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i ntroduct ion

The Strange Death of “Arian” Milan

ad 374: After the belated death of Auxentius, and with Ambrose
becoming bishop of Milan, all Italy is converted to the true faith.

The chronicle of world events compiled in the early fourth century by
Eusebius of Caesarea, then translated into Latin and extended into his own
time by the controversialist and biblical scholar Jerome, contained as one of its
last entries this famous testimony to the achievement of Ambrose of Milan.1

From Jerome’s perspective, it recorded the demise of the heretical bishop of
Milan, Auxentius, and his replacement by the orthodox Ambrose, and pre-
sented as the consequence of this the demise of the “Arian” heresy in the
western empire and its replacement by Jerome’s preferred brand of “Nicene”
orthodoxy. This tribute to Ambrose’s importance in his own age is all themore
impressive because Jerome, when he wrote this, was living in Constantinople,
far from Milan and its immediate concerns; and because in other contexts he
seems to have been distinctly unimpressed by Ambrose’s credentials.2 Of
course, his account simplifies and telescopes events, not least in the apparently
straightforward and immediate conversion of the whole of Italy. Where once
readers might have been inclined to take this heroic portrait of Ambrose as
simple fact, therefore, there has been an increasing desire in recent decades to
examine this process more closely, and to suggest that it may have been
something other than inevitable and uncontentious. The result in recent
scholarship has been a tendency to emphasise instead the complex series of
events and interactions by which this theological and cultural shift came

1 Jerome, Chron. s.a. ad 374: ‘post Auxenti seram mortem Mediolanii Ambrosio episcopo constituto
omnis ad fidem rectam Italia conuertitur.’ For discussion of Jerome’s Chronicle, see Jeanjean and
Lançon (2004), Burgess and Kulikowski (2013) 126–31, and the first three articles in Burgess (2011),
which in turn build on the discussion in Burgess and Witakowski (1999) 90–8.

2 Jerome was writing in Constantinople in ad 380/1: see the discussion in Jeanjean and Lançon (2004)
19–26. For the awkward relationship between Ambrose and Jerome, see now Hunter (2009); the
chief ancient evidence is Ruf. Apol. c. Hier. II.23–5.
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about, and to make clear that it was contingent – that is, that things might
have turned out very differently.
In place of a dominant “Nicene” orthodoxy overcoming the ineffectual

challenge of a marginal “Arian” heresy, therefore, scholars such as Michel
Meslin have sought to present a different model, centred around an “Arian”
movement which even in the later fourth century remained a persuasive and
powerful force.3Along similar lines, applying these principles in greater detail
to Milan in the fourth century ad, Daniel Williams has supposed that
Ambrose was faced with just such a prominent and antagonistic “Arian”
faction in the city, and has argued that his success in overcoming doctrinal
opposition was therefore far from inevitable.4 Furthermore, he presents
Ambrose, at least in his early years as bishop, as having been rather more
conciliatory than his later reputation would suggest.5 Recent studies have
increasingly accepted this account, emphasising the extent to which Ambrose
was faced from the start of his episcopacy with a genuine struggle against
heresy, and that his apparent self-assurance, and his repeated claims that
there was no real heretical opposition in Milan, were for the most part ‘an
exercise in putting on a brave face’.6 These reassessments have provided an
important reminder that Ambrose and others had to work for their success,
and they help to counter the temptation to dismiss as doomed from the start
any enterprise now adjudged to have failed. “Arianism”, they insist, was a real
and significant force in this period; and the establishment of Nicene “ortho-
doxy” in Italy and in the rest of the Roman Empire was not such a foregone
conclusion as it might easily seem from a modern perspective – nor as
contemporary partisans such as Ambrose and Jerome pretended.
This new consensus is thus based in part on a laudable desire to affirm the

independence and vitality of a fourth-century “Arian” tradition, assumed to
have been suppressed by later Christians whose own views had won out.7 All
the same, it is a significant weakness of this revised account that it ultimately
accepts and indeed reinforces a questionable narrative of the triumph of

3 Meslin (1967) followed by Williams (1995b) 2–7; but note also his disagreement with certain other
aspects of Meslin’s work, at Williams (1995b) 444.

4 Williams (1995b) 7: ‘detailed study of Ambrose’s election to the Milanese episcopacy (374) and the
years following reveals a figure who was often hard-pressed by his Homoian adversaries’.

