating and drinking upon the psukhe. (I do
discuss this passage in Chapter 4.)
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psukhé and the body in a way that does not make sense if Clement thinks that the psukhé
is a part of the body in a manner akin to the eyes or the stomach. For example, in one
passage Clement distinguishes between the damage done to the body and the stomach,
but he does not oppose the two (2.1.2.2).2'® Later on in the same chapter (2.1.7.3),
however, Clement juxtaposes the effects of diet on the person, describing what happens
to the psukhé, on the one hand, and to the body, on the other hand:
Self-sufficiency (adtapkeiav), which sets the portion of food at the right amount,
healthily provides for the body . . . But if the diet passes (the regulations of) self-
sufficiency (adtapkewav), it afflicts the person, on the one hand making the psukhé
slow (vwb1}), and, on the other hand making the body prone to illness (¢miodpare).

(Paed. 2.1.7.3)*"
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The psukhé is somehow separate from the body, at least conceptually, in a way that the
eyes, for example, were not. On the one hand, the psukhé is affected, on the other hand,
the body.

Clement’s contemporaries made the same assumptions about the separateness of
the psukhé from the body.*'® These assumptions are why Cartesian dualism so easily
maps on to so many statements about the psukhé’s relation to the body. Yet, often the
psukhé’s separateness from the body was based upon the presumption that the psukhé

itself was a body. Heinrich von Staden has shown that the dominant presumption of

216 In this passage (2.1.2.2), Clement lists multiple negative effects from an excessive diet: “an indisposed
(kayeliag) body, an upset (dvatpomndg) stomach, and a seduction of taste (éxmopvevodorng Thg yevoews).
27 Cf. Galen, Ars medica K 1.322; Ps.-Justin, Ep. ad Zen. et Ser 512c.

218 Galen, for example, wrestles very explicitly with this issue in Q4M, even though such a position, that
the psukhé is separate from the body, contradicts his overall point (see esp. QAM K 779).
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Hellenistic philosophers and physicians was that psukhé was a body itself.*" Similarly,
Smith draws our attention to a passage in the Excerpta ex Theodoto in which Clement (if
it is actually Clement commenting there) says that the psukhé must be a body, since
otherwise the psukhé would be incapable of receiving punishment in the next world.**

I propose that Clement’s comments about the psukhé make the most sense when
we rethink the shape and limits of the body and view the body Clement describes as
including prosthetic parts, namely, the psukhé. In appealing to the notion of “prosthesis,”
I do not mean to imply that the psukhé was replacing a missing or dysfunctional body
part. Instead, I mean it in the sense of how prosthetics augment the “natural body” as
described by Grosz in her interpretation and citation of Freud’s famous remark about
“man” as a “prosthetic god”:

The ego is not simply bounded by the “natural” body. The “natural” body, insofar

as there is one, is continually augmented by the products of history and culture,

which it readily incorporates into its own intimate space. In this, “man” must be

recognized as a “prosthetic god,” approaching the fantasy of omnipotence, or at
least of a body well beyond its physical, geographical, and temporal immediacy.

219 «The belief cluster shared by Hellenistic philosophers and physicians includes, for example, that all
psukhé is soma but not all soma is psukhé; that only what is spatially extended, three-dimensional, and
capable of acting or being acted upon exists; that the soul meets these criteria of existence; that this
corporeal psukhé, like the rest of the body, is mortal and transient, that the psukhe is generated with the
body; that it neither exists before the body nor exists eternally after its separation from the body—that is,
the soul does not exist independently of the body in which it exists” (von Staden, “Body, Soul, and
Nerves,” 79). Von Staden also quotes from three ancient authors at the beginning of the piece to make the
point: Epicurus: “psukhe is soma”; Cleanthes and Chrysippus “The psukhé therefore is a soma”; and Zeno
of Cilium “Corpus est anima” (“Body, Soul, and Nerves,” 79).
220 The passage reads: “The demons are called “incorporeal” (dodparta), not because they do not have a
body (for they have a form [oyfjpa] and for this reason the sensation [cuvaioOnow] of punishment), but in
comparison with the pneumatic bodies of the saved ones, they are shadows (ox14), and thus called
incorporeal. And the angels are bodies—they are seen. And even the psukhé is a body. As even the apostle
says, ‘For they are sown in a psukhé-type body, and raised in a pneumatic body (1. Cor 15.44).” How
would psukhai sense (cuvosOdavopar) punishments if they did not have bodies? (Ex. Theo. 1.14.1-3) (Ta
Sapovia «aohpatar eipntal, ody wg odpa pry Exova (Exel yap xai oxfpa - 810 xal cuvaicbnow kohdoewg
Exey), AAN g TPOG oOYKPIoY TOV 0WlOPEVWY CWRATWY TVELPATIKOV oKl Ovta doopata eipnta. Kai of
"Ayyelot copatd elow - Gpdvral yodv. —AMA xal 1} Poyi) odpa. ‘O yodv Ardotolog - «Zmeipetar pév yap
oQpa Poyikov, Eyeipetar ¢ odpa tvevpatikdvy. IId¢ 8¢ xai ai kohaldpevar poyal cuvaisBavovTar pry
ohpata odoaty); see Smith, “Very Thin Things,” 274-78.
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If the ego is a mapping of the body and if the body is able to incorporate a host of
instrumental supplements, the ego (or at least its ideal) aspires to a megalomania
worthy of gods.*”!
It is in this sense that we might describe the ancient psukhé as prosthesis to the body, in a
manner reversing Descartes’ depiction of the body as the prosthesis of the soul.”*?

There is no reason that the body cannot include separable parts, separable bodies,
and this is perhaps especially the case for the ancient contexts that informed Clement, in
which bodies were not marked by a modern sense of complete self-enclosure. Seen from
this perspective, the body is not defined by strict hermetic boundaries. It can include
prosthetics, phantoms, and the many materials constantly moving in and out of the body,
including food, wine, air, and other environmental elements. These prosthetic and
phantom parts can be both incorporated into the body and distinct from the body. They
can be felt-parts of the body and the self.

In the above passage, we see both the psukhé and the body affected by diet, the
former being made slow, and the latter prone to illness. That passage does not show us
the psukhé as part of the body necessarily, but its description of the psukhé being harmed
by food is suggestive. The psukhé is affected by the body’s consumption of food. It
seems to be connected to the body’s digestive processes.

In another reference to the effects of eating in Book 2, Chapter 1 (a reference that
we reviewed in part earlier in this chapter), Clement states:

Pleasure (1jdovr}) causes people much harm (fAdfinv) and pain (Aornv). Excessive

food (moAvtpogia) births deep affliction (SvomaBeiav), forgetfulness (Arj0nv), and

folly (appoodvny) in the psukhé. And it is said that the bodies of youth become
quick growing in height when they are deprived of nourishment. For the pneuma,

221 Grosz, Volatile Bodies, 38; cf. Freud, Civilization and its Discontents, 90-92.

222 Gee Babb, “Prosthetic Body”’; Wills, Prosthesis.
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which causes the spurt of growth, is not stopped by the mass of food blocking its
airway (edmvoov). (Paed. 2.1.17.3)*%

AvBpomog 8¢ ta pév moAAd PAGPnyv kal Aomnyv éveyévvnoev 110ovr}, duomdBeiav
8¢ xal MiBnv xai ddppoodvnyv 1) mohvtpodia évtiktel T Puyf. Edavifi 8¢ kal tdv
naidwv td oopata yiveoBai paoctv el¢ pfikog EmSIBOVTWY And Th¢ EAAerTodoTg
TPOPG - 00 yap kwAdetal T avatpéyov g adlnv mvedpa The TOAN|S TPOPiS
avudpatrodong to edmvovy Tod Spdpov.
While pleasure causes harm, the specific mechanics of that harm are physical or chemical
(rather than spiritual or immaterial). It is the excess of food that does the damage. The

psukhé is harmed, the body stunted.”**

Similarly, Clement argues earlier in this chapter
(2.1) that “turbid vapor” (avaBvpiacig Bodwdeotépa) from meat and wine “darkens”
(¢moxotel) the psukhe, thereby inhibit its functioning (2.1.11.1).**° The heavy vapors
within the body, produced through the consumption of meat and wine, affect the psukhé’s
functioning through darkening it.
The problems, although material, are the result of excess:
But if anyone does have such things (meat or wine), he does not err (Gpaptavel),
but let him partake only with discipline (¢yxpatdg), neither clinging (¢€eydpevoq)
to them, nor depending (drnptnpévog) on them. Nor being greedy (¢mhapapy®v)
for (this) dish. (Paed. 2.1.11.1)

Ei 8¢ tig xai todtwv petahapfaver, ody apaptavel, povov ykpat®g peteyétw, |
eZeyopevog pnde annppévog adT®V pnde EmAapapy®V tQ opw

In these passages we repeatedly see the psukhé placed in a nexus of physical and material
causes and effects, the same matrix of physical and material causes and effects in which

“the body” exists. Even if the effects on the psukhé also include sensations and mental

223 Plutarch has similar reasoning about youths growing tall when they consume only a little food (Lyc.
17.4).

2% Pneuma was associated with the psukhe, often being considered either the substance of the psukhé (the
position of the Stoics, among others), or the first instrument of the psukhe. See Lloyd, “Pneuma Between
Body and Soul”; Smith, “How Thin,” passim; Debru, “Physiology” 271-73; Donini, “Psychology” 201.

*2 Clement, Paed. 2.1.11.1: f| &’ adtédv dvaBopiaci Bodwdeotépa odoa émoxotet Tf puyfi. Clement here
is all but quoting Musonius Rufus (frag. 18a.18-32; cf. frag. 18b).
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functioning—effects that might seem less corporeal—they too are a part of the physical,
material world for Clement.

In Book 2, Chapter 2, where Clement discusses wine and water, we again find the
psukhé acting and being acted upon by the physical and material world it shares with the
body. For example, Clement states:

And if we do thus [eat and drink in moderation], our psukhé will be clean

(xaBapd), dry (Enpa), and radiant (pwrtoedrq): “a bright (adyn) psukhe is dry

(Enpa), full of light (copwratn), and virtuous (apiotn)” [Heraclitus, frag. 74].

Thus capable for contemplation (émomtikr)), it is not drenched (xaBvypog),

embodied (cwpatomroovpévn) in the vapors (AvaBupiaoeowv) of a cloud (vedpéing)

of wine. (Paed. 2.2.29.3)**°
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The psukhé’s physical state, created by the body’s diet, determines whether it is good, or
just bogged down with water and unable to function. In another passage, in the midst of
noting that wine can be beneficial because it “thaws stuck secretions (of food)” (ta pev
YAioypa tdv meprttwpatwy dwatrjket) while it also “tempers/dilutes the pungent (Spipeic)
and base (¢pavrovg) humors (yvpovg) with its sweet fragrance” (2.2.23.2),**" Clement
notes that

Well, indeed, it is said “from the beginning, wine was created to be drunk with

self-sufficiency for the great joy of the psukhé and the heart [cf. ben Sira 31:27—

28].” (Paed. 2.2.23.3)

Ed yodv éxetvo eipntar «Ayaliapa Ppoyiig xai kapdiag oivog éxtiotar A’ apyiig
TVOPEVOG ADTAPKTG.»

228 This passage (2.2.29.3) is also lifted straight from Musonius Rufus (frag. 18a.18-32), although Clement
never acknowledges the debt. The reasoning, however, is also paralleled in Philostratus (Viz. Apoll. 1.8,
2.36-37).

27 Clement, Paed. 2.2.23.2: Beppog yap Gv kai yopods Exwv (8el¢, kexpapévos SppeAde Ta pév yAioypa
OV TeprrtwpdTwy datfkel Beppdtn Ty, Tovg 8¢ Spipeis kal padrovg taig edwdicg kepavvoat yopods.
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In sum, Clement discusses eating and drinking in terms of their corporeal effects.
Some of these effects, positive and negative, are familiar, and we can easily identify them
as the corporeal effects of eating and drinking (e.g., excessive eating makes “the body”
more prone to illness). Clement also locates these effects in the psukhé, but this does not
mean that these effects are “psychological” in the modern Western sense of the term
instead of being corporeal. Too much food will make the psukhé slow and cause it pain,
while also bringing lethargy, and shallow-mindedness to it. The consumption of meat,
along with wine, creates turbid vapors that darken the psukhé. Too much drinking
saturates the psukhé with misty-water. Drinking wine in moderation affects the psukhé in
other ways, making it clean, dry, and radiant. And this physical state of the psukhé
portends a virtuous psukhe, with virtue presented as an ethical effect of the physical

changes made to the psukhé through action.

Conclusion

Clement’s moralizing is corporeal and material, even when it includes the psukhé. Even
“psychological”—seemingly non-corporeal—effects, such as shallow-mindedness, joy,
or pain, appear in Clement’s instructions as part of a material matrix of corporeal cause
and effect. The virtuous psukhé is bright, dry, and full of light, or bogged down in water
and dark vapors. His images of virtue and vice are corporeal, even when explicitly
mentioning the psukhé. We thus see the psukhé as part of the body, as affected by the
internal mixture of liquids and foodstuffs that the body consumes. It is included in the
body’s reactions to food and drink. It may not have been theorized as just another part of

the bounded body, but even as it was separable from the body—a prosthetic—we see
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Clement describe its felt effects and functioning as part of the body. His argument
therefore, rather than relying upon moral ideals—putatively the realm of the modern
Western soul—is instead thoroughly about a material body that includes a material
psukhé.

Clement was not alone. Shaw, White, and Smith have shown how assumptions
about the psukhé’s material corporeality were widespread in the first centuries of the
Common Era. In this chapter, I attempted to extend their observations about widespread
notions concerning the psukhé’s corporeality by introducing Grosz’s and Salamon’s twin
theories of the body’s “imaginary anatomy” and the felt body. Grosz’s work, building off
of Lacan, suggests that the body is not immediately available to the self, but comes to it
through culturally mediated images. I suggested that, like the sexed body, the psukhé
materialized on the body through culturally produced images. Clement participates and
relies upon those images when giving instructions on the things and activities that
damage the psukhe. Salamon, building off of Schilder and Merleau-Ponty, suggested that
this body image or “imaginary anatomy” was also made available to the self through
culturally interpreted sensations and feelings. I proposed that the psukhé was part of the
ancient felt-body. Clement’s instructions, and those like them, on the substances and
actions that damaged the psukhé provided a script for interpreting bodily sensations and
feelings as those of the psukhé. Sensations grounded the psukhé in the body’s materiality,
giving it a powerful presence that Clement and others could try to draw upon and use for
their own purposes.

Clement and his contemporaries were not merely theorizing about the psukhé’s
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materiality or physical presence, but relying on it to make their arguments. At least in the
passages that we have reviewed so far, Clement’s moralizing relies on the corporeal and
the material. This dependency on the psukhé, especially on its physical vulnerabilities, in
moral admonitions raises questions about the psukhé’s relation to power. Through
reviewing Clement’s descriptions of the things and actions that damage the psukhé, we
saw that a key to the power of these admonitions was the psukhé’s felt presence. As |
have shown, Clement relies less on appeals to piety or authority than to the physical
status of the psukhé, a status that is made plain to the subject through the sensations and
feelings produced by the psukhé and felt by the person.

In this chapter, I focused on the privately felt or sensed body. In the next chapter,
I turn to the publically visible body, examining passages in the Paedagogus in which the
psukhé gains visibility through the body’s material addenda. In order to further explore
the material power and presence of the psukhé, 1 therefore seek to shed light on its
material presence in the shoes, hairstyles, faces, clothing, and cosmetics of the ancient

Mediterranean world.
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CHAPTER 3 - A MATERIAL FANTASY

The psukhé as an internal moral core may be the psukhé with which we are most
comfortable and familiar in the modern West. It seems to match modern Cartesian
assumptions about the nature of the self or soul. In antiquity, however, a trained
physiognomist could discern the character of a soul just by seeing a person’s face, eyes,
or the features of his or her body. Even gait, voice, and gestures could be signs of the
soul’s character. In addition to its interactions with anatomy and physiology, the ancient
soul thus also appeared on the surface of the body, again contradicting modern
sensibilities as well as de facto scholarly assumptions—in this case: about the soul’s
essentially internal and invisible nature.

By Clement of Alexandria’s time in the end of the second century and the
beginning of the third, physiognomists had been around for centuries. Two of the first
Greek treatises written on physiognomy appeared towards the end of the fourth century
B.C.E., circulating together under Aristotle’s name by Clement’s time. Loxus, probably
active between 323-350 B.C.E., wrote on physiognomy and was still being read six
hundred years later, as a fourth-century C.E. anonymous Latin Treatise attests.”>* The
most influential physiognomic treatise in antiquity was written in the second century C.E.
by Polemon.”*’ Physiognomy might have been a rather esoteric science even in antiquity,

but its general claims nevertheless made a broad impact, as Maud Gleason has shown in

228 Boys-Stones, “Physiognomy and Ancient Psychological Theory.”
229 Swain, “Introduction.”
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her study of the making of masculinity in second-century public competitions.***

If, from a Cartesian perspective, Galen’s surgical proofs of the soul’s locations
seem ridiculous and ancient ideas about the soul being weighed down by meat confused
at best, then the claims of physiognomy are almost offensive. The very idea of
physiognomy surprises modern common sense about the soul and its relationship to the
body. The soul is the definitively internal and invisible object according to Cartesian
dualism. Its character cannot be read physiognomically on the contours of the body, for
that would make modernity’s essentially private and inviolable self public and subject to
the contingencies of the physical world.

It should not come as a surprise, therefore, that some of the most important and
influential work on the ancient psukhe takes the psukhé’s internal, non-corporeal status,
as well as its role as the seat of morals, as a starting point for analysis. This is especially
true of the relatively recent understanding of the psukhé as an object of therapy for

ancient philosophy developed by Pierre Hadot and André-Jean Voelke,”"

and expanded
by Michel Foucault and Martha Nussbaum in their own ways.>**

Harry O. Maier has applied some of these lessons, especially from Foucault, to
Clement of Alexandria.”*® Maier discusses Clement’s instructions on dress, placing them

in their a larger “Greco-Roman tradition of sartorial reflection™***

and asking what
ancient instructions on dress reveal about the history of the self. Yet, insofar as his

primary topic of interest lies in the history of the self, his work is also instructive for how

2% Gleason, Making Men, esp. 55-81.

2! Hadot, Philosophy as a Way of Life; Voelke, Philosophie comme thérapie de l'dme.

32 Poucault, Use of Pleasure; idem, Care of the Self; Nussbaum, Therapy of Desire.

233 Maier, “Clement of Alexandria and the Care of the Self”; idem, “Dressing for Church.”
2% Maier, “Dressing for Church,” 66.
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it elides any distinction between psukhé and self—or between psukhé and (the modern)
soul.”** In what follows, I build on Maeir’s insights into Clement, but I ask instead how
they speak to a materialized psukhé, felt on the body but also publically visible.

If the psukhé’s immateriality and distinction from the body should not be
presumed, even if our modern instincts tell us otherwise, neither should we take its
internality or function as moral-core for granted—especially because, as we saw in the
last chapter, the psukhé’s relation to regulatory norms and power in ancient sources often
diverges quite sharply from Cartesian expectations.”*® In this chapter, I suspend any
assumption that the psukhé’s status as internal or as a moral core is self-evident. I am
particularly interested in how it maintained its status as a thing with enough coherence
and permanency that it could function as a stable reference point. Even if it could change
from dry to wet, reason to lechery, healthy to sick, it was a singular object that was
changing. How and why did disparate impulses, desires, rationalities, and selves unite
together as products of a singular internal core, the psukhe?>’

I suggested in the previous chapter that the psukhé possessed a felt bodily
presence for Clement and his peers—that one could discern one’s psukhé somatically.

Similar to what modern theorists like Gayle Salamon claim now for the sexed body, the

psukhé materialized on the body through its association with certain sensations and

1 discuss the psukhé’s relation to the self in Chapter 4. Note that the same elision is found in other recent
works in early Christian studies on the therapy of the psukhé; Kolbet, Augustine and the Cure of Souls;
Meyer, “Shaping the Sick Soul.”

236 As we saw in Chapters 1-2, the problem with damaging the psukhé was not just theoretical, but
practical, not just a matter of morals, but physical. The damaged psukhe, heavy and wet, no longer
functioned correctly. The body was no longer rational. The wound caused to the psukhé by too much drink,
for instance, unleashed havoc upon the body (Paed. 2.2.20.2-2.2.21.1).

»71n Chapter 4, I explore the apparent contradictions between the image of the psukhé as a moral core and
the image of the psukhé as a physical part of the body.
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feelings. The last chapter, by investigating the psukhé’s material manifestation as a
sensually and physically affected object (and not just as a self/subject), showed how the
specifics of its material manifestation were productive of and the products of certain
regulatory ideals. Seeing the psukhé as a materialized part of the body, we saw that
moderation and excess were bodily states. Indulgence, a bodily state. Regulatory power,
therefore, operated not solely or primarily through appeals to a disembodied rational self,
mind, or soul, but through the materialization of the body itself, a body which included
the psukhe.

