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Altho~gh Schleiermacher's Christo logy is one of the most coinmented~upon doc­
trines' of his dogmatic system, little scholarship ~xists on i~ refation to patristic 
Christok>gy.1.To many thi~ gap in scholarship will seem understandable and even 
appropriate, given Schleiermacher's famous rejection of two-natures language in 
his major dogmatic work,' Der christliche Glaube.2 In this essay, I shall identify 
parallels between Schleiermacher's Christology arid some of the Christologies 
"behind" Chalcedon-those c'6nflicting Christologies that Chalcedo~ attempted to 
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*A much earlier version of this essay was presented to the Schleiermacher Group at the annual 
meeting of th~ American Academy: of Religionjn Orhindo, Florida, in Nov~mber 1998. I would 
like to .thank Professors Sarah Coakley and Nicholas Constas for reading drafts of this essay and 
offering valuable comments and suggestions. . . 

10ne exception is an article by Richard Muller ("The Christological Problem as Addressed by 
Friedrich Schleiermacher," in Perspectives on Christology [ed. M. Shuster arid R. Muller; Grand 
Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan Publishing House, 1991] 141.,-62) that shows how "th~ doctrinal inten­
tion behind Schleiemlacher's way of affirming the divinity of Christ evidences common g~und 
with the dogmatic intention;' of Chalcedon (p. 142). Muller's main °objectlve is to demonstrate that 
Schleiermacher's Christology does' ~ot vi~late what he calls "patristic orthodoxy." He does not 
explore in detail how Schleiermach~r's doctr,ine of Christ may draw (whether intentionally or not) 
on the Christologies of specific patristic figures or schools. George 1-fansinger, in an article outlin­
ing Karl Barth's debt to Martin Luther, makes a very brief comparison between Schleiermacher's 
Christology and. that ,of Theodore of Mopsuestla, fab,eling both as ,;spirit-oriented" because they 
hold that "Jesus points us to the Holy Spirit" and not vice versa. Thus, in Hunsinger's view, these 
Christologies are focused only fornially on Christ; but substantively ~n the Holy Spirit. See "What 
Karl B~rth Learned from .Luther," Lutheran Quarterly 13:2 (1999) 129 .. Given Schleiermacher's 
view of the church, as ~ell as his c~nception of the dependence of the believer and the community 
upon Christ, Hunsinger's interpretation is not convincing. , ', . 

2Henceforth GI. All references to passages from Der christliche Glau.be nach den Grundsiitzen 
der evangelischen Kirche in Zusamm~nhange dargestellt follow the English transfotion of the second 
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HTR 96:3 (2003) 349-67 
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mediate. By examining the way in which certain emphases of Cyril of Alexandria, 
on the one hand, and Theodore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius, on the other, are 
present in Schleiermacher's own doctrine of Christ (especially in GI. §§93-99), 
I shall argue that Schleiermacher does not simply reject Chalcedon, but rather 
reconfigures its combination of apparently disjunct christological traditions in a 
new and creative way. 

My interpretation is therefore distinct from two common alternatives: first, 
the judgment that Schleiermacher's Christology dissolves its connection with 
classical Christology and moves instead toward a historicized picture of Christ that 
helps found the alleged "low" Christology of the modem period;3 and second, the 
judgment that Schleiermacher's Christology criticizes but remains in line with the 
basic spirit of Chalcedon.4 In contrast to these, I am arguing that Schleiermacher 
neither dismisses Chalcedonian Christology altogether nor carries it forward 
through a mere revision of its language, but rather develops a doctrine of Christ 
that represents a new synthesis of the mutually corrective christological positions 
that Chalcedon brought together. Specifically, Schleiermacher's Christology un­
derscores the individual humanity and development of the Redeemef (a parallel 

Gennan edition offered in The Christian Faith (ed. H. R. Mackintosh and J. S. Stewart; Edinburgh: 
T&T Clark, 1928). Occasionally I supply in parentheses the Gennan original, from the standard 
critical edition edited by Martin Redeker (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1960). ' 

3John Macquarrie names Schleiennacher a founder of modem humanistic Christology who 
"starts off bravely along the road of a Christology 'from below."' Macquarrie applauds what he 
calls the "humanistic" elements in Schleiennacher's Christology, but attacks Schleiennacher for 
abandoning these when he maintains that Christ's perfect God-consciousness is a divine implant. 
See Jesus Christ in Modern Thought (London: SCM Press, 1983) 208. ln the conclusion of his work 
on Athanasius, Khaled Anatolios identifies Schleiennacher's Christology as one that "occupies a 
pioneering position among modem 'Christologies from below'" because it (with Kant, inAnatolios's 
view) allows God to be "deduced from the data of human consciousness." See his Athanasius: The 
Coherence of His Thought (New York: Routledge, 1998) 207. 

