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Abstract: John Henry Newman's theory of heresiology evolved over the course of his life, accentuating certain Christological characteristics of heresy. He began with the study of the Arian heresy, progressing through the Sabellian and Apolloniarian, and ending with the Monophysite. The theory of heresy and orthodoxy finally developed in the Development of Doctrine reflects this struggle to find common features of orthodoxy corresponding to principles governing Christology in the early Church Fathers. As a consequence, Newman's heresiology, in its final stage, holds that faith is inherently Christological, as it depends on the doctrine of the Incarnation to secure the authority of the divine voice of Christ to which one submits in faith.

Introduction


While much has been written of Bl. John Henry Cardinal Newman as either philosopher or theologian, the aspect of his thought that primarily prompted his conversion to Catholicism and which governed the development of his distinctive theory of doctrinal progress has been somewhat overlooked: that of Newman's heresiology. As a historian, Newman explicates a distinct heresiology for the early centuries of the Church, specifically (successively) regarding the earliest Christological heresies of Arianism, Sabellianism, Adoptionism, and Monophysitism. Newman's conversion was prompted by the recognition, in the midst of his study on the Monophysites and Semi-Arians, that his own defense of Anglicanism had more in common with the spirit of the ancient heretics than that of the Catholic Fathers; so much so, he noted that his study of Monophysitism was the turning point - "My stronghold was Antiquity; now here, in the middle of the fifth century, I found, as it seemed to me, Christendom of the sixteenth and the nineteenth centuries reflected. I saw my face in that mirror, and I was a Monophysite."
 As such, this prompts the question as to how Newman conceived of the essence of heresy as it expressed itself in these Christological controversies. I will explore Newman's theory of heresy, exploring what features of Christological doctrine in particular make it an apt exemplar for Newman's theory of both integral and corrupt doctrinal development. I will argue that Newman's theory of heresy isolates the causes of heresy in a dislike of mystery in religion; further, because faith is Christological, heresy will always be tied to an error in conceiving of the central mystery of the Christian faith – the Incarnation of the Son of God. 


Newman's theory of heresy certainly underwent a significant development from his early period as an evangelical-sympathizer to his late period as a Catholic cardinal. The spirit of his literary activity, however, remained the same. Newman was intimately concerned with defending the reasonability of belief through what might be called both the popular, or rhetorical, approach as well as with somewhat ad hoc replies to the theories of his opponents. This manner of presentation does not lend itself to an easy systematization, which is expressed in the disparate views of those who explicitly treat Newman's heresiology (ie,  S. Thomas, T. Ferguson, etc.). Proceeding chronologically is the easiest way to gather the elements of Newman's theory of heresy into a workable whole, which can then be synthesized into a set of principles. Newman's thought begins in his early period (1828-1834) with a criticism of and reaction to the prevalence of latituditarianism within the Church of England; it continues into the second period (1834-1837) of the study of Sabellius and Apollinarianism, which reaches a climax in the controversey with Hampden; and, finally, a third period (1837-1845), characterized by his engagement with Monophysitism, emerges in the years immediately preceding his conversion to Catholicism. This final period contains the germ of what will express itself fully in his later writings after his conversion, especially as seen in Development of Doctrine. 

The First Period - 1824-1834


John Henry Newman's life as a religious thinker begins with his time as a curate at St. Clement's in May 1824. His earliest religious opinions were roughly Evangelical, but had already begun to be dissolved by the influence of his study and of his acquaintances, such as Edward Hawkins.
 An early devotion to the Fathers of the Church significantly influenced the tenor of his later studies; he claimed to be particularly taken by the textbook Church History by Milner.
 One sees in this early period a presagement of his later position on the nature of faith in his letters to his doubting brother Charles, when John Henry claimed that heresy and/or apostasy seemed to arise from "a fault of the heart, not of the intellect."
 It was, however, in the spring of 1828 that Newman began his true theological studies, systematically reading the Fathers of the Church over the summer of that year.
 


