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Abstract of Thesis.

In the context of the continuity of Christology into
ecclesiology, this thesis i1nvestigates the implications of a
Docetic Christology and its consequences 1n the life of the
church.

Against the background of the development of orthodoxy and
heresy 1in earliest Christianity it 1indicates a docetic
Christological/ecclesiological parallel found in the Gnostic
dualist tradition, countered by the catholic one of a
growing orthodoxy, and the continuing influences and
implications 1n Alexandrian theology.

It notes 1n this setting the implicit docetic tendency in

'heretical' thought to undermine salvation history
(H’eilsgeschichte) , as well as the element of timellness
which could separate orthodoxy from heresy.

It proceeds by looking at the exegesis of the New Testament
and the Fathers of the church which indicates a
Christological/ecclesiological continuity.

From this context i1t examines the understanding of Christ as
tradition and Christ as corporate which continues 1nto the
Middle Ages.

It 1llustrates further, how concepts such as martyrdom and
suffering bear an implicit relationship to Christology and
ecclesiology.

In considering the views of medieval movements 1in the
context of more orthodox understandings of their age, 1t
explores the continulity of themes found in them from early
heresy, particularly dualism and 1its effects. It notes 1in
particular the role of Platonism in theological
interpretation, and considers the place of the establishment
of the church 1in the 1legitimising of a Christological/
ecclesiological view.

These themes and concepts combine to demonstrate the
implications of dokesis within an alternative understanding
of the church, with the rejection of an incarnational
theology, and the development of new criteria for Christian
life.

In this respect it questions how the immediacy of mystical
and spiritual experience relates to ecclesiology.

Taking into account the appeal to primitivism as a motive
for reform which undermined the medieval synthesis and 1ts
doctrine of society, 1t reviews the late medieval concept of
the invisible church, which prepared the way for the
Reformation.

In this setting it examines the recurring themes which
appear, and concludes Dby outlining the 1mplications of
ecclesiological docesis for the church of today.
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INTRODUCTION



This thesis explores the relationship of Christ to the
church, 1in particular the consequences of the Incarnation
within it, and investigates how developments in
Christological heresy find their corollary in ecclesiology,
with particular regard to Docetism which denied Christ's
humanity.(Gk. dokesis='seeming’')

Whilst New Testament scholars such as Cullmann place great
emphasis on Christological/ecclesiological continuity, and
this is axiomatic in many ecclesiological studies, there
are only occasional indications (Wainwright, Meyendorff,
Sherrard, Moore, Lossky) as to the implications of
'heretical' elements, in particular docesis, and the kind of
church consequent upon this view. This study 1looks at how

this docetic element continually appears 1in different

historical contexts, arising from different 1influences and

clrcumstances.

After surveying the developing nature of orthodoxy and
heresy including criteria inherited from Judaism, 1t 1looks
at the specific role and development of Christology and
ecclesiology in the Gnostics, Marcionites and Montanists,
noting the influence of Manichaeism. The particular docetic
elements in Dboth areas appearing 1n these Jgroups were
countered in the orthodox thought of Irenaeus, and
Alexandrian theology was affected by gnostic elements with
consequences not only for its own acceptance but Christology

and ecclesiology as a whole.

The study suggests that whilst we cannot claim that every
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Christology has a one for one correspondence, we can outline
certain derivatives and trajectories in the orthodox/
heretical divide, which mark Christology and ecclesiology,
of which dokesis is a clear example.

A context for this is given in New Testament exegesis which
supports the assertion that the nature of Christ continues
in the church, against the background of corporate
personality, especially the Pauline theology of the Body of
Christ. Following from this, Christ's humanity is important
as a constituent determinative element in the nature of the
church, and this is emphasised in the theme of suffering
which forms a boundary between orthodox and heretic, and a
consequent dokesis.

In the Fathers of the church the 1i1dea of the corporate
Christ emphasises a visible nature especially 1n the
continuance of the Body of Christ theme. The formation of
the Christian tradition 1s regarded as Christ himself; the
Paradosis = the Lord, Christ himself transmitted 1n the
church. In this the church 1s more than the aggregate of
Christians, with a character and holiness greater than the
sum of its members, derived from the being of Jesus Christ.
In particular the Greek Fathers emphasise the reality of the
Incarnation as the basis for our salvation.
wWith the church regarded as Christ's outward and visible
form, elements of this tradition may be similarly regarded
e.g. scripture = the flesh of Christ.