•This is Muller's argument (pp. 142, 146), and it is the dominant view among Schleiennacher 
scholars. Similar, too, is Redeker's well-known comment that "Schleiennacher did not fundamentally 
call the ancient church's doctrine of the two natures into question; he did, however, try to transfonn 
it." By "transfonn,'' Redeker means that Schleiennacher attempted to carry forward the spirit of 
the Chalcedonian fonnula in a way that was both more simple and more appropriate to the thought 
fonns of his own day. See Schleiermacher: Life and Thought (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1973) 136. 
Gerhard Ebeling argues that Schleiennacher 's insistence on the preservation of the doctrines of both 
the person and the work of Christ (and his refusal to do without-or overemphasize-one or the 
other) corresponds to "the inner logic of the ancient church doctrine of the two natures" (my transla­
tion). See "Interpretatorische Bemerkungen zu Schleiennachers Christologie,'' in Schleiermacher 
und die wissenschaftliche Kultur des Christentums (ed. Gilnter Meckenstock; Berlin: de Gruyter, 
1991) 138. Wolfgang Trillhaas calls Schleiennacher's Christology "a simplification of traditional 
Christology without comparison in the history of theology that preceded him" (my translation). 
See "Der Mittelpunkt der Glaubenslehre Schleiennachers," Neue Zeitschrift jUr Systematische 
Theologie 10 (1968) 303. 

~roughout my presentation of Schleiennacher's Christology, I shall follow his practice of 
referring to Jesus Christ primarily as "the Redeemer." 
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to Theodore and Nestorius), while at the same time emphasizing the priority and 
dominance of the divine in the Redeemer, so that this divine element constitutes the 
center of who.he is and the source of all that he does (a debt to Cyril, and behind 
him to Athanasius). ' , ·· , ' 

Formulat~d in this way, my argument entails two a~ditional claims that de­
part from standard readings ofSchleierinacher .. First; I avoid the assumption that 
Schleiermachermere!y reduces the Redeemer's divinity to his humanity, but sug­

, gest instead that Schleiermacher'crafts the Redeemer's c~nstitution in a way that 
. · riot only allows for his divinity and humanity to exist together but·even permits 

the divine element to have greater transfo~ative and directive pqwer than has 
usually been thought possibl~ within Schleiermacher's Christology. Second, I 

· suggest that Schleiermacher's. Christology stands in much stronger continuity 
with ~any of the concerns and tensions of patristic, Christology than has been 
generally recognized. 6 ' ' 

. D "Antiochene"·arid "Alexandrian" Christologies: Deconstructing 
the Typology 
Textbook typologies, at least. sipce the middle of the niriet.eenth century, have 
distinguished between "Antloc,hene" and "Alexandrian"· Christologies 7 - a distinc-

6Indeed, Schleiermacher's arguments and footnotes in the christological section of GI. indicate that 
he articulated his Christo logy in clos~ conversati~n with previous models in the history of Christian­

' ity, and with patristic authors and themes as welt In footnotes to §§96-99,' wherein Schleiermache~ 
assesses classical christological doclrinal stat~m~nts such as the two-natu~s doctrine, he refutes or 

, signals his approval of'various iheological terms and christological positions as put forth in New 
Testament sources; in classical· creeds ; (particularly the Nicene and the Athanasian); and in 'the 
works of John of Damascus and Athimasius, among others. In a footnote to §96.1, Schleiermacher 

' cites' approvingly a passage from John of Damascus's Exposition of the' Orthodox Faith where 
two-natures language is avoided. Iri 'a footnote to §96.3, Schleiermach!!r applauds the Athanasian 
creed's account of the relation between.the human and the divine in Chris't. In a footnote to §97.2, · 
Schlei~rmacher states his preference for the Greekfathers' term "enfleshinent" (the Logos/sarx model) 
over "ensomatosls'' or "enbodiment;' (the Logos/soma mod~l) as an adequate description of the act 
of union. See ~ther footnotes in §§96-99 for mo~e examples of the ways Schleierrilacher aligns his 
christological construction with or distinguishes it from earlier doctrines and proposals. 