The focusing and refinement of his religious opinions began more properly in the midst of conflict with what Newman considered his own particular foe: liberalism. Having been accepted for a post as part of an Evangelical Church Mission Society in March 1829, Newman lodged complaints to the leadership about the doctrinal errors of some of its preachers. Rather than correct its members, the Society did nothing. Newman was not re-elected to his post and eventually withdrew his membership from the Evangelical Bible Society. It was in this conflict that Newman first identified the problem as one of "liberalism" – the Society was willing to compromise with doctrinal dissent, undervaluing the reality of the sin of schism or heresy.
 The inroads that latituditarianism (the view that, in the case of doctrinal dispute, "latitude" should be given to the disputant) had made into the society and even the Church horridly vexed Newman; "liberalism" was the term that Newman preferred to describe this kind of cardinal sin of belief.
 In a note in the  later Apologia Pro Vita Sua, he gives the following definition, which helps to clarify the subsequent discussion: "Liberalism then is the mistake of subjecting to human judgment those revealed doctrines which are in their nature beyond and independent of it, and of claiming to determine on intrinsic grounds the truth and value of propositions which rest for their reception simply on the external authority of the Divine Word."


In the University Sermons, the problem of heretical reasoning pops up throughout the next few years. In the second of these University Sermons (preached April 1830) Newman makes a clear distinction between natural and revealed religion, such that revealed religion is characterized by, "teaching religious truths historically, not by investigation; revealing the Divine Nature, not in works, but in action; not in His moral laws, but in His spoken commands; training us to be subjects of a kingdom, not citizens of a Stoic republic; and enforcing obedience, not on Reason so much as on Faith."
 It similarly condemns two things of interest to us: first, the intereference of reason in faith illegitimately (which causes us to "become a god to ourselves"
), and second, the denial of the divinity of Jesus Christ ("It is the Incarnation of the Son of God rather than any doctrine drawn from a partial view of Scripture . . . which is the article of a standing or a falling Church"
). 


The fourth of the University Sermons, preached in 1831, continues the same theme but highlights the nature of error flowing from "ursurpations" of reason illegitimately into faith. It details the possible claims that reason may make against faith, and the contrasting – but complementary – roles that they play in the religious life of man. Specifically, however, we can focus on the claims made toward the end of the sermon. Newman gives a "chief" example of what he means by illegitimate use of reason in faith as, "previous errors of heretical reasonings, on subjects addressed to the moral perception. For while Faith was engaged in that exact and well-instructed devotion to Christ which no words can suitably describe, the forward Reason stepped in upon the yet unenclosed ground of doctrine, and attempted to describe there, from its own resources, an image of the Invisible."
 As a consequence, the Church was "forced" to engage in polemics involving rhetoric and philosophy to combat philosophically sophisticated heretics. This highlights, however, the origin of heresy. While religious faith engages in adoring the person of Christ (and all doctrines seem to be grounded in this truth), reason attempts to create a systematization of the relations that exist in the Incarnation, or give some other similar explanation of doctrine. Doing so, it set itself up – over and above faith – as the ultimate arbiter of truth. As a consequence, it created a heresy or perversion of what faith intended to teach. While the same sentiments are expressed in other sermons from the same period, these two in particular outline the earliest complete picture of heresy and development in Newman, with a clear link to the person of Christ as the origin of both heresy and orthodoxy. Newman's theory at this point, nevertheless, exclusively focuses on the novelty of heresy and the antiquity of orthodoxy as the hallmarks of either.


