
The Lure of Orthodoxy

Having begun in the Spirit, are ye now made perfect by the flesh?
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Orthodoxy (from GREEK ὀρθός, orthos (“right”,
“true”, “straight”) + δόξα, doxa (“opinion” or
“belief”, related to dokein, “to think”).

Within Christianity, the word orthodoxy usually
refers to one or both of the following:

a) Sound doctrine, the idea that there is a uniquely
accurate understanding of scriptures, expressed in
the right creedal formulas and developed by the
correct theology. Right doctrine being the key
words.

b) The accepted tradition, meaning what is
established, customary, or most commonly believed
among Christians. The key word being tradition.

While a) appeals to rightness and b) to tradition, we know from history that the 
two don’t always go hand in hand, actually, they rarely do. The accepted 
tradition, supposing to have also the right doctrine, has always resisted 
change, even that which turned out to be right in the end. Tradition’s main 
concern isn’t rightness, but preservation.

Old Bottles and New Wine

In our world truth is never static but grows and expands through a continuous 
learning process. It is so in all sorts of disciplines, where new discoveries 
constantly enrich, change, correct or even erase earlier assumptions. A similar 
process happens in religion as well, where new insights (new wine) fulfil the 
same role as new scientific discoveries.

As in the scripture “I am the way the truth and the life”, truth is dynamic, like 
travelling down a road or living life. Jesus spoke of a life journey into unfolding 
truth and He’s quoted as saying “if you continue in my words you shall know 
the truth and the truth shall make you free”. In other words, being free is also 
not static but depends on continuing to learn the truth.

His word also, isn’t static, but is a living and dynamic entity that constantly 
reveals new truths (new wine). He even compared the old religious 
establishment to old bottles which could not accommodate any new wine 
(truths) without breaking. Being full of old truths, which they supposed to be 

https://happilyheretical.wordpress.com/


final, they had no desire for more.

This is why, religiously speaking, new wine (truth) is constantly manifested in 
the form of new movements, new revolutions happening outside the constrains
of the older ones. With time, however, each new movement also becomes old, 
brittle, institutionalized and set in its own traditions. The new wine, which 
brought it to life, eventually becomes old and vinegary, and that’s why newer 
vessels for newer wine are constantly needed.

It is a continual process and early Christianity was a primary example of it. 
Though Jesus had poured out some new wine, which challenged the old 
orthodoxy, His fledgling new movement got stuck in a compromise with it. They
called it the Concision for it stressed circumcision as a prerequisite for Christian
initiation. For almost 40 years, until the destruction of Jerusalem, this system-
preserving-compromise had a restraining influence on the rest of Christianity.

It took some new wine, from a person outside the inner circle, to finally break 
the spell of the previous orthodoxy. Considered heretical at first, Paul’s new 
interpretations eventually gained acceptance and set the pace for a new 
Christianity. In time, Paul’s writings became the new orthodoxy but when this 
happened, as with any new idea reaching that privileged status, it was the end 
of the line. As R.G.Ingersoll said Heresy is a cradle; orthodoxy a coffin.

Orthodoxy means old wine, aged, final, the best and no longer needing 
anything more. New ideas (wine) are thus no longer admitted because 
orthodoxy cannot change, so nothing can be added to it. Whatever challenges 
its “final” status is automatically unorthodox, a heresy.

The Nature of Religious Institutions

Religious institutions are by their very nature conservative and exist to 
conserve the past, which they equate with orthodoxy. They believe they have 
the final truth in some kind of correct biblical, creedal, doctrinal or traditional 
form, which they intend to keep intact. Truth, in their view, is not dynamic but 
static and only the old wine qualifies as “word of God”.

All attempts at reforming or innovating an old institution are viewed with 
suspicion. Suggesting changes to its accepted creeds can evoke an even 
stronger reaction. A litany of negative labels, such as Docetist, Donatist, 
Gnostic, Arian, Dualist, Modernist, New-Age, etc. effectively serves as a vaccine
against unwanted intrusions. Nonetheless, some new ideas, as represented by 
some new movement, may survive if these gain sufficient numbers and 
influence. With time, they may also become accepted and recognized, or 
“orthodox”. The heresy of one age becomes the orthodoxy of the next. (Helen 
Keller)

Actually, that’s how most Christian denominations began, as heretical 
movements and remained such until they finally gained size and power. Their 



founders, however, seldom got to see the day but died before, usually in 
shame and after being maligned and persecuted by the previous orthodoxy.

That’s how it was with most prophets, Jesus himself and the apostle Paul. Their 
challenge to both, the “correct” interpretation and the accepted tradition, 
earned them the worst of titles, such as false prophet, mad, demon possessed, 
leader of a sect, etc. Such has been the case with most religious reformers, not 
only within the bible narrative but all through Christian history.

Nobody likes those labels and it’s usually a great relief when they are finally 
lifted, when a movement, a sect, or a new church attains to the status of 
orthodoxy, either by compromise with the majority or by becoming themselves 
a majority. It is, however, only an illusion of success.

The Paradox of Orthodox

While the word orthodoxy conveys the idea of solid, established, truthful, 
enduring, strong and reliable, it also has a history of oppression, intolerance, 
resistance to change, reactionary posture and violence. Upon closer 
observation, it also isn’t as stable as it claims to be but is a most subjective 
and mutable element.