This background is emphasised in Augustine's ecclesiology



which becomes the underlying view of the medieval Church,
with a consequent danger that the church mav be equated with
the Kingdom of God.

This theme continues in the writers of the early Middle

Ages and 1s well documented by de Lubac, Congar, Mersch and
others.
Against this, the early dualist tradition develops in
heretical movements which emphasise a consistent docetic
Christology from Paulicians through to Catharism, and a
consequent difficulty in coming to terms with outward
institutional form.

In orthodox theologians of the eleventh and twelfth
centuries who emphasise the union of Christ and the church

there are trace elements of ideas which expanded would be

regarded as heretical.
Consideration is then given to movements and individuals
which exist uneasily within the context of the Catholic
Church or separate with a preference for a more perfect
spirituality, some tempted by supersessionism to improve on
what they regard as a primitive understanding of Christ,
others with an appeal to the undeveloped primitive church.
Apart from any historical continuity it is possible that
themes and 1deals were rediscovered by asking similar
questions or facing the same issues in different
circumstances and coming to the same conclusions.

In looking at movements which contributed toward the

Reformation, we see the increasing rejection of any



consecration theology and in particular the emergence of the
ldea of the invisible church which breaks the traditional
catholic Christological/ecclesiological tie. This is found
in Huss allied to predestinarianism and the distinction
found previously in Donatist and Alexandrian theology of
being 'in the church but not of it' which it is suggested
reflects a docetic ecclesiological view.,

In conclusion, it looks at some of the issues raised by
docetic ecclesiology, such as the place of culture in
Christology, and the element of development and change
compared to what 1s changeless, and acknowledges the
inherent dualism which some find in Christianity, and regard

as explained or exacerbated by Platonism. In this context it

investigates how Donatism and Iconoclasm may be related,
and how heretical groups reject the church as redundant
Judaism, foregoing the fulfilment of heilsgeschichte 1n
Christ. It 1indicates further a persistent recurrence of
'puritanism', within heresy and gnosis, in particular the
Donatist movement (Frend), and the tendency towards docetism
in this.
The Constantinian establishment emerges as a legitimisation
of incarnational theology in which learning and reason find
a positive role, but which are rejected by those preferring
a docetic ecclesiology.

An allied issue raised by this theme concerns the time of

revelation in the Incarnation and its uniqueness, excessive



emphasis on Christ's divinity having a similar effect on

Christology and ecclesiology as outright docetic rejection.

Is the relationship between a docetic Christology and
church society simply fortuitous, in a way that an orthodox
continulty 1is not ? Or do certain necessary effects follow
from Christological categories and continue within other
related areas of tradition ? This raises basic Qquestions
such as the relationship o0of God to humanity, and whether
historical terms are adequate for a later context,

transmissible from age to age for similar effects in

different circumstances. Can the +term Donatist < . Dbe
°“(“l
properly used A of the fourth century controversy, and

Docetism similarly for a first/second century view ?

Does Christology itself derive from ecclesiology as a kind
of theological self-reflection ? Consideration should be
given to the suggestion that where an explicit
Christological/ ecclesiological continuity is lacking, there
may be an implicit docetic element.

In the 'catholic' tradition the inner coherence of the
church is 1integral to external structure, in which 1t 1s
impossible to divorce the developing tradition made
canonical from the continuing 1life of the church. For
canonicity only has meaning in a living eccleslal context,
as ecclesiology only has meaning 1in the context of the

person of Christ, the biblical corpus being part of his

complete traditio.
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Excesslive emphasis on the Holy Spirit 1leads away from

incarnational Christology to Adoptionism, and 1t is

suggested, a consequent ecclesiology. Traditional catholic
Christology, set within a Trinitarian context, seeks to
prevent such fragmentation. (BCC. Study 1990).

Where Christology is undervalued, charismatism tends to
treat the church as an Adoptionist community without
consistent organic divine/human origin. As a consequence
this can 1lead to the apparently contradictory idea of
invisible tradition and ultimately the inspired prophet over
against the corporate nature of Christ in the church.