It was around this time (1831) that Newman, attempting to defend the Church establishment, began work on a history of the ecumenical councils.
 Newman's history of the councils quickly turned into an expanding project that claimed more and more time. Shortly after he began reading for the history, he decided that the series could not merely focus on the dogmatic statements themselves, but must situate the councils historically.
 As the work went on, Newman became more convinced of the need to demonstrate in his history how to apply the previous era of doctrinal disagreements to his own – "resisting the innovations of the day, and attempting to defend the work of me indefinitely above me (the Primitive Fathers) which is now assailed."
 Thus, one can see that liberalism attacks not only the faith and the establishment, but also the Fathers, who Newman sees as the predecessors of both (literally, fathers of the Church's doctrinal faith and current episcopal organization); conversely, the Fathers form the bulwark of any serious defense of Anglicanism against the liberal meance. The first volume, originally intended to cover all of the Eastern councils, only ended up covering the Arian heresy and the Council of Nicea. 


The advent and composition of the work occurred in the midst of the tumultous period of reform – the passage of the Reform Act (1832) and the proposal of the Irish Church Temporalities Act, let alone the French Revolution. Newman himself commented: "Again, the great Reform Agitation was going on around me as I wrote [Arians]. . . . The vital question was, how were we going to keep the church from being liberalized?"
 Arians of the Fourth Century reflected this reponse to liberalism explicitly, claiming that the heresies of the early Church were characterized with the same liberalism he saw in the Church of England.
 Arianism, for Newman, revolves around being a "skeptical" doctrine; rather than providing a creed of its own, the Arians disputed with the orthodox, raising "insoluble" problems which forced others to adopt the opinion that Christ was a creature rather than the apparent paradoxes of the view that Christ was God-man.
 There were two chief causes for the Arian heresy, according to Newman: sophistical pagan philosophy and the influence of Judaism.


The influence of pagan, especially Aristotelian philosophy, is accounted for as the particular cause that contributed most of all to the rise – and success – of the Arian heresy.
 This success is attributed, in part, to their dialectical style; rather than propose a creed, the Arians merely raise objections which imply their own position as the solution.
 The Arian heresy, moreover, lent itself to sophistry, as both the heresiarchs who preceded Arius – Paul of Samastoa, Malchion, Asterius, Aetius, Eunomius – and Arius himself were all connected to Aristotleian Sophism.
 Further, the opposing Eclectic school – the believers in a mix of Neoplatonism and other syncretistic bits from other philosophies – was philosophical in origin too; Newman notes that the founder of this school was a Platonist of sorts.
 The guiding theme that Newman notes elsewhere is that both the Arians and the Eclectics shared a distaste of mystery – what they could not comprehend, they rejected or heretically transformed.
 The terms in which their rationalism is described, however, point to a particular mystery that forms the basis of their confusion: "the claims of religion being no longer combined, defined, and embodied in a personal Mediator between God and man, [italics mine] its various precepts were dissipated back again and confused in the mass of human knowledge, as before Christ came; and in its stead a mere intellectual literature arose in the Eclectic School, and usurped the theological chair as an interpreter of sacred duties, and the instructor of the inquiring mind."
 Again, interestingly enough, Newman characterizes the ground of the heresy of Eclecticism to be the denial of the person of Christ, in some manner or shape, rooted in a desire to isolate God in rational syllogism. This forms a parallel with the Arians, with Newman quoting Epiphanius, "'Aiming,' he says, 'to exhibit the Divine Nature by means of Aristotelic syllogisms and geometrical data, they are thence led on to declare that Christ cannot be derived from God.'"
 


These causes, however, seem to implicate the Fathers as well – did not Athansius reply philosophically to Arius? Did not the other Fathers use philosophy or rhetoric? Simply, "if pagan philosophy had an undue influence on the Alexandrians, that would place them on the same footing as the Antiochenes, and the dichotomy between the two which he endeavored to create would collapse."
 To account for the Church Fathers' use of philosophy, Newman constructs a history of unbroken theological faith and orthodox antiquity which preserves the validity of their arguments.
 Essentially, Newman accounts for the use of rhetoric and philosophy among the orthodox as due only to the suitability of such tools for the propogation and defense of the faith, rather than as speculation on the Godhead itself.
 He claims that Alexandria had as its founder the apostle St. Mark, who imbued it with the spirit that would characterize it as, "the Missionary and Polemical Church of Antiquity."
 The catechetical school in Alexandria is precisely what Newman sees as the legitimate use of philosophy, by way of what he calls the principle of "Economy," or the "Disciplina Arcani."
 This method of teaching was to give, first, a larger analogy or basic proposition of the faith to the early hearers of doctrine, and then to subsequently correct, draw limits, and fill out the basic picture given earlier over the course of catechetical instruction.
 This is an adaption of the rhetorical dialectical method, beginning with the opponents' prejudices and then drawing them subsequently to the fullness of truth.