Furthermore, the idea that orthodoxy preserved doctrines and traditions as 
they originally were is deeply flawed. The very presence of differing and 
contrasting orthodoxies brings it into question. Since, by definition, orthodoxy 
excludes relativism, the reality of multiple orthodoxies annuls the claim, and 
consigns it to the dimension of mere ideologies. In reality, orthodoxy doesn’t 
really exist. It is merely a persuasion, an idea shared within the framework of 
the institution which created it.

What’s most amusing, however, is not the utopian illusion that some have 
about a universal orthodoxy, but the fact that God doesn’t seem to care about 
it. If he did, for sure he would have vindicated one orthodoxy above the others, 
which isn’t the case. In reality He even appears to be against the very idea of 
orthodoxy, doctrinal or traditional.

If we look at the Judeo-Christian history we see him constantly giving new 
revelations, making new covenants, enacting reforms, pouring out new wine 
and challenging the previous tradition. He seems to be more of a God of 
change than a god of keeping things as they are. His messengers were always 
persecuted by the guardians of tradition, yet we are so used to seeing God 
within a tradition, to see Christianity as a preserver of the past, that we forget 
what a progressive revolution it first was.

Now, with its orthodoxy all bolted down into unchangeable formulas, we no 
longer think of Christianity as a progressive movement. Instead we think of it 
as an ancient, unmovable, fortress-like institution, standing beyond towering 
walls and deep ditches, the orthodoxy it built to keep the enemy out. But while 



Christianity claims to protect itself from the dangers of modernity, relativism 
and the bad world without, it has actually become the very world that it first 
condemned.

No, it wasn’t the secular world that Christianity clashed with most violently, but
it was the religiously orthodox one. Things haven’t changed that much and 
there are still many venerable old bottles, full of sour old wine, who fear the 
new more than anything else. Why? Because it puts their world and privileges 
in jeopardy and so they prefer that which never changes, their tradition, book, 
rituals and doctrines. These are the things which they worship, which they have
carved out and set upon the altar as infallible. They are predictable and 
manageable things, instead of a living God who may still speak, effect changes 
and expand human horizon in directions which they would not dare to go.

Personally I’ll take my risks with an unpredictable God, a Spirit unrestrained by 
the chains and definitions of orthodoxy, but who’s love I do know and who has 
never failed me. As David said To Hell with the proper way! The proper way is 
of man! The unexpected and the improper, the unconventional and 
untraditional, the unorthodox and unceremonious, contrary to man’s natural 
expectation–this is the way God usually works!

Old wine isn’t enough

All divinely inspired teachings and
revelations happened at a specific
time and were intended for a
specific audience. That’s when
they were fresh new wine,
bringing fresh new experiences of
the divine, forward motion and
progress. Those same words, in
other times and out of their original context, may still hold value, perhaps even
great value, but their original meaning can never be fully recovered.

No matter how much bible history and theology one studies, it is impossible to 
fully reconstruct the original settings because there are far too many gaps and 
variables. The simple fact that one looks at it from another time renders it a 
subject of interpretation, sometimes bearing little resemblance to the original 
idea. This is what happens, for example, when Christians cross reference bible 
verses from different bible periods and authors. They take words out of their 
original context to form a collage, an illustration of ideas and doctrines which 
the original authors might have never intended.

This common practice ignores the progressive development of the Bible 
accounts, carries older ideas to the level of more recent ones and flattens 
everything to a single unit. This approach inhibits progress because it doesn’t 
allow the past to pass and the future to come. When something out of the past 



is labelled the same as something more recent, because it’s in the same book, 
where everything is considered “Word of God”, then its the same as mixing 
new wine with vinegar… it sours everything.

I’ll make an example. When the books of Moses were written and a law was 
established for the people of Israel, the rule an eye for an eye and a tooth for a
tooth was new wine and progressive indeed. In the tribal societies of that 
period there were no judicial systems based on clear laws for everyone. Every 
man settled scores with whoever wronged him, either by himself or with the 
help of his tribe. Vengeful retaliation was common and there were bloody 
excesses, going way over what the original offense merited. An eye for an eye 
and a tooth for a tooth was thus a progressive step, putting a limit on excesses 
and instructing to be fair and just. It wasn’t an injunction to meet violence with 
violence, which was already the norm, but a call to restraint.

Applying this same principle today is a step backward. Stoning people to death 
for a multitude of infractions, or plucking eyes and teeth for minor ones is 
indeed barbarous. In its original context, however, it was the first written law 
that taught what was expected and dealt with everyone in an equal manner. It 
was the premise to a better functioning and progressive society.

Eventually, the relative progress brought by such a law became insufficient. It 
was time to realize its limits and move on to better things, past the idea of just 
retribution and learn about a better law, one holding to a higher moral code 
and a better representation of God. Jesus introduced such a new code but had 
to face much opposition from the keepers of the old one.

The Mosaic law had been elevated to perfection, to accurate expression of 
God’s nature and Jesus had the arduous job of showing them that it was 
neither. He did so in a number of ways, like saying that Moses had written 
some of the commandments because of their immaturity (Mark 10:5), basically 
saying that the Mosaic law was a step in human development, and not the end 
of the road.