· 7The Oxford English Dictionary (2d ed.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1989), s:v. ''.Antiochene," cites John 
Henry Newman's Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine ( 1 s't ed., 1845) ~s the earliest use 
of the term "Antiochene School;". Newman mentions theAntiochene School toward the beginning of 

· his treatment of "the Nestorians,'' and refers to it as an exegetical school with a literal approach to 
biblical interpretation. See An Essay 011 t{1e Development of Christiim Doc~rine (6th ed.; repr.; Notre 
Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1989) part II, \!h. VI, §2.2, pp. 285, 294. Vol. 1 ofEdward 
Cox's History of the Church (1840), Which is a translation of Dollinger's Geschichte der christlichen 
Kirchen, vol. 1 (1833), refers to·the "Antiochian fathers." The German, however, is "Antiochian 
Synod" (Antiochenische Synode) . . Both Cox and Dollinger refer. to ihe "fathers at Antioch." See 
Edward Cox, trans., History of the Church (London: Dolman, 1840) vol.1, ch. 2, sec. 7, p. 176; and 
J. J. I. Dollinger, Gesc/1ichte der christlichen Kirchen (Landshut:Mani, 1833) vol. l; §25, p. 269. 
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tion that, when hypostasized into two unambiguous "types," is now considered 
problematic.8 According to this typology,Antiochene Christology is a "Word-Man" 
Christology that is concerned to protect the full and distinct integrity of Christ's 
human nature. It asserts that the Word united itself with a complete, particular hu­
man being, who developed, exercised free will, and was the subject of incarnate 
experiences. In Antiochene Christology, then, there are two natures, two subjects, 
and two hypostases: the divine and the human.9 Alexandrian Christology, on the 
other hand, is classified according to a "Word-Flesh" model in which the Word 
takes on human flesh, which-though asserted to be completely human-is not 
regarded as an independently existing human being but. rather as a mass of hu­
man characteristics assumed by the Word. 10 Here, then, the Logos is the single 

However, Diillinger's Lehrbuch der Kirchengeschichte, which is the major German text translated 
in vol. 2 of Cox's History of the Church, does refer to the "Antiochenische Schule,'' and this phrase 
appears in Cox's second volume as "Antiochian School." See Cox, History of the Church (London: 
Dolman, 1840) vol. 2, ch. 4, sec. 5, p. 182; and Dollinger, Lehrbuch der Kirchengeschichte (1836; 
2d ed., Regensburg: Manz, 1843) vol. 1, 2d period, ch. 4, §35, p. 145. 

8Frances Young's recent work (Biblical Exegesis and the Formation of Christian Culture [Cam­
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997]) challenges the adequacy of the categories traditionally 
used to distinguish "Antiochene" and "Alexandrian" biblical exegesis. Specifically, Young argues 
that an "allegorical" approach is not exclusive to the Alexandrians, while a "literal," "historical," 
or "typological" approach does not properly describe the "Antiochene" mode of exegesis. Instead, 
Young shows how the differences between "Alexandrian" and "Antiochene" schools is less about 
distinct "senses" of scripture, and more about shared reading strategies that were employed with 
diverse emphases and diverse conceptions of the connections among strategies. For a succinct account 
and critique of the standard view of the distinction between Antiochene and Alexandrian exegesis, 
see John J. O'Keefe, "'A Letter that Killeth': Toward a Reassessment of Antiochene Exegesis, or 
Diodore, Theodore, and Theodore! on the Psalms," Journal of Early Christian Studies 8 (2000) 
83-104, esp. 86-88. Richard Norris points to the problems with most of the typologies commonly 
used to distinguish the various Christologies of the fourth and fifth centuries. While in his view 
the Antiochene/Alexandrian typology is the least problematic, Norris argues that such typologies 
as monophysite/dyphysite and logos-flesh/logos-man encourage one to overlook the tensions and 
complexities in the Christologies of the various early church theologians, who do not fit so clearly 
into one type or the other: "one cannot suppose that two baskets represent adequate equipment for 
the historian's task of christological sorting." See "Christological Models in Cyril of Alexandria,'' 
Studia Patristica 13 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1975) 268. 

9 As Theodore of Mopsuestia states, "the one assumed is distinct from the one who assumes 
him." See On the Incarnation, book 5, frag. 1, in The Christological Controversy (trans. and ed. 
Richard A. Norris, Jr.; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1980) 113. 