5 Williams (1995b) 116–27.
6 Moorhead (1999) 102; see also 113, contrasting Ambrose’s claim in ad 378 that heresy had vanished
from the face of the earth with the apparent survival of an oppositional community in Milan itself.
Ramsey (1997) 6–7 is similarly concerned to emphasise the persistence of Ambrose’s struggle with
heresy well into his episcopacy.

7 Onwhich point note the comments of Berlinerblau (2001) 332: ‘Unlike the heresiologist of yesterday,
the student of heresy need not stigmatise the heretic nor extol the inquisitor (problematically, in fact,
. . . the very opposite has occurred in contemporary research)’.
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orthodoxy. To reclaim “Arianism” in this way as a strong and viable alter-
native Christianity risks offering an unwitting endorsement of the greater
power and persuasiveness of what would come to be “Catholic” orthodoxy. It
does not, in other words, counter Ambrose’s narrative so much as bolster an
essential part of it. After all, the triumph of orthodoxy which both Ambrose
and Jerome were eager to proclaim would be more impressive still if it could
be represented as a triumph over a real and determined opposition. Success,
even if inevitable, is more impressive for being hard-won. While modern
scholarship has therefore rightly been sceptical of the claims of Jerome and
Ambrose that an orthodox triumph was easily and smoothly achieved, we
must be wary of heading too far in the opposite direction, and of being too
quick to congratulate Ambrose for his determined and spirited fight against a
fierce and firmly established enemy. As much as he may have wished to
present his own victory as a foregone conclusion, it also served Ambrose’s
purposes to portray his enemies as a formidable and unified force.
Ambrose’s own rhetoric in his time as bishop performs a delicate balan-

cing act in which he both maintains that there were no heretics in Milan to
speak of, and insists at the same time on his fearlessness in facing them down.
The first claim might be explained by his vested interest in downplaying the
strength of a rival community in his city; but to straightforwardly accept the
second claim is to forget that at other times Ambrose would have had an
interest in exaggerating the strength and importance of his rivals. This alone
would justify examining in detail the plausibility of his rhetoric regarding the
beliefs and commitments of the Milanese Christian community, but the
nature of his apparent triumph itself may permit some suspicion. In
Ambrose’s writings and in those of the late-antique historians who wrote up
his achievements, we find a powerful “Arian” community bringing Ambrose
to a series of confrontations, culminating in a major crisis at Easter 386; but
which then seems immediately to vanish away, and exerts no influence at all in
Milan after 387. There are no doubt other powerful movements which have
suddenly vanished in the aftermath of a signal defeat, but the strange death of
“Arian” Milan nevertheless demands attention and careful explanation. We
have no reason to imagine a massacre, and even mass conversion would leave
more of a mark – and would in any case suggest that allegiance to “Arianism”

in Milan was more feeble and conditional than is generally thought. If we are
to understand the remarkable shift that takes place in the middle of the 380s,
therefore, we need to look more closely at the ways in which doctrinal
allegiances were shaped, expressed and articulated in late-antique Milan.
Unfortunately it is difficult to gain any direct access to the Christian

population of Milan in Ambrose’s day. Relatively few sources derive from

Introduction: The Strange Death of “Arian” Milan 3

www.cambridge.org/9781107019461
www.cambridge.org


Cambridge University Press
978-1-107-01946-1 — The Politics of Heresy in Ambrose of Milan
Michael Stuart Williams 
Excerpt
More Information

www.cambridge.org© in this web service Cambridge University Press

Milan during Ambrose’s time as bishop, and few of those offer any
assessment of everyday Christianity in the city.We have historical accounts
from the following century and later, relying at best on second-hand
information; and scattered references in other writers including the first-
hand but circumscribed account in the Confessions of Augustine of Hippo.
For the most part, however, our knowledge of Milan and its Christian
population in the late fourth century depends on the writings of Ambrose
himself, in the letters he composed at the time (as later collected and in
some cases revised), or in the treatises he composed as bishop, often based
on sermons delivered to his congregation. These treatises and sermons offer
at least a glimpse of Ambrose engaging with the Milanese community. Yet
his style, and perhaps also his practice of extensive revision, offers none of
the immediate engagement with an audience to be found in the sermons of
Augustine or of Ambrose’s contemporary John Chrysostom.8 There is
none of the striking historical detail from which to build up a social history
of Ambrose’s Milan; and what attempts have been made have in general
relied upon the physical remains of the city or on the passing observations
of contemporaries whose primary interest lay elsewhere.9