According to him the law couldn’t even come close to representing what God 
really was like or what he meant for humans to do. He demonstrated this by 
disregarding some of the commandments in favour of doing something better, 
like working on the Sabbath, or forgiving someone who, according to the law, 
should have been punished. In other cases he would quote some 
commandment, word for word, then add “but I say unto you” and changed it by
introducing a newer and better approach. Here is an example:

“Ye have heard…‘An eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth.’ But I say 
unto you that ye resist not evil, but whosoever shall smite thee on thy 
right cheek, turn to him the other also… “Ye have heard… ‘Thou shalt 
love thy neighbor and hate thine enemy.’ But I say unto you, love your 
enemies, bless them that curse you, do good to them that hate you, and 



pray for them that despitefully use you and persecute you, that ye may 
be the children of your Father who is in Heaven. For He maketh His sun 
to rise on the evil and on the good, and sendeth rain on the just and on 
the unjust… Be ye therefore perfect, even as your Father who is in 
Heaven is perfect. (Matthew 5: 38 -48)

In other words, the original law was not perfect like the Father in heaven and 
did not reflect his true nature, which Jesus said was loving and forgiving, 
instead of vengefully just. Jesus’ law of love, in fact, was a better picture of 
God, and needed to replace that of the old Mosaic law, still carrying the marks 
of a tribal society and ill fitted for a growing humanity. This was undoubtedly 
new wine, and it cost him his life to preach it.

There was no settling of scores in his words, no wrath, no giving in to 
resentment, no hate or revenge, no self-preserving survival mode. His 
unconditional love and inclusive message became the most progressive idea 
the world had ever seen. It shone so brightly that, by comparison, traditional 
religions and their moral codes were light years behind.

That’s how Christianity became the latest and most progressive ideas there 
was, and that’s why it caused a social revolution. People, especially the humble
majority, saw hope in it. It spoke to them, it dignified life, it liberated women, 
gave hope to the slaves and demonstrated a better and more loving society. 
While the gods of Rome resembled a capricious nobility, living in villa-like 
temples, the god of the Christians had lived amongst them, as one of them, 
even dying as a fugitive slave would, and yet rising again. The message was 
powerful, the love intense, the camaraderie strong, the service to those in need
exemplar and, what’s more, it exposed the corrupt bankruptcy of the old 
systems.

How the Christian revolution died

When, through adaptation, Christianity espoused the ruling system, everything 
changed. When the old Roman traditions was dressed into a new “Christian” 
coat, the revolution was over. When Christianity’s challenge was remodelled 
into an “approved” orthodoxy, and dissenting ideas were outlawed, everything 
froze into the still image of a state sponsored Christianity. That was the end of 
Christian freedom and its revolutionary cycle.

Forward motion stopped and Christianity became the institution and its 
orthodoxy. The free, progressive, flowing, mystical and charismatic aspects, so 
appreciated in early Christianity, became increasingly resented by an 
institution seeking stability in orthodoxy, so they finally disappeared. As there 
cannot be a reactionary revolution, nor a modern antiquity, neither can there 
be a progressive orthodoxy. Orthodoxy cannot change, therefore it imprisons its
followers into the past and silences God from ever speaking again. At best, 
orthodoxy, is the reminiscence of a past progress, but such as can no longer 



move and is therefore dead.

Orthodoxy cannot capture the God experience, the mystic, the sense of 
direction of humanity in a dynamic relationship with a living God. Orthodoxy 
can only capture traditions, words, creeds and theological formulas. Having no 
living reality to offer for the present, orthodoxy glorifies a supposedly 
supernatural past, which bears no resemblance to human history or our world. 
It sanctifies and invests supernatural powers in a book, as if God had written it 
with his own finger, while ignoring its true history and human aspects. Like the 
Jews did with the Torah and the Muslims with the Koran, so the Christians have 
done with their Bible.

That’s why orthodoxy exists mostly within the three monotheistic faiths, 
because it stands on the assumption that God is perfectly defined within a 
single book. Each claim to have the right one, the infallible and final words of 
God but it’s the same paradox as we’ve met before. Just as there cannot be 
multiple orthodoxies neither can there be multiple and infallible holy books, 
which describe multiple, and yet single, and yet different, and yet only god.

From the absurdity of such claims come the absurdity of apologetics aimed at 
defending the various orthodoxies. Each is convinced that theirs is the right 
one, based on the only holy book, and works to demonstrate that the others 
are straight from the devil, heretical and false. This fuels religious hatred and 
wars amongst the three faiths, as well as within the various subdivisions of the 
same faith, including Christianity.

I have come to the conclusion that orthodoxies are simply old wine, historical 
accumulations and cultural deposits. That they more clearly define the nature 
of religion and civilizations, than of God, the source of being. I believe He 
escapes human attempts to enclose him within a belief system and that He 
seeks those who will worship him in spirit and truth (John 4:24), in other words 
in undefinable reality. I believe He is more likely to be found in that 
unmanageable, mystical, heretical experience of the divine, than in orthodox 
beliefs. As the retired bishop said: the older I get, the more deeply I believe, 
but the less beliefs I have.