Clement and his peers, however, did not teach that the psukhé itself was on the
surface of the body. Like the heart, other internal organs, or blood,”® the psukhé was
thought to be internal.**’ Its job was to lead and guide the body to act virtuously,
according to reason.”*’ As such, it was supposed to function as an internal moral core and
the seat of rationality. It was the center of reason (6 Adyog). As Clement explains in the
opening of Book 3, “The intellectual (part) (to voepov) of the tripartite psukhée—also
called the rational (part) (Aoyiotikov)—is the inner person (6 AvBpwmdg Eotiv 6 Eviov)

241

and the ruler of the visible (¢paivopévov) person” (3.1.1.2).”" Or, as Clement writes

3% Clement even notes in an aside that some people believe that the blood is the psukhé: “For blood is the
first-created substance in the person, for this reason, some even dare to say that it is the substance of the
psukhé” (ITpwtdyovov ydp o aipa edpioketar év avBpmne, 6 81 Tiveg odaiav eimely Poyig TETOAPRKATIY)
(Paed. 1.6.39.2).

3% Clement repeatedly contrasts the psukhé’s internal status to the external features of the body (e.g., Paed.
2.12.121.2; 3.2.1.3; 3.2.9.2). See further below.

% 1n some passages in the Paedagogus, Clement describes the psukhé as in charge of the body (e.g.,
1.13.102.3). In other passages, he is more precise: the rational part of the psukhé controls the body through
controlling the two irrational parts of the psukhé with reason (3.1.1.2-5). See below. There was also a large
philosophical discussion in antiquity about the psukhé’s functions and powers; Debru, “Physiology,” 265—
68
! Clement, Paed. 3.1.1.2: Tpryevodg odv dapyobong Thg oyfs T voepdy, & 81 Aoytotikov kaettar, 6
avBpwmds éotv 6 EvBov, O T0d parvopévov Todde dpywv avBpmmrov. Clement goes on to describe the other
two parts of the psukhé, with one part being the irascible part (Bvpikdg) and the third part being desire
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toward the end of Book 1:

And the action (npadic) of the Christian psukhé is the working of logic (Aoywkfig)

according to the good (doteiav) judgment and desire for truth, completed through

the (psukhe’s) congenitally attached (cupdvodg) fellow-worker: the body. (Paed.
1.13.102.3)

xal Eotv 1) pév mpalis 1 1od Xpotiavod Puyfig Evépyela Aoyikig xatd kpiotv

doteiav kal Opeliv dAnBeiag did t0d cvpPLOdE KAl CVVAYWVICTOD COPATOG

éxtehovpévr -

When the psukhé is taken for granted as an internal moral-self, as a way of
referring to a real or true self that transcends the body, it is easy to read past the specific
features of the psukhé as well as the complex ways in which it existed and gained power
through its public appearance on the body. It is easy to assume that, of course, Clement
and his peers would think that people have an internal moral-core that is the true self.

Yet, if we do not start with the assumption that the psukhé is self-evidently an internal
moral-core, or that the true self is self-evidently an internal object with coherence and
stability through time, then Clement’s comments suddenly become valuable evidence for
the process by which the psukhé came to appear internal, real, self-evident, and coherent
through time, a thing that had enough coherence to change states while still being the

same thing.

Through his comments on the body’s appearance and material addenda (e.g.,

(¢mBopnTikde) (3.1.1.2). The latter two parts need to be kept in check by reason/the first part of the psukhé
(3.1.1.5). All of this relates to the divine word, the Pedagogue, who controls this part of the psukhe and is
reason itself (3.1.1.2; 3.2.1.1). In another explicit allusion to Plato’s tripartite model (cf. Phaedr. 246a—
254e), Clement makes the same move: “For indulgence (tpv¢n)) drives headlong into decadence (xdpov),
leaping, becoming wild, and throwing off the charioteer, the Pedagogue, who, restraining (dvakomtwyv) the
reins from afar, leads and carries the human horse to salvation. The irrational part of the psukhé becomes
wild—beast-like—around pleasures, shameful desires, precious stones, gold, fancy dress, and other
luxuries” (Sewvry yap 1) tpoudr] el kopov E€okeilaca oxipthiom kal dAvayatioar kal Tov fvioyov, [xal] Tov
tadaywyov, arooeioacshal, 6§ Tdppwhev dvakdmTwy TAG fviag dyel kal pépel Tpog cwrrpiav TOV (mmov
OV AvBpwrreiov, T dloyov pépog th Puyfig o Tepi RdovAaG kal 0peleig Empdyovg xai AiBoug xai ypvoiov kad
éoBfjta mowiAny kai v ANy YABv éxOnpodpevov) (Paed. 3.11.53.2).
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jewelry, cosmetics, shoes), we see how this object, the psukhé, works materially to make
subjects and police the appearance of the body. The body that was not governed by a
rational psukhé, the out-of-control body, was plain to see: “The shamelessness caused by
the scalding wine ripens, and breasts and genitals swell, displaying to all a picture of
sexual offense (mopveiag). The psukhé’s wound (tpadpa) inflames the body, and the
obscene pulsations chase idle curiosity to transgression” (tfig poyfig T0 Tpadpa
PAeypaivery avayxalel to odpa opuypoi te Avaidel mepiepyiav Siwkovaty elg
napavopiag) (2.2.20.4). So too, the belchings, wheezing, and snortings of the drunk and
stuffed body that “bury the clear-sighted eye of the psukhé” (2.9.81.1-2) would also be
visible (and audible). The bodily laziness (being pushed uphill and downhill by one’s
servants) that caused “psukhicle (pvyxiic) softness/effeminacy (paiaxiag)” would also
have been quite noticeable: “And a noble (yevvaiov) man should not have any sign of
softness/effeminacy (paAaxiag) appear on his face, nor on another part of his body, nor

unbecoming unmanliness (avavdpiag) of motion (xivrjoeowv) or expression (oyéoeotv)”

99 ¢¢ 29 ¢¢

(3.11.73.5-74.1). The psukhé’s appearance in “belchings,” “swollen genitals,” “obscene
pulsations,” or luxurious clothing not only makes the state of the psukhé plain to see, it
also allows the psukhé to regulate the specific areas in which it appears. If clothes make
the psukhé visible, then they are what is subject to regulation in the name of the psukhé as
well. What makes the psukhé visible is also the site of its power.

By examining how his instructions implicitly made the psukhé, or at least its state,

publicly visible through the body and its material addenda, we learn how such a sight also

constituted the nature of “character” in material terms, thereby loading it with a powerful
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material presence. This is not to say that this was Clement’s plan or strategy. If we follow
Clement on his own terms, we end up stating that Clement thinks that luxurious clothes
are incompatible with a healthy psukhé (possibly noting how typical his moral senses

were about clothing*

). But such a statement simply begs the question. How and why
was the psukhé a thing that Clement could refer to as having a lasting presence, be it a
sick or healthy one? By investigating the effects of linking the state of the psukhé to the
body’s appearance and material addenda, we see that Clement’s instructions would not
have functioned merely to regulate the actions of individuals, but also simultaneously to
produce the object in need of regulation, the psukhé.**

In this chapter, I look to investigate the effects of these and other publicly visible
signs of the psukhe’s presence. | say “publicly,” because the specific visual presence of
these indicators of the psukhé works to make the state of a person’s psukhé visible to any
passer-by. I will argue that, since these signs of the psukhé and its states would have been
conspicuously visible, the psukhé also became conspicuously, even publicly, visible, even
as its functioning was ostensibly internal. Instead of seeing these corporeally visible signs
of the psukhé’s state as incidental to Clement’s descriptions of the state of the psukhé, 1
aim to show that such visibility fabricated the psukhé as a publicly knowable object. Its

visibility was not an accidental effect of its presence, but the cause of its presence.

Therefore, while the last chapter focused upon the ways in which the psukhé could have

2 Maier (“Dressing for Church,” 66) offers a helpful bibliography of works in Classics on ancient clothing
and cosmetics: Colburn and Heyn, Reading a Dynamic Canvas; Edmondson and Keith, Roman Dress;
Cleland, Harlow, and Llewellyn-Jones, Clothed Body; Stout, “Jewelry as a Symbol of Status.” In early
Christian Studies, see Upson-Saia, Early Christian Dress; Upson-Saia, Daniel-Hughes and Batten, eds.,
Dressing Judeans and Christians in Antiquity.

¥ Thus, I am less interested in whether Clement’s instructions “worked” (i.e., whether people obeyed
him), than I am in the logic he employs and the material context of that logic.

118



materialized privately through bodily sensations, this chapter looks at how the psukhé
was constituted as a public object through its illusory, yet publicly visible, effects and

presence on the body and the body’s material addenda.”**

The psukhé, in addition to
being a felt part of the body, was produced on the surface of body.

I begin the next section of this chapter by discussing passages in which Clement
comes closest to reflecting upon the psukhé’s relationship to the body. Here, we will see
Clement founding his instructions about the body on the nature of the psukhé. I then
highlight how the links Clement posits between the body and the internal psukhé would
have made the psukhé publicly visible. The final section of the chapter explores potential
effects of the psukhé’s public visibility, namely the ways in which the constant visibility

of these materials made the psukhé a constant thing and the ways in which the psukhé

gained power through its visibility.

The Psukhe’s Appearance Versus the Body’s Appearance

As noted above, if the ancient psukhé-body dualism was not predicated upon the same
terms as Cartesian soul-body dualism, we need to rethink not only the nature of the
psukhé’s relationship to the body, but also the nature of the psukhé’s internality. In this
subsection, I review Clement’s most explicit comments on the body-psukhé relationship.
Hardly the opposite of the body, the psukhé was the product of the movements and
materials of the body, even as it appeared to be an internal moral core. Rather than
exploring these passages for what they tell us about a moment in intellectual history (a

moment that would be rather insignificant if we are looking for influential

4% Clement’s instructions in the Paedagogus on the body’s appearance and material addenda largely occurs

in two large blocks: 2.8.61-76; 2.10.102-3.3.25.
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innovations),”** T build off of the work of Maier** to look at these passages for the type
of thing made visible through these commonplace notions about the body-psukhé
relationship.

At the beginning of Book 2, Clement shifts from his general introduction and
defense of his project (Book 1) to the core of his project in the final two books, namely,
his focus upon “that which is useful for life (1o Buwdereg),” that is, “. . . how each of us
conduct (tpoopépeaban) ourselves regarding our bodies, or, rather, how it is necessary to
direct (katevBovew) it” (2.1.1.1,2).2*” Perhaps contrary to our expectations, far from
leaving the psukhé behind, this turn to the body and “that which is useful for life”
actually focuses Clement’s attention on the psukhé all the more. In fact, Clement makes
his turn to the body by explaining that since reason draws one away from the “condition
of the body” (tfi¢ T0d opatog dywyic), instead of being eager for “external things” (ta

£xtog) (e.g., such as clothes or food),***

one’s purpose should be to “cleanse the thing that
is a person’s own—the eye of the psukhé—and purify the flesh itself (t6 te 180V t0d
avBpmov, TO dppa ThS Puyhis, Exkabaipery, ayvilewv 8¢ kal v oapka adtv)” (2.1.1.2).
His instructions about the body, therefore, aim to move the reader away from the body

and its external things.**” One should not wear too much or too luxurious perfumes and

oils (2.8.61-69),”° flowers (avBog) (2.8.70-76)," precious stones and metals (2.12.118—

% Maier, “Dressing for Church.”

246 Maier, “Dressing for Church.”

7 Clement, Paed. 2.1.1.1-2: 6motdv Tva 1 £avtod chpatt Exagtov @Y Tpochépeadar, pdrov 8& brwg
adto katevbovew yp1.

8 The concept of “external things” was a major topic of discussion among Stoics; Stephens, Stoic Ethics,
47-80.

** Clement, Paed. 2.1.1.1-3.

%0 Clement even notes how perfume indexes a person’s character: “Just as dogs track down animals by
their scent, so also the self-controlled (oi odppoveg) track the licentious (todg doelyeis) by the superfluous
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129), gold shoes (2.11.116), fancy hairdos (e.g., 3.2.11.1-2; 3.3.17.4), clothes (3.11.53.4—
5), earrings (3.11.56.3-5), finger-rings (3.11.57.1-4), or cosmetics (3.11.64.1-3), to name
only some of Clement’s instructions.

While the importance of the psukhé for attending to the body and “the practical
needs of life” might surprise us, the above passage and Clement’s approach in general
nevertheless seem imbued with a familiar type of dualism. External things, defined with
specific reference to concern for the body, are contrasted with the realm of understanding
and the perception of God made available through the eye of the psukhé. Externals and
the body are put on one side; the psukhé, understanding, and God are put on the other
side. The material world and the spiritual world inhabit different domains.

At first sight, this might seem strikingly similar to stereotypical notions about
Platonism or even Descartes’ ideas. A closer look, however, shows that Clement’s
dualism results not in a separation of the body from the psukhé, where each operates

independently from the other. Rather, body and psukhé compete over the same field, the

scents of perfumes (popwv)” (KaBamep 8¢ oi koveg prvnhatodvteg x the ddpfig aviyvedovot td Bnpia,
olTw¢ &k THG TEPIEPYOL TOV pdpwy edwdiag Bnpdov of ohPpoveg todg doehyeis) (Paed. 2.8.69.5).

! While not all of Clement’s instructions are framed with reference to bodily health, it is a frequent motif,
even in discussing plants and flowers, e.g., “Just as with roots and plants, thus also flowers (fragrance of
flowers) have their own qualities, helpful, harmful, or dangerous. Ivy cools. Hazel (kapva) releases a
soporific air (tvedpa), as its etymology shows. The narcissus is a flower with an oppressive odor. Its name
reveals that it numbs the nerves. The smells of roses and violets, being mildly cool, subdue and draw out
heaviness in the head (kapnapiag). But (such solutions) do not give us permission to get drunk” (Ka8amep
8¢ ai pifau xal ai Potavay, obtwg 8¢ xal Ta avlr idiag Exer TowTag kal Tag pév Erwdeleis, Tag 8¢
gmPrafels, Eot 8¢ G¢ xal Emodaleis. ‘O yodv kittog Eppdyey, 1) 8 kapda mvedpa APinoy KapwTIKOV, WG
épdaiver kal todvopa Ervporoyodpevov. Napkiooog 8¢ Bapvodpov oty dvBog, EAéyyer 8¢ adto 1
Tpoonyopia vapkav ¢umolody Tolg vedpolg. Al 8¢ TV pOSwv kai TV Twv drodopai iovyf odoat poypai
ovotéMovot kal EmotdPovot Tag kapnPapiag - fuiv 8¢ ody dnwotiodv cuppedderv, AAN 008¢ olvodobat
gmtétpantan) (Paed. 2.8.71.3—4). Later, he summarizes his logic in this section: “Since they work as a drug
(pappaxov), healing (ihoewg) or offering self-controlled relaxation, we must not reject the enjoyment
(tépyprv) of flowers and the uses of their perfumes and fragrances.” ("Qg pév odv év pappdxov poipa idoews
éveka, €08’ dmn 8¢ xal Slayvoews oPpovog, 0dk ArofAnTéov v Amd TV AvO®V tépPLy kal v (2.) Ard
TV popwv te Kal Bopapdtwy wdpéreav, dednwkapev) (2.8.76.1).
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person.*” If a person focuses upon the body and external things, s/he is not paying
enough attention to the psukhé. Conversely, however, if one attends to the psukhé first,
s’/he is not necessarily neglecting the body, for the psukhé is to regulate the body, rather
than simply flee it:
So then, nor should we seek after pricey clothes, just as we should not pursue
fancy foods. For the Lord himself divided (his) instructions between the psukhé
and the body and a third thing, externals, and counsels (us) to provide externals
for the body, and to administer (Swowxeiv) the body with the psukhé, and train
(raudaywyel) the psukhe. “Do not worry” he said, “about your psukhai, what you
will eat, or about your body, what you will wear. For the psukhé is more
important than food and the body than clothes” [Luke 12:22-23]. (Paed.
2.10.102.2-3)
Odkodv 008¢ €obfito¢ avtimomtéov molvtehodg kabamep 000¢ TPOPiG TOIKIANG.
Adtog yodv 6 kOplog Siaupdv tag drobrjkag el te puyrv kai odpa kal Tpitov T
£kTAC, d1d pev o odpa td éxtog mopileoBar cupfoviedel, dowelv 8¢ T odpa i
Puyf], Tadaywyel 8¢ v Poyfy, «pry pepipvate» Aywv «tf| Poyfi Opdv T paynte,

pnde o oopatt Vpdv Ti Evddonabe - 1 ydp Poyn TAeiwv €0t Thg TPOPRG xal TO

odpa Tod &vodpatog.»

The relationship between psukhé and body is therefore not fundamentally
dualistic, but hierarchical. While “pricey clothes” are to be avoided, the psukhé should
still clothe the body. Same too with food: “fancy foods” should be rejected, but the
psukhé needs to provide the body with food. “External things” therefore—material
things—need to be regulated by the psukhé for the body, not simply rejected. The psukhé
should be in charge of the body, governing which things it (really) needs, not fleeing it.
Problems occur, according to Clement, when the psukhé pays too much attention to the

body and the external things it needs:

The irrational part of the psukhé””® becomes wild—beast-like—around pleasures,

2 In Chapter 4, I dive more deeply into the relation between the psukhé and the self.

233 Clement only mentions the psukhé being divided into parts one other time in the Paedagogus. In
3.1.1.2-5, he divides it into three parts, rather than the implicit two-part model referenced in this passage
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shameful desires, precious stones, gold, fancy dress, and other luxuries. (Paed.
3.11.53.2)

0 Ahoyov pépog ths Puyfig TO mepl Ndovag kai 0pélelg Empoyovg kai AiBovg xa
xpuoiov kai éoBfjta mowiAny kal v AAAny YAy ékBrplodpevoy -

Insofar as the psukhé is responsible for the body’s appearance, the body’s
appearance reveals the state of the psukheé. Thus, certain aspects of the body’s appearance
could function as an index of the psukhé and its health. Clement even makes the point
explicit:

Just as a hand that is bandaged or an eye that is smeared over indicate by their

appearance a deeper meaning (Omovolav)—disease—so too, cosmetics

(évtpippata) and dyes (Bagai) reveal (aivittovrar) that the psukhé is sick to its

core. (Paed. 3.2.9.2)

‘()¢ 8¢ 1 xatamemhaopév yelp xal 6 meplaAnppévog opBaipog drovolav Tod

vooodvTog €k Th¢ Opewg évdeikvutal, oDTwE Td évrpippata kal ai fadal vooodoav

év BaBer v poyrv alvitrovau.
Even though it is the quintessentially internal object, the psukhé’s status as an internal
core is not hidden behind the surface of the body, but actually revealed and produced

2% The more Clement insists that the interior beauty of the psukhé is more

through it.
important than the external beauty of the body, the more the external appearance of the

body makes the internal psukhé visible:

On the whole, then, we must reject ornaments (koéopa), as we would girlish toys
(kopoxoopa), entirely repudiating ornamentation itself. For it is necessary to be

(irrational part versus the rational part). Although potentially revealing for those looking for evidence of
Clement’s theory of the psukheé, it is hard to tell what difference this reference to the psukhé’s parts means
in practice. Clement’s admonitions do not hinge on this model, or the differences between the parts of the
psukhé, as can be seen in how rarely he references the psukhé’s different parts. For my purposes, this
inconsistency between the rare reference to parts of the psukhé and the larger pattern of referencing the
psukhé as a whole, bolsters my claim that theories of the psukhé—differences between a Platonic tripartite
model and a Stoic model—matter less than its practical presence for his project in the Paedagogus.

2% As I suggested in the Introduction, modern sexuality manifests itself in a similar way on the body. See
Meyer, Archaeology of Posing, esp. 53—72; Barthes, Fashion System; idem, Language of Fashion; cf.
Holmes, Symptom and the Subject, 192-227.
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ornamented within (£voBev). A woman should show beauty (xaArfv) on the

inside (Eow)—for beauty and ugliness are visible (xatagaivetar) in the psukhé

alone. (Paed. 2.12.121.2)**
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Types and styles of clothing, perfume, and hairstyles thus all correlate to reason, or lack
thereof. Clement describes, for example, when it is rational to use perfumes (e.g., for the
health of the body) and when perfume is excessive.””’ Fancy shoes thus indicate a psukhé
that is not controlling the body. So too fancy hairstyles, extravagant food, and expensive
clothes display an ill-functioning psukhé. Perfumes, flowers, fancy shoes, precious
stones, cosmetics, dyes, and the like thus act as a sign system that makes the otherwise
hidden and invisible psukhé visible.

The state of the psukhé would have been publicly available, because the specific
visual presence of expensive clothes, hairstyles, cosmetics, gold, jewels, and dyes
especially, but even “fancy foods,” publicize the state of a person’s psukhé to any passer-
by. If you see a person consuming “fancy foods,” you know her or his psukhé is sick. If
you see cosmetics or dyes, you know the psukhé is sick. If you see gold, jewels, and other

luxuries, you know that the psukhé is sick. Fancy shoes, hairstyles, perfumes, etc., all

publicize the state of the psukhé. Conversely, the absence of jewelry, gold, extravagant

233 Clement is especially vigilant in policing women’s use of jewelry and cosmetics (Paed. 3.1-2), but he
also worries about how men produce artificial appearance (3.3); Maier, “Dressing for Church,” 79—85. For
an overview of the ancient discussions of clothing and women, see Olson, Dress and the Roman Woman.
236 Similarly, Clement argues that, although “the Lord” was not beautiful in appearance (citing Isa 53:2), he
still “displayed the true beauty of both the psukh€ and the body; beneficence for one and immortality of the
flesh for the other” (to 8¢ dAnBvov kal thg Puyfig xai Tod ohpatog evedeilato kAAog, THS pév To
eDEPYETIKOV, TO 8¢ ABhvatov Th¢ oapkd) (Paed. 3.2.1.3).