10Interestingly, both Frances Young and John McGuckin assert that the modern preoccupation 
with the human identity of Christ has led to a dismissal of the Alexandrian model of Christology in 
modem theology, which they say resonates more with Antiochene Christology. See Frances Young, 
"A Reconsideration of Alexandrian Christology,'' Journal of Ecclesiastical History 22:2 (1971) 
103-14; and John McGuckin, St. Cyril of Alexandria: The Christological Controversy (Leiden: E. 
J. Brill, 1994) 134-35, 190, 206. 
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'subject11 of the incarnate experiences, whil~ the flesh is Christ's "imperson~l 
. humanity."12 ' ' · • · , · · 

It is worth noting that Schleiermacher himself ·~oes not categorize Chris­
tologies as ''.Antiochene" ·or ','Alexandrian" in his lectures on 'church history; 13 

' the popularifation, if not the invention, of this typology seems to have occurred 
after Schleiermacher's lifetime. 1~ Jn the following analysis of Schl,eierm11cher's 
Christology and.its parallels to patristic models, 1 shall nevertheless make use of 
the Antiochene/Al~xandrian typology as a loose shorthand for the christological 
approaches of Theodore and Nestorius, on the ~me hand, arid Cyril, on the other. By 
doing so~ my purpose is riot td overlook the potential problems with these, labels. 
Further, by identifying continuities between Schleiermachel'.'S Christology and 
those of the early church theologians around the time of Chakedon, 1 do not wish 
to engage in an anachronistic analysis that ignores the .real distance that s~parates 
the world views and concerns of Schleiermacher and his p~tristic predecessors; IS nor 
do I ~ish to conclude from ihi~ investigation that Schleiermacher's Chrlst~logy is 
somehow more "orthodox" than generally acknowledged by some of hi~ critics~ 

, , [ I " ' 

11As Cyril ~rites to Nestorius, "C~nfessing that the Word was united 'to flesh substantially, we 
· adore one Son and Lord Jesus Christ. We do not se't up a'division and distinguish the man and G6d, 

nor do we say that they are conjoined to one another by dignity and authority, for this is idle chatter 
and nothing more.'' See '"The Third Letter of Cyril to Nestorius," in John I. McEnemey; trans., St. 
Cyril of Alexandria: Letters 1-50 (The Fathers of the 'c/mrch, vol. 76'; Washington, D.C.: Catholic 
University of America Press, 1987) 83. , ' ' , · · ' · 

12In delineations of AntiocheAe and Alexandrian Christology; lt is com~on to assert, as. J: N. D. 
Kelly does (Early Christian Doctrines [~v. ed.; NewYork: Harp~r. 1960)281); that in general, the 
Antiochenes adhered to a more Aristotelian anthropology, in which a human compnses a body and 
soul, while the Alexandrians held a Platonic view of a body animated by a soul. Yet many scholars 
point to Platonic elements in Antiochene thinkers (such as those that Richard Norris has identified 
in Theodore of Mopsuestia) and Aristo\elian elements· in, Alexandrian thinkers (such as those t4at 
John McGuckin has found in Cyril of Alexandria); therefore Platonic/ Aristotelian affiliations alone 
do not suffice to distinguish between the Antiochenes and Alexandrians'. Further, while the Wofd­
flesh/Word-man dichotomy is also used to distinguish the Alexandrian and Antiochene ~iews, both 
terms were sometimes used among both schools, and the dichotomy 'can therefore be constricting 
when attempting to understand the nuances ofvaiying positions; see F~ances M. Young, From Nicea 
to Chalcedon (London: SCM Press, 1983) 180, 260. 

13Although Schleiermacher refers to the Alexandrian School in his lectures- (Geschichte der 
christlichen Kirche [Berlin: Reimer, 1840] 316-28); he does nch use' an Alexandrian/Antiochene 
typology in his treatment of the fifth-century christological controversies, but simply gives 
an account of the conflict between Cyril and Nestorius. See also the text of Schleiermacher's 
1821-1822 lectures drawn from the transcript of Karl Rudolf Hagenbach and printed in Joachim 
Boekels, Schleiermacher als Kirchengesc/1ichtler (Berlin:. de Gruyter, 1994); Schleiermacher's 
treatment of the Nestorian controversy appears on pp. 297-300. ' 

141 have been unable to determine exactly when the Antiochen'et Alexandrian terminology became 
commonplace in textbooks; in general, it appears to have become commonplace by the end of the 
nineteenth century. · . ., . 