Defining God

Christianity was never a monolithic belief system.
From the very start there were different
interpretations, different currents and different
writings. Yes, there were common denominators but
they weren’t as doctrinal as they were practical.
Orthopraxy, in fact, came before orthodoxy.

Practically speaking, early Christianity worked but
made little doctrinal sense. It was new, not yet fully



articulated and stood accused of heresy, polytheism and a host of other 
dangerous deviations. Christians testified to some spiritual experience 
accessible to them in the name of Jesus, but had no accurate or standard 
definition of him, and that was a problem. Was he the Jewish Messiah, a human 
anointed by God? Had he been adopted by God and thus obtained divinity? 
Was He, instead, born from God, or the very incarnation of God? How would all 
this fit within Judaic monotheism, the framework of early Christianity?

These were serious questions about God’s very nature and it was the search for
coherent answers that led to the concept of a triune God; an idea that grew 
gradually, gained acceptance but wasn’t properly formulated until the fourth 
century, with further additions coming even later.

The first Christians, however, were not Trinitarians and, by later standards, 
would have been considered heretical. For the first two centuries they weren’t 
as concerned about correct theology as they became later. As we said, the 
emphasis was on orthopraxy, meaning correct living, rather than orthodoxy, 
correct doctrine. As such there were no autocratic impositions from above on a 
single interpretation and doctrinal diversity was simply the norm.

Even so, there were those who understood the theological implications, the 
potential consequences of certain practices and beliefs and sought for 
adequate answers. With a variety of interpretations, it appeared necessary to 
close the gaps, to harmonize and, to do that, it was first necessary to establish 
which texts were most reliable. In the search for a correct definition of Jesus 
and God it was necessary to agree first on a canon of Scripture, so the New 
Testament began to take form.

Not all writings comprising the final New Testament, however, agreed with one 
another. Jesus himself had not written anything and those who had written 
about him, had done so in their own creative way, interpreting from their 
particular viewpoint. These accounts disagreed on a number of points and, 
most crucially, on the very nature of Christ. They all attested to something of 
great significance having happened with Christ, but couldn’t explain it fully, 
coherently or harmoniously. Each explained it the best they could but also 
viewed it through the framework of their cultural upbringing. They knew that 
what they met in Jesus, and experienced after his crucifixion, was divine but 
how to define it was a real challenge.

Things had progressed gradually and each new writer had continued from the 
previous, adding to it and striving for a better explanation. For example, Paul 
was the first to write and had suggested that Jesus was “declared to be the Son
of God with power, according to the Spirit of holiness by the resurrection from 
the dead” (Rom 1:4). Mark, writing some years later, had moved that 
declaration to an earlier time, to the moment of His baptism by John the Baptist
(Mark 1). Matthew and Luke, writing some 10 and 20 years after Mark, avoided 



the allusion to an adoption, whether at resurrection or baptism, and introduced 
the story of the nativity. With it, Jesus became the biological Son of God from 
birth. John, writing last, omitted the nativity and the previous speculations by 
introducing a yet earlier event. He went right back to the creation account and 
asserted that the preexistent Logos of God had been incarnated in Jesus (John 
1). It was from this last gospel that the Trinitarian definition eventually derived.

The Christological journey, from a Jewish Messiah, at some time adopted into 
God, then born divine, then preexistent and, finally, to the Trinitarian definition,
took centuries. It all came together through a number of church councils, with 
some political persuasion as well, and in a period which some have termed the 
Constantinian shift. It was then that Christianity received state sponsorship and
its doctrinal unity was no longer optional but required.

The Orthodox Formula

It might be good to see how this process came to a closing and what 
contributed to that final formulation of Christian orthodoxy. The political need of
a united church for a united empire was a factor, which also caused all 
intermediary and competing interpretations to become illegal. Apart from that, 
there were many other elements factoring in. Let’s see, for example, what were
some of the considerations that led to the Trinitarian formula and caused it to 
prevail over the alternatives.

The big question had been about Christ’s nature, if human, divine, or both and, 
if so, how. Consequently on the relationship between Father, Son and Holy 
Spirit. We’ve seen how Paul, Mark, Matthew, Luke and John had different and 
gradually maturing understandings of the question. Many things, however, 
remained unclear and interpretations continued to grow long after them, with 
endless speculation over what they had written.

When the new state church decided to settle the matter once and for all, it 
called for a church council but it actually took a number of them to reach a 
consensus. Eventually differences were ironed out but not in a completely 
Christian manner. There were imprisonments, exiles, and plenty of political 
pressure and this accounts for the ambivalence prevailing over that period. 
While some see these councils and their final deliberations as the working of 
the Holy Spirit, others see them as the final departure of the same from the 
church.

Another factor was that Christianity had moved north and west and was no 
longer a Jewish phenomenon but a Hellenic one. As such it was coming in 
contact with a Greek and Roman intelligentsia, who exalted rationality and 
philosophical debate. Philosophy, the science of the day, required an adequate 
exposition of the Christian faith. The best minds were thus called to task to 
resolve its unanswered questions, to make a rational, scientific (philosophical) 
case for it. The multiplicity of interpretations and the ambiguous stance, halting



between monotheism, binity, trinity and polytheism, needed to be resolved.