7 Although finding a use for most things, whether food or perfume, Clement never has any comments on
gold or jewelry being useful.
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dishes, or expensive clothes showed that one had a reasoned psukhé. The body’s material
addenda made the state of the psukhé publicly visible. One could have seen it. Because
clothes, jewelry, and cosmetics and the other bodily material addenda Clement describes,
are conspicuously visible (on the body), the psukhé, because of its relation to these
things, also becomes conspicuously visible (on the body).

Even when Clement’s instructions on bodily appearance do not mention the

2% the psukhé still frames his discussion of bodily appearance,” Both

psukhé explicitly,
Books 2 and 3, where Clement justifies the types of instructions he gives, begin with
explicit discussions of the psukhe.”®® The state of the psukhé can thus regularly be seen on
the body, for “the intellectual (part) (to voepov) of the tripartite psukhé—also called the
rational (part) (Aoyotikov)—is the inner person (6 avBpwmrds éotv 6 Evdov) and the ruler
of the visible (parvopévov) person” (3.1.1.2).

If Clement’s ideas about the psukhé’s relationship to the body and the body’s
material addenda were unique, then we would be exploring little more than the
idiosyncratic ravings of a fringe intellectual. Interesting, perhaps, but not particularly

revealing. As it stands, however, Clement’s references to the psukhé reflect not so much

his own particular theories about the psukhé as much as they do widely available

238 The word psukhé appears twenty-one times in the sections of the Paedagogus in which Clement
discusses the body’s appearance and material addenda (2.8.61-76; 2.10.102-3.3.25).

%% For example, Clement does not explicitly mention the psukhé in his instructions on shoes (Paed.
2.11.116-117). But, instead of being evidence for the lack of importance of the psukhé, I read these
absences as evidence for its pervasive influence. Just as sex or race does are not always mentioned when
present in modern society—so too the psukhé did not have to be the subject of explicit reflection to be
present. We can see its importance though, when we recognize that Clement opens Book 1 (see Chapter 1),
closes Book 1, opens Book 2, and opens Book 3 with framing conversations about the psukhé. Thus,
analysis of the psukhé’s power and presence in Clement’s instructions need not be strictly limited to
explicit discussions of the psukhé, even if they will remain the focus of my study. Understanding of the
psukhé’s functioning thus illuminates the Paedagous as a whole, even when the psukhé is not explicitly
invoked.

2691 discuss the beginnings of both Books 2 and 3 below.

125



knowledge about the psukhé. Clement was not issuing forth specialist knowledge, nor
providing his readers with a secret key to interpret the appearance of the body. Instead, he
was repeating consensus views, tropes of moralists. In this sense, I again suggest that the
psukhé had a presence more like modern race does on the body—a presence that is not
authored by any single individual.

Thus, even we are reading a single text, it makes little sense to assume that the
author of the text is authoring the ideas in it, especially when those ideas are widely
paralleled elsewhere. Therefore, to shift the conversation from (authored) discursive
construction to effective material power, I seek to emphasize the ways in which
Clement’s instructions reflect the material presence of a powerful thing (even as I also
claim that that thing’s presence was “imaginary”).

As noted above, the practice of physiognomy was alive and well in Clement’s

d ay.261

Polemon (c. 88—144), a near-contemporary of Clement, became famous, in part,
due to his expertise in discerning the character of a person’s psukhé through that person’s
appearance.”*? Physiognomy had a long-standing tradition in antiquity as well as
moments of popularity. Only highly trained experts could really see the state of the
psukhé through the eyes, limbs, or other bodily features. Even the possession of a detailed
tractate on the art of physiognomy did not provide enough practical “know-how” for a

person to practice the ancient art.”®>

Nevertheless, just as in Clement’s instructions about
gold and jewelry, people did not need to practice the technical arts of physiognomy to be

able to see the psukhé on the body and its material addenda.

261
262

Also see Swain, “Introduction.”
Gleason, “Semiotics of Gender”; eadem, Making Men.
263 Barton, Power and Knowledge, 95-132.
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This goes back at least to Plato, who singles out clothing, shoes, and “other
ornamentation on the body” as inversely correlated to the state of the psukhe:

“And what about the other cares (Bepaneiag) of the body [in addition to food and
sex]? Does it seem to you that such a person [a wise person] would consider them
important—such as possession of distinguished clothes or sandals, or other
ornamentation on the body? Does it seem to you that such a person would respect
these things or disregard them, except only as much it is necessary to have them?”

“I think that he disparages them,” he said, “as much as he is truly a philosopher.”

“And does it not wholly seem to you,” he said, “the business of such a person
would not be concerning the body, but, rather, he would distance himself
(apeotavar) from it as much as possible, turning toward his psukhé?”

“I do.”

First, then, it is clear in such things that the philosopher frees the psukhé
particularly from fellowship with the body, thereby differentiating himself from
other people.” (Phaed. 64d—65a)
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In Clement’s own time, Galen (c. 129—c. 200/216) teaches in his treatise, Affections and
Errors of the Psukhé, that “affections” and “errors” of the psukhé are highly visible:

For just as in every part of life and in all skills, great superiority and distinction of
matters is recognized by all, while small differences are only noticed by those
who are thoughtful or skilled technicians. It is the same way with errors
(paptpatwyv) and affections (maBdv). Whenever someone becomes violently
angry and he bites and kicks his domestic slaves, it will be clear to you that he has
come into a state of affection, just like the one who has busied himself with strong
drinks, prostitutes, and large feasts. The instance where the psukhé is moderately
(petpiwg) stirred by great financial calamity or a disgrace is not similarly evident
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if he is in a type of affection. So too, it is not so evident if one has no power over
flat cake (mhaxodvta), but these things become very clear to the person who has
trained (mpopeAetrioavt) his psukhe. (Aff.Dig K 5.4-5)

kaBamep ydp &v OAw TQ Pip xai xatd macac TAC TEYVAC TAC pév peyalac
Omepoydc te kai dlapopdc TOV TPAYPATWY Aravtoc avdpoc ctt yvival, tdc 8¢
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pébauc étaipaic te kal xopoic katayivetal. to 8 ém peydAn PAGLn xpnpatwy f
aupia petpine tapayBijvar v Poyryv 00kéD’ opoiwe écti pavepov, el tod yévouc
TV mabdv Orapyel, emep 00O O mAakodvta payelv dkvpmTepov, AAAA kal
Tadta KATAdNAA YivETal TQ) TPOPEAETHCAVTL TV PUYIV.
Galen highlights the visibility of the psukhé’s affections because his entire program in
this treatise is premised upon the possibility of a third party being able to see the state of
one’s psukhé. Introspection, trying to determine the state of one’s own psukhé, is not
reliable, because of the inherent possibility of self-deception. What people need,
according to Galen, is somebody to watch them. This person should be honest, and
his/her psukhé trained. That person will see the state of one’s psukhé and inform one

about it.*

As such, the psukhé must be visible.
Just as we saw in Clement’s comments above, for ancient moral philosophers
talking about properly regulating the body and its material addenda meant talking about

the psukhé.*® And just as surely as Clement’s comments about the relationship between

the body and its material addenda would have worked to make the psukhé visible, so too

26 Galen’s note that anybody can detect someone greatly affected by errors or pathé, whereas it takes more

skill to detect someone who is moderately or slightly affected by something is suggestive for reading
Clement’s instructions. In the Paedagogus, Clement does not present himself as giving special training for
detecting the psukhé on the surface of the body. It seems anybody should have been able to recognize that
ostentatious luxury signals a deprived psukhé. Nevertheless, those who read Clement specifically, will be
especially aware of these links.

263 For a broader overview of the philosophical discussion of how Clement’s comments about clothing
relate to broader philosophical trends, see Maier, “Dressing for Church.”
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these widespread assumptions about the psukhé’s relationship to the appearance of the
body functioned to make the psukhé conspicuously visible. It was therefore not only
Clement that saw the psukhé on the body. It was not an idiosyncratic idea. It was a

publicly visible “fact.”

Effects of the Psukhé’s Visibility

To this point I have argued that the relationship between the psukhé and body, including
the body’s material addenda, functioned to make the state of the psukhé publicly visible.
One could have seen the state of the psukhé of the person walking by on the street. This is
true not only according to Clement’s own logic. This was a broad feature of the psukhé’s
presence in antiquity. For all of the apparent similarity between the modern soul and the
ancient psukhé, this is something that is strikingly different about the psukhé’s presence
and constitution in comparison to the soul or self’s presence and constitution today.
Today, the soul has little or no visual presence, at least not in clothes or shoes.
Nevertheless, the way in which the psukhé became visible on the body in antiquity is
comparable to how gender and sexuality today is made visible through clothing,
hairstyles, and other material addenda to the body as well as the body’s postures and
movements.*®® But there is something very familiar about the logic of the relationship
between external appearance and internal core, whether it be a gender-core®®’ or a moral-
core. Just as with gender today, I suggest, in Clement’s world, everyone knew that the
body mapped the state of the psukhé. If the psukhé was controlled by reason, so were the

body’s actions. If the psukhé was out of control, so too were the body’s actions. The

266 Meyer, Archaeology of Posing, esp. 53—72.
267 Butler, Gender Trouble, 33.
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body’s relationship with material addenda, whether dinnerware, hair, shoes, cosmetics, or
jewelry, was also taken to be determined by the psukhe.

Having established this point, I now want to shift my attention to the effects of
such visibility. In the last chapter we saw that certain abstract virtues (e.g., moderation)
were states of the body (a body which included the psukhé). Here, I want to suggest that
the state of the psukhé was not just uncovered or revealed through the body and its
material addenda, but fabricated through it. As I stated at the beginning of this chapter,
the visibility of the psukhé was not an accidental effect of its presence, but the cause of its
presence. The intersection between abstract virtues, regulatory ideals, and the body and
its material addenda worked together to produce a psukhé that appeared relatively
cohesive and stable through time, a thing that could change, but still be the same thing,
even in a different state. Thus, instead of taking the stability of such an internal core for
granted, as if we all know this is a feature of the self or the soul, I want to suggest that
this feature of the psukhé was produced by the visual nature of the material signs
(allegedly) indexing it.

If material signs were producing the psukhé, they were producing it according to
their own material features. Consequently, in this section, I seek to explore the
relationship between material features of the signs that indexed the psukhé and the nature
of the psukhe. In the passages that [ will review in this section, we will see that the state
of the psukhé is not just reflected in specific moments, or actions (virtuous or vicious),
but because of the constant and conspicuous presence of clothing, cosmetics, and jewelry

(or the lack of cosmetics and jewelry), the state of the psukhé is made constantly visible
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on the body. Clothing, cosmetics, and jewelry, therefore, do not just work to make the
psukhé constantly visible. By constantly displaying the state of the psukhé, they create the
illusion of the constant psukhé, of a stable, coherent object through time.

Thus, for Clement and his contemporaries, the psukhé was not an ever-changing
series of decisions or impulses, flashing or pulsating this way or that. Like the body, it
possessed coherence through time, even as it changed from being healthy to sick. I
suggest that this was not just an idea or an assumption, but the effect of the specific
nature of the material means by which the psukhé was produced. The stability of the
psukhé has been presumed in at least most of the passages we have discussed to this
point. I will now review these passages as well as several others to uncover how this
presumption is the effect of the material production of the psukhé.

Jewels, gold, and precious garments, as we saw, reveal that “the irrational part of
the psukhé” is “wild around pleasures, shameful appetites, precious stones, gold, fancy
dress, and other decadence” (Paed. 3.11.53.2). This was not necessarily a permanent
state; the “irrational part of the psukhé” seems to be “wild” for only as long as the desire
for “precious stones, gold, fancy dress, and other decadence” is indulged. The Educator
can regain control over this part of the psukhé. Yet, the psukhé (or at least one part of it—
see Chapter 4) has enough coherence as an entity to be something that is controlled or out
of control. To state the obvious, there is no reason the wearing of clothes, fancy or not,
has to be interpreted with reference to a coherent object that controls the appearance of
the body. There is no reason that “precious stones, gold, fancy dress, and other

decadence” cannot just be condemned in its own right as over-indulgent or luxurious. Yet

131



Clement chooses to interpret these as reflections not of passing fancies or desires, but in
terms of a singular thing, the psukhé. Even as the psukhé might shift from being healthy
to sick, or sick to healthy, it maintains its status as a singular thing.

In the same passage, Clement says

The Pedagogue therefore instructs us to wear clothing that is plain and bright
white in appearance, as we have said, so that we are suited to created nature, and
not the artifice of embellishment. Rejecting everything as much as it is deceptive
or lies about the truth, we embrace the plain and direct truth. Sophocles,
reprimanding a spoiled (Afpodiaitov) young man, said: “You are conspicuous,
clothed like a woman (yvvawopiporg)” [frag. 702]. For, like a soldier, a sailor, or a
ruler, so too the self-controlled (ow¢dpovog) person's garment is simple, proper,
and clean. (Paed. 3.11.53.4-5)
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In his instructions to wear white clothes instead of expensive clothes, Clement again
assumes that the psukhé possesses a relatively stable state (at least insofar as the psukhé is
the locus of character). By correlating dress to a singular object, the psukhé, Clement
depicts virtue and vice not in terms of momentary actions, lasting only as long as the
action is being committed (or clothing worn), but as possessing some degree of
permanence. Men live daintily or not. They are self-restrained or not. Self-control is not a
momentary thing, but a state with relative permanence.

This is why Clement, in another passage, insists that

The nobility (edyevég) of truth, appearing (éZetalépevov) with natural beauty in
the psukhé, discerns (Siaxéxpikev) that (a person is) a slave not through the selling
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and buying, but by (that person’s) slavish disposition. It is fitting, not that we look

like free persons, but that we are free persons, trained (mradaywyovpévorg) by

God, adopted (elorerompévoig) by God. (Paed. 3.11.58.3)
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He explicitly rejects the idea that slaves can be recognized due to the occurrence of a
single event (when they are bought or sold). Instead, he insists those who are enslaved are
recognizable—at least to those with a nature that is noble of psukhé —because of their
disposition. A “disposition,” of course is less saliently visible than ostentatious clothing
or cosmetics, but the point remains. Clement, even though he is not intentionally or
explicitly developing a program for recognizing the psukhe through the visibility of the
body’s appearance, recognizes that, since the psukhé determines character, a “slave” is so
made not through a one-time event (being bought or sold), but through a relatively
constant “disposition.” As such, the psukhé appears as a relatively constant and stable
object, behind a recognizable disposition.

In two separate passages, Clement even describes the body itself as a garment or
covering for the psukhé. He thereby presumes that the psukhé possesses enough
coherence as an object to be a thing that is covered:

The Pedagogue explicitly counsels “Do not boast/glory in clothing, nor praise any

transient glory” [ben Sira 11:4]. Making fun of those dressed with soft clothes, he

says in the gospel: “Behold, those living in palaces in glorious dress and luxury”

[Luke 7:25].%%® He speaks of earthly palaces, perishable ones, where vanity, thirst

of fame, flattery, and deceit are. Those serving in the heavenly courtyard of the

king of all, they purify (ayidlovtai) the flesh, the uncontaminated clothing of the
psukhé, and they clothe it with immortality. (Paed. 2.10.109.3)

268 See Cosaert, Text of the Gospels, 144—45.
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But deceitful (doAepai) women and womanly men rage without moderation over
deceitful (SoAepag) dyes so they can dye their luxurious woven robes. Not
importing linens from Egypt alone, but also getting them from the land of the
Hebrews or of the Cicilians. I say nothing about purple and fine linen, for their
indulgence exceed words. It is necessary, I think, for a covering (oxénnv) to
display the covered thing better than itself, as statue is by a temple and the psukhé
is by the body and the body is by clothes. (Paed. 2.10.115.2-3)

AN kai Totg Aiyvoig dpdopacty éykatapryvdovoa ai dohepal yovaikeg xal TtV
avlpdv ol yovaimdelg tag Solepds Paddg papyaivovoy mepl Vv dpetpiav,
S s \ SN 7 \ ) s s o ’ 5 ~A ¢ ’ N ’
00KETL TAG 000vag tag arn’ Atydrrov, aAdag ¢ tivag ek yijg ‘Efpaiwy xal Kikikwv
éxmopil{opevol yiig. Ta 8¢ apdpyiva kai td focova clwnd - drepexmémaikey 1|
tpudr| xai TV ovopaciav. Aet 8¢ w)v oxémny, olpal, adTO AOTHG KPelTTov
amodaiverly TO oKeETOPEVOV, MG TO AyaApa Tod vew kal TV Poyry Tod ohpatog kal
Th|¢ €0Bfjtog TO oOpa.

In these two passages, as we have seen in other passages, the reader is given a code for

determining the state of the psukhé. Luxurious apparel, soft clothes, finely woven and

dyed wool robes all reveal a corrupted psukhé. Clement even states that the purpose of a

covering is to make that which it covers more conspicuous.”® The body should make the

psukhé more visible than itself.

But we also see more here. The body is called a garment and a covering of the

psukhé. This way of talking about the psukhé shows how helpful the body is for thinking

about the psukhé. The psukhé has to be a stable enough object to wear a garment or have

a covering, just as the body is stable and coherent enough to wear a garment. The

subtleties of the metaphor construct the psukhé as a stable and coherent object through

269 Cf. Musonius Rufus, frag. 19.
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time, like the body. The body is used to think with about the psukhé.

In the third chapter of Book 3, where Clement upbraids men who artificially
enhance their appearance, he complains about men who dye their hair to prevent it from
becoming grey:

How then, do the godless compete with God, or rather viciously oppose God,
transforming hair that God made grey? “A crown of the old is great experience
(rolvmeipia)” [ben Sira 25:6], scripture (1] ypa¢r}) says. And the grey hair of their
countenance is the blossom of their experience. But some dishonor the privilege
of age—grey hair. (Paed. 3.3.17.1)

1&g 0dv avrdnpiovpyodat ¢ Be®, palhov 8¢ dvtikeioBat fradovrar of dOeot v
O’ adtod memolwpévny  Tapayapdrtovieg Tpiya; «tépavog 8¢ yepOvIwv
rolvmelpia», ¢nolv 1 ypadr, xal Tod mpoowmov ATOV 1] mohd avBog
rolvrelpiag - of 8¢ 10 peofelov Thg NAkiag, TOV ToAay, KATATYOVOLaLY.

Even if Clement did not make an explicit mention of the psukhé, the reader would
probably know that, after such comments, Clement would be able to make a snap
judgment about the psukhé of anybody whose hair was dyed. But we do not have to
speculate about Clement’s judgment, for Clement states it explicitly:

But it is not, it is not (possible) to display (évdencvovai) an honest (AAnBuvrjv)
psukhé, when one has an adulterated head. “You did not so learn Christ,” he says,
“if indeed you heard him and been taught by him, as the truth is in Jesus, you put
away the former way of life, the old person,” not gray hair, but “the corruption
according to desires caused by deception. Renew”—not dyes and ornaments—but
“the spirit (mvedpat) of your mind (voog), putting on the new person, created by
God in righteousness and the holiness of truth [Eph 4.20-24].” (Paed. 3.3.17.1—
2).

Odx €otiv 8¢, odkx £otiv AAnBuviv éveivovar v poyry Tov kif3dnlov Eyovta
kePpalyv. «Ypelg 8¢ ody odtwe», ¢noiv, «pdbete tov Xpiotdv, el ye adtov
fkodoate xai &v adtd €81dayOnte, kabig éotv aAnbea év @ ‘Inood, arobécba
OpAg Katd TV TPoTépay AvaoTpodry TOV malaiov avBpwmov», o0 tOv ToAdv,
AAAG «TOv PBelpdpevoy katd tag émbopiag Thg Amdtng: avaveodoBar 8é»,
Bapaig kal kaAhwmiopacty, AAAG «TtQ Tvedpatt T0d voog tpdv kai évadoacBa tov
kavov avBpwmov tov katd Bedv xtiobévia év Sixawoodvy kal oot THG
aAnBeiag.»
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Grey hairs testify to experience, but dyed hair makes it impossible to show that the
psukhé, a stable object with coherence through time, adheres to the truth.

These connections between outward appearance and a stable inner-core are not
coincidental. In fact, almost every time Clement refers to the psukhé as an “inner person,”
he does so through references to the body and its appearance. Thus, in the above
example, Clement’s quote from Ephesians, which mentions putting aside “the old person”
and being renewed in the “spirit of your mind” and putting on “the new person,” comes
immediately after his comments about hair-dyes making it impossible to prove the
truthfulness of the psukhé (which has to be a relatively stable and coherent entity). The
psukhé is the old person or the new person, and as such it is one way or another, just like
hair dyes. It can be changed, actually quite similarly to how hair color can be changed.
Hair can be “truthful” or not, so too the psukhé is “truthful” or not. In other words, the
material appearance of the body is “good to think with” because it is good to see with.