As might be expected this raises the related matter of how
spirituality participates in the formation of dogma, and
whether Christian experience can be regarded as part of the
human dimension of a contemporary Christology, or whether it
detracts from 1it.

The issues explored are important as they question what an
adequate expression of the nature of salvation 1n the
Christian tradition is, (world denying or world affirming ?)
how we regard the 'interchange' (ﬁooker) in Christ affecting
the structure of the Christian community, and this 1s to be
set 1in the context of the contemporary debate 1n

Christology, particularly the relationship of Christ to

culture.

Ecclesiological dokesis severs the basis of the Incarnation

in creation and redemption, questioning the relationship of
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the spiritual to the material, word and meaning, form and
content, canonicity to authenticity, the 1letter to the
spirit, cultural consecration to cultural rejection, and the
value of a theology of consecration in which time 1is
sanctified in Christ.

Whilst there are many studies of the relationship between
Christology and ecclesiology, there is no overall survey of
what the consequences of dokesis in Christology might mean
when taken to 1its 1logical conclusion in the 1life of the
church.

The thesis concludes by drawing an inference as to what
ecclesiological dokesis might mean for the church of today.
A recognition of the effects of Christological docesis 1in
contemporary spirituality and ecclesiology could be a re-
reading of ancient heresy into new circumstances, without
acknowledging the gulf between the different world-views
involved. Alternatively 1t can highlight the necessity to
affirm Christ's humanity 1in the 1life of the church 1in
contemporary moral and social issues, avoiding Dboth

oppressive corporateness and excessive individualism.



CHAPTER. 1.

THE HERETICAL IMPERATIVE



ORTHODOXY AND HERESY:

DEVELOPMENT AND DEFINITION.



As the life of the Christian religion begins with Jesus of
Nazareth and moves on into the life of the Church, in spite
of some more 'structuralised' interpretations it might be
1lluminating to look for the tension between orthodoxy and
heresy, as 1t developed, to the person and work of Jesus
himself.

Jesus' ambiguous attitude concerning orthodoxy and heresy
in Judaism appears to be reflected in both parties in the
Church in Jerusalem; Paul and Stephen, as well as Peter and
James, can conslder themselves the true heirs of Jesus.

The theological differences between the disciples derives
from the apparently ambiguous attitude of the Master
himself. These differences were initially repressed by the
Easter enthusiasm, but reappeared as this faded away.

Even 1f the orthodox Christian view 1is looked upon as a
later construction, the divergent views could be seen as
originating in the Jewish heretic Jesus.(l). Orthodox and
heretics of later ages both lay claim to Jesus as their
source, a continuing dichotomy in the life of the Church -
the orthodox Jewish reaction to Jesus and the treatment of

Christianity as an hairesis by Judaism both reflected 1in the

way Christianity itself dealt with hailresis.

McEleney summarises the pattern of controversy between Jesus

and Jewish representatives as;

. a clash of opinions, leading to

the rejection of the opponent's right to speak
his work attributed to evil,

he is attacked in his person and way of 1life,
his views are said to be without authoritative
basis in either scripture or tradition.

6. others are warned against him.
7. at times steps are taken to remove the threat

Ul W N -
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he poses - even to the employment of illegitimate
means. (2)

He sees this pattern repeated in the New Testament letters.

It then remains questionable as to which of the different
interpretations of Jesus, originally the heretical Jew, are
to be regarded as primary.(3)

This is a question not simply concerning the person and
work of Jesus, but of his intention, for one of the most
disputed issues between orthodox and heretic related to the
question of who had understood Jesus correctly. This 1s

particularly true of Gnostics who claimed that they alone

had understood what Jesus really meant.(4)

In this, eisegesis could have a prominent role, for as Bauev¥

points out,

'at that time there was probably no version of
Christianity that did not have at its disposal at least
one written gospel in which Jesus appears as the bearer
and guarantor of their particular view...and repulses
those who think differently.'(5)

Not only do Gnostic views appear in their own 'canonical'
writings, but they also appealed to those close tO Jesus to
derive authority from him, so that Mary Magdalene, for
example, can stand as guarantor for a Gnostic tradition.
Similarly both orthodox and heretical apologists appeal to
St. Paul. This 1is especially true in the dispute Dbetween

orthodox and Marcionites. Paul can be viewed as either an

orthodox believer or a spiritual illuminist, even as a



the end of the first century there was no one definitive
Christian faith which could be called the sole orthodoxy.