Starting from Scripture, considering also tradition, and then using philosophical 
rationality, mixed with cosmological and metaphysical concepts, a system of 
ideas was gradually developed which connected the dots and created the 
model of a triune God. Avoiding all previous pitfalls (the heresies of previous 
centuries) it preserved monotheism, it included the two natures of Christ, the 
person of the Holy Spirit, and all into a single Godhead.

It was a brilliant solution but so complex that no ordinary person could 
understand it, so it was crunched down to a simple creed. People were to 
memorize and recite it and, to give it legitimacy, it was called “The Apostles’ 
Creed”, though there was nothing apostolic about it. In almost every word, it 
was in fact a refutation of contrary arguments, arguments that spanned a few 
centuries and which the apostles couldn’t have heard, just like the Trinity.

Since the deliberations of these councils have become as binding (maybe 
more) than scripture itself, the orthodox person is forced to believe that God 
miraculously intervened in the process and that the results were exactly what 
He intended. Without this belief the whole thing would crumble and that’s why 
it’s such a sensitive issue, one that many fear to question.

There are, however, those who believe that the process was less than 
miraculous, that it was impacted by mundane interests, not least of which 
imperial politics. There are those whose faith isn’t so contingent on creedal 
formulas, who believe regardless, because they have known Him in whom they 
believe.

In any case, whatever one believes, when one looks deeper it becomes obvious
that some of the premises upon which those councils’ decisions rest, are no 
longer valid.

A Crumbling Structure

Let us take, for example, the cosmology of a three tiered universe, the history 
known at the time, the philosophical concepts and all that was then considered 
as the apex of human wisdom and knowledge. All these, heavily impacted the 
process and became deeply embedded into our orthodox definition of God. 
When, after the middle ages, philosophy, history and science began to advance
once again, the prepositions of the fourth century became inadequate and, 
with it, also the orthodox models of that period. That’s when the church 
entered into a conflict with science, when its discoveries began to challenge 
key elements of its orthodoxy.

While the complex construction of orthodoxy had stood all through the middle 
ages, when people like Copernicus, Giordano Bruno, Galileo and others, began 
to challenge its presuppositions, it began to crumble. The structure was 
undermined and the church reacted violently, because it had confused 



orthodoxy with God. As with the Pharisees of old, casting doubt upon orthodoxy
was considered blasphemy, an insult on God himself.

By making their interpretations so absolute and unchallengeable, they had 
created a God in their own image, just like the Pharisees of Jesus’ days, and 
they defended it with the same zeal. In effect, it was orthodoxy that Christ had 
stood against, and it cost him his life. He had challenged their old 
interpretations and definitions of God. He had shown a different nature of God, 
one which contrasted theirs and there simply wasn’t room for both.

Today there are still those who refuse to question old dogmas, who take a 
mystical approach about the past, saying “give me that old time religion, it’s 
good enough for me”. But there are also those who recognize the subjectivity 
of human interpretations, of the rationalization of what lies beyond 
understanding, which is indiscernible, mystical and yet knowable.

The Prison of Orthodoxy

Orthodoxy is what religion creates to preserve itself, and it’s what causes it to 
die for lack of change. Orthodoxy is a religious prison. Christianity is defined by 
its ability to break out of an old orthodoxy, to leave the Old behind and move 
on to better things. That’s why its scripture was called the New Testament, 
because it was new wine, a new contract, a new relationship, a new 
understanding of God and a completely new paradigm.

If the New, however, becomes as rigid as the Old and the orthodoxy derived 
from it become as inflexible as laws carved in stone, then the new has also 
aged and died. Either it keeps on growing and renewing itself or it will be left 
behind, as historical rubble.

If new discoveries, scientific, historical or whatever, cause us to doubt our 
orthodoxy, we must remember that these old definitions of God were not God, 
but interpretations of something that we can never fully grasp. It is only by 
having the courage to question, yes, to listen to our doubts and let them 
become prayers, that we can embrace a living God, who will never cease to 
amaze us. Our understanding of him will keep on changing and growing, each 
step of our lives, as we continually leave childish things behind.

“I do not believe in God for any reason. For me believing in God is about 
believing in life, believing in love or even believing in air. I assume the 
reality of God and then seek to walk into the meaning of that 
assumption. When you ask me to state my reasons for believing that 
“God exists,“ I want to shout that existence itself is a category that 
makes sense only inside time and space and that God cannot be bound 
by such human constructs. I see and experience transcendence 
everywhere. I see the power of life being exhibited in every living thing. I 
see patterns in life that make sense only when life is viewed as a whole. I



see people who have enormous capacities to love. I see consciousness 
skipping over barrier after barrier. I see relationships that call people into
new levels of being. All of these things I see as the experience of the 
God, whom I cannot define, nor do I seek to do so. Every definition of 
God, every theism, pantheism, panentheism, deism and even atheism is 
the product of a human mind that cannot possibly embrace the 
dimension of the divine. To answer a question like “Does God exist?” is to
pretend that I can enter the mind of God. Does my inability to define God
mean that there is no God? I do not think so. Many, maybe most people 
seem to believe in God because they need for God to exist. I do not. I 
believe in God because God is. What kind of God? God knows, I do not. I 
think the theistic understanding of God is bankrupt. The problem is that 
most people seem unable to conceive of God except in theistic terms, so 
they cling to the bankruptcy of theism as “better than nothing.” I believe 
that we can let theism die, as it is now doing, and still continue to walk 
into the mystery of God. It would never occur to me to think that if the 
traditional definition of God dies, then God must also die.