Just as we saw above that Clement cannot talk about the body without talking
about the psukhé, again and again, we see that when Clement wants to focus upon the
psukhé, he does so by talking about the body. So, when reading about Samuel’s anointing
of David (1 Kings 16), Clement can state that “the lord” looked at his psukhée, in contrast
to his bodily appearance:

“When he [Samuel] saw see his [David’s brother’s] beauty and size . . . The Lord”

it says, “said to him: ‘do not look at his appearance (&)1v) or his great height,

because I have rejected him. For people see the eyes, but the Lord sees the heart’™

[1 Kings 16:7]. And he [Samuel] did not anoint the one with the beautiful body,

but the one with the beautiful psukhe. If, then the Lord thinks that the natural

beauty of body is inferior to the beauty of the psukhicle (pvyixod). What does he

think about fake (véBov) (beauty), when he totally rejects falsehood (pedopa)?
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(Paed. 3.2.12.2-3)

KaAOV kai péyav idovTl . . . oBeig &’ adt®, «elmevr, Proiv, «6 kiplog adT® - pn
EmPAEPNG elc v OPiv adtod xai T DPog tod peyéBovg adTod, 6Tt Atdopal adTdv.
"AvBpwmog pev yap elg 0pBaipods dpetar xai kOplog el kapdiav», kal odk Eyploe
OV KaAOV TO odpa, MG v kaldv v Poyy. Ei odv 10 duoikov 1od oopatog
kdAAog Ehattov tod Poyikod Aoyiletar xOplog, T mepl Tod vobov Pppovel, drav to
Ppedopa apdnv éxfarv;

Reading the passage backwards, as it were, we again see that “artificial beautification”
functions as a sign of bad psukhé. And, since the body, and particularly its “artificial
beautification,” are publicly visible, so too is the state of the psukhé. The psukhé also
resembles the body and its material appearance insofar as it is either beautiful or not. The
nature of the psukhé seems determined by the nature of the body and its material
addenda. The psukhé gains presence through the ways in which the visibility of the body
and its material addenda make the psukhé visible. Insofar as that visibility is constant, the
psukhé is made constant. The psukhé is as changeable or unchangeable as the body and
its appearance—it possesses coherence through time. And, finally, the psukhé is described
in terms of the aesthetic appearance of the body—the psukhé is beautiful or not.
Clement uses the same logic in another passage:
For the truth calls its own those who belong to it, but the love of ornamentation
seeks that which is strange, being outside of God, reason, and love. Isaiah gives
witness through the spirit that the Lord himself was shameful in appearance: “And
we saw him and he was not beautiful in form; his form was despised, inferior
according to human (perception)” [Isa 53.2]. But who is better than the Lord? He
displayed not a beautiful appearance of flesh, but true beauty of the psukhé and of
the body, of the former beneficence, and of the latter immortality of the flesh.
(Paed. 3.1.3.2-3)
70 ydp 1810V 1] dAbeia t0 oikeTov kael, t0 8’ AAAGTPIOV 1) Pprhokoopia {nef, Extog
ovoa kal tod Beod xal tod Adyov kal thg ayamng. Tov 8¢ kbplov adtov v 6lplv
(llO'XpOV yeyovévar dia ‘Hoaiov to mvedpa papwpel «Kai eldopev adtov, xal odk
elyev e100¢ 000¢ Ka)\}\oq, AN TO eldog adtod dtipov, EkAeimovV mapd TOdC
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The psukhé corresponds to the body’s appearance, and its nature determined by the nature
of the bodily appearance. Artificial beautification reveals a vain psukhé. True beauty of
body and psukhé are the body of immortality and the psukhé of good deeds. The
ideological work is so subtle that it is hard to notice, but the psukhé is made a public fact
through its visibility, while being constructed in the terms made available by the nature of
material appearance: coherence, true or false representation, beautiful or ugly. Thus
Clement elsewhere says:

It is not the (mpdoopig) appearance of the outer (éxtog) person that is fit to be

adorned, but the psukhé with the ornament of beautiful character. It should also be

possible to speak about the flesh, with the ornament of self-control. (Paed.

3.24.1)

Odx dpa 1] TpoéooPis T0d €xTOg AvBpTov, ANAA 1) Puyr] KA wToTER TQ THG

kaAokdyaBiag xooprjpati- ein & av kal Ty odpka elrelv @ TG Eykpateiag

KOOPW.

Again, Clement seems only able to talk about the psukhé as an inner-self by talking about
the external appearance of the body. As such, the material features of the body’s
appearance are determining the features of the nature of the psukhe.

To this point I have argued (1) that the body and its material addenda made the
psukhé publicly visible and (2) that the specific visual nature of the material that rendered
the psukhé constantly visible resulted a constant psukhé, constant not in its state, but in its
thing-ness. In short, gold shoes both showed the state of the psukhé and made the psukhe,

or at least its state, as constant and coherent through time as gold shoes. The nature of the

body and its material addenda determined the nature of the psukhé and its states.
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If the state of the psukhé was constituted through the body and the body’s material
addenda, how was the nature of the psukhé’s functioning as moral and rational seat of the
person connected to its material makeup? In other words, if my claim is correct, that the
psukhé was an illusionary effect of the material appearance of the body and its material
appearance—if it was the effect and not the cause of gold shoes—then how does its
external material constitution enable it to act as the seat of morals and logic? How do we
take its material and visual fabrication seriously? How does this understanding of the
psukhé’s presence cause us to rethink its place in ancient “ethics™?

It may seem like the psukhé, in its function as the seat of morals and logic, would
be responsible for ensuring that the person (through the body) performs moral-rational
actions. Thus, for example, Clement may consider certain types of sexual actions wrong,
such as “adultery” (e.g., Paed. 3.1.1.2). It would be the psukhé’s responsibility to prevent
the body from performing such immoral deeds. This model fits well with the Kantian
model of ethics with which we are all familiar and which often stands behind scholarship
on the psukhe. The rational self makes decisions about which actions or deeds to perform.
Clement may even seem to advocate for this model, when he emphasizes the psukhé as
the seat of rationality previously in the same passage (3.1.1.2).

While this depiction of the psukhé in its role as a moral center is not exactly
wrong, it intellectualizes and dematerializes the psukhé’s functioning. But if the psukhé’s
presence as an internal moral core depended upon its visibility on the body and the
body’s material addenda, we need to think about how it functioned through the body and

the body’s material addenda, through its visibility (not its decisions). I want to suggest,
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therefore, that the differences between the modern immaterial soul and the ancient
material psukhé are not merely theoretical, but material, and therefore materially alter
their respective operations and presences as well. The psukhé’s material constitution—its
fabrication upon the body and the body’s material addenda—yprevented the psukhé from
functioning essentially as an internal moral decision maker. It is not a coincidence that
the Kantian soul-as-rational-decision-maker soul is immaterial. Matter matters.

In other words, if the psukhé operated in the world through the body and the
body’s materiality, then we need to shift the typical scholarly habit of writing about
Clement’s ideas about the psukhé—about the psukhé and ethics—and discuss instead
how it operated through its visibility on the body. It means that Clement’s references to
the psukhé are not theoretical, but references to a visually present thing. The specifics of
its material visibility determined the uses to which Clement could try to put it.

Because its presence was produced by things that were constantly visible—
whether in their presence or absence—the psukhé was also nearly constantly visible. As
such, I suggest the psukhé as Clement describes it would have been an effect and
instrument of panoptic power, as famously described by Michel Foucault.””’ In a
panopticon, persons are always potentially visible. Foucault describes the effects of
putting criminals in a panopticon, as opposed to hiding them in a dungeon, where they
are largely invisible, and thus parallels the differences between a visible psukhé and an
invisible soul:

Hence the major effect of the Panopticon: to induce in the inmate a state of
conscious and permanent visibility that assures the automatic functioning of

270 For a review of panoptic power and rhetoric in early Christian literature, see Reis, “Surveillant
Discipline.”
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power. So to arrange things that the surveillance is permanent in its effects, even
if it is discontinuous in its actions; that the perfection of power should tend to
render its actual exercise unnecessary; that this architectural apparatus should be a
machine for creating and sustaining a power relation independent of the person
who exercises it; in short, that the inmates should be caught up in a power
situation of which they are themselves the bearers.””’

The idea is that power does not need to operate through physical coercion (such as occurs

in a dungeon). Instead, it can operate through sight. The inmates are always visible, even

if they do not know who, if anyone, is actually watching. They are forced to police

themselves, to behave as expected.

The psukhé enables a similar form of control. Clement even says as much:

The one not escaping notice likes to shrink from sins because of the shame of
being exposed. Just as a hand that is bandaged or an eye that is smeared over
indicate by their appearance a deeper meaning (Omdvoiav)—disease—so too,
cosmetics (évrpippata) and dyes (Ba¢pai) reveal (aivitrovrai) that the psukhé is
sick to its core. (Paed. 3.2.9.1-2)

Diel 8¢ mw¢ O P AavBavov S aloydviy OV ENéyywv adiotacBar tdv
auapmpdtwy. Q¢ 8¢ 1| katarerAaopévn yelp kal 6 meplahnAppévog OGpBaipog
OOVolaY Tod VooodvTog €x ThG OPews évdeixvotal, oDTwg Ttd évipippata xal ai
Bapai vooodoav év Faber v poyrv alvitrovtau.

Clement knows that, because appearance indicates the state of the psukhé, not only is the

psukhé made visible, but its visibility may keep people from acting in certain ways.*’>

The psukhé would have power through its visibility. Its power may not be unchecked.

Women may still wear cosmetics. Men may still dye their grey hair black. But if Clement

and his contemporaries believed that cosmetics and dyes revealed the state of the psukhé,

we can see how powerful that visual presence would have been. According to this logic,

people should wear certain things and not wear other things because of what those things

271 Foucault, Discipline and Punish, 201.

212 Cf. Paed. 2.7.27.3.
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revealed about the psukhé.

Conclusion

On the surface, Clement’s arguments about the body’s appearance seem to rely upon a
simple equation: if you have a good psukhé, you will wear appropriate clothes, shoes, etc.
If you have a sick psukhé then you will wear inappropriate, needlessly decadent, clothes,
shoes, etc. In this chapter, I suggest that we cannot take the psukhé for granted as a stable
entity that precedes the material signs allegedly indexing its state. We cannot assume that
it was a subject with its own self-possessed stability that could be in control or out of
control. The psukhé’s alleged presence raises a pressing problem for us. How was its
presence created? I have suggested that the illusion of its presence was created materially,
through the clothes, cosmetics, jewelry, and the like that Clement and his peers said
signaled the state of the psukhe.

According to this model, the psukhé is thus born in materiality and made powerful
in that materiality’s conspicuous visibility. But it is not just constituted in materiality, it is
made in the regulatory matrix of good clothes and bad clothes. It comes into existence in
the moment normative ideals materialize through the body and the body’s material
addenda. Like the materialization of sex or race, the psukhé’s presence, constituted in
loaded terms, is a manifestation of power. It cannot be untangled from the power that
sustains it and is sustained by it. The psukhé is not solely a subject, but neither is a neutral
object. It is always good or bad and the reason to act one way instead of another. Its
presence polices the body’s appearance. Yet, because its presence is constituted by the

body’s appearance, its police powers are largely limited to policing appearance. In the
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previous chapter, we discussed the ways in which moderation and indulgence were felt
bodily states. Here we see moderation and indulgence being pieces of clothing, precious
stones, and shoes—or their absence. We need to explore further the psukhé’s status as
self and its ability to wield power as an object. In the next chapter I explore the psukhé’s
role as the self, examining the passages in which psukhé seems to mean “self,” “life,” or

“the dead.”
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CHAPTER 4 - PSUKHE-CORE
So far, I have been holding at bay questions about what the psukhé’s sensations or
visibility may or may not mean about the ancient “self.” I have described how the psukhé
was felt, seen, and normatively coded, but what was it? The answer that has often been
given is that the psukhé was (just) “the self.”?”* Is this right? In some sense, this question
gets to the heart of this dissertation—is the psukhé itself worthy of investigation as the
psukhé? Or was it only another way of saying “the self”? Should the psukhé be
approached primarily in terms of the history of the self?*”*

As I noted in the Introduction, one of my aims in this dissertation is to draw out
the objective and delimited nature of the ancient psukhé. By highlighting the psukhé’s
corporeal, sensual, and visual presence in Mediterranean antiquity, [ mean to show how
different the ancient psukhé was from modern notions of the “soul” or “self,” even given

the diversity of modern ideas about the “soul” and “self,” including potential overlaps

27> An assumption that is often implicit, e.g., Meyer, “Dressing for Church”; Long, Greek Models of Mind
and Self, and one that I view as foundational for Hadot (Philosophy as a Way of Life), Foucault (Care of the
Self), and Nussbaum (Therapy of Desire) in their influential studies of the ancient self. Sorabyji, to his credit,
acknowledges that “the self in the ancient philosophers is seldom identical with the soul,” but his focus
upon the self prevents him from studying the psukhé (“soul”) on its own terms. Thus, while Sorabji
acknowledges that “the self” is “often . . . only one aspect of soul, its reason or will, for example, or a part
of soul to be distinguished from the shade or ghost,” he never turns his focus to the psukhé as an object
worthy of attention in its own right; Sorabji, “Graeco-Roman Varieties of Self,” 17; see also Sorabji, Self:
Ancient and Modern.

2" Long’s recent work, Greek Models of Mind and Self, is a paradigmatic example of history of ideas
approach to the self/soul in antiquity that presumes that the self/soul is a stable historical entity about which
different cultures have different ideas. Accordingly, his justification for his study is that ancient Greek
ideas about the self/soul might help moderns think better about that same object: “What I mean is that we
can enlarge and enrich experience by recognizing how Greek authors, prior to modern science, represented
the thing (my emphasis) that is both closest to us and yet is still, in some sense, quite mysterious—our own
essence as a human self” (1-2). For approaches that focus upon the history of the self (rather than ideas
about the self), see below.
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with ideas about the “mind.”*” This disparity is why I have decided to transliterate oy
as psukhé, rather than translate it as “soul,” “mind,” or “self,” as is often done in most
books that emphasize the contrary.

In this chapter, I will review the passages in the Paedagogus in which Clement
refers to the psukhé as a type of core self or moral agent. Moving from questions of how
the psukhé gained particular presences—sensually or visibly—I now ask, what was it
supposed to be? Does it mean anything particularly significant when Clement refers to
the psukhé? Why pay attention when Clement includes the psukhé in instructions about
the virtue or vice of wearing (or even desiring) certain clothes? When he says that “it is
not (possible) to display (¢vdencvovar) an honest (aAnBwvrv) psukhé when one has an
adulterated head” (Paed. 3.3.17.1),”’° why not just take him to be saying that it is wrong
to dye one’s hair and leave it at that? When Clement says, “He [the Lord] displayed not a
beautiful appearance of flesh, but true beauty of the psukhé and of the body, of the former
beneficence, and of the latter immortality of the flesh” (3.1.3.3),””” why not just assume
all that Clement really means is just that “the Lord, rather than being focused on his
appearance, was focused upon being good”? Do Clement’s references to the psukhé play
a meaningful role in his instructions on dress, dyes, cosmetics, and the like? Why pay
attention to psukhé in all of this? That is the question of this chapter. What is the precise
role and function of the psukhé in the interaction between bodies and normative

regulations?

75 As noted previously, Descartes uses the terms soul and mind interchangeably; Baker and Morris,
Descartes’ Dualism, 70; also see Makari, Soul Machine, 20-35.

76 Paed. 3.3.17.1: odx £otty dAnBviy évBevivar T puxiy oV kiBSnAov Exovia kepariy.

77 Paed. 3.1.3.3: G\ 0d 10 kGAOG THS 0apkdg TO GavIaciacTikGy, o 88 dAnBvov kai th¢ poyfg kai Tod
oopatog evedeilato kaAog, THS pév To edepyeTikdy, T 8¢ ABavartov Thg oapkd.
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In the previous chapter, we saw the psukhé described as an interior core,
necessarily juxtaposed against the external, visible world of body. Thus, for example,
Clement contrasts external visible beauty with the inward beauty of the psukhé:

On the whole, then, we must reject ornaments (koéopa), as we would girlish toys
(kopoxoopa), entirely repudiating ornamentation itself. For it is necessary to be
ornamented within (8voBev). A woman should show beauty (xaArfv) on the
inside (Eow)—for beauty and ugliness are visible (xatagaivetar) in the psukhé
alone. (Paed. 2.12.121.2)*™

KaBohov pév odv ta kdopa Homep kopokOoPIA ATOTKOPAKIGTEOV OAOV Kal AdTOV
rapartovpévaig Tov xdéopov. Xpry ydp eivat xoopiag €vdobev kai v Eow yovatka
dencvovar kahrv - &v pdvr ydp tf] puyf] xatapaivetar kai to kGAog kal T aloyog.

It is not the appearance (rpocoyig) of the outer (éxtog) person that is fit to be
adorned, but the psukhé with the ornament of beautiful character. It should also be
possible to speak about the flesh, with the ornament of self-control. (Paed.
3.24.1)

Odx dpa 1] Tpoéoodis T0d €xTOg AvBphov, ANAA 1) Yoyt KA wToTER TQ THG
kaAokdyaBiag xooprjpati- ein & av kal Ty odpka elrelv @ TG Eykpateiag
KOOPW.

As the seat of reason, it was the ruler of the visible person:
The intellectual (part) (to voepdv) of the tripartite psukhé—also called the rational
(part) (Aoyiotikov)—is the inner person (6 avBpwmdg éotv 6 €vdov) and the ruler

of the visible (parvopévov) person. (Paed. 3.1.1.2)

Tpryevodg odv drapyovong Thg Puxfis T voepov, 6 O Aoylotikov kaleital, O
avBpwmdg oty 6 Eviov, O T0d parvopévov Todde Apywv aAvBpmmov.

As such, self-indulgence, revealed a psukhé that had succumbed to desire:

The irrational part of the psukhé is made savage around pleasures, shameful
desires, precious stones, gold, fancy dress, and other luxuries. (Paed. 3.11.53.2)*"

278 Clement is especially vigilant in policing women’s use of jewelry and cosmetics (Paed. 3.1-2), but he
also worries about how men produce artificial appearance (3.3); Maier, “Dressing for Church,” 79—85. For
an overview of the ancient discussions of clothing and women, see Olson, Dress and the Roman Woman.
2 Elsewhere Clement commits to the Platonic tripartite model of the psukhé (3.1.1.2). Here, his comment
suggests a simpler divide between the rational part and the irrational part. In practice, this division seems
more important to Clement and most Platonists.

146
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Ypuoiov kai éoBfjta mowiAny kal v AAAny YAy ékBrpovpevoy -

Thus Clement holds that:

And the action (nmpadic) of the Christian psukhé is the working of logic (Aoywkiig)

according to the good (doteiav) judgment and desire for truth, completed through

its congenitally attached (cuppvodg) fellow-worker: the body. (1.13.102.3)

xal Eorv 1) pév mpalis 1 10d Xpotiavod Puyfig Evépyela Aoyikig xatd kpiotv

doteiav kal Opeliv dAnBeiag did t0d cvpPLodg KAl CVVAYWVICTOD COPATOG

éxtehovpévr -
I argued in the previous chapter that this internal/rational psukhé was constituted in part
by the body’s appearance. The stable internal/rational psukhé, rather than being the cause
of controlled or uncontrolled behavior and desire, was the effect of a certain way of
reading the body’s behavior and appearance. In this chapter, [ want to return to a further
consideration of the psukhe itself. If Cartesian dualism does frame our approach to the
psukhé, not only must the psukhé’s relation to the body be rethought, so too, we must re-
think its function as an internal, reasoning core, controlling the actions of the body. If we
cannot presume that the psukhé was a Cartesian soul, what was it?

I will argue that the psukhé possessed a presence and power that, like a modern
gender-self or sexual-self,”* is easy to take for granted as self-evident, both in antiquity
and in modern scholarship. My aim in this chapter, however, is to show that it is not an
object that should be assumed to be ontologically self-evident. It was a highly peculiar
and historically contingent object/core. Rather than being the way that the ancient Greeks

described the self, which is just one more way of naming the “self,” “soul,” or “mind”

that we all are familiar with, the psukhe, even as it overlaps with these things or

280 Gee Butler, Gender Trouble, 185-86, 191, passim.
147



categories, was a particular type of core, one that should not simply be conflated with
“the self.”

As Charles Taylor notes in The Sources of the Self, his seminal work on the
history of the self, the claim that modern notions of the soul or self are radically different
than pre-modern notions, is not new. In some circles, it has almost become cliché. Yet,
Taylor is right when he notes that his thesis—that the self has a history—nevertheless
still bears the burden of proof.”®' Modern concepts of the self are so strong, so deeply
rooted, that it is hard not to accept modern inclinations about the self as intuitively
accurate: “So we naturally come to think that we have selves the way we have heads or
arms, and inner depths the way we have hearts or livers, as a matter of hard,
interpretation-free fact.”***

Taylor’s book on the history of the self is only one point in what is now a long-
running scholarly conversation about the history of the self. Ishay Rosen-Zvi suggests in
a recent article that this discussion began with Marcel Mauss’ 1938 piece, “A Category of
the Human Mind.”*** The debate picks up steam in the work of Norbert Elias, Pierre
Hadot, and Michel Foucault, with Foucault introducing questions about “technologies of

284

the self,” inspired in part by Mauss and Hadot.”" Greek and Roman antiquity has

functioned as particular important site for staking claims about the history of the self,

2! Taylor, Sources of the Self, 111.

82 Taylor, Sources of the Self, 112.

*%3 Rosen-Zvi, “Mishnaic Mental Revolution,” 57-58.

%% Elias, Civilizing Process; Hadot, Philosophy as a Way of Life; Foucault, Use of Pleasure; idem, Care of
the Selfi idem, Hermeneutics of the Subject; idem, Technologies of the Self. Foucault includes Clement of
Alexandria and the Paedagogus specifically in both Use of Pleasure, 15, 126, and Care of the Self, 154,
170. See further Dubois, “The Subject in Antiquity After Foucault”; also note Veyne, et al., History of
Private Life, vol. 1; Nussbaum, Therapies of Desire. On Hadot’s influence on Foucault, see Davidson,
“Spiritual Exercises and Ancient Philosophy.”
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because Greeks or Romans are often seen as providing a template for imagining a non-
Christian form of the self that has taken over the Western world,*® particularly through
the influence of Augustine’s notion of “the self.”**

Insofar as discussions of the history of the self take ancient references to the
psukhé to be one iteration of this history, histories of the self usually include the psukhé
within their purview, often as the “soul.”®’ To speak about the ancient psukhé, therefore,
is taken to be in a conversation about “the self.” Thus my dissertation on Clement’s
references to the psukhé in the Paedagogus is almost necessarily caught up into a
conversation about the self and its history.