Christians at this time were, as Burkitt savys,

'feeling after a Christology about the personality of
Jesus their Lord' (7),

and simultaneously coming to terms with
thelir own identity, its interpretation, and their continued
exlstence.

Within the Christian spectrum there was a tremendous
variety, and the teaching which triumphed as orthodoxy was
only one viewpolint which became predominant over a period of
time. The orthodoxy of the second century is different from
the orthodoxy of the fifth, and even in the same period 1n
different areas standards of-orthodoxy might differ.(8)

For example, Origen suggests that the prevailing standards
of orthodoxy and heresy propounded by Hegesippus and
Eusebius were inadequate for his day.(9).

This highlights the difficulty of arriving at an
'authentic' single Christianity, a more imperative issue as
the church faced the second century Gnostic threat.

Development towards orthodoxy is a more gradual process, a
low—grade infection of the same germ as heresy (10), a
metaphor used of hairesis as something which struck at the
heart of doctrinal consensus, and to which the parent body

reacted,

'as to a virus, isolating it, building up resistance
to it, expelling it from the body, sometimes with great
cost to itself.'(1l1l)



That there was ever one single pristine 'Christianity' is a

retrospective sacralising of 'orthodoxy'.

This 1s not just a question of authenticity, but of
legitimacy, as the orthodoxy of the fourth century would
reveal, stimulated by imperial favour. (12)

In some areas the only form of Christianity originally
known was what would be seen later as heretical. It is well
known that this was the case at Edessa, according to Bauer;

'.seast of Phrygian Hierapolis we could hardly discern

any traces of orthodoxy. Christianity and heresy were
synonymous there.'(13).

In the situation that prevailled at Edessa, the
Bardesalnites, later declared heretics, laid sole claim to
the title 'Christians'.(14) In such a perspective, what 1is
regarded as present orthodoxy 1s later seen as heretical.

Its own development and continuing history, with 1its
divergent strands, forced the church to face the need for
developing criteria, e.g. canonicity, orthodoxy, though the
latter contains

'a broad acceptance of a living tradition,
not of a precise theological scheme..'(15).

This 1s the breadth which is contained in Vincent of Lerins'
formula.(16).

There were always diverse interpretations from the corpus

of traditions about Jesus.

Heresy changed as the church shifted the emphasis from
defining the locus of the 'true church' among a variety of

sects to defining the content of true teaching, dimin 13}\\.1«:3



the area of tolerable diversity.(17) With the blending of
traditions, writings up to 200AD are difficult to categorise
into orthodox or heretic, since belief and reflection in
this period were fluid, with de-Christianising as well as
conversion taking place, for political and religious
reasons.(18) This took place within the wvaried thought
forms of both Christianity and Gnosticism (19), Manichaeism
and Gnosticism both drawing parasitically upon the Christian
tradition, adapting its hymns, liturgies and other writings
for their use.

Orthodoxy begins formulating around an 1ntultive consensus
rather than just original formulas, rejecting heresy 1n a
kind of Christian common sense duided, the church believed,
by the Holy Spirit.(20) This called for discrimination

between rival churches, which was no easy task since

orthodox and heretic could live within the same community
quite peacefully before the lines of demarcation were drawn,
and one generatioﬁﬁflt01erate 1deas unacceptable to
another.(21) Holding divergent views, heretic and orthodox
could worship together, often using the same Dbaptismal
creed, even if unable to use a rule of faith in common. (22) .
Such difficulty in distinguishing between orthodox and
heretic was marked at Alexandria, where they were parallel.

(23).

As it developed it Dbecame important for orthodoxy to be

able to claim sole authenticity. Irenaeus writing against

the Gnostics

..'confronts their diversity with the unity of
the worldwide catholic church..'(24),



diversity becoming synonymous with false belief.
In affirming the orthodoxy of the apostles Irenaeus says,
'+« the church throughout the world, having its origiln
from the apostles, perseveres in one and the same
opinion....with regard to God and his Son..'(25)

In Pelikan's estimate this came to mean,

' The truth was one, and there could be no pluralism in
1ts confession: one's opponents were not merely
espousing a different form of Christian obedience, they
were teaching false doctrine. The heretics were no less
implacable than the orthodox in c¢laiming that their
position was the correct one'. (26)

Synonymous with thils was the kind of historicism which began
to sacralise the past, used in turn as a formative influence
in the present.