I continue to hear theistic language in prayers, sermons, hymns and 
liturgy. I see them as human metaphors, which can never bind my spirit, 
but which point beyond themselves to a reality that in Paul’s words, we 
can see “only through a glass darkly.” What we must never do is to 
identify the metaphor with the reality. The metaphor will always die. The 
reality will never die. Human life is so constructed that we will always 
need a metaphor. Our human tendency is to literalize the metaphor. That
will always guarantee its death.

So I shall remain a pilgrim, walking daily into the mystery of God. I will 
walk beyond all boundaries, beyond scripture and creeds, beyond 
doctrine and tradition, beyond Christianity itself. I will never confuse the 
pointer with the reality to which it points.

My stance frustrates many. It even angers some, which is always 
revelatory. Mine is the journey of a lifetime. I love to quote a retired 
bishop who said, “the older I get, the more deeply I believe, but the less 
beliefs I have.” —  J.S.Spong”

What I have expounded thus far (parts 1 to 3), generally fits within the broader 
definition of Progressive Christianity. For those who are of a traditional or even 
fundamentalist extraction, the concept of a Christianity without some of its 
traditional dogmas is hard to grasp. Since I have cast doubts on a number of 
such dogmas, those who relied on their “certainty” to prop up their faith may 
wonder what’s left to believe. In the following pages I will answer this, but I 
couldn’t even begin without first removing the halo of “infallibility” that 
surrounds orthodoxy. Now that we see it for what it is, or at least we are willing 



to question it, let me proceed.

The Paradox of Our Movement

I dedicate the following chapters to my travelling
companions and will start from our common
experience. Ours was a movement in which
fundamentalism coexisted along with progressive
and liberal ideas, as if they had always belonged
together. We were born out of a progressive leap
but then froze into an awkward limbo; we were
like a revolution that got stuck somewhere in
between, never becoming fully progressive and
never returning to fundamentalism either.

Reliance on the sole leadership of a charismatic
founder, might account for our initial successes,
but also for later failures. The whole thing might
have slowed down once the original founder had gone as far as he could. He 
was, after all, a fundamentalist, a Texan red neck, who had taken huge leaps 
when meeting the most liberal and radical youth there were.

For him, we were a first step into progressive and liberal ideas, for us he was 
our introduction to fundamentalism. We, a bunch of inexperienced youth were 
learning Christian-Zionist apocalypticism, biblical literalism, etc. He, from our 
inhibited, unchurched ways, was learning to think out of the box.

That said, however, we must not fail to recognize the God factor. Nobody, no 
matter how clever, could give rise to the type of phenomenon we partook of. 
We were all caught into something much bigger than any of us. We mustn’t 
forget what lay at the heart of our conversion, which surpassed whatever 
cultural conditioning each of us had. As I see it, there were two crucial 
elements: 1) A deep mystical experience, an interactive exchange with a divine
entity which we called Jesus. It was the ultimate trip and it was life-changing. 2)
The love, the support, camaraderie, the all for one and one for all, tight 
relationship of a communal lifestyle. These two things, God and Love, were 
what brought us together and kept us together.

A tangible spirituality, translating into practical everyday living, was the fuel of 
our social and religious experiment. We had tapped into it, found the pearl of 
great price, yet happy as we were for our new-found Christianity, we felt no 
attraction whatsoever for its traditional forms. We had already seen that, as we
were growing up, and had laid it aside, with no intention of returning to it. In 
any case, most churches found our dress code, long hair and radical anti-
establishment ideas, rather unappealing, which we didn’t mind, as we preferred
our Christianity not to be confused with theirs.



Unable to reform us into “civilized” Christians, our founder had also come 
under fire from the religious establishment, which had prompted an even 
stronger reaction from him. A full declaration of war proceeded, spelling a 
complete severing of all ties with traditional Christianity. It was a definitive 
farewell to any chances of ever being part of it and, as time passed, we 
became increasingly alienated from it, adopting revolutionary rhetoric, and 
even calling ourselves the revolution for Jesus.

Our Unusual Experiment

Unfettered by pre-packaged Christianity, we were thus free to conduct our 
social and spiritual experimentation in a completely new environment. Like 
scientists do at the international space station because of the lack of gravity, 
we too, without he gravitational pull of traditional orthodoxy, could try and 
explore a range of option inaccessible to the average churchgoer.

To a degree, the same conditions existing at the dawn of Christianity had 
reappeared among us. There was an intense mystical experience, great love 
and solidarity, and all without a properly defined theology. Tangible spirituality 
and love, minus those preconceived ideas about God and what He could or 
could not do.

The sky was the limit, and not even that. We had caught a sort of mystical wind
and were determined not to let go but follow it wherever it led. We called it 
many things, Jesus, the Wild Wind, the Holy Spirit, Elixir of Heaven and it simply
worked, in spite of our contrasting and oft changing definitions. It was palpable,
it provided guidance, gave us euphoric, ecstatic manifestations, permeated our
daily activities but we simply could not make much theological sense of it. 
That’s why our interpretations were often deemed heretical by mainstream 
Churches.