The basic check on this manner of teaching was apostolic tradition and magisterial authority of the Church – without these, the Church of Alexandria would easily confuse the revealed claims of Scripture with those of natural religion.
 Thus, the claim Newman is making is not precisely about the nature of philosophy as such, but the tenor or ethos which accompanies its use within theology. To contrast explicitly, the Church of Alexandria used philosophy to demonstrate the truth of its teaching, and further used Scripture under the subordination to the apostolic deposit of faith via its tradition; the Arians, on the contrary, pursued a "private study of Holy Scripture" to construct their own systematic doctrine, in disdain of or absence of the apostolic tradition.
 This contrasts, too, with the Semi-Arians who, Newman notes, were more in what we call "material error" than true heresy, so that while they taught wrongly, they seem to have believed somewhat well; "On the whole they were men of correct and exemplary life, and earnest according to their views.


But what ties this claim about the use of philosophy within theology to the influence of Judaism – the second cause of Arianism within the Antiochene Church? Newman details the influence of a sort of superstitious Judaism on the less well-formed believers in Christianity, so that the Jews were even able to significantly alter the mind of the Antiochene Metropolitan himself.
 The most significant external impact that Judaizing had on the Antiochene Church was the determining of the date of Easter on the basis of quarto-deciman rule – borrowed from the Jewish  method for calculating the Passover (insofar as it ended the Lenten fast on the day of the week that Passover sacrifice occurred, rather than on the nearest Sunday, as was the otherwise universal rule).
 The rule, by itself, was of ancient custom in the Antiochene Church, and so its use was not an automatic indication of Judaizing. Rather, the quarto-deciman calculation had come to an end prior to the Nicene Council and was reinvigorated with something like a schismatic intent – this latter intent in revitalizing the custom was, Newman theorizes, done to imitate the Jews rather than the apostles.


Newman cites two impacts that Judaism might have had on the Antiochene Church. First, he perceives a sort of crass character to the Judaism adopted by the Antiochenes, so that it was obsessed with things like magic or material benefits, rather than eternal life or rational pursuits. As a consequence, he notes that "it necessarily indisposed the mind for the severe and unexciting mysteries," namely, those of the Catholic faith.
 Second, Newman believes that observance of the Mosaic Law entailed a derogation of the authority and efficacy of the New Law – namely, a less full and real assent/trust in its power to save.
 The way Newman describes this influence is indicative of precisely why such Judaizing tends toward heresy: "in the obsolete furniture of the Jewish ceremonial, there was in fact retained the pestilence of Jewish unbelief, tending (whether directly or not, at least eventually) to introduce fundamental error respecting the Person of Christ."
 This confirms why, as opposed to other systems of thought, Judazing was particularly dangerous: it undermined the fundamental article of faith – the nature of the Incarnation. Thus, in so influencing people's minds away from the orthodox conception of the Incarnation, it lent itself as a cause for all manners of heresy. 


The combination of these two influences created precisely what Newman highlighted in the University Sermons – an intellectual pride which held its own reasoning to override the authority of antiquity.
 In the form of pagan philosophy, the Antiochene Church was influenced to attempt to systematize the mystery of the Incarnation out of a vain desire to simplify the mysteries of the faith, contrary to the apostolic tradition. In the form of Judaizing, the Antiochene Church practiced Jewish ceremonials and were thus influenced both against mystery and the reality of the Incarnation itself. What we have here are a number of different genera of causes which can be isolated. The "efficient" cause of heresy is twofold: dislike for mystery and pride opposed to tradition. The "material" cause of heresy is Christology or doctrine about the person of Christ (not that every heresy will touch on the Incarnation directly , but that, as this is the central truth of Revelation, every heresy will have impacts upon it). The "formal" cause is simply a stubborn rejection of the truth, rather than mere error (as in the case of the Semi-Arians). The "final cause" is to adapt doctrine to fit one's own desires (as opposed to accepting what is given in revelation). 