The priority of 'orthodoxy' is an important argument for
Tertullian who suggests that all truth precedes its copy,
the likeness before the reality.(27) Origen also sees all
heretics as first believers who then swerve from the rule of
faith.(28) Similarly for the orthodox minority at Edessa,
where Bishop Kune is convinced that his faith is older than
all heresy, and therefore must have appeared 1in Edessa
earlier than heresy, and with an apostolic seal.(29)
Hegesippus reiterates a similar view, believing that there
was no heresy in the time of the apostles, and that the
heretics spoiled the virgin church -a telling simile for his
historicism.(30) Nevertheless whilst some fathers 1like

Trenaeus and Tertullian see orthodoxy and heresy developing

in a clear divide, it 1is different for others 1like

Justin. (31)

wWith the one truth which some Fathers suggest has always



been so, develops the concept of the church as always having
been one, and unchanging. Yet as Turner indicates, ‘in
particular with Tatian's writing, such precision 1is
difficult to maintain since the writings of those who fell
into heresy were circulated and used in the 1life of the
Great Church, and Gnosticism with an ecclesial stance took
over and reilnterpreted the Church's literature.(32) Not all
Of the early churches rejected heresies such as Gnosticism;
1n some areas there was no deep gulf between them.

Orthodoxy looked to the transmitted past for validity. (33)
It was the past, rather than just spiritual gqualities, which
appeared closest to Christ and the apostles. History and
spiritual 1life and truth were bound up within the church's
exlistence. It was assumed that Christian teaching had always
been the same, whereas the heretics were innovators.(34)
Authority and catholicity held the 1line against the
Montanist and Gnostic challenge.

This does not mean that the orthodox were always 1n the
majority. The orthodox were in a minority at Alexandria
within a penumbra of heres{r. (35) By the end of the second
century Rome had emerged as the centre of orthodoxy and the
final arbiter and interpreter of doctrine.(36)

Timeliness played an important role in theological disputes.
The church as a whole was moving towards an orthodox
consensus by the end of the second century, with other norms
being accepted in place of spirit- filled ecstasy and
prophetism. Legitimate ordination came to be of 1importance

coincident with the Gospels based on greater historicity
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being viewed with increasing validity and respect, and the
establishment of Htetk{ght}y o (37)

Some resolution was sought between the two kinds of
churches - those of ‘'legitimate' <channels, and those
focussed around 'spiritual' persons (Turner). Sometimes the
distinction was a matter of degree rather than totally
different outlooks. Frend views it as a choice for

.+« 'elther an organised urban
and hierarchical church with set forms of worship and
disclipline, and a set relationship with the outside world
or a church of the Spirit 1in which men and women

participated equally as vehicles of the Spirit. Once
again, as in the old Israel, organisation triumphed.

(38).
The church opted for historicity and continuing life in the
world, especially in view of the delay of the Parousia. This
is important not simply 1n relation to 1ts own self-
understanding, bugi?how the church's 1life was seen as
deriving from Christ, who Christ was and 1s, Jesus'
historicity related to the church's Christology.
With the commitment to historical existence came the
necessity of rapprochement with imperial power, which
influenced the formation of the orthodox consensus.(39)

Under the Theodosian state-church orthodoxy was preserved,

and .- .. . Constantine's prohibition of heretical places
was c.ont(v\utol.

of worship, Since some of the ideal of Christian kingship

derived from the 0l1ld Testament, it would be illuminating to

find if heresies which firmly rejected the 0ld Testament

were equally vehement against the Christian emperor.