To this point in the dissertation, I have bracketed this scholarly conversation,
preferring instead to focus only on Clement’s references to the psukhé and resisting any
temptation to draw broader conclusions from them about the history of the self. This
decision is partly strategic. The task is much too large for my limited project. Yet, it is
now time to confess that I have also avoided this framework for my dissertation because I

worry about the ways in which such a framework begs important questions, namely the

historical continuity of an object—*the self’—upon which such a history can be built.

285 Sorabji, Self: Star, Empire of the Self: Gill, Structured Self: Long, Greek Models of Mind and Self: on the
history of the ancient Mediterranean “religious” self, see Assmann and Stroumsa, eds., Transformations of
the Inner Self, Brakke, et al., Religion and the Self, Riipke and Woolf, eds., Religious Dimensions of the
Selfi Balberg, Purity, Body, and Self, Rosen-Zvi, “Mishnaic Mental Revolution.”

2% Stendahl, “Apostle Paul and the Introspective Conscience”; Cary, Augustine’s Invention of the Inner
Self; cf. Smith, “Physics and Metaphysics.

87 As noted above, histories of the self often conflate the psukhé and “the self,” e.g., Taylor, Sources of the
Self; Hadot, Philosophy as a Way of Life; Foucault, Care of the Self. Nussbaum probably makes the most
explicit admission of this conflation in the defining second footnote of her influential book, Therapies of
Desire (13, n. 2), which I discuss in Chapter 1 above. As noted above, Nussbaum makes clear that the term
psukhé can “simply” be translated as “soul,” and means little else other than the “life-activities” of a
creature. This move to de-historicize and simplify reference of the term psukhé is absolutely key to her
project of making ancient philosophical therapy relevant to today. I think her translation decision, as I have
argued, marks a fundamentally anachronistic method. By exchanging the psukhe for the modern soul/self,
the fundamental differences between the two are largely effaced.
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As Rosen-Zvi notes in his article about the history of the rabbinic self, the history
of the self project has been marked by a tension between universalizing “the self” on the
one hand—making it a phenomenon that can be found across cultures and across time—
and, on the other hand, localizing the self, that is, finding quite distinct and disparate
notions of “the self” in different times and locations.*®® Even in this latter iteration,
however, where “the self” is depicted as a local phenomenon, I still worry about using a
single category, “the self,” to approach diverse local manifestations of “it.”*** Does the
ancient psukhé have to be studied in terms of “the self”?

Of course, decoding the psukhé’s relation to “the self” depends on how one
decides to define “the self.”**° If “the self” is synonymous with the “I,” the “real person”
or the core person, then the question concerns whether Clement’s references to the
psukhé overlap with his ideas about the “I,” the “real person” or the “core person.”””’
And these ideas do occur in Clement’s use of the term “psukhé.” For example, Clement
quotes from Matthew 22:40, where Jesus identifies Deuteronomy 6:4 as the greatest
commandment: “It is possible to comprehend (all) the commandments through two (of

them), just as the Lord says: ‘Love your God with all your heart and with all your psukhé

and with all your strength, and your neighbor as yourself” [Matt 22:40]” (Paed.

288 Rosen-Zvi, “Mishnaic Mental Revolution” 57—58. The two most prolific and influential scholars
working on “the self” in classical Greek and Roman philosophy, Richard Sorabji and Christopher Gill, have
taken opposing viewpoints, with Sorabji arguing that “the self” is a relatively stable object through time
and Gill finding it to be much more historically contingent: see Sorabji, Self: Ancient and Modern; Gill,
Structured Self.

%9 Also, as Rosen-Zvi (“Mishnaic Mental Revolution,” 58) points out, the driving force behind many of
these histories is to identify the moment “the self” was born or invented, with the result that “the question
‘when was the self born?’ has no one answer, not only because each scholar tends to find it at the time that
she happens to be studying, but rather because different ‘selves’ are born in different contexts.”

290 Sorabji, Self, 17-31; Rosen-Zvi, “Mishnaic Mental Revolution,” 44—45, n. 35.

2! Plato (or at least “Plato”) seems to argue that the psukhé is the “I”” or the “real self” in 1 Alcibiades 129—
30.
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3.12.88.1).% Here psukhé seems to mean little more than “with the whole self,” with
each aspect of the commandment being redundant, with the terms “heart,” “psukhé,” and
“strength” meaning more or less the same thing, instead of identifying and emphasizing
distinct aspects or ways of loving God.*** In another passage, where Clement is quoting
from Jeremiah, we find the psukhé being used in a similar way, seeming to be another
way of saying, or emphasizing “I"”:
Rebuke is censure that reconciles shameful things to the good. This is what he
demonstrates through Jeremiah: “They have become woman-mad horses, each
neighing for his neighbor's wife. ‘Should I not attend (é¢moxépopar) to these
things?” The Lord said, ‘Or should my psukhé not visit justice upon this people?’”
[Jer 5:8-9].2°* (Paed. 1.9.77.1)
Emtipnoig 8¢ éott Ppoyog €’ aloypolg olkeidv mpog ta kald. Todrto évdeikvutal
i Tepepiov - «immor Bnlvpaveic éyeviibnoav, €kactog ém v yvvaika Tod
mAnoiov adtod éypepétilev. M) énl todTolg o0k émoképopar; Aéyel KOPLOG - 1] &v
A T TO10DTRW 00K EXSIKNTEL I PoUYT] HOL;»
Once again, it appears that “psukhé” simply means “I.” The passage would still make
sense if translated as: “Should 7 not visit justice upon this people?” Yet this would be
misleading, at least insofar as such a claim would render “psukhé” the equivalent of “I”
or “the selt”—flatly transformed into a certain type of thing—*"“the self,” a recognizable
trans-historic entity. Why should we read psukhé as a specific thing, as something that is
not the same as “the self”’? Because in the very same passage Clement immediately

complicates such a usage of psukhé:

He mixes in fear everywhere, because “fear is the beginning of perception
(aloBrioewg)” [cf. Prov 1:7]. He also says this through Hosea, “Will I not attend

2 Paed. 3.12.88.1: Avvatov 8¢ xai 81 Svelv épmephafely Tag 2viohds, (¢ ¢natv 6 kbpiog - «Ayamioeig

OV Bedv oov v OAn kapdia cov xai &v OAn T Puyfi cov kal &v OAn T loydt cov, xal TOV TANGioV oov WG
TEAUTOV.»

2% Davies and Allison, Critical and Exegetical Commentary, 235-48; France, Gospel of Matthew, 841-47.
2 n Jer 5:8-9, the LXX and Clement use psukhé for the Hebrew nefesh.
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(émoxépopar) to them? Because they were mixed with prostitutes, sacrificed with
initiates, and the people who understood (cvviwv) were entangled with the
prostitute” [Hos 4:14]. He shows their sin very clearly, declaring that they
understood (cuvviévar) that they were sinning willingly. Understanding (cbveoig) is
the sight of the psukhé. Wherefore, Israel means seeing God, that is,
understanding (ovviwv) God. (Paed.1.9.77.1-2)

[Tapamiéxel 8¢ mavrayod tov péfov, dt «pdfog kvpiov dpyry aioBnoews.» Kai
v did *Qong «odk émoképopar ¢pnolv «adtodg; 6Tt adTol petd TV ToPvAOVY
ovvePDPOVTO KAl petd TV teteheapévwy EQuov, kal 6 Aaog 6 ouviwy cuverAékeTo
opvIp. Agikvooty adtdv pavepmtepov TO Apdptnpa, cuviévar adTodg OpoAoYQV,
w¢ ékovtag apaptavovrag. Kai 1) ovveoig o ot poyfig. Aw xal 6 Topar|h 6
OpdV TOV BedV, ToUTETTIV O TLVIWY TOV BEdV.
. _ . . . . . 2
Here, Clement depicts the psukhé as a thing with a sight that is understanding.”®> The
metaphor raises interesting questions about whether the psukhé is interchangeable with
. . 2 .
“the self.” If the self is essentially the “I,”**® does it make sense do speak of the “I” as

having eyesight? The metaphor, by comparing the psukhé to a discreet thing, the eye,

with a discrete function, seeing, seems to suggest a discrete object, possessing discrete

2% The metaphor has clear Platonic resonances. See below.
2% Sorabji, for example, describes the definition of “self” he uses in his book, Self: Ancient and Modern:
“A self, I suggested, is an embodied individual owner who sees himself or herself as me and me again”
(emphasis original) (“Graeco-Roman Varieties,” 13). Rosen-Zvi, summarizing the state of the field as well
as his own position, states the following: “The term ‘self” is endowed with different meanings by different
scholars in different contexts: thin or thick, essentialist or evolving, individualized or common, identified
with the intellect or with the entire person, including more or less components of personality, etc.
Nonetheless, ‘self” is usually associated with one or more of the following: unity or core, will or agency,
self-reflection or consciousness, individualism (‘I’ language or ‘me-ness’) and distinctions or boundaries
between in and out . . . Scholars in the twentieth century began to acknowledge that this consciousness, like
any other formation of the self, is culturally constructed . . . In fact, it may well be that the concept itself did
not exist at all before Plato’s tripartite division of the soul . . . T use ‘self here in a rather minimalistic
manner to denote the most basic consciousness of ‘me’ and ‘my’ boundaries, before any further discussion
of ‘my’ identity and unity, let alone personality. Not everything I do defines ‘me’ or even feels like coming
from ‘me’. Some (many) things could be deemed accidents, results of coercion, or simply, to use the
Aristotelian concept, of weakness of the will . . . Similarly, in my study of Yetzer-Hara 1 have claimed that
the rabbis were deeply concerned with the question of what is really ‘me’ and what is not [Rosen-Zvi,
Demonic Desires, 127-34]. Note that such a conceptualization of the ‘self” is much less ambitious than the
Foucauldian concept of the ‘technologies of the self’, which assumes a process of self-fashioning and of
becoming what you are not yet . . . It also does not require the notion of ‘interiority’ or ‘inwardness’, i.e.,
the assumption that this core is unique to ‘me’ and accessible only to ‘me’ . . . which characterized modern
conceptions of the ‘self’ . . . It does not even demand a concept of one’s ownership of one’s body and
psychological traits as per Sorabji, Self/: Ancient and Modern]” (“Mishnaic Mental Revolution,” 44—45, n.
35).
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functions. The “self,” the “I,” does not quite seem like a discrete thing with discrete

functions. The oddity of speaking about the self’s sight becomes more apparent once we

pair this passage with Clement’s later comment that the psukhé’s sight is materially
impaired by the dense vapors produced by the consumption of meat and wine

(2.1.11.1).°” Thus, even here, where psukhé seems to mean something pretty close to

“selt,” we see that it appears to be more of a delimited object with specific functions or

capacities than a more generic or universal notion of “self.”

This tension between “the self” and the objective presence and functions of the

psukhé becomes more apparent when Clement mentions the need to cleanse the eye of the

psukheé:

For whenever someone is led by reason (Adyov) from externals (t&v éktc‘)q)m and
even the condition (aywyfig) of the body itself to thought (Siavoiav), precisely
learning a vision of what happens to the person (tov avBpwmov) according to
nature,””’ he knows not to be eager about external things (ta £xto¢), cleansing the
thing that is a person’s own (t6 te 1d10v t0d avBphmov)—the eye of the psukhé —
and purifying the flesh itself. For when there is a clean (xaBapdg) release of those
things through which the person is still dust, what would someone have more
useful than himself (éavtod) for going in the path to the apprehension (kataAniv)
of God? (Paed. 2.1.1.2-3)

omoTav yap 1§ Ano TV €xtog kal adtig £t Th¢ T0d cwpatog dywyfig m v
diwvolav  ayBel¢ Omd tod Adyov v Bewpiav OV katd TOV AvBpwmov
ovpfavovtwv katd gpooy akpidg ékpadr, eloetal pry omovdalev pév mepl td
£xtdG, 16 TE 1810V T0d AvBpmov, TO dppa Thg Puyfg, exkabaiperv, ayvilerv 8¢ xal
™y oapka adty. ‘O yap Ekeivwv kaBapdg dmotvBeic, S bv &t yodg éotwy, Ti v
aAho TpodpylaitepoV EaVTOD ol TPOG TO 6OG EABeTV €mi i)V KaTaAnrv Tod Beod;

Clement’s triangulation between “external things,” the psukhé, and the person (tov

avBpwmov) complicates any attempt to fix the psukhé as “the self.” The psukhé is the

27 Cf. Musonius Rufus (frag. 18a.18-32; 18b); see my Chapter 2.

298 Cf. Epictetus Diatr. 1.4.18. “Externals” were a key category in Stoic ethical theory; see Stephens, Stoic

Ethics, 47-80.
9% Cf. Chrysippus, SVF 3.12.
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person’s own. Is the psukhé then the possession of the self? Can it be the self if it is the
possession of the self? In the next sentence, Clement appears to equate the psukhé and
the self, when he asks what would be more useful than the cleansed self for walking in
the path to understanding of God. The psukhé does seem to have some sort of close,
perhaps metonymic, relation to “the self.”

Clement’s contrast between external things/concern for the body on the one hand
and understanding/reason on the other hand, the latter of which Clement locates in the
body’s opposite, the psukhé, would seem to lend itself to a modernizing interpretation of
Clement’s words. Here, external things and the body exist at one level, while thinking
and the self (the soul) are ostensibly located interiorly at another level. In the last chapter
I covered how relating the internal psukhé to external things and appearances provides a
mechanism for creating an external visual presence. As noted, its role was to think, to
apprehend, to control the body. It seems to be the near equivalent of the “mind” as
described by Descartes. Clement’s comments might seem quirky, his understanding of
the self a bit strange, but nevertheless identifiable as such.

Yet, as Hadot explains in Philosophy as a Way of Life, the Platonic emphasis
upon the psukhé and its relation to reason was not internal before Plotinus, but
external.*® Contra Kant, for Plato and thinkers like Clement, reason is not an interior
possession of the individual, but an external reality. We do not have to take Hadot’s word
for it. We can see it in the passage itself. Clement emphasizes the importance of the
psukhé’s sight, because the psukhé needs to see (external) reason. The metaphor of the

psukhé’s eye gained prevalence in antiquity and fails us today precisely because of this

39 Hadot, Philosophy as a Way of Life, 211.
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disjunction over the location of reason. For us, at least insofar as we are Kantians, reason
. . . 1 . 2
is an internal possession, even a process.””' For Plato reason is external,’”* and even more

so for Clement, who believes that divine reason became manifest in “the Lord,” the very

same logos that serves as the master Pedagogue (e.g., 1.2.4.1).>”

Any question about reason’s ultimate location is clarified at the beginning of
Book 3:

The psukhé being tripartite, the intellectual (part) (to voepov) of the tripartite
psukhé—also called the rational (part) (Aoywotkov)—is the inner person (6
avBpwmodg oty 6 €vOov) and the ruler of the external (dparvopévov) person. God,
however, leads that one. The irascible part (Bupkov), being beast-like, dwells
close to mania. And, third, the desiring part, is polymorphous, exceeding Proteas,
the multiform sea daemon, changing shapes again and again, tempting into
adulteries (poryeiag), lusts (Aayveiag), and depravities. (Paed. 3.1.1.2)

Tpryevodg odv drapyodong Thg Yoy T voepdv, & 81 Aoylotikdv kadeltal, 6
avBpwmdg oty 6 Evdov, 6 10D darvopévov todde dpywv AvBphmov, adtov 8¢
éketvov aAhog ayel, Bedc: 10 8¢ Bupikov, Bnpiddeg Ov, mhnoiov paviag olkel -
roAdpopdov 8¢ 1o EmbBupnTikov kai Tpitov, vmep v Ipwtéa tov Baattiov
daipova mowkihov, dAote dAAw petacynpatlopevoyv, el poyeiag kai Aayveiag
xal eig pBopag E€apeokevdpevoy -

Clement, referring to the commonly cited Platonic tripartite description of the psukhe,’®*

makes a clear distinction between the “inner person” and the “external person.”"* He

3 Taylor, Sources of the Self, 111.

392 For passages in which Plato, for example, holds that the true self is reason or intellect, see Phaed. 63b—
c; 115¢c; 1 Alc. maj. 133¢4-6; Resp., 589a6-b6; Hadot, Philosophy as a Way of Life, 211. Davidson,
discussing Jean-Pierre Vernant’s conclusions in “The Individual within the City-State,” draws important
conclusions about the difference between the modern inner-self and the ancient external self: “the Platonic
psuché is ‘a daimon in us, a divine being, a supernatural force whose place and function in the universe
goes beyond our single person.’ This psuché, as impersonal or super personal force, is ‘the soul in me and
not my soul’” (emphasis original); Davidson, “Ethics and Ascetics,” 35, quoting Vernant, “Individual
within the City-State” 330. Sorabji also notes that Heraclitus, another author Clement quotes, said that “he
[Heraclitus] went in search of himself and looked for the logos of the soul” (Heraclitus, Frag. 45); Sorabji,
“Graeco-Roman Varieties of Self,” 17; on Clement’s use of Heraclitus, see Dinan, “Fragments in Context.”
3% The idea of a personified reason interacting with the person is, of course, not altogether foreign to Plato
either. Cairns provides a useful list of such interactions in the Republic, for example: 553d, 571d, 588e—
589b, 589d (Cairns, “yoyn, Oopkodg, and Metaphor,” n. 125).

3% This is the only passage in the Paedagogus where Clement explicitly describes the psukhé as tripartite.
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describes “intelligence,” which he notes is also called “reason,” as the ruler of this “inner
person.” Again, the idea of the psukhé as a non-material, internal self defined by its
ability to reason seems a natural reading, at least to moderns. But Clement does not end
there. He is quick to point out that this inner person is led by God. Furthermore, the
tripartite model of the psukhé further undermines the suggestion that Clement’s psukhé is
largely identifiable with the modern soul or self. Moderns never speak this way, and I do
not think that this is accidental. The modern view of the self, constituted by
consciousness and thought, simply does not cohere with a tripartite model of the psukhé.
All of which is to say, even in these examples, where the psukhé seems, at first
glance, most closely aligned with our common sense notions about the soul or the self—
at least insofar as we are the heirs of Descartes—something a little more interesting is
happening. The psukhé is represented as some sort of internal object where reason
resides. It is even called the internal person once. And it is opposed to external things, the
body, and the “external person.” This is why I think it is distracting, at least for my
purposes, to frame my discussion of the psukhé in terms of the “the self” or the history of
the self. Assumptions about “the self” too easily slip into our analysis and affect our
reading. It is more productive, at least in this instance, to keep the psukhé itself as the
object of our analysis. At times, its functions certainly overlap with modern “common
sense” ideas about what the self does. On the other hand, the way the ancient psukhe
operates as well as its location(s) and presence so defy modern expectations of the self,
that using “the self” as a category to analyze the psukhé becomes unhelpful. In the rest of

the chapter, instead of dismissing these references to the psukhé as self or soul, I want to

395 Cf. Plato, Resp. 589a.
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take a closer look and think more carefully about exactly what is happening, what exactly
the psukhé is doing. How is it functioning as a sort of internal core? What are its roles or
functions as an internal core?

With this approach in mind, we can now review five other passages in which
psukhé might seem to mean little more than “the self.” By paying careful attention to the
functions ascribed to the psukhé in these passages, we can start to see the particularities
of how the psukhé acted as an internal core—what is located there and what it is doing.

In the first passage, the psukhé is the object that is humbled.

Concerning fasting, he says “‘for what reason do you fast?’ says the Lord. ‘I did

not choose fasting, a day for a person to humble (tarewvodv) his psukhé’ [Isa

58:4-5]. (Paed. 3.12.90.1)%

ITepi 8¢ vnoteiag «iva ti pow, ¢noiv, «notedete; Aéyel kOplog. OO tadvv TV
vnoteiav éyom éededapny, xal fpépav AvBpwmov tamevodv v puyrv adTod»

At first glance, the simplest and best translation for psukhé in this passage might seem to
be “self”: “A day for a person to humble himself.”*"” As Clement goes on to explain the
fuller context of his quotation of Isaiah, his readers see that Clement, following Isaiah, is
contrasting fasting, an action whereby the individual psukhé is abased/humbled to actions
that redress social ills: unfair contracts, hunger, homelessness, nakedness. Thus Clement,
through citing Isaiah, contrasts bodily fasting—as individual piety—to social justice.
What is the significance of the use of psukhé in this passage? It is not in contrast to the

actions of the body per se, for the act of fasting is the act of humbling the psukhé. 1

0% Cf. Barn. 3:1-3.