As a side note, let me add that though rarely acknowledged, music was as 
much of a catalyst of inspiration and guidance as other more obvious sources. 
Perhaps, when thinking of our early theology or lack of it, we mustn’t forget 
what our songs were communicating. I believe they played a crucial role in 
making us what we were.

In any case, what followed were decades of experimentation, and we are still 
analysing the data. There were failed experiments, inconclusive ones and, most
definitely, successful ones. On the mystical, experiential side, the data is clear, 
God was out there with us and doing things which defied the limits of 
orthodoxy. In that respect we can confidently conclude that God isn’t orthodox, 
nor does He fit standard definitions.

On the social side of things, well, we tried. We definitely had lots going for us 
but fell into the usual traps, swinging from excessive freedom to excessive 
control. We were a bit naive and learned through lots of mistakes. The 



dynamics of communal living, however, taught a lot about applied Christianity.

A Theological Paradox

Theologically speaking, that’s where the paradox was most noticeable. Our 
movement was the embodiment of a transition, from a traditional, 
fundamentalist type of Christianity, to a progressively more liberal, advancing 
one. This had happened in a variety of aspects, such as recognizing the limits 
of the Bible, and the need for fresh guidance (new wine) in regards to morality, 
ethics, sexuality, etc. Traditional interpretations were gradually challenged and 
replaced by more current ones. This happened about our previous Christian-
Zionist eschatology, the Trinity, salvation, eternal damnation and much more.

The list of fundamentalist ideas left behind in favour of progressive ones, is 
endless, but the former and the latter remained embedded in the same printed 
record, a mountain of largely unsorted and self-contradicting writings. It’s not 
that along the way there wasn’t any concern for their harmony and coherence, 
for there was, but not all theological implications could be fully realized back 
then. This reminds me of the period in which early Christianity had also 
accumulated many writings and interpretations, but lacked a harmonious 
expression of its beliefs and a single definition of God.

With time, our ranks came to reflect the lack of theological harmony. While 
some of us were avowed Bible buffs, others were more forward leaning; while 
some were fundamentalists of our early years and writings, others preferred 
the newer stuff, and even viewed the past with suspicion. Others didn’t quite 
care what we believed, as long as the lifestyle was preserved, but some 
resented exactly that, wishing rather to be integrated into the broader 
spectrum of traditional Christianity.

Restructuring and Seeking Continuity 

This multiplicity of interests, motivations and contrasting aspirations, made it 
clear that our movement was no longer sustainable, at least not in its 
communal form. There was then a restructuring, which required lower-
commitment participation and resulted in the abandoning of the communal 
lifestyle. With that gone, we needed something to keep us united and help us 
survive as a credible entity. Some felt that the answer laid in a single theology, 
that our forty years of writings and experiences needed to be re-evaluated and 
our orthodoxy needed to be formulated. This is where the real dilemma arose, 
the same that early Christianity had faced in the patristic era.

How do you evaluate and define God, or a mystical experience? How do you 
harmonize contrasting interpretations and, what practical, strategic and 
economic consequences will that have on the future? These were the 
consideration of the church fathers in the fourth century and, howbeit in a 
smaller scale, we were also facing the same. If we were to define our own 



orthodoxy, what process would we choose? Would we default to habitual 
authority or use a representative system, surveys and the like. In the end which
interpretation would prevail? Would the fundamentalist roots, still visible in our 
literature, lead us back to traditional orthodoxy? Or would the progressive steps
taken throughout our history lead us into further development? Would majority 
opinion, convenience or personal bias prevail?

These same questions affected us also individually. With the group gone, its 
lifestyle no longer viable and past doctrines now irrelevant or forgotten, many 
began to wonder what was left to believe. A personal sorting out of ideas 
ensued, leading to various classifications of negotiable and non negotiable 
beliefs. Some even began to look to others groups and churches, thus facing 
even more contrast of beliefs and further intensifying the re-evaluation 
process.

This is where personal diversity came into play. The person who was there and 
actually lived through our heyday of spiritual awakening had a certain 
perspective. Those who favoured our social model but never experienced the 
mystical spark that brought it about had another. Those who were born into it, 
therefore inherited it culturally but never choose it, either socially or religiously,
had yet another perspective.

The Role of Orthodoxy

This reminds me, once again, of that great shift that Christianity went through 
in the fourth century. It is believed, by a number of scholars, that orthodoxy 
came into being and became necessary when Christianity was no longer freely 
chosen, when people no longer experience it but would inherit it by birth, when
it became the state’s religion and “converting” to it became a matter of 
conformity, with social and economic benefits.

Disconnected from its original experience and practical application, Christianity
became Christendom. Orthodoxy was then necessary to sustain this latter 
creation, a visible, rational form of Christianity for a populace who didn’t know 
the real thing but could still pretend. It was an artificial substitute, something 
that could be mass marketed across the empire as the latest in global trends. 
This is also when clericalism arose and spiritual gifts were replaced by the 
offices of its hierarchy. As Max Weber said, it was the period of “the 
routinization of charisma”.