The Second Period - 1834-1837


This gives us a simple picture of Newman's "early" position in regard to heresiology. As his thought develops into 1834-1837, his mind shifts to two other heresies: those of Apollinarius and Sabellius. Just prior to this period, we witness the early stages of the Tractarian movement, which took shape July 14th, 1833, as Keble gave the sermon entitled "National Apostasy." This was followed on Newman's part by a desire to write a series of letters on the Church Fathers, beginning with one on St. Ambrose which would address the question of the connection between ecclesial and temporal power.
 While holding that established religion was a good, Newman thought that he was "forced" to look to the multitudes of the faithful themselves (especially in a democractic society) to defend the true doctrine of the Church and to support the Church in its trials, moving toward disestablishment.
 At the end of 1833, Newman began authoring a paper as the beginning of the series Tracts for the Times, the series which would form a part of the vertebrae of the Tractarian movement. These occupied much of Newman's time, offering some setbacks, but began to really become popular in December of that year.
 Further, two more important developments followed: the beginning of 1834 saw both the appointment of Bishop R.D. Hampden to a professorship of moral philosophy that Newman himself had sought, and the publication of the first volume of the Parochial and Plain Sermons.


The Parochial and Plain Sermons continue the train of thought found earlier in Arians of the Fourth Century as to the causes of heresy, but develop the ideas further. They form a sort of barometric pressure indicator as to the development of the idea of causes of heresy over the dates of their publication, witnessing to the continual growth of Newman's own ideas. In the first volume, published 1834, there are a number of features: faith is a mystery, so much that God intended to place certain stumbling blocks to speculation in Scripture to humble the proud;
 sinful pride is the cause of unbelief and heresy as opposed to obeying the call of conscience to faith in God. "Our doubts, if we have any, will be found to arise after disobedience . . . . It is sin which quenches the Holy Spirit;"
 heresy can lay in either sacrificing truth for expediency and comfort, or in overweening skepticism which replaces revelation with an idol of reason's own creation.
 


It was at the end of this year, however, that the Hampden affair began, only ending in February of 1836.
 Hampden, succinctly, embodied everything about liberalism that Newman found distasteful. "[R.D. Hampden] regarded revelation as a collection of facts only . . . [whereas] ecclesial definitions of doctrine are not themselves revealed. It therefore follows that creeds and articles . . . are open to adjustment."
 This forms, as it were, a highly negative version of the "development of doctrine," such that even though the truths themselves of faith do not change, the creeds or articles themselves are merely the product of culture assimilating those truths. As a consequence, this produces the harmful conclusion that the ancient doctrines of the councils and creeds are in principle adjustable as "relative only to human culture."


The interesting thing about Hampden is that his view shares a good deal in common with that of Newman on the nature and causes of heresy. Heresy for Hampden too arises from the systematization and rationalization of religion – Hampen often spoke of "the evil of a Logical Theology."
 But, while Newman saw the development of doctrinal creeds and anathemas in Arians as a necessary evil which resulted from the conflict with heresy
 and as guided by that guarded principle of "economy," Hampden went further in claiming that such necessary evils of dogma actually were insufficient to describe the eternal realities they attempted to describe. In other words,  "all verbal formulations" including those of orthodoxy "are dangerous scholasticiations of revelation."