397 The Hebrew of Isaiah 58:5a uses nefesh, which is often translated as psukhé. Interestingly, the JPS
English translation of this verse here translates nefesh as “bodies”: “A day for men to starve their bodies.”
Although the Hebrew is not relevant for my purposes, this translation decision suggests some of the
problems with rendering either nefesh or psukhe simply “soul” or “self.”
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suggest, rather, that the presence of the psukhé here allows this physical act (fasting) to
be transformed into a morally loaded act. It is still a physical act—the deprivation of food
to the body, but it is, through reference to the psukhée, a qualitative act, even if here
condemned in comparison to other morally charged actions (e.g., clothing the naked).
The psukhé’s usefulness is primarily to give a space for placing the action of
humbling/abasing. The psukhé thus here performs a specific function, with ideological
import. It is the object which is humbled.
In the second passage in this set of passages where psukhé seems to mean
something close to “self,” we find something similar:
“Be at peace among yourselves. We beseech you, brothers, instruct (vovBeteite)
the undisciplined, console/assuage the small-of-psukhé ((’)Nyozpz')xovq),308 support
the weak, be patient toward all [1 Thess 5:13—15].” (Paed. 3.12.95.3)
«Eilpnvevete év éavtoig. Ilapaxarodpev 8¢ vpag, adeldoi, vovbetette ToUg
atdxrovg, mapapvbetobe  todg  OAryopdyovg, aviéxeoBe TtV AoBevdyv,
paxpoBupette Tpog Tavtag.»
The small-of-psukhé is in contrast to the great-of-psukhé (peyarouyog)—something
which Clement does not mention, but appears regularly in Greek philosophical
discourse.’® Here, people are defined by the quality of their psukhe: small or great. The
psukhé provides a means place of measuring the person. “Big self-ed” or “small self-ed”
does not quite work as translations, because “the self” does not provide the same kind of

qualitative connotations. “The self” does not produce the same ideological effects, the

same opportunities for thinking that the psukhe does.

3% The Greek term dAryopyog is usually translated as “faint-hearted” or “feeble-minded,” but most literally
just means “small-of-psukhé.”

3% The term, great-of-psukhé is especially important for Aristotle; see Howland, “Aristotle's Great-Souled
Man.”
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In another passage, Clement states:

And through Ezekiel [he says], life is subject to the commandments: “The psukhé
that errs will die. But the person who is righteous, is the one doing righteousness.
He does not eat upon the mountains. He does not put his eyes upon the inventions
(évBupripata) of the house of Israel, nor would he defile his neighbor's wife. He
does not approach the menstruating woman. He will not exploit a person. He
recompenses the one owing a debt. He will not steal a windfall. He will give his
bread to the hungry and he will cover the naked. He does not lend his money with
interest, and he will not take the surplus. He will turn his hand away from
unrighteousness. He will make righteous judgment between a man and his
neighbor. He is well traveled in my commandments (rpootaypaot), and he keeps
my regulations (Owawwpata) to do them. This is the righteous person. He will
live, says the Lord [Ezek 18:4-9].” These things comprise the model
(brotonworv) of Christian conduct (rohiteiag), an important invitation into the
happy (paxapiov) life, a reward for living well, eternal life. (Paed. 1.10.95.1-2)

vrotiBetan 8¢ xal 8 TefexmA 1] {wr| TaG €vToAdG: «1) oy 1| apapthvovoa
armoBavettat. ‘O 8¢ avBpwrog <6¢> Eotau dikaiog, 6 TodV TV dikaochvIV, 0K
gml TV Opéwv payetal, kal Tov¢ OPBakpodg adtod odk EBeto émi T évBuvpripata
oixov TopanA, xal Vv yvvatka t0d TAnciov adtod od pry piavn, kai Tpog yovatka
&v Agédpw odoav odk yyiet, kai dAvBpwmov 0d kaTaduvaoTedaeL, Kai EVExvPacpov
opeilovtog amodmoel kal Gpraypa ody ApTacel, TOV ApTov adTOD TQ TEVOVTL
dmoel kal yopvov mepiBadet, 0 dpydplov adtod &m Tokw 00 dMoel Kal TAEGVaopa
o0 Mpetal, xai €€ adikiag amootpéder v yelpa adtod, kal kpipa dikawov wouoel
ava péoov avdpog kai ava pécov Tod mAnoiov adtod, év Tolg TPooTAypaci pov
TemdpevTal kKai T SikAOPATA pov meddAakTal Tod Tojoal adTd - Sikaiog 0OToG
é¢ot, {wfi (Moeta, Aéyel xvplog» Tadra dmotdnwowv Xplotavdyv mepiéyel
rolteiag kal mpotpomy alivloyov eig paxapov fiov, yépag edlwiag, {wrv
aicviov.

Here, the psukhé is conflated with the person (dvBpwmog). The psukhé is still
morally loaded. It is the agent of error. But the person also acts righteously or not, and
commits error or not. This type of conflation of the psukhé with the person is important,
because it shows how easily the psukhé as moral agent can be conflated with the person
as moral agent. Nevertheless, we still see this conflation occurring in the context of moral
action. We do not just have the psukhé as self here, but as the moral self.

In two more passages, we see the psukhé tied to moral status:
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And again, through Jeremiah, he illuminates the truth to those who wander “The

Lord says, ‘Stand in the ways and see, ask for the eternal paths of the Lord, which

is the good path. Walk in it, and find purification in your psukhai [Jer 6:16].””

(Paed. 1.10.93.1)

"Et 8¢ S Tepepiov pwriler Toig mhavwpévorg v dAnbeiay - «tade Aéyel kbplog -
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He says that we are young birds by her wings, as the scripture gives witness: “In

the way that a hen gathers her young birds by her wings . . . [Matt 23:37]” Thus

also we are the young birds of the Lord, a word that very marvelously and
mysteriously indicates the simplicity of psukhé in childhood. (Paed. 1.5.14.4-5)

‘Ot 8¢ fpag Todg veottods Aéyel, paptog 1 ypadr) - « Ov tpdmov 6pvig ovvayetl td

voooia Oro Tag TTépuyag avTE», 0UTWS Eopdv veotTol kupiov, BavpacTdg Tavy
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TAUOIKI|V.

The reader is promised to “find purification” in “psukhé” and is told about the “simplicity
of psukhé” in childhood. In the first, the psukhé is the thing that needs to be in a specific
state. In the second passage, we see the psukhé as the place, again, where a certain kind
of state, “simplicity,” resides. The psukhé is the thing that is either pure or not, simple or
not. Again, although not entirely incongruent with how the term “self” can be used, the
psukhé names a specific site where moral status is located. As I will argue below, it
provides a richer opportunity to think out moral action and culpability through naming a
more distinct and location for morality than simple references to “the self” would.

Each of the above five passages appears relatively straightforward. The term
“psukhé” seemingly could easily be translated as “self,” “person,” or just untranslated
altogether: “I did not chose fasting, a day for a person to humble him/herself.”” Or: “The
person that sins will die”’; “console/assuage the fainthearted”; “tind purification in

yourself”; and, “the simplicity of childhood.” 1f, as | would suggest, the semantics of
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psukhé differ in these five passages from the rest of the Paedagogus, it is worth noting
that all of these instances of “psukhé” occur only when Clement is quoting other authors,
mostly what is now Christian scripture.

Nevertheless, the above passages work discursively to produce a very specific
type of core thing, one in which virtue is located. Insofar as this thing’s functions overlap
with those of “the self,” we see that the psukhé is not just another name for the the self-
evident self that we all have, but a specific way of demarcating an object or a core that
functions metonymically to produce a specific type of the self. What, in short, is at stake
in these passages? Naming, and thereby interpellating, an object/subject that is
demarcated in a particular way for the purposes of supporting the functioning of a
specific ideological system. It is the production of a virtue/reasoning self that represents
the real person, parallel to how the notion of a gender-core functions to support a system
of bodies and heteronormativity. A certain gender core is required and produced by a
system of heteronormative body-performances and a regulatory ideals of object-relations.
So too, the psukhé functions as a virtue-core that is required and produced by a system of
normative body-performances and regulatory ideals of object-relations. It provides a
subject for a system of normative ideas. Without this subject, violations of the normative
ideas are individual and momentary violations of that ideal, imputing no subject, casting
no doubt on a person as such. With this moral-self, this space, this subject that can be
either humble or not, big or not, sinning or not, pure or not, simple or not, Clement and

his contemporaries have a subject to regulate, rather than momentary violations to police.
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In what follows, I review more passages that indicate the psukhé functions as some sort

of core, this time as “life.”

Psukhé and Life
In addition to passages in which the term psukhé might, on the surface, seem only to

mean “self,” in several of the passages of the Paedagogus, the term appears to be

(simply) synonymous with “life.”*'?

Oh, the vain pursuits, the empty pursuit of celebrity! They pour out money like
prostitutes, for shame. And the gifts of God they parody with their vulgarity,
emulating the technique (téyvnv) of the evil one (wovnpod). The Lord plainly
[speaks about] the one who stores up wealth for himself in the storehouse and
says to himself, “You have many good things lying in storage for many years—
eat, drink, and be happy!” He was foolishly broken: “For this night they will take
your psukhé. The things then that you have prepared, will go to someone else
[Luke 12:18-20]."" (Paed. 2.12.125.1-2)

Q) 1f¢ kevij¢ molvmpaypoodvhg, & Th¢ pataiag doopaviag - kyEovoty ETAPIKADG
TOV TThoBTOV g Bveldog, kal Tod Beod td dwprpata arelpokalia TapayapaTTovot
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ayaba moAAd amoxeipeva eig £t TOAA - paye, Tie, edPpaivov», ddpova kékAnkev,
«tadTn yap T vokt TV poyiv cov mapahapPavovaty - & odv firoipacag, Tivog
yévnra»

And because the Word (A6yog) was the trainer (dAeirtng) both for Jacob and for
the Pedagogue of all humanity, “he asked him” it says, “and he said to him ‘tell
me, what is your name?’ And he said ‘Why do you ask my name?’” [Gen 32:30]
For he was keeping the new name for the new, infant people. The Lord God was
still nameless, not yet having been born a human. But, “Jacob called the name of
the place ‘Sight (EiSoc) of God,” for ‘I saw God’ he said, ‘face to face and my
psukhé was saved [Gen 32.31].”” (Paed. 1.7.57.1-2)

319 Cf. Cairns’ useful list of metaphors and metonymies of psukhé as life in Plato: e.g., Euthyd. 287d, 302a;
Crat. 399d; Resp. 353d, 590a; Pol. 261b—c, 292b-c; Tim. 91a-b; Leg. 869b, 873¢, 959a; compare to the
arguments at Phaed. 71¢-72d, 77c—e, 80b, 105¢, 106c—e; Phaedr. 245¢—246a; Tim. 30a—72d, 73b, 74e—75a,
76e—77c, 81d, 87¢, 89e—90b, 92¢; Leg. 892a—-897b, esp. 895¢; Cairns, “yvyn, Bvpuikdc, and Metaphor,” n.
25.

311 See Cosaert, Text of the Gospels, 156-58.
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Our Pedagogue is the type who is legitimately (évdixw¢) good. “He did not come”
it says, “to be served, but to serve.” Because of this, the gospel introduces him as
afflicted, afflicted for us and “giving his psukhé as a ransom for many [Matt
20:28].” For he alone, he declares, is the good shepherd [cf. John 10:11; 15:13].
Generous, he gave his greatest possession for our sake—his psukhe. Very
beneficent and humane, he wanted to be the brother of humans, ceasing to be their
lord. He was even so good that he died for us. (Paed. 1.9.85.1-2)

Towdtog fpdv 6 maldaywyog, dyaBog évdikwg. «Odk  fABov»,  ¢noi,
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Our divine pedagogue is trustworthy, adorned with three most beautiful
ornaments: knowledge (émotpn), benevolence (edvoia), and bold speech
(Tt(lppI]C)'ig)312 ... with benevolence, because he alone gave himself as a sacrifice
for us, “For the good shepherd lays down his psukhé for the sheep [John 10:11]”
and indeed he did lay down his life for them. (Paed. 1.11.97.3)
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Still now, silver legged couches are accusations of extreme pretension
(d}\aZOVEiaq).3l3 “The ivory in beds, which has separated the psukhé from the
body, is not unpolluted [Plato, Laws XII, 956A]” for holy people, being a lazy
invention (téyvaopa) of rest. (Paed. 2.9.77.3)

312 Cf. Plato, Gorg. 486e—487a: “For I know that the one who will adequately examine whether the soul
lives properly or not needs to have three things, all of which you have: knowledge, benevolence, and bold
speech” (¢vvo®d yap Ot tov péhhovta facaviely ikavdg poyfig mépt 0pO&S te {oong kal pr) tpia dpa det
gyewv A o mavta Eyeig, EmoTpny e kal edvolav xai Tappnoiav).
313 Cf. Musonius Rufus, frag. 20.

163



"Et ye prijv ol apyvpomodeg okipmodeg moliig alaloveiag eloiv xatrjyopot, kal 6

év 1ol khvidiolg «@Aédag amolelomdtog Poyr)v oOpato¢ odk edayeg» Qyiolg

avBpomolg avaradoews téyvaopa BAaxidyv.
Not one of these references to psukhé as “life” comes in Clement’s own words. In the
five passages, Clement quotes Genesis, Christian gospels, and Plato. This sense of the
term, where psukhé seems only to mean “life,” only occurs in the Paedagogus in citations
of other works. Just as significantly, the works that are cited, whether of the Septuagint,
gospels, or Plato, are coming from relatively distant times and places. In the five above
passages, four of the citations, although coming in Greek, may reflect Hebrew or
Aramaic linguistics more than Greek semantics. In the fifth passage, where Clement cites
Plato, while the meaning “life” can make sense, we are back to the predominate meaning
we had seen earlier, where psukhé seems to be a discrete object, one that holds the
potential to be a part of the body or separate from it.

For my purposes, the most important thing to note in these set of passages is that
the psukhé is presented here as the possession of a person.’'* It is something one can be

saved, given, taken, or laid down. It is the greatest thing a person has, and it can be

demanded of a person. Without the psukhé, bodies are only corpses.’'® Insofar as it is

31% Also note Paed. 3.6.36.2: “Righteousness is true wealth, and reason is more valuable than any treasure.
This treasure does not increase from animals or land, but is given by God. It is wealth that cannot be taken
away. The psukhé alone is its treasure, and it is the best possession acquired, making a person truly
blessed” (IThodtog yap aAndivog 1 Sikawoodvr kail 6 Tavtog Onoavpod modlvTipdtepog Adyog 0dk Arod
BpeppdrTwy xal ywpiwv adfavopevog, AAN O tod Beod dwpodpevog, Thodtog avapaipetog—r| Ppouyn) povy
Bnoavpdog adtod—, xThpa T kextpévw Aplotov, pakdpiov tf| dAndeia tapeydpevov tov avBpwmov). As 1
would suggest is typical, Clement describes the psukhé as a possession, linking it to the true wealth,
righteousness, and reason. The emphasis, here, however, is not that the self takes care of, or works on, the
self (cf. Foucault, “Technologies of the Self”), but that the psukhé, as the subject of reason and holiness, is
an important thing, over which the self rules.

315 Galen, QAM K 772.
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something that is laid down or given, it seems to be less the self than the possession of
the self.*'¢

Thus, rather than necessarily being a vague term for self, we see that, when
synonymous with “life,” the psukhé is a rather specific object, delimited, but also of first
importance. These passages do not mean that psukhé was just a vague “self.” It is a
specific thing that can be taken, given, or saved. Without it, a person cannot live, but that
is why it is so important.

Any temptation to read the above passages flatly, as an indication that psukhé
primarily means “life,” is obviated by two passages in which Clement presumes that the
dead are psukhai:

It is most fitting that those who are bright and not base-born within (¢vov) wear

clothing that is white and simple. Daniel the prophet clearly and purely says

“Thrones were set up and he sat upon them as the ancient of days, and his

clothing was as white as snow [cf. Dan 7:9].” He saw the Lord in a vision wearing

such a robe; the Apocalypse too says: “I saw the psukhai of the martyrs under the
altar and each was given a white robe [Rev 6:9—-11].” (Paed. 2.10.1-3)
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316 Robinson discusses parallel problems in Plato’s thought. Rather that assume that Plato maintains a
single, coherent notion of the psukhé, Robinson details the shifting descriptions Plato gives throughout his
dialogues, whether it be a cognitive principle in Charmides and Protagoras, a principle of moral activity
(Gorgias and Meno), the “true self” (Charmides, Alcibiades I, and Protagoras, or the “counter-person” in
the myth of Gorgias). Robinson argues that in the “Charmides, Alcibiades I and Protagoras are united in
asserting that self and soul are one and the same . . . In the Protagoras the body is simply a possession of
the soul; in Alcibiades I it is likewise a possession and an ‘instrument’ of the soul . . . In the Phaedo soul as
cognitive principle, moral principle, true self, and counter-person is once more evident, though now there
are added the notions of soul as life-principle (or ‘life-carrier’) and soul as some sort of spatialistic fluid in
the body, rather like ectoplasm . . .” (Plato’s Psychology, 158).
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Note here how the psukhé is described here as being seen, complicating any suggestion
that psukhé is essentially similar to “life,” or even “the self.” Furthermore, however
metaphorically we might be tempted to read the passage, there is no indication that
Clement is troubled by the description of the psukhai receiving robes to wear.>'’
In the second and only other passage in the Paedagogus in which Clement refers
to the dead as psukhai, he quotes from the Odyssey:
Here, we should discuss what is called “offered to idols” . . . those things seem to
me to be abominable and loathsome: to the blood of which “psukhai from the
darkness of corpses (vexdwv) of the dead fly [Od. 11.37].” (Paed. 2.1.8.3)
"EvtadBa dropvniotéov xai mepl TV eldwAoBUTwV kahovpévwy . . . Miapa Soxet
pot kai Bdedvpa €xelva, wv épirtavrar tolg aipacty Ppuyal dmel Epéfevg vekdwv
katatebvelwtwy.
Here, Clement, using the Odyssey, describes the psukhai as flying from blood.”'® The
psukhé exists in the realm of the physical. It might mean “life,” but when these two
passages are placed alongside the passages in which psukhé seems to mean “life,” it
seems like we are closer to something like “ghost” or a “ghost in the machine,” with the
body being the machine. Thus, without this “ghost in the machine” the body is lifeless, as

in the passages discussed above, where Clement, citing Plato, describes ivory as having

been separated from body’s psukhé (2.9.77.3).

317 Cairns notes that, in Homer, a psukhé “can wear clothes and armor, exhibit wounds and scars, perceive,
converse, and show emotion” (“puyr|, Bupukog, and Metaphor,” 28). Cf. Bremmer, Early Greek Concept of
the Soul, 70-124.

3% As Vernant notes, “Homer mentions the psuché to mean that which leaves the person at the hour of his
death to descend into Hades. A living man is never said to possess a psuche, except in those rare cases
where, in a temporary loss of consciousness, his psuché momentarily deserts him as though he were dead.
Men, therefore, do not have a psuche; once they are dead, they become psuchai, flitting shades who lead an
impoverished existence in the darkness of the underworld” (“Psuche: Simulacrum of the Body,” 186). For
the use of psukhe in Homer, also see Redfield, “Sentiment homérique du Moi”; Claus, Toward the Soul, 9—
47; and Cairns, “poyn}, Bopikog, and Metaphor,” 11-30. On the dead being psukhai in early Greek thought
(including Homer), see Bremmer, Early Greek Concept of the Soul, 70—124.
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With this in mind, when we review another seemingly innocuous reference to the
psukhe, a passage in which the psukhé is referred to as an object of redemption, we have
a clear image of a delimited thing, a thing that exists after the death of the body, and

perhaps animates the body:

Just as the foot is the measure of the sandal,>"” so too the body is the measure of
the possessions of each. The superfluous, what they actually call ornaments, and
the furnishings of the rich are a burden—not a decoration of the body. The one
using violence to ascend into the heavens needs to carry the beautiful good-deed
stick, giving to the afflicted to have a share in the rest of truth. For the scripture
says that “one’s own wealth is the redemption of the person’s psukhé [Prov
13:8].” That is, if you are rich you will be saved through giving. (Paed. 3.7.39.1—
2)
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These passages, where psukhé seems to mean “life” or “the dead,” come almost
exclusively in quotation of other texts. Here I want to note that while I do think it is
important to distinguish between the references Clement makes to the psukhé through
quotations, these references still work to form a picture of how Clement references the
psukhé. For him, and he presumes for his readers, the psukhé is associated with life, even
the afterlife. When we put these uses of the term together, as we did with the references
to the psukhé as “life” and the references to the psukhé as “the dead,” we see something

more. In this combination, the psukhé seems to be like a (material) ghost.**° It is a distinct

material thing that can exist separately from the body, but also flows through the body. It

39 Cf. Epictetus, Ench. 39; Plutarch, Tranquill. an. 446f.
320 Cf. Phaed. 81b—d.
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is essential to life. Without it the body lies dead. The psukhe as ghost, as we have already
seen, is not the only meaning of psukhé in Clement or for his contemporaries. It rules the
“inner person” (3.1.1.2). It participates, or is meant to participate, in divine reason. At its
best, it is not weighed down by food and wine, but rises above them (2.2.29.3). It is
separable from the body, yearning to leave it behind. It is also a person’s greatest

possession (1.9.85.1-2). It is the center of morals,”*' and a self that survives death.

The Psukhe: A Very Specific Thing
When we shift our focus from Clement’s statements about what can damage the psukhé,
or how the condition of the psukhé is revealed through the body’s appearance, to
passages in which Clement directly and transparently speaks of the psukhé as a specific
object, we see how it functioned as a distinct entity. References to the psukhé are
references to a distinct something.’*? For example, when discussing the Eucharist,
Clement explains it as follows:
The blood of the Lord is twofold. The one is of the flesh; we are redeemed from
corruption with it. The second is pneumatic (nveoparn<év);323 we are anointed
with it. To drink the blood of Jesus is to partake of the Lord's incorruption. The
pneuma (mvedpa) 1s the strength of the word/reason (Adyov), just as the blood is of
the flesh. Similarly, the wine is mixed with water, the pneuma is mixed in the

person (avBpomw), the mixture of the one feeds faith, and the other, the prneuma,
leads to incorruption. The mixture of both, the drink and the word (Adyov), is

321
322

See more below.