Nevertheless, if we are to understand Ambrose’s interactions with his
congregation, and hence the nature of that congregation, the most viable
approach is to start from the character of Ambrose’s contemporary rheto-
ric. Rhetoric is, after all, designed to persuade or influence others; and by
examining Ambrose’s choice of rhetorical strategies in dealing with matters
of doctrinal controversy, it may be possible to reconstruct not only his aims
but also the constraints within which he was working. His rhetoric was
designed to present and promote a particular idea of his congregation and
their place in the world, and therefore had to take at least some account of
the real nature of that congregation: that is, of the limits of what might be
believed about them, and indeed of what they might believe about them-
selves. In adapting his rhetoric to a given situation, Ambrose reveals
something of the situation which demanded it. Of course, we cannot
reconstruct an entire historical context from a single text. Nor do we need
to: the hints made available in Ambrose’s rhetoric may be examined against

8 Williams (2016) goes into more detail on the difficulty of reconstructing Ambrose’s audiences and his
original intentions from his sermons. For the possibilities of doing so in the cases of Augustine and
John Chrysostom (among others), see the classic discussion by MacMullen (1989), with the more
optimistic responses of Rousseau (1998), Cunningham and Allen (1998) andMayer (2000); a valuable
summary of the state of the problem may be found at Maxwell (2006) 66–7.

9 Such valuable efforts have thus been made by Cattaneo (1975), Cracco Ruggini (2009) and Leppin et
al. (2010).
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our broader understanding of the formation of early Christian communities
and of the nature of religious controversy in late antiquity. Here, too,
contemporary sources offer only a partial picture.10 It is therefore most useful
to combine the evidence we have from antiquity with the findings ofmodern
anthropology and sociology; and in the process to make a careful examina-
tion of our own, often unstated, assumptions about the ancient past.11 We
cannot take Ambrose’s rhetoric as a neutral account of the situation to which
it responded; but by examining his responses in the light of what we can
reconstruct from other sources, we can reach a closer understanding of the
historical context in which he acted.
Before turning to Ambrose’s rhetoric of heresy, then, my first chapter

looks at the nature of religious identities and Christian communities in late
antiquity, first by assessing the value of contemporary descriptions and then
by seeking to apply to late antiquity the observations of modern social
theorists. It concludes, in line with a number of recent studies, that identities
are multiple and various, and that even a religious or doctrinal identity need
not be supposed to determine action; and that religious communities are not
stable entities but are more often temporary and constantly shifting alliances,
made and remade in response to circumstances. The doctrinal factions
reported in our sources are thus argued to be better understood, not as
fixed groups with a permanent membership, but as coalitions brought
together in response to a powerful rhetoric offering them a common
identity and agenda. It will be questioned, therefore, whether persistent
doctrinal divisions were indeed a widespread and inevitable feature of
Christianity in late antiquity: whether among ordinary Christians or even

10 An awareness of the partiality of our sources is required in any such discussion, but especially when
the object of study is the “ordinary Christian”, as is well expressed in regard to a later period in
Gregory (2011) 30: ‘There is plenty of evidence about the religious beliefs of the “plain man” in early
modern England, but it tells us more about the devout and the learned than it does about the
lukewarm, the ignorant, the sceptical, or those who muddled through. We know a lot about godly
ministers, in their own words and in those of their detractors; we know less about their parishioners.
We know about the martyred Jesuit Edward Campion; we know less about the silent majority of
English Catholics who lived without incident, many continuing to attend their now Protestant
parish churches and being buried in now Protestant churchyards.’

11 This is an increasingly common approach to questions relating to late antiquity and early
Christianity, and need not be defended here. I shall list here only some examples of approaches
which I have found particularly helpful in my own study, although it should not be supposed that I
have followed any one of these approaches in systematic fashion. Among studies of early Christianity
I have benefited especially from Horrell (2002), Lieu (2004), Harland (2009) and Stowers (2011);
among studies of late antiquity, Lim (1995), Drake (2000), Gaddis (2005), Galvão-Sobrinho (2006),
Sandwell (2007), Sizgorich (2009), Shaw (2011) and Rebillard (2012). I encountered the more
substantial discussions in Eshleman (2012) and Galvão-Sobrinho (2013) only at a late stage in my
own work and have therefore been unable to take full account of their ideas; I have nevertheless tried
to indicate some general areas of agreement.
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among the bishops who sought to direct them. No attempt is made to deny
the likely diversity of views amongChristians of all kinds in late antiquity; but
it may legitimately be doubted, here as in other periods and settings, whether
commitment to doctrine was all-consuming and the basis for fundamental
and insuperable divisions.12 Applied toMilan in late antiquity, this allows the
suggestion that the city’s Christians were not permanently and irrevocably
divided into warring factions; and indeed that under most circumstances, the
majority of Christians in Milan will have got along together without sig-
nificant friction.
This is the thesis explored in the remaining chapters on Ambrose and his