Newman had been working during the period preceding this on St. Dionysius of Alexandria,
 and just as recently as August 1835 began to shift into Apollinarianism.
 He sees in Apollinarianism marks of the unity of all heresies, such that he believes this same tenor leads Apollinarianism to "run into" Sabellianism.
 Apollinarius was not an overt rationalist, which posed difficulty for Newman's prior theories, reliant as they were on rationalism as the cause of heresy.
 Heresy now can begin as a small error in the initial theories of the heresiarch– ostensibly orthodox – which lead one by their consequences into true heresy.
 Ultimately, Newman assigns two causes to Apollinarianism: a newer form of rationalism, which attempted to "streamline" Christology in opposition to Arianism, and a rejection of the orthodox tendency to hold "subsistent distinctions within the very being of the Godhead"
 which led to grander conclusions in other areas of doctrine. But, most strikingly, Newman redefines the formal cause of heresy: "the essence of heresy is . . . opposition to truth."
 


This same feeling is expressed in the Parochial Sermons of the time period. The sermon "Faith Without Sight" sums up a number of ways faith can go "wrong": it can be satisfied with material things to the exclusion of salvific truth, it can follow conscience to the exclusion of reason, it can wax philosophical about truths of revelation, etc.
 In all of these, one can see that Newman has shifted the guiding theme. Rather than the cause of error being merely skepticism, it is a sort of disregard for the practical side of the wisdom that is faith. In all of these, it is a practical wisdom that "acts not as a disputer of this world, but as the disciple of Him who appointed them" and thus has a Christological focus.
 Or, again, leaving the side of Christ and seeing faith as an intellectual exercise rather than as being about a personal Object is what gets one into heresy. The same is more explicitly true in "Self-Contemplation," where Newman notes that the liberal position which believes that "the main purpose of revealed doctrine is to affect the hearts"
 leads inevitably

to deny that in matters of doctrine there is any one sense of Scripture such, that it is true and all others false; to make the Gospel of Truth (so far) a revelation of words and a dead letter; to consider that inspiration speaks merely of divine operations, not of Persons; and that that is truth to each, which each man thinks to be true, so that one man may say that Christ is God, another deny His pre-existence, yet each have received the Truth according to the peculiar constitution of his own mind, the Scripture doctrine having no real independent substantive meaning.
  

Thus, to reiterate, the cause of heresy has shifted: it is an insult against truth as such, which seeks to accomodate the truth to my feelings or to deny truth as such. It is the same for his discussion of Apollinarianism, where he holds that all heresies are united by this same thought, so that all heresies ultimately "run into one" and which errors they have are more-or-less accidental.


The final step in the Hampden controversy is simulateneously the summary of Newman's position on heresy in this period. Published in 1836, the famous 73rd Tract from Tracts for the Times is the final blow to Hampden. In this piece, Newman attacks rationalism in faith as "mak[ing] our reason the standard and measure of the doctrines revealed . . . ."
 However, while attacking that which Hampden also attacked, Newman qualifies his attack to focus on the proper use of reason in faith; reason may legitimately perform a host of functions which Newman lists as opposed to the derogatory function of "rationalism."
 The cause of such is simple: "The Rationalist makes himself his own centre, not his Maker."
 This is the base root of heresy. It denies the fundamental Christological obedience to the voice of God the Word in one's conscience. We focus on how God's Word affects His hearer and on His effects, rather than on Him. This leads to a sort of crypto-Sabellianism, where one identifies the effect with the essence as a mode rather than as having a real hypostasis behind it; this leads to a confusion of something like nature with super-nature.
 


As a guiding example, Newman critiques what might be called a "Christology from below" as indicating a heretical mindset:

 "[W]e should rather say that God is man, than that man is God. Not that the latter proposition is not altogether Catholic in its wording, but the former expresses the history of the Economy, (if I may so call it,) and confines our Lord's personality to His divine nature, making His manhood an adjunct; whereas to say that man is God, does the contrary of both of these,—leads us to consider Him a man primarily and personally, with some vast and unknown dignity superadded, and that acquired of course after His coming into existence as man."