The pressure from hairesis, especilally Gnosticism, forced

the church to create dogmas and authorise creeds (40).
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In opposition to heresy, the 'rule of faith' played a unique
role, revealing to the church a self-conscious orthodoxy,
which was also a defensive weapon. Expressions such as 'the
rule of faith','the canon of truth' carried the idea of
exclusion of error and a self-conscious authenticity.(40)

As heretics twisted and abused scripture, the Fathers
appealed to the rule of faith together with the canonical
writings, and the baptismal creeds were developed for use in
apologetics. Variations in usages and forms narrowed towards
orthodoxy.(41) The 'tradition of truth' legally safeguarded
now continually faced the parallel development of another
tradition- that of 'error'.

According to the orthodox the heathen world was ignorant,
and heretic unbelievers conceited; after all they had the
audacity to oppose the Great Church in which authoritative
faith and true knowledge was found. Whilst persecution made
martyrs, according to Tertullian, heresy created apostates,
undermining the church by creating churches of their
own.(42) Tension between the learned and the simple was a
recurrent theological feature. When the church accused
heretics of simplicity, they returned the compliment.(43)
Commonly the orthodox claimed to be followers of Christ
whilst pointing out heretical groups as followers of a
particular leader and named after him. Sometimes Catholics
faced polemic like that in the Donatist schism which branded

them 'the church of Judas'.(44) Orthodox and heretic laid
claim to the title ‘'catholic', each insisting on theilr

'Christ' and claiming sole legitimacy, (45) though there was
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some consistency in this, for both 'heretic' and 'orthodox'
insisted in their own way that their view of Christ should
correspond with their view of the church. The figure of
Christ affects and determines the nature of the church. This
1S SO, even when hairesis opts for non-historical
interpretations, as well as when orthodoxy stakes its claim
on the historical existence of Jesus and therefore history
as an ally and not an enemy to the truth.

This was 1mportant both in the process of distinguishing
the Great Church from the sects 1n 1ts development, and the
self —understanding of both the church and 1its rivals 1n
relation to such questions as 'Where 1s the Church to be
found ?', What is its true teaching ?'(46)

The Fathers, taking their stand in the Great Church, faced
the threat of heresy, not only c¢laiming history for the
church, but emphasising 1t as the sphere of Christ's
redemption, and by that the consecration of the physical and
material order.

This is how Eusebius views the matter. Though scarcely an
unbiased view, he has 1little reserve 1in embracing the
Christian empire as a divine realm, with a consequent
intolerance towards heresy. Selecting from previous church
historians, he discriminates between the varying forms of
Christianity. He is clear that it is the heretics who stray

from the Great Church, seeking novelty and despising the

truth, a similar charge to Irenaeus'.(47)
Hippolytus, who finds a common pattern of heresy among the

sects, places himself in the difficult position of opposing
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the Bishop of Rome, Callistus, claiming for his group the
right to orthodoxy, as the community of those who live in
holiness rather than 'self professed' Christians. He thus
takes refuge in the spiritual, which begs the whole question
of the relationship of the nature of the church to history,
and its derivation from Christ.(48)

Such concentration on spiritual qualities rather than
historical existence 1is, for Clement of Alexandria, quite
obvious in the lives of sectarians who are labelled either
libertine or Gnostic. Existence in historical time is for
them either indifferent or immaterial (in both senses).(49)
Tertullian accuses heretics of restlessness. For him the
great philosophers are patriarchs of error.(50) Ignatius had
earlier sought to draw boundaries between true and false
Christians with severity, on the basis of being true to the
church's historicity.(51) Epiphanius in his monumental

Panarigon shows concern for the way bairesis, with 1its

illicit speculation, fragments the unity of the church.(52)
For all his emphasis on the rule of faith, Augustine finds
precise definition of heresy difficult, whilst Jerome sees
heresy as invented by schismatics to justify separation from
the church.(53) Basil of Caesarea attempts some
classification, though placing all hairesis, schisms or
parasunagogai outside the Body.(54) Heresy could cover a
multitude of views, and of the 'choices' available 1in the

New Testament. Questioning makes men heretics, taking

orthodox truths beyond legitimate bounds.(55)

Heresy may lead into schism, or be the post-schismatic
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rationale of it, schism being closer to orthodoxy and not
necessarily deviation in doctrine.(56) If 1left, doctrinal

disagreement could create a rift through a radical or

rigorous intransigent stance.