In Chapter 2, I described how the psukhé could be both a distinct object and part of the body. In this I
compared it to prosthetics, but I also noted how this is comparable to something like blood; a thing that is
part of the body, but also distinct from the body. The analogy is especially apt, insofar as Clement mentions
that some people think that blood is the substance of the psukhé: “For blood is the first-created substance in
the person, for this reason, some even dare to say that it is the substance of the psukhé” (ITpwtdyovov yap
o aipa edpioketar &v avBpom, 6 81 Tiveg odaiay einelv Poyic tetodpfikacty) (Paed. 1.6.39.2). Contra
Taylor, who repeatedly insists that we do not have “selves” in the way that we have hearts or livers
(Sources of the Self, 34, 106).

323 1 transliterate nmvevpatikov and mvedpa because no English word adequately conveys their sense. See
Lloyd, “Pneuma between Body and Soul”; Martin, Corinthian Body, 21-25;
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called “thanksgiving” (edyapotia), a gracious and beautiful praise. Those
partaking of it according to faith are sanctified in both body and psukhé. The
divine mixture, the person (tov avBpwmov), is a mysterious blend of pneuma and
word, according to the will of the father. For the pneuma, truly, is joined
(wkeiwtar) to the psukhé, which is carried by it, and the flesh to reason (Adyw),
through which “The Word was made flesh” [John 1:4]. (Paed. 2.2.19.4-2.2.20.1)

~
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TVEDPA, (UG AL TAPKOG. Ava}\oqu Toivuv Klpvatal O pév oivog @ Bdat, TG O¢
avBphmw T Tvedpa, kal o pev elg oty edwyel, T kpapa, T 8¢ elg aq)Gapcnav
odnyet, 1o T[VSD}J.(I | 8¢ dpdoiv avbig Kpamq motod Te kal Adyov edyapoTia
kékATal, Yapg émavovpévr kal kahr, 1¢ ol katd motyv petahapfavovteg
ayaovtal xal odpa xal poyry, 10 Betov kpdpa OV AvBpwmov T0d TaTPIKOod
BovAjpatog mvedpatt xai Adyw oLYKIPVAVTOG POOTIKGDG * Kal yap ¢ AANOGGS pév
1O TTvedpa Qkeiwtal T O adtod Pepopévn Puyfl, 1| 8¢ odpl T Aoy, O v «O
AOYOG Yéyovev aqpd».

Clement describes the person (avBpdnw) as a composite being of psukhé and flesh,

infused with pneuma and, ideally, with reason. Relying upon contemporary

understandings of the body, where the blood flows through and strengthens the body,

324

Clement compares pneuma to blood as the Word is to the Body. The Eucharist is the

“union of both” wine and water, which eventually affects both faith and hope, meaning

both body and psukhé are “sanctified.” The “pneuma’ is closely joined to the psukhé,

325

while the flesh is joined to the Word. It is not an altogether tight analogy, but Clement

premises his argument upon the composite nature of the person, and the similarity

between psukhé and blood.

hope:

Clement uses a similar analogy in another passage where he talks about faith and

324

See Boylan, Origins of Ancient Greek Science.

325 Smith provides a helpful discussion and bibliography on pneuma being the instrument of the psukhé
(Smith, “Physics and Metaphysics,” 533-538, n. 119, 549-50).
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It is possible for us to consider preaching milk, poured out everywhere. Faith is
food, condensed by instruction (xatnyrjoews) into a foundation, which, being
denser than hearing, is compared to food, and given body in the psukhé itself. The
Lord elsewhere, in the gospel according to John, brings out this nourishment
through symbols: “Eat my flesh,” he says “and drink my blood” [John 6:55],
clearly describing the edibility and drinkability of the faith and of the promise,
through which the church, just as a person (dvBpwmog), is assembled out of many
parts, and is watered and grows, being welded and condensed together [cf. Eph
2:21; 4:16], the body out of faith and the psukhé out of hope, just as the Lord, out
of flesh and blood. For in reality, hope is the blood of faith, holding it together
(cuvéyetau), just as faith is held together by the psukhé. (Paed. 1.6.38.1-3)**°

Nutv ydAa voetoBau 1o xrjpuypa ddvatal to ém mAelotov xeyvpévov, pdpa d¢ 1
miotg el Bepéhiov €k KATNYOEWS CUVESTPAPPEVT), 1 O OTEPEPVIWTEPA THG
axofi¢ dmdpyovoa Ppopatt arexaletal, év adtf) cwpatorowovpévny T poyfi. Trv
To1Avde Tpodrv AMaydBL [8¢] xai 6 xOplog év @ katd ‘Twavvny edayyelip
etépwg e&nveykev did ovpfodwy «payeabé pov tdg ohpkag» eimv «kal mieohé
pov O atpar, <to> évapyeg Th¢ miotews kal the emayyehiag <Ppdopov kai>
[t0] moérpov AMyopdV - 8 wv 1) ékkAnoia, kabamep AvOpwTog¢ €k TOAADV
ovveotnkula peEA®V, dpdetai te kal adletal ocvykpoteltai te kal ovpmyvotal €
dpgoty, ompatog pev Tig miotews, Poyig 8 tig EAtidog, Momep kal 6 kOpOg Ex
oapkog kal aipatog. T yap ovu aipa tfg miotews 1) éAmig, 0P’ 11¢ ovvéyetal,
kaBamep Oro Puyfg, 1| TOTIG.
Now Clement is talking about the Church through a double metaphor. The Church is
made through body and psukhé (just as the Lord is made of flesh and blood). What does
this metaphor mean? That body is like faith and psukhe is like blood. Psukhé /hope/blood
hold body/faith together. Without hope/psukhé /blood, then the life/hope of the body/faith
is extinguished, just as when blood is drawn from the veins.
The main point here, for my purposes, is that the psukhé is presumed to be an
identifiable, delimited thing. It is like blood. It is not a solid object. It is separable from
the body (i.e., it can be drawn out of the body through the veins). Without it, the body is

lifeless. It is not some immaterial “spiritual” reality, another word for “will” or “self,” but

a distinct thing that can be present, absent, healthy, or sick, just as we saw in Chapter 1.

326 Buell, Making Christians, 142—46; Chalmers, “Seeking as Suckling”; LaValle, “Divine Breastfeeding.”
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We see this same thing in many other passages. For example, when talking about
the gymnasium and the baths, Clement argues that the former is better for body and
psukhé than the latter:

The gymnasium is sufficient for boys (Meaxkioig), even if a bath is available.
And for men to choose these things [gymnastic exercises] over the baths is
probably not bad, since they some health benefit for young men. They bring in
(évtibévta) exertion (omovdrv) and ambition, not just good health (edeliag), but
also to cultivate a good psukhé (edpvyiag). It is elegant and not without profit, if it
is not dragging men away from better activities. (Paed. 3.10.49.1)

Meipaxkiolg 8¢ yopvaoiov amndypr, kav falavetov mapfi - kal yap xal tadta tolg
avipaot mavtog paMov Tpod TOV Aovtpdv eykpival o0 padiov Towg, Exovta T
XPNOROV TOTG VEOIG TPOG Vyielay, omoudnv te xal prhotipiav éviBévta odyl edeliag
povov, AAAA kai edoyiag Empeletabal O 81y yivopevov Avev tod TV KPETTOVWY
Epywv aroomdoBa yapiev kal 00k AANCITENE.

Again, distinct things. Body and psukhé. But they are not distinct because (as Descartes
would expect) the psukhé is a separable reality, a “thing” that is immaterial. The psukhé
is only as different from the body as blood is. It too benefits from the gymnasium.

All of this becomes even clearer when Clement compares the body’s need for
sleep with the psukhé’s ever-present activity.

And it is necessary to know this, upon everything else, that the psukhé is not in
need of sleep. For it is ever moving (d811<[vqtoq).327 But the body is relaxed when
it has rests, and the psukhé no longer acts corporeally (cwpatikdg), reflecting
according to itself.**® Wherefore, the true of dreams, rightly understood, are the
thoughts of the self-controlled psukhe, being undistracted for the time concerning
the corresponding affections (cupmaBeiag) of the body, but giving itself the best
counsel. Being still (atpepfijoar) would destroy the psukhé. Wherefore, the
psukhé, always having its thoughts on God,’” through continuous communion
imparting wakefulness to the body, it makes the person equal in angelic grace,
partaking in eternal life through the practice of wakefulness. (Paed. 2.9.82.1-3)

327 Cf. Plato, Phaedr. 245c¢.
328 Cf. Clement, Strom. 1V.140.1-2.
329 Cf. Philo; Contempl. 26.
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The psukhé is clearly distinct from the body. It was clearly a thing. “The psukhé no
longer acts corporeally (cwpatik®g)” when the body is asleep, for it continues “reflecting
according to itself.” We get a picture of it being an active, thinking thing. Dreams reveal
the thoughts of the psukhé more clearly, because they are not distracted by or in

sympathy with the body when the body is asleep. By focusing upon God, the psukhé is

the thing that obtains eternal life.

Emotional/Moral Core

But the psukhé is not just a specific way of thinking or delimiting the self. It was not just
a separate thing from the body, a “ghost in the machine” and an eternal self. It was a
certain interior space for things like emotions and morals.**® At the beginning of the
chapter, I reviewed passages in the Paedagogus in which the psukhé was depicted as the
object of humility (3.12.90.1), as being the agent of erring (1.10.95.1-2), as being in need
of purification (1.10.93.1) or simplicity (1.5.14.4-5). Clement repeatedly refers to the
psukhé in this way. For example, in one passage, Clement refers to the psukhé as

producing generosity and therefore being the true location of wealth:

3% See Paed. 2.79.2.
330 Parel, “Disease of the Passions.”
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So then, it is not the one who has or who keeps, but the one who gives that is rich.
It is giving that makes happy, not possessions. The fruit of the psukhé is
generosity; consequently, wealth is in the psukhe. (Paed. 3.6.35.5-36.1)"

“Qote o0y 6 Eywv kal PLAATTWY, AN 6 petadidods TAodo10G, kAl 1] peTadoois TOv
paxaplov, ody 1 xtiolg deikvoot - kapmog 8¢ Ppuyfig TO edpetadotov - év Puyf] dpa
T0 TAODOLOV.

In another place, Clement mentions God showing his love for humanity through “giving
(people) chances at repentance in the free will of the psukhé” (¢ adtelovoiw Th¢ Poyfg
apoppag petavoiag yapldpevog) (1.9.76.3), placing “free will” in the psukhée also.
Elsewhere, Clement discusses the possibility of being “unlucky” (Svotvyeiv) in psukhe
(3.11.57.2-3).

In two other passages, Clement expects his readers to practice affection in psukhe,
as opposed to the affection of a “licentious” mouth:

And some do nothing but make the assemblies (éxxAnoiag) resound with the kiss,
not having loving itself within. For indeed this thing, the licentious use of the kiss,
causes shameful suspicions and blasphemies™ —it ought to be mystical; the
apostle calls it “holy” [Rom 16:16; 1 Cor 16:20]. Let us be worthy citizens of the
kingdom, showing forth affection of psukhé through a self-controlled mouth,
through which it shows an especially kind way. (Paed. 3.11.81.2-3)

OF 8¢ 00dev AN’ 1} pjpatt katapodpodol Tag exkAnoiag, to Gprrodv Evdov odk
Eyovteg [adtd]. Kal yap On) xal <mpo¢> todto ékmémhnkey drovoiag aioypdg kai
Bracdnpiag o avédny ypfioBat ¢ dppaty, drep Expiv elval pootikdv—«dytov»
adTd kékAnkev 6 andoTohog), arodparvopévng [aliwg thg Paciteiag molitevdpeda
the Poyfig TV edvolav Sid oTépaTog Thdpovog kai pepukoTog, S 0d phhioTa
detxvotal Tpdmog fpepog.

“Let wives be subject to their husbands, as to the Lord, and let husbands love their
wives, just as Christ loved the church.” Let those who are married, then, to love
one another, “as their own bodies. Children, listen to your parents. Fathers, do not
make your children angry, but raise them in the paideia and knowledge of the
Lord. Slaves, listen to your lords in the flesh with fear and trembling in generosity
your hearts as to Christ, serving with benevolence out of (your) psukhé. And

3V Cf. Quis div.18.1; 18.6; 19.1.
332 Cf. Athenagoras, Leg. 32.4-5; Minucius Felix, Oct. 9.2; Tertullian, Apol. 39.7-10.
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lords, treat your slaves well, letting go of threat, and knowing that the Lord of

them and of you is in the heavens and that there is no partiality [cf. Eph 6:1-9].

(Paed. 3.12.94.5-95.1)
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In these passages, Clement locates “morals” in the psukhé. Generosity is the product of
the psukhe. Repentance is the product of a “free will” of the psukhé. Clement calls for
affection of the psukhé through a self-controlled mouth. Benevolence is located in the
psukhé.

In each of these cases, although the psukhé is not the focus of the passage, we see
it and morality juxtaposed against external action. The psukhé therefore functions here as
a way of framing morals as essentially internal as opposed to external action. Generosity
is not the product of actually giving things, it is the product of the psukhé. Generosity is
not external, but internal and attached to a specific internal object, the psukhé.>** The
psukhé, discursively constructed, provides Clement with a place to locate morals. Again,

rather than normative ideals such as generosity and affection being the product of specific

generous or affection actions, such ideals are located in the internal psukhé. The psukhé is

333 Cf. Judith Butler’s description of the soul’s relation to the body: “The figure of the interior soul
understood as ‘within’ the body is signified through its inscription on the body, even though its primary
mode of signification is through its very absence, its potent invisibility. The effect of a structuring inner
space is produced through the signification of a body as a vital and sacred enclosure. The soul is precisely
what the body lacks; hence, the body presents itself as a signifying lack. That lack which is the body
signifies the soul as that which cannot show. In this sense, then, the soul is a surface signification that
contests and displaces the inner/outer distinction itself, a figure of interior psyche space inscribed on the
body as a social signification that perpetually renounces itself as such . . .” (Gender Trouble, 84).
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generous or not, affectionate or not, benevolent or not. This is a very specific and
historically contingent manifestation of normative power.

Similarly, as Clement rails against “licentious kissing” in the assembling, kisses
which Clement claims bring slander against Christians, Clement seems to reject literal
kissing, and calls instead for “mystical” or “holy” kissing, that, rather than being

practiced with the lips, occurs in the psukhé.>**

Again, external bodily actions are
opposed to the psukhée. Clement laments the fact that many kisses are given without the
right emotion/attitude in the heart (a conventional location of the psukhé). But Clement’s
solution is not simply to kiss with more love, he wants to substitute literal kisses for
“mystic” and “holy” kisses, which are the product of practicing affection in psukhé.
Interestingly, however, this internal practice or attitude of the psukhé nevertheless
functions to make chaste character visible. Again, the psukhé functions to give a discreet
internal location for specifying a particular type of practice. Giving things is not
definitive of generosity, the state of the psukhé is. Giving kisses only gives rise to
suspicions, but affection in psukhé (instead) reveals a self-controlled mouth. Character is
both internal and simultaneously visible.

Finally, in the Ephesians passage that Clement quotes, slaves are told to obey
their masters (according to the flesh) with fear and trembling, in the sincerity of heart,
with good will in psukhe. Again, externals are not the most important thing, internal
emotion or character matters, located in the psukhé. In each of the passages the psukhé

seems superfluous at first, but that only makes its presence all the more interesting. It

should not be read over as just unnecessary theological flourish, an anachronistic vestige

33% For a study on the “holy kiss” in early Christianity, see Penn, Kissing Christians.
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of a more theological way of thinking. Instead, we need to see the important function the
psukhé plays here. It confines and delimits a certain internal space in which emotions and
normative ideals are manifest. It works to convert external actions to a secondary status,
dependent upon the real moral or emotional core of the psukhé. Moreover, morals and
emotions are converted from individual actions to states of the psukhé, a permanent and
stable core.

We see the same action at work in two more passages:

We have the Decalogue of Moses, intimated in a plain and singular principle, “Do
not commit adultery. Do not worship idols. Do not corrupt boys. Do not steal, do
not bear false witness, honor your father and mother” and the commands that
follow these. We ought to observe these things and whatever other things he
commands through the reading of the books. He commands through Isaiah “Wash
and become clean! Remove the evils before my eyes from your psukhai [Isa
1:16].” (Paed. 3.12.89.1-2)
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Here, Clement pairs two biblical passages. The first passage, ostensibly “the

99335

Decalogue,””” involves external actions and makes no mention of the psukhé. Clement

interprets this through citing another passage, one in which the psukhé is stressed, where
4,336

the psukhé appears as the location of evil. The psukhé must be washe

In the other passage, Clement states:

33 Cf. Exod 20:12-15; Barn. 19.4.

338 Even if the psukhé would seem to be invisible because it is internal, the passage from Isaiah that
Clement cites nevertheless suggests that the evil (or righteousness) of the psukhé can be seen, at least by
God: “Remove the evils before my eyes from your psukhai.”
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But to those allowed to marry, they need the Pedagogue, lest they perform the
mystic rights of nature during the day, or, copulating like a rooster, after coming
from the assembly (éxxAnoiag), or after having come from the market in the
morning, when the day is the time of prayer, reading, and good deeds. In the
evening, it is fitting to rest after dinner, having given thanks for the pleasures
(dmohavoeow).”’ Nature does not always grant time to perform the act of
marriage, because the longer the delay, the more sex is desired. But they must not
be out of control in the dark of night, but modesty must be enclosed in the psukhé,
like reason. For we would not be different than Penelope's weaving, if we weave
self-controlled teachings during the day, but undo them at night when we engage
in sex. (Paed. 2.10.96.2-97.2)
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In this passage, we see the same logic. Clement allows Christian couples to have
sex,”*® but he wants to restrain their participation in it. They should not have sex during
the day, at dawn, after they have come home from the assembly, or even from the market.
At those times, Christians should be praying, reading, or performing good works. But
even at nighttime, they should not forget the normative ideal of modesty. This normative
ideal must be in their psukhé. Thus, even when deeds cannot be seen, the state of the
psukhé determines the quality of the deeds, whether they are seen in daylight or not. The

psukhé thus functions as a location of morals that renders sight moot.

337 Cf. Plutarch, Quaest conv. 111.645.
338 Brown, Body and Society, 122-39; Harper, From Shame to Sin, 105-17.

177



In other words, Clement thinks out his injunctions with the psukhé. The psukhé

plays a critical role in linking actions to a subject. It is not just actions that are right or

wrong, but that these actions are produced by a moral subject, the psukhé. Thus, Clement

states:

Everything that is contrary to right reason is a transgression (auaptnpa). So,
indeed, the philosophers think fit to define the most general pathé (ta mafn)
thusly: desire (émBopiav) is longing (dpefv) disobedient to reason; fear is
avoidance disobedient to reason; pleasure (f0ovrjv) is a swelling (¢rapowv) of the
psukhé disobedient to reason, “grief, a contraction of psukhé disobedient to
reason.”*’ If, then, disobedience against reason produces transgression
(apapriag), how is obedience to reason, which we call faith, not necessary for the
production of what is called “the fitting” (xabrjxovtog)? For virtue (dpetr)) itself
1s a disposition (81aBeoig) of the psukhe, harmonious with reason in all of life.
Indeed, the highest thing of of all, philosophy, is itself giving attention to right
reason, so that, out of necessity, any error (rAnppelodpevov) in the calculation of
reason is always called transgression (dpdptqpa).340 (Paed. 1.13.101.1-2)
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Desire is longing disobedient to reason, and fear, avoidance disobedient to reason.

Normative ideals can be discussed without directly referencing the psukhé, but Clement

dives in: pleasure is a swelling of the psukhé disobedient to reason, and grief a

contraction of psukhé disobedient to reason. The state of the psukhé defines pleasure and

339 Cf. SVF 3.500.
380 Cf. SVF. 3.391,445; also Strom. 2.32.3.
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depression. Virtue is defined as a disposition of psukhe. If the psukhé is “attuned to the
dictate of reason in the whole course of life,” then we have virtue.

The centrality of the psukhé can be seen in an early passage, where Clement first
directly describes the Paedagogus:

Our Paedagogue, O’ you children, is like his father, God, whose son he is.
Faultless (avapaptnrog), blameless, and without pathé of psukhé,**' God being in
the form of a human, a servant to his father’s will, God the Word (Adyog), who is
in the father, who is from the right hand of the father, with the form of God also.
He is our undefiled image. We must try with all our strength become like him in
psukhé. He, however, is completely free from human pathé —because of this, he
alone is judge, for he alone is faultless (Gvapaptnrog).’* But we must try, as
much as we can, to transgress (apaptavew) as little as possible. (Paed. 1.2.4.1-2)

"Eowkev 8¢ 6 madaywyog npdyv, w maideq Opelg, @ matpl @ adtod tQ e,
oumép €oTv vIGG, AvapdptnTog, AvemiAnmrog kal amabrg v Poyryv, Beog v
avBpmmov oyfpatt dypavtog, Tatpik® Bedjpatt didkovog, Adyog Bedg, 6 év Td
ratpi, 6 €k Selidv Tod TaTPOg, ovV Kal TQ oyfpatt Bedg: ovTog HUIV elkAV 1|
aknAidwrog, todtw mavt obével mepatéov €Zopoodv v Puynv - GAN & pév
amolvTog elg TO mavtedés avBpwriviwv Tabdv, Sid Todto yap kai povog KpITrg, 0Tt
avapaptnrog povog - nuet¢ 8¢, Gon dovapg, ¢ Ot ENdylota  Apaptavery
relpwpeda -

We are to imitate the Paedagogue’s psukhe. A discursively imagined object, it functions

as a thing to be imitated. There is a certain type of core thing that we are to become like.