Christology beginning from the  manifestation of Christ historically, while not in itself heretical at first sight, attempts to restrict the nature of Christ to His historical acts. Such a project is doomed to failure and fundamentally heretical in spirit; it will lead inevitably to Socinianism – identifying Christ as only an effect of the Father and so denying the true person of the Word as distinct from that of God the Father. Rather, to be truly orthodox, one must distinctly and unequivocally begin by "locat[ing] the identity of Christ in the person of the Divine Word."
 


Ultimately, however, Newman at this stage remains critical of systematic theology as a symptom of heretical minds to attempt to synthesize inharmonious doctrine to make it easier to grasp and so eliminate mystery.
 This is precisely why he critiques the Roman Catholic Church – they pretend to use reason to systematize all things and open the door to a theological "system."
 It is because of their reliance on infallibility that Newman is able to equate Catholicism with Protestantism, however much he might have agreed otherwise with the Catholic Church on other issues.
 The basic problem is one of "first principles" as Newman understands them. These are generally the guiding, living principles which inform which propositions are selected as expressing the implicit mental content of the thinker.
 In his later life, this is precisely the reason Newman outlines this theory in An Essay in Aid of a Grammar of Assent. There he makes explicit what will become his mature theory in the next phase of his heresiology: Christianity relies on the voice of conscience as a precursor to faith because, while faith is an intellectual assent, it is an assent to a real Person speaking. In other words, the first principles of faith are not intellectually clear propositions but the (authoritative) words and deeds of Christ Himself.
 

The Final Development – 1838-1845 and beyond


As the final period begins, Newman writes a very important work, the Lectures on Justification, published in 1838. In these lectures, Newman gives a succinct view of the whole doctrine of right faith and, consequently, of heresy. In the final lecture in particular, "The Preaching of the Gospel," Newman says "True faith is what may be called colourless, like air or water; it is but the medium through which the soul sees Christ . . . ."
 Heresy – liberalism in particular – inverts the order: "stress is laid rather on the believing than on the Object of belief, on the comfort and persuasiveness of the doctrine rather than on the doctrine itself."
 The ultimate and complete Object that forms the principle of faith is none other than Christ Himself.
 There is thus an immense Christological focus in the process of justification and faith. Newman thus assigns the cause of heresy as, "fighting God's battles in our own way, of extending truths beyond their measure, of anxiety after a teaching more compact, clear, and spiritual, than the Creed of the Apostles."
 Focusing on the object of faith – Christ (who reveals the Father and the Spirit) – can provide the basis for the deduction of correct doctrinal propositions, guided by the true Agent of revelation rather than the desires of one's own mind.


However, this idea of Christological faith is in contrast and conflict with the understanding Newman had of doctrine prior to this period of 1837-1845. In prior places, he held that heresy was a divergence from truth understood as a never-changing deposit, given by Jesus Christ to believers in antiquity. Thus, development was impossible. But, in 1839, Newman began a work dedicated to the study of the Monophysite heresy, which brought his prior theory of heresies into crisis.
 As he put it earlier, he woke up to find himself a Monophysite – but how? Antiquity, Newman held, without alteration of doctrine, was the basis for his compromise Via Media that was Anglo-Catholicism.
 Thus, heretics were systematicians of theology and creators of novelty, whereas orthodoxy grew hesitantly only in opposition to heresy.
 When examining the Monophysites, Newman saw that the Monophysites were heretics precisely for espousing the theory of heresy that Newman himself held – in other words, they were too conservative and disliked the systematization forced upon them.
 In his work on the Monophysite heresy, Newman holds that the heresy of the Monophysites was caused by a dislike of the mystery of the Incarnation, yet again, which underlay their refusal to accept the formula of Chalcedon. Heresy remains a product of overly "subtle minds," influenced, however, by a dislike of mystery. 
 Thus, within that essay, Newman remains committed to his prior theory. 