Prestige, commenting on Appollinarius' denial of a human

mind in Christ declares,

'Psychology 1n ancient times at least, was ever the
parent of heresy.'(57)

Heresies gathering in schools around their founders could
origilnate 1in the personal idiosyncracy of one dissenter.
This 1s clear from the examples of Gnostic groups and their
leaders, with recurring examples 1in the Middle Ages.
Tertullian describes the root of heresy as personal choice
in an area where it is not appropriate.(58)

In seelng heresy as a Christian phenomenon the questiqn
remains whether these could be called Christian choilces,
even if considered inappropriate.(59) Individuals might have
highly personalistic views of Christian teaching, but how
should and did these find corporate expression ? The content
of the Christian tradition might be 'Jesus Christ, the same
vesterday, today and for ever!', but how was this to be
related to the unfolding of truth in the power of the
Spirit? What should remain unchanged, and what should
change in the church's life ? Was a continuing development
legitimate ?

Time and historical circumstance played a large part 1n the
creation of heresy. As in reactionary heresy in the Middle

Ages, so in the formative years of Christian dogma it was
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possible to become a heretic simply by standing still.
Millenarianism was once a reputable view, though neither a
mark of orthodoxy or  heresy. In changed historical
circumstances, no longer thought part of the core of
Christian teaching, it was displaced and left to develop
among the unorthodox fringe.(60)

Time moved on, and orthodoxy with it. Who was to decide
whether doctrinal change and development was pandering to
current trends, or 1legitimate adaptation and response to
divine guidance ? Theology could become archaic.(61)

In this way Jewish Christians in failing to progress, are
left to the sectarian ethos of Ebionitism, in a displacement
of what had once been the sole repository of Christianity,
forced by progress into an heretical mould in the third and
fourth centuries. Primitive theology, (like the Son of Man
title), could be made redundant, millenarianism and
apocalyptic become outmoded.(62) Untimeliness, according to
Prestige, brought Apollinarius into heresy.(63) To be ahead
of his age might be the plea of every dissident leader - the
curse of the true prophet, that the times are out of joint.

This can be seen too with reference to Donatism, which
Markus describes as traditional African orthodoxy made
heresy almost overnight.(64) Timeliness was 1mportant.
Alexandrian Christianity could not wholly welcome philosophy

as the handmaid to theology until the Gnostic threat had

been overcome.

As the church entered upon the dialectic  Dbetween

heilsgeschichte and 'secular' history and the admission
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procedures 1into 1its 1life Dbecame 1less stringent, was it
claiming history for Christ ? Was it following a line of
inevitable development as the 'soul in the body' of the
Letter of Diognetus, or had it forfeited its spiritual title
deeds and 1its inheritance ? Was historical development a
fall from grace, or a fulfilment ?

Orthodoxy saw the church as the focal point of Christ's
recapitulation of all things, including the sacred history
of the Jews, the many all summed up in the One.HAiresis was
seen as disruptive and divergent.

In this context the 'visibility of grace' was important to
Christians. Just as once the Jewish temple had gone, the way
was open for Gnostic teachers to reinterpret Judaism 1in
their favour,(65) so the visible locus was important for
Christians, and not just in relation to cultic practice.

Later Christian thinking reveals a distinction Dbetween
orthodox and heretical views on the 'house of God' traceable

to the Hellenists' view given Dby Stephen in Acts.(66)

Christians, when fully a religio licita developed a theology

of sacred spaces 1in their use of buildings because wunder
Constantine they opted for, or were taken over Dby,
historicity. This was not simply what imperial opportunism
demanded, perhaps more an expression of a facet of their
corporate persona, its visible expression of their
historical 1life united to the spiritual, just as they saw

the two natures present in the one person of the Lord, a

development from the Incarnation.
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Heresy then has some responsibility for formulating
orthodox thinking and dogma, even for its view of what the
nature of heresy is.(67) Even heresies like Gnosticism had
dissenters within their ranks in a descending (or ascending)
spiral of ecclesiolae. Both orthodox and  heretical
development had hidden elements, but orthodoxy with 1its
concentration on order over freedom gained the upper hand
over 1ts parasitic Gnostic rival.

The church's salvation for all triumphed over salvation for
the elite alone, opting for a broader spectrum of tradition
in the sanctification of time, to reflect the nature of the

Christ in whom the church believed.(68).
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