relations with his Milan congregation. The case will be made that such a
vision of the Christian community of Milan, as for the most part united
behind their bishop and not divided into rival factions, is consistent with
the evidence and in many cases explains it better than the models presented
in much recent scholarship. It may shed light on the oddities of Ambrose’s
rhetoric of heresy, in which he rarely represents himself as supervising a city
in the midst of a schism: he is rarely to be found calling out local rivals or
forbidding his parishioners to attend other assemblies. On the contrary, he
more often insists that the Christians of Milan are united behind him, and
that their unity is threatened only periodically by individual outsiders –
denominated as “Arians”, but representing no indigenous “Arian” com-
munity. This is not to be taken as true, but nor could it be plainly absurd.
Certainly it appears to respond to a situation in which his congregation was
notably fissile, and in which it was necessary to remain aware of the danger
of potential division; and we may suppose that Ambrose’s “outsiders” will
sometimes have gained more traction in Milan than he admits. But it
suggests an environment in which these divisions were more often a spectre
with which to frighten his audience, encouraging them to close ranks against

12 For such an observation, again regarding early modern England, see Gregory (2011) 31: ‘differences in
doctrine among ordinary people may have mattered less than differences in religious temperature:
how strongly you insisted on imposing your views on others, and how strongly you reacted to
contrary views. . . . [Many] were unconcerned with suchmatters. Religion divided communities, but
not all was strife, and not all strife was irresolvable.’ This is not quite the same as the more frequent
(and perhaps unfair) suggestion that the details of doctrinal debates were inaccessible to ordinary
Christians, made, for example, in Simmel (1905) 371: ‘That which arrays great masses of people in
hatred and moral condemnation of heretics is certainly not the difference in the dogmatic content of
teaching; in most instances, this content really is not understood at all’; see Berlinerblau (2001) 343.
A similar scepticism united Edward Gibbon and Samuel Johnson, who would have agreed on little
else; and although it is more respectful and more reasonable to suppose that many ordinary
Christians had at least some capacity to engage with such abstract matters, it must be admitted
that the idea that doctrinal commitments correspond exactly to personal affiliations and enmities
runs counter to all modern experience.
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the unwelcome prospect of division and heresy. In other words, we do not
have to understand Ambrose as benefiting passively from a loyal and united
congregation. We should rather recognise that his rhetoric was a way to
promote and reinforce that unity.13

These two strands are first set out in Chapter 2 bymeans of a juxtaposition
of Ambrose and his predecessor as bishop ofMilan, Auxentius. After situating
both bishops in relation to the doctrinal developments of the middle of the
century, we first see Auxentius making use of a very similar rhetoric to that set
out above in response to an assault from a rival. Just as Ambrose would
subsequently do, Auxentius replies to an attack on his beliefs and legitimacy
as bishop by emphasising not only his alignment with the doctrinal norms of
his day but also the universal support he enjoys from his congregation; and
like Ambrose, he represents his rival as an agitator with no standing inMilan.
The parallels are unexpected because Auxentius has been handed down to
posterity as himself an “Arian”, in the rhetoric of the time, or with somemore
precise designation among modern scholars. His opponent, who was indeed
an outsider to Milan, was the exiled bishop Hilary of Poitiers, with whom
Ambrose is generally aligned on the basis of common doctrinal beliefs. The
positions Hilary shared with Ambrose and with the celebrated Athanasius of
Alexandria were indeed the basis for a later orthodoxy, but it is not to be
supposed that at the time of Hilary’s visit he represented a majority, either
among bishops or among the ordinary Christians of Milan. On the contrary,
he may be seen as an extremist, and Auxentius had little difficulty in proving
his own mainstream position.14 Moreover, Hilary himself admitted that the
people of Milan preferred to support their bishop and that his campaign had
gained little purchase.Wemight already conclude thatMilan was not divided
into factions but, on the evidence here of both parties, was strongly loyal to
their “Arian” bishop Auxentius.
The difficulty is then to account for the election of Ambrose as

his successor, no more than a decade after Hilary’s time in the city. In
Ambrose’s own reminiscences of these events, he emphasises the unity which
underlay his election. The first historical accounts introduce a bitter dispute
between rival factions, and the unity boasted of by Ambrose is a miraculous
resolution to the deadlock. In either case, the former supporters of Auxentius