Now, in favour of orthodoxy we may say this, that even a cheap imitation is a 
good indication of the original. At least it preserved a record of it, the seeds of 
a life which was and, therefore, can be again. That’s why I believe orthodoxy 
still plays a role, like that of an ancient sarcophagus which contains precious 
seeds from the past. Life, however, is not in the coffin but in the seeds, not in 
the past but in the present, so the seed must come out of the coffin, find fresh 
soil, light, air and water to come to life again.



Such was our case. The seeds of Christianity had sprung in us and brought 
forth the fruit of true spirituality and a life of love. The God of love and the life 
of love fell into perfect sync, as a key unlocking a door, but that harmony had 
only been possible in the absence of orthodoxy and its life-inhibiting conditions,
fit only to preserve seeds from parasites and the ravages of time.

The Indefinable Miracle of Life

In the fertile soil of of a generation willing to try anything, in our freedom and 
heresy, the seeds of Christianity sprung forth into an explosion of life. 
Practically, as well as spiritually, it was Christianity at its best, or so we 
thought. I say this merely to acknowledge the position of those who would 
object, who recognize Christianity only in that which is strictly regulated by 
orthodox doctrines, which wasn’t us. What we called it might not be as 
important as what it was, but to understand each other we must explain our 
terms.

From our perspective we defined Christian that experience of a life of love 
coupled with the mystical, charismatic manifestation of a loving God. We 
understood the Bible, and particularly the gospels, as pointing to this reality 
and we understood Jesus as the mediator, the interface, the connector to that 
spiritual reality which we were partaking of.

From a traditional perspective, ours was no Christianity, because it came short 
of meeting the fundamental criterion of orthodoxy. Our theology wasn’t right, 
our definition of God incorrect, our acceptance of heretical idea widespread, 
our moral code compromised, our definition of sin vague and on and on the list 
went. Whoever it was who misappropriated the term, is open for debate, but 
that’s where we differed.

At the end of the day it really does not matter so much what we call it, even 
Jesus had many names. What matters is where each of us is at. Whatever fits 
us, at whichever time, is probably where we belong at that specific moment of 
our lives. No use pretending and, if orthodoxy gives us a sense of comfort and 
security, in a time when personal convictions are shaky, then orthodoxy might 
be the better option. The same goes for whoever needs absolutes to sustain a 
faith based on notions. In that case also orthodoxy has the best (though some 
might argue that), and with loads of apologetics to sustain it.

For those, however, who’ve been there, who caught that wind and heard that 
music, who felt the moving of a God beyond description, there is no use trying 
to forget it all in order to fit within the box of orthodoxy. You won’t fit in, not in 
your right mind and, if you try to, you stand to lose it. You must continue to 
burn free, for it is either you or the box.

To each his own and, clearly, if the life of the spirit is no longer there, it cannot 
be recreated by simply looking to the past. No, the same wave does not return.



It is not possible to recreate the same conditions by singing the same old songs
and repeating the same old slogans hoping that the magic will reappear. That’s
exactly what orthodoxy tried to do, with its rituals and creeds, but it does not 
work that way. No amount of nostalgia, of searching the past for hidden 
treasures, will recreate the chemistry.

It’s God that does it and how He does it is still a mystery. The Church Father 
tried to figure it out, for the sake of continuity and future generations. They 
tried to capture the components of the Christian experience and package them 
into writings, an orthodoxy that would perpetrate the cycle. The same did the 
reformers with their motto of Sola Scriptura. They too, tried to gel in human 
forms (language), that which is far greater and will always transcend it.

It is common for those who have been touched by the divine to lament the 
inadequacy of human language to describe it. Yes, that’s how we humans 
communicate, but about human things and when we talk of the divine, even 
our best theology breaks apart. The Bible too becomes insufficient, especially 
when taken literally. Perhaps we would learn more from it if we dared to 
question more, to seek also what’s not written there. For example, what is it 
that drove the writers to write, what kind of experience were they trying to 
communicate through the stories they told, whether true, parables or literary 
creations? Instead, by rendering the actual text so absolute, orthodoxy has 
prevented deeper questioning and promoted a religion which the writers never 
knew, bibliolatry, a poor representation of what they tried to communicate.

In conclusion, the life of the spirit cannot be contained in mere writings. Only 
the shadows, testimonies and seeds of it can be there, seeds that can only 
come to fruition once they are taken out of the written box, to grow as they 
please. The feeble, narrow interpretation of scribes, philosophers and 
theologians, though employing the finest of intellectual rationality, still belong 
to the domain of human endeavour and fabrication.

His kingdom is something else, not of this world and yet here. No human key 
works at its door, and yet it’s open all the time. All we can do is knock, but we 
can’t even do that until we grow the will to, and even that won’t come until we 
hunger for it. It will come, it always does, and for those who have already found
it I’d say, don’t worry how long it’s been since you’ve last seen it, neither fret if 
when you’ll see it again it will look different. No, it is not it changing but you 
and as you grow, old ideas wear out, childish things are left behind and 
everything is new, all except one thing, that you’ll always recognize its 
fragrance, its comforting touch and sounds, and it will always feel like coming 
home.
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