It is not just that we are to avoid certain wrong actions, or to act in certain right ways.

Clement’s morals here, as throughout the Paedagogus are built upon this object, the

psukhé.

Conclusion
For Clement, the psukhé was not just a part of the body that could be damaged. It was

also referred to as the subject of reasoning, of virtue and vice, the ultimate possession of

3L Cf. SVF. 2.36.
32 Cf. Ign. Eph. 7.2; 1gn. Pol. 3.2.
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the self, the self that survived the death of the body, and as synonymous with life itself.
But this subject should not be taken for granted, nor should it simply be conflated with
the modern “self.”

By positing an essential moral core or inner person that is responsible for ruling
the outer person through reason, the ancient discourse of the psukhé figured rationality
and morality in terms of an abiding subject. By providing a subject of life, morals, and
rationality, Clement and his readers would have also possessed an object capable of
policing and regulation. Thus, for Clement, the rules, the moral code, is never absolute.
We can see this, for example, in returning to a passage about the wearing of gold and
luxurious clothing: “Thus, the wearing of gold and the use of very soft clothing ought not
be entirely cut out” (Awt todto kal T ypvoopopely kal to EoBfjtt paakwtépa xpfodat od
téheov mepucontéov) (3.11.53.1). The rule is not absolute, because ultimately at stake are
(1) rationality and (2) the subject of that rationality, the psukhe. The passage continues:

One must curb the irrationalities (AAdyovg) of the impulses (6ppdv), lest, leading

us, they plunge us into luxury, snatching us by great indulgence. For wantonness,

driven headlong into satiety, jumps, throws, and shakes off the charioteer, the

Pedagogue, who, from a distance, restraining the reins, guides the reins, leads and

carries the human horse to salvation. That is, the irrational part of the psukhe

becoming beastly around pleasures, shameful desires, gems, gold, fancy clothes,
and other luxuries. (Paed. 3.11.53.1-2)

YaAvwtéov 8¢ tdg AAGyoug TV Oppdv, | elc o afpodiautov Npag évoeicwaory

Pépovoar vrd TOANG ThG Avécew fapmacacal: devi) yap 1) TpLdr| el KOPOV
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gmpoyovg kai AiBouvg xal ypuoiov xai éoBfjita mowiAnv xal TV AAAV A1V
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In Chapter 3, I suggested that by indexing the state of the psukhé through visible signs
such as clothing, the psukheé, rather than being the cause of either modest or luxurious
dress, was actually its effect. The psukhé was therefore, at least in part, an optical
illusion. In this chapter, I have explored how Clement referred to it as the moral and
rational core of the person and thus tried to interpellate Christians as subjects possessing

a moral, rational core.
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Conclusion

In this dissertation, I have argued that ancient references to the psukhée, especially to its
materiality, status as an object, and appearance, invite scrutiny. The object referenced by
this term is an object that should appear strange to us. Not because it is an inherently
strange object, but because of how sharply this object departs from modern expectations
of its alleged analogs: the soul, mind, and/or self. If we resist temptations to conflate the
psukhé with the soul, mind, or self, the distinctiveness of the psukhé becomes quite
salient. The uniqueness of its physical properties, moral functioning, and bodily presence
emerges, and we see that a strange and unfamiliar object lies at the heart of much ancient
moral instruction.

By arguing how foreign the psukhé is to modern perspectives, and that this
foreignness needs to be the starting point of inquiries into the ancient psukhée, this
dissertation suggested that the study of the ancient psukhé can greatly benefit from being
placed in the context of wider questions about the body, the self, and materiality. While
scholars like Teresa Shaw and Gregory Smith, in addition to L. Michael White, Heinrich
von Staden, and Christopher Gill have correctly shown that belief in the psukhé’s
materiality and its physical interaction with the body were widespread in Greek and
Roman antiquity, especially among first- and second-century moral philosophers, their
observations had yet to be put into conversation with models of the body, the self, and
materiality that do not implicitly rely upon the body, the self, and materiality being
relatively fixed things. The common assumption in this scholarship has been that

references to the psukhé’s material presence, interaction with the body, and status as a
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moral self are adequately described as beliefs about the psukhé, because it is implicitly
understood that, given the historically static nature of bodies, the psukhé was not an
actual part of the body. The psukhé is thus fundamentally understood to be an idea, an
ancient way of thinking about the self or soul. Ancient references to its interactions with
the body are assumed to be ancient theories of the body’s relation to the soul, mind, or
self.

The modern biases of this theory—the theory that ancient references to the psukhé
and its materiality and physicality can be explained as ancient ideas or beliefs—have
gone undetected and undefended. I argued that this theory misframes the study of the
psukhé insofar as it relies upon a particularly modern understanding of the body-soul
relationship for examining the psukhé. It assumes that the psukhé is essentially equivalent
to the soul. This assumption begs important questions. It positions the theory to presume
a priori that the object commonly referred to in antiquity as material thing, more
specifically a fine-mattered thing, was present only as an idea. If the soul is necessarily
immaterial, existing in a categorically distinct ontological space than the body, then
references to its ancient analog must be references to a thing that does not actually exist
in space and is thus best understood as an idea. Or, if the psukhé is compared to the mind
(as understood in modernity)—a potentially physical part of the body—references to the
psukhé are treated as primitive, or at least inchoate, attempts to describe the ahistorical
mind. In addition to being a problematic imposition of modern perspectives on ancient
references to the psukhe, I also argued that this putative theory of the ancient psukhé’s

status fails to account for the psukhé’s ostensibly power in antiquity.
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To focus my task, I examined Clement of Alexandria’s references to the psukhé in
his late second- or early third-century manual for Christian living, the Paedagogus. The
Paedagogus has provided a particularly fecund set of references to the psukhé because
Clement refers to it in his attempt to shape Christian behavior. As I showed, the opening
to the Paedagogus is framed in terms of the psukhé, specifically its need for healing.
Nevertheless, the Paedagogus itself is not “about” the psukhe. Clement only rarely and
tersely reflects on it directly. Instead, he simply presumes its physical and material
presence. Rather than evincing any anxiety about convincing his audience of the
importance of the psukhé and its physical health, the frequent references to it suggest an
agreed upon reality. Clement freely cites it as a reason to act one way and not another.
We find in the Paedagogus an object that is used more than it is thought about, pointed at
rather than theorized. Clement shows us the psukhé not only as an object of philosophical
or even medical speculation, but instead as a thing capable of being the basis of moral
admonitions.

Thus, by examining the Paedagogus, we saw a very different picture of the
psukhé than if we looked a philosophical text—the usual type of text selected by scholars
interested in studying ancient references to the psukhé—whether by Plato, Aristotle,
Chrysippus, Galen, or Tertullian. In addition, the Paedagogus witnesses a form of early
Christianity that was largely enmeshed with Greek philosophical thinking. It is thus
particularly well suited for studying the psukhé as an object shared between (at least

some) Christians and (at least some) Greek moralists.
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I suggested that, in order to study the psukhé in its particularity, in its strangeness,
as a materially present thing—not just as an idea—the problem we face is strikingly
parallel to a problem described by some scholars in gender, queer, and transgender
studies. Judith Butler, Elizabeth Grosz, and Gayle Salamon have suggested that while the
modern western body is often assumed to be self-evidently and “naturally” (1) material,
(2) sexed, and (3) correlated with an internal gender core, its matter, sex, and associated
gender-core are less the product of nature than of history. Much of their argument, their
task, is to convince their readers that the putative body of modernity is strange—that is
neither natural, nor self-evident. Insofar as they show that a historically contingent body,
contingent in its materiality, anatomy, and relation to a type of self, can appear to be a
material, “natural” fact, they prompted me to ask how the psukhé and its materiality
might have appeared in antiquity. Even though the body (including the psukhé) described
by ancient moralist looks strange to modern eyes, that body could have seemed self-
evident and “natural” to Clement and his readers. Seemingly odd claims about it (odd
from the perspective of most modern scholars) were not necessarily idiosyncratic theories
about the body and its psukhe. They could have seemed self-evident descriptions of the
body. Thus, I have argued that the lessons taught us by Butler, Grosz, and Salamon show
that the ancient psukhé could have been manifest, not just as an idea or a theory, but also
as a “natural” part of the body.

These theories of the body based on gender, queer, and transgender studies thus
offer help in approaching the psukhé as a strange object, one that could have been felt and

seen on the body, an object that possessed physical, material presence, rather than just
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hypothetical presence. I explored these issues in my second through fourth chapters. In
Chapter 2, I argued that Clement’s instructions about the substances and activities that
could damage the psukhé, especially in its materiality, provided hints of how the psukhée
could have been a felt part of the body. Bodily sensations and feelings were registered as
those of the psukhe. The psukhé could be felt in the sensations and feelings of the
drunken body, to mention one example.

In chapters three and four, I turned my attention to the production of the psukhé as
an internal core. In Chapter 3, I argued that it gained a certain durability as an object—the
coherence of being a singular thing even as it changes states or conditions—through its
near constant visibility on the body and the body’s material addenda, such as jewelry,
hair, and shoes. I also suggested that through its constant visibility it became subject to a
panoptic gaze, thus functioning as a key fulcrum of power. By being visible, it could be
policed. More specifically, however, it was less the psukhé that was policed and more
those things that made it visible. If shoes revealed the psukhée’s moral condition through
their visibility, then it was shoes more than the psukhé that were subject to the policing
gaze that Clement would inflict upon his readers.

In the fourth chapter, I examined this internal object itself. I argued that
Clement’s comments about the psukhé reveal an internal core whose specific features
could best be understood apart from conversations about the history of the self. Here we
found an internal moral-core, described in terms of its rationality or lack thereof. In the
Paedagogus Clement uses the psukhé to frame his moral instructions in terms of an

internal core that is cohesive, delimited, and eternal.
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Insofar as the gender, queer, and transgender studies approaches that influenced
my approach to Clement’s comments about the psukhé might broadly be construed as
“social-constructionist” approaches, where the body, anatomical sex, and gender are
described as culturally constructed phenomena, I have tried to take critiques of social
constructionism seriously in my study of the psukhé. Some of these positions, rooted in
long-standing challenges to the Cartesian dualism that I argued have unduly influenced
modern approaches to the study of the ancient psukhé, were especially helpful in thinking
about the potential material power of the psukhé. Leaning most heavily upon Bruno
Latour, I found in this line of critiques a resource for thinking about how the psukhé itself
as a material entity might have possessed and wielded significant power. Its moral force
was not just an appeal to piety, its physical features made their own demands. I see this as
a useful reminder in a field that has all too often depicted writers like Clement as
possessing tremendous power, whether as theologians or as authors of “discourses.”
Clement might have been discursively constructing the psukhe, trying to wield it to his
own ends, but he also would have been subject to it. The psukhé’s material presence was
not fully malleable. It could have exerted its own power.

My admittedly preliminary borrowing from “new materialist” and “object-
oriented ontology” models has suggested the potential use of these perspectives for the
study of the psukhé, although there is still more that could be done. Most pressingly, I
think that these studies point to the potential for examining pneuma from a new
materialist and object-oriented ontology. While Clement himself, at least in the

Paedagogus, rarely connects the psukhé to pneuma directly, pneuma was often thought

187



either to be the very substance of the psukhé, or at least its “first vehicle.” Insofar as my
study opens up wider questions for the study of the materiality of the psukhé in antiquity,
it points to the necessity of further engagement with pneuma as a related ancient type of
materiality.

A particularly ripe place for investigating the materiality of the pneuma would be
ancient Alexandria itself. Its location as a center of medicine in antiquity would make it
an obvious choice for examining ancient Alexandrian medical discussions of preuma.
Yet, in Clement’s time, it might be just as useful to juxtapose his “common sense” ideas
about the psukhé and Alexandrian medical ideas about pneuma with the discussions of
pneuma, psukhé, and materiality happening in “gnostic” Christianity, which overlapped
with Clement in time as well as in his Egyptian locale.

Thus, I hope the questions that this dissertation has raised could be widened both
in the terms studied, not just the psukhe, but also pneuma, as well as the immediate
geographic context of Alexandria and Roman Egypt, both in terms of medical discussion
and “Christian” and Middle-Platonic influences. I also believe that this dissertation can
be useful for others working on the psukhé in antiquity. It points to the need to further
investigate the intersections between the psukhé’s materiality and the nature of ancient
ethics. Important questions also remain about how the material psukhé worked to produce
and verify intra-human difference. This is particularly relevant in thinking about “manly”
versus “effeminate” psukhai, and the relationship between gender, psukhé, and
virtue/vice. I think these questions intertwine with deeper fundamental questions about

the ancient subject as interpellated moral psukhé. If my dissertation has raised these
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questions and shown the need for further attention to the psukhé’s material presence in

antiquity, then it has succeeded in its primary aims.
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APPENDIX - THE MANUSCRIPTS AND MODERN EDITIONS

Our text of the Paedagogus depends upon a single tenth-century manuscript, Codex
Arethae, Parisinus gr. 451 (P), which is now available to view online at the Bibliothéque
nationale de France’s digital library, Gallica.**> According to the notations on fol. 401",
the manuscript was copied between September 913 and August 914 by Baanes for

Arethas,344

the archbishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia at a cost of 26 nomismata. Baanes’
text is commonly designated as P'. The codex is in relatively bad shape, now consisting
of 393 leaves as opposed to the at least 476 leaves of the original. The manuscript is
made of parchment, measures 24.5 x 18.5 cm, with a writing space of 14.5 x 11 cm, and
twenty-four lines per page. The Paedagogus is found on folios 57—154", although most
of its first book is lost (P contains only 1.11.96.1 forward).>*’

By Marcovich’s assessment the text was copied by “from an exemplar full of

textual corruptions, lacunae, interpolations and dislocations.”**® Arethas corrected

Baanes’ text (P?), but the corrections appear to be based on Arethas’ own authority.

33 Parisinus gr. 451 can be found at: http://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b84701396/f1.image

344 Arethas (ca. 850—post 932) was the leading Byzantine scholar of his time. He commissioned the copying
of many ancient Greek manuscripts, especially profane prose. His manuscripts included selections of Plato
and Aristotle, Lucian, Aelius Aristides, Dio Chrysostom, Plutarch, among others. His work came in a
century that produced many of our most important manuscripts for ancient Greek authors, including Plato
(Vat. Gr. 1), Lucian (Vat. Gr. 90), Thucydides (Laur. 69.2), Herodotus (Laur. 70.3), Aristotle (Par. Gr.
1853), Hippocrates (Marc. Gr. 269), Homer (Marc. Gr. 454), Hesiod (Par. Gr. 2771), to name only a few;
on Arethas and tenth-century Byzantine manuscripts, see Pontani, “Scholarship in the Byzantine Empire,”
342-45,

3% The fullest discussion of the manuscript tradition behind Clement’s works is still Stahlin, Clemens
Alexandrinus erster Band, xvi—xxxix; on P, see Harnack, Uberlieferung der griechischen Apologeten, 24—
36; Stahlin, Clemens Alexandrinus erster Band, xvi-xxiii; Bailey, “Arethas of Caesarea,” 17-19.

34 Marcovich, Clementis Alexandrini: Paedagogus, ix.
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Adding to the modern editor’s troubles, it is difficult to tell the difference between the
hand of Arethas and the hand of Baanes, since each wrote with the same brown ink.*¥’

As noted above, its contents include: Clement, Protrepticus (1'-56"); Clement,
Paedagogus (57—154"); Ps.-Justin, Epistula ad Zenam et Serenum (155'-163"); Ps.-
Justin, Cohartatio ad Graecos (163'—187"); Eusebius, Praeparatio evangelica (188"
322"); Athenagoras, Legatio pro Christianis (322"-348"); Athenagoras, De resurrection
mortuorum (348"-367"); Eusebius, Contra Hieroclem (368'-401"). Tatian’s Oratio ad
Graecos is no longer extant, but was originally placed between what is now 187" and
188"%*

The space taken up by the primary texts (14.5 x 11 cm of writing on a 24.5 x 18.5
cm folio) allows for significant margins. As a skim of the text quickly reveals, most of
this large codex contains little to no scholia, although the margins around Athenagoras’
De resurrection mortuorum (348'-367") and Ps.-Justin’s Cohartatio ad Graecos (163"
187") are heavily annotated. The Paedagogus is accompanied by heavy scholia in two
stretches (69717, 81-111"), with the rest of the text receiving little to no comment in
the margins. Clement’s Protrepticus, coming immediately prior to the Paedagogus, is
accompanied with regular scholia throughout, with heavy scholia coming from 33"-50".
Stihlin argues that these scholia may have fifth-century origins.*** Oddly, at the end of
the codex (fol. 402'-404") a lengthy scholion on Paedagogus 1.5.15 is attached. This

scholion is written in Arethas’ hand, in a large majuscule manuscript that is

47 Marcovich, Clementis Alexandrini: Paedagogus, ix.

348 Marcovich, “Codex Arethae and Tatian,” 307—12; Bailey, “Arethas of Caesarea,” 18, n. 62.

349 Stahlin, Untersuchungen iiber die Scholien zu Clemens Alexandrinus,45—48; Bailey, “Arethas of
Caesarea,” 18, n. 64.
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uncharacteristic for the codex.>>® Marcovich includes the scholia found in P, M, and F at
the end of his edition of the Paedagogus.>"

As noted above, Parisinus gr. 451 (P) does not contain most of the first book of
the Paedagogus. We are therefore reliant on two apographs of P for this missing section:
Mutinensis Misc. gr. 126: a. S. 5.9 (M), which contains all of Clement’s Protrepticus and
Paedagogus, and Laurentianus V 24 (F), which does not include the Protrepticus.’>> M is
an early eleventh-century parchment, measuring 25.5 x 17 cm, with a writing space of 19
x 10 cm and 31 lines per page. It has 295 folios, with the Paedagogus appearing on 48—
171" F is a twelfth-century parchment, measuring 24 x 20 cm, with a writing space of
14.7 x 11.7 cm, and 19 lines per page. It has 243 folios.***

The most recent edition of Clement’s Paedagogus was published in 2002 by
Miroslav Marcovich.?>> Marcovich summarizes the previous modern editions of the
Paedagogus in his preface, starting with P. Victorius’ 1550 edition, which was printed in
Florence and based on F.**° Later editions include Fr. Sylburg’s 1592 edition
(Heidelberg), which emended Victorius’ edition and included “an inventory of quotations
from the Bible and from profane authors.”*’ John Potter’s 1715 edition (Oxford) added
an extensive Quellenforschung, which has grown with later editions. An amplified and

improved version of Potter’s 1715 edition was published in Venice in 1757, with this

350 Bailey, “Arethas of Caesarea,” 18.

351 Marcovich, Clementis Alexandrini: Paedagogus, 207-29. On M and F, see below.

332 Cosaert, Text of the Gospels, 13.

353 Marcovich, Clementis Alexandrini: Paedagogus, ix.

3% Marcovich, Clementis Alexandrini: Paedagogus, ix—x.

355 Marcovich, Clementis Alexandrini: Paedagogus.

336 Marcovich, Clementis Alexandrini: Paedagogus, ix—xi; also see van den Hoek, Clement of Alexandria
and His Use of Philo, 2.

337 Van den Hoek, Clement of Alexandria and His Use of Philo, 2.
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edition becoming the basis for Migne’s edition (PG VIII/IX, Paris 1857, reprinted
1890/91).%*® In 1869, Wilhelm Dindorf published an edition with collations of P, M. and
F (previous editions had been based on F). Marcovich calls these collations “totally
unreliable,” however, and notes that Dindorf “failed to recognize P as the sole source for
all the extant manuscripts of Paedagogus.”>

In 1905, Otto Stahlin published what became the standard edition of the
Paedagogus in the twentieth century.’®® Marcovich understands his edition to be an
improvement upon Stdhlin. He credits Stdhlin with “considerably expand[ing] Potter’s
Quellenforschung,” while also calling Stihlin’s collation of P, M, and F “accurate and

»361

reliable enough.””" (Marcovich does not mention the index volume of Clement’s

references that Stihlin published in 1936.)*%

He criticizes Stéhlin, however, for not being
“attentive enough to the meaning of Clement’s text and to the textual problems
involved,” noting that Stihlin published a 12-page long list of Nachtrdge und
Berichtigungen to the second edition (1936), and that Ursula Treu and Ludwig Friichtel,
editors of the third edition (1972) added a separate 7-page long list of their own
corrections to the text. Marcovich’s aim is to improve Stdhlin’s “remarkable edition” by
emending the text where it does not make sense, using the sources, lexicon and style of

writing that Clement employs elsewhere in his corpus. Marcovich has also simplified

Stahlin’s Parallelbelege.

338 Van den Hoek, Clement of Alexandria and His Use of Philo, 2.

3%9 Marcovich, Clementis Alexandrini: Paedagogus X; also see Stahlin, Clemens Alexandrinus erster Band,
Ixv—Ixxvi.

360 Stihlin’s edition was published three times: 1905, 1936, 1972; Stdhlin’s second edition is reproduced in
the three volume French edition by Marrou, et al., Clément d’Alexandrie, Le Pédagogue.

3% Marcovich, Clementis Alexandrini: Paedagogus, X.

362 Stihlin, Clemens Alexandrinus vierter Band; Register.
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