13 A similar interpretation of an earlier phase of Christian rhetoric is offered at Hopkins (1998) 196: ‘As
I see it, the image of persistent persecution which Christians manufactured for themselves was more
a mode of self-representation, or a tactic of self-unification than an objective description of reality’.

14 Hence Brown (1992) 111 considers Ambrose at his election in 374 to belong, like Hilary of Poitiers, to
‘an intransigent pro-Nicene faction’; and Brown (2012) 212 styles their shared doctrinal position not
as mainstream but as ‘ultra-Nicene’.
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are suddenly reconciled to Ambrose, apparently justifying Jerome’s reference
in his chronicle to the end of “Arian” Italy. Modern historians, reluctant to
accept this simplistic account, and reluctant to appeal to a miracle, have
preferred instead to suppose either that support for Auxentius had dwindled
away and that Ambrose’s election was, despite the historians, largely unop-
posed; or else that support for Auxentius was as strong as ever, and that
Ambrose’s success was due to the (re-)emergence of a faction unmentioned
by Hilary, but powerful enough to impose its man on a strangely quiescent
majority. Powerfully presented though these versions are, they are in too
many places strained and uncompelling. A better approach would be to
abandon a model which understands doctrinal factions as political parties or
pressure groups, and to suppose instead a more diffuse set of allegiances
among the Christians ofMilan. If doctrine was only one factor amongmany,
then successive support for Auxentius and Ambrose no longer seems so hard
to imagine. It is the privileging of doctrinal commitments as the overriding
element which complicates the shift from one to the next. But if Auxentius
and Ambrose, who took up divergent doctrinal positions, could nevertheless
rely (as we are told) on the support of a majority ofMilanese Christians, then
doctrine was perhaps not the crucial factor in granting that support; or else
doctrinal allegiances were rather more malleable than is often supposed.
No bishop of an imperial capital such as Milan will have failed to grasp

the importance of maintaining the widest possible support among his
Christian ‘power-base’.15 It should not be surprising, therefore, if neither
Auxentius nor Ambrose insisted on promoting their private beliefs among
their congregations; and it is widely recognised that the years following the
election of Ambrose are remarkably free not only of factional in-fighting
but of any sustained discussion of doctrinal matters.16 Such tact would
indeed be required if Ambrose had been imposed on an unwilling majority;
but it would also be required if his hope was to maintain an existing
coalition which had come together on other grounds, but which might
threaten to divide over doctrine.17 In fact, Ambrose does nothing in this
period to admit even the presence of a rival doctrinal community in Milan;

15 Brown (2012) 122; Drake (2011) 193 likewise emphasises that ‘bishops . . . relied on their new role as
patrons of a large and volatile constituency’.

16 Thus the summary of Brown (2012) 123: ‘Until challenged by the direct presence of the imperial
court, which did not settle in Milan until 383, Ambrose handled the “Arian” legacy in his own city
with tact.’

17 A similar tact is attributed to John Donne in regard to seventeenth-century debates over doctrine, in
Worden (2014): ‘Donne, with others whom we can loosely call Anglican, disliked dwelling on
“unnecessary” or “frivolous disputations” over dogma, which broke charity among Christians and
concealed the common ground of their faith.’
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his few direct mentions of “Arians” in the city in this period refer almost
exclusively to individuals, and there is nothing to tie them in to any wider
oppositional faction. It is in this context that we must understand his two
most significant interventions in matters of doctrine in his first ten years as
bishop of Milan: the composition and publication of treatises De fide and
De spiritu sancto, between 378 and 381, and his actions in condemning
“Arian” heretics at the Council of Aquileia in 381. These matters are dealt
with in Chapter 3. In spite of modern efforts to link these activities to an
opposition community in Milan itself, it is evident that Ambrose was on
these occasions indeed responding to challenges from outside the city. His
treatise on the faith, and those that followed and expanded on it, were
demanded directly by the Emperor Gratian, and were evidently prompted
by the doubts about Ambrose’s doctrinal stance on the part of bishops with
a voice at court. The Council of Aquileia can then be seen as Ambrose’s
counterattack against these critics: this time taking place far from Milan,
and omitted even by Ambrose’s Milanese biographer. Although these
activities obliged Ambrose to take up the issue of doctrine and to engage
with his enemies, they remain compatible with his insistence that he was
faced not with a local opposition but with rivals from outside.
It remains likely that reports of Ambrose’s activities at Aquileia made it