1841 was the year that his theories collapsed, to be concluded in the following years leading to his conversion. The condemnation of his 90th Tract brought him grief and convinced him that he was fighting for a hopeless cause.
 It was in April 1842 that Newman replaced his concept of orthodoxy with one that was a certain disposition or set of first principles which, rather than being a set of static propositions, was a living set of principles to govern the emergence of propositions in dogmatic pronouncements.
 Now heresy is no longer purely equated with systems – in fact, heresy does not go far enough in being systematic!
 In his University Sermons, Newman offers a new picture of theology as sapiential; faith is not only obedience, but can be perfected in the exercise of the Holy Spirit's gift of wisdom – theology. As such, "[The powers of Reason] are in their highest and most honourable place, when they are employed  . . .  in comparing, adjusting, connecting, explaining facts and doctrines ascertained.  . . . But where the exercise of Reason much outstrips our Knowledge  . . .  there indulgence of system is unsafe, and may be dangerous."
 This true theology is a result of thinking, "according to the mind of Christ," in the Spirit.
 


The final of these sermons, which contains the whole of the newly formed theory of the development of doctrine in semine, rests on the same assumption: "[Heresy] developes into dissolution; but it creates nothing, it tends to no system, its resultant dogma is but the denial of all dogmas, any theology, under the Gospel [emphasis mine]."
 The underlying idea of development is the same as will be expressed later; the development of doctrine occurs out of a set of possessed principles, possessed supernaturally by the believer: "Revelation sets before [reason] certain supernatural facts and actions, beings and principles; these make a certain impression or image upon it; and this impression spontaneously, or even necessarily, becomes the subject of reflection on the part of the mind itself, which proceeds to investigate it, and to draw it forth in successive and distinct sentences."
 Newman is able to argue that, even though creeds were not directly given by Christ, they are always the same and unanimous, not being arbitrary, because God is Himself ever the same and makes the same impression on the souls of those He impresses with His visage; "we may as well say that there are two Gods as two Creeds."
 Such impressions of divine objects of faith will always be of the Triune God's persons, even though the developments will be logical workings-out of these impressions.
 Such knowledge of God is an impression of the mind of Christ, working in our souls by the Holy Ghost; it is thus always Christological in causal origin.


Newman's theories of heresy and orthodoxy are both highly Christological: one gains the supernatural principles of faith, from which one deduces a systematic theology, through possession of the mind of Christ. The very object of our faith is Christ Himself as revealing the Trinity, so that all dogma is implicated in our impression of His person. As heresy arises from a shared principle, namely, "that there is no mystery in theology,"
 diverse heresies will inevitably lead to the same result. As the object of the virtue of faith is primarily the mystery of the Incarnation – the person of Christ is He whom we believe by faith – the object of the heretics' denial is the same – they fundamentally deny  and disobey Christ. Thus, in the end, heresy always involves denying or corrupting the central mystery of the Incarnation itself.


We have seen the progression of Newman's vision from his early reactions in 1828-1834 to both evangelical and liberal theology, which set the stage for his early work Arians of the Fourth Century. This preoccupation with the nature of heresy and orthodoxy informed his subsequent work and set the defining character on his thought as he entered the second period between 1834-1837, when he began work on the Apollinarian and Sabellian heresies. It was in this period that we see clearer links to the person of Christ as the object of faith and as the object of heresy, especially in his replies to the varieties of liberalism that had begun to share Newman's own distaste for system in theology. In order to affirm the possibility of legitimate development of doctrine against liberalism, Newman was forced to change his theory again in his third period of 1838-1845. Now, he had to qualify the permissibility of development and systematization within the framework of divine Wisdom. In his work on the Monophysites, Newman came to affirm both the usefulness of systems and the idea that heresy lacked a true systematization; instead of having too much systematization, heresy lacked a consistent principle of system that gave life to its doctrines (and thus all heresies ultimately fail). On the other hand, orthodoxy was informed and maintained consistency over time from its immutable supernatural principle – the person of Christ possessed in the soul of the believer. Thus, all belief is Christocentric and, as a consequence, all unbelief stems from and leads to a rejection of the person of Christ. 
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