back to Milan, and undoubtedly his Milanese congregation heard the
sermons on which were based the latter parts of De fide and De spiritu
sancto. And yet even if the treatises were also circulated and read in Milan,
few of the Christians there would have recognised themselves in Ambrose’s
targets. Ambrose in these works does little to articulate or defend his
personal views, and aims instead to discredit his opponents by misrepre-
senting them as adherents of the “Arian” heresy. This heresy had long been
condemned on all sides, and the propositions which Ambrose attributed to
his enemies and triumphantly refuted, or seemed to, were some distance
from any positions held and defended among his contemporaries. That
this was a deliberate strategy is clear from the proceedings of Aquileia, in
which Ambrose insists on a false dichotomy between his own “orthodox”
views – which he repeatedly declines to spell out – and the established
“Arian” heresy, excluding any middle position and implicitly making any
opponent of his a heretic. This permitted the condemnation of his enemies
at the council; but it also made Ambrose a much more inclusive figure than
these aggressive actions might make him seem. The effect of insisting that
all who were against him were “Arian” heretics was not to confirm any
existing heretical community in their opposition, but rather to reassure
his congregation that his views embraced all but the most incorrigible
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“Arians”. Those who disagreed with their bishop on matters of doctrine
may have been numerous, but few would consider themselves “Arians”:
not only was it by this time a term of abuse, but the positions associated
with it by Ambrose had long been abandoned and would scarcely still be
clung to in Milan. By limiting opposition to those who adhered to an
obsolete heresy, Ambrose established clearly that the rest – those at least
who were not deliberately and consciously against him – were with him.
This is the reason for referring in the title of this book to “the politics of

heresy”. This phrase, borrowed from an article and a book by Lester R. Kurtz
on a more modern topic, is intended here to capture the extent to which
Ambrose’s rhetoric of heresy served particular political aims.18 Above all I see
Ambrose as determined to maintain that broad support among the Christian
population of which he boasted in recalling his election, and which no bishop
involved in later Roman politics could do without. In setting out Ambrose’s
rhetoric of heresy as it was expressed in De fide and at Aquileia, therefore, I
hope to show that his representation of doctrinal controversy was intended
precisely to preserve a consensus among his Milanese congregation. Ambrose
accepted a view of doctrinal difference in which it could be the basis for a
cohesive community, but in establishing the enemies of that community as
devotees of a crude and outmoded set of beliefs, he was able to encourage his
own supporters to close ranks against them. His purpose was not to define the
views of these enemies in any detail or with any accuracy, but to distance them
from his own views, and those of his congregation. This meant incorporating
into the mainstream Christians with any number of private beliefs, who were
nevertheless not inclined to consider themselves heretics. Rather than anato-
mising any divide that may really have existed in Milan, Ambrose’s rhetoric
concentrates on keeping together a volatile coalition of Christians by glossing
over the potential fissures. The heretics he portrays are therefore better under-
stood not as internal enemies but as a kind of bogeyman: as Kurtz points out,
‘Group solidarity is seldom strengthened by anything as much as the existence
of a common enemy, and the heretic, as “deviant insider”, is close at hand.’19

Hence in Chapters 4 and 5, I examine the most famous episodes of
apparent doctrinal controversy in Ambrose’s time as bishop, and set out to
show that they need not be interpreted as implying a persistent but mostly
subterranean conflict between doctrinal factions in Milan. On the

18 Kurtz (1983); Kurtz (1986). There is a useful statement of one relevant aspect of his approach at Kurtz
(1983) 1100: in conflicts and debates over heresy, ‘positions were taken, less because of the inherent
qualities of the respective beliefs, than because of the way in which definitions of interests developed
among conflicting parties’.

19 Kurtz (1983) 1085.
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