1'Charles Waldrop has undertaken'an investigation of the "Antiochene" and "Alexandrian" aspects 
of Karl Barth's Christology. He has argued that important Antiochene efoments of Barth's doctrine of 
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Rather, I shall use these classifications and parallels simply as heuristic devices 
to assist in the identification of broad tendencies in Schleiermacher 's Christology. 
These tendencies demonstrate the extent to which Schleiermacher's Christology 
1) stands in continuity with several of the christological emphases that Chalcedon 
attempted to combine, even though Schleiermacher rejected Chalcedon 's particular 
way of combining them; and 2) represents a doctrinal formulation with striking 
parallels to Christologies associated with both "Antiochene" and "Alexandrian" 
approaches. In order to support this claim, I tum now to an analysis of Schleier­
macher's doctrine of the person of Christ. 

D Schleiermacher's Christology: An Alternative to the 1\vo­
Natures Doctrine 
Schleiermacher's doctrine of Christ's person is constructed in conversation with, and 
in strong opposition to, the two-natures doctrine as it has appeared in various Christian 
confessions and creedal statements since Chalcedon.16 Schleiermacher agrees with 
what he sees as the basic aim of the doctrine: to describe properly Christ's humanity 
and divinity, so that both 1) the connection between him and all humans and 2) the 
being of God (Sein Gottes) in him may be expressed as clearly as possible (GI. §96.1). 
His contention is that "there is almost nothing in the [Chalcedonian] execution of 
this aim against which protest must not be raised, whether we regard the scientific 
character (wissenschaftliche Beschajfenheit) of the expression or its suitability for 
ecclesiastical use (kirchliche Brauchbarkeit)" (GI. §96.1).17 

Christ notwithstanding, its basic character is Alexandrian insofar as Barth believes that Jesus Christ 
is the Logos, in a way that is both "direct and emphatic." That is, "Barth conceives of Jesus Christ 
as directly identical with God" (Charles Waldrop, Karl Barth's Christology: Its Basic Alexandrian 
Character [Berlin: de Gruyter, 1984] 3, 87). While some reviewers of Waldrop's book charged it 
with anachronism, Hans Boersma rejects these charges, stating that "the fact that there is no direct 
connection between pre-Chalcedonian Christology and Barth does not preclude the possibility of 
striking similarities." Instead, however, Boersma argues that Barth has so dramatically changed 
the relation between the doctrines of Christ's person and work that he has simply moved beyond 
the concerns of the Antiochene/Alexandrian debate ("Alexandrian or Antiochene? A Dilemma in 
Barth's Christology,'' Westminster Theological Journal 52 [1990] 264-65). Bruce L. McCormack 
also classifies Barth's Christology as Alexandrian. See B. McCormack, "Revelation and History in 
Transfoundationalist Perspective: Karl Barth's Theological Epistemology in Conversation with a 
Schleiermacherian Tradition,'' Journal of Religion 78 (1998) 18-37, esp. 28. 

16For an illuminating analysis of Schleiermacher's christological construction and its impact on 
his critical reformulation of the two·natures doctrine, see Markus Schroder, Die kritisc/1e ldentitiit 
des neuzeitlichen Christentums: Schleiermachers Wesensbestimmung der christlichen Religion 
(Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1996) 70-77. 

17Schleiermacher judges all doctrinal statements according to their scientific and ecclesiastical 
value. The scientific value of a doctrine refers to the clarity and consistency of its formulation 
(both in itself and in relation to the whole dogmatic system). The ecclesiastical value of a doctrine 
refers to its suitability as a statement of the Christian religious self-consciousness and its reference 
to Christ as Redeemer (GI. § 17). 
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Schleiennacher's protests (which number four in total) concerning the "scientific 
character" of the t\vo-natures d~ctrine can be reduced to two major objections. First, 

· Schlei.ennacher objects to ihe.tenninology of "two natures iq one.person." The 
. single tenn "nature," he argues, ought not to be used for both the divine. and the 
huma~ in Christ. For Schleienna~her it is inappropriate to· speak ~f God ~s ~avirig 

. a "nature," since the tenn "nature" (in Schleiennacher's view) refers to a limited 
.. existence, conditioned and divided and corporeal, subject to the flux ~f activity and 

passivity, while God is unconditioned, absolute, pure acfryity, and beyond time (GI. 
§96;1). Worse, according to Schleiennacher, the relation between the tenns "nature" 
and "person" i'n thetwo-natures doctrine is nonsensical: In general, "nature" is a 
universal tenn of which many individuals parfuke; but in the two-natures doctrine 
one person has t~o natures. similarly, "pers011" is a. tenn referring to a life~unity, 

. while .the person of the Redeemer is assigned a duality of natures, and therefore 
ban~ot be a unity. · · · 

1 
. • · · . · ·· 

1 
. •. • . · , 

Schleiennacher's second .major objection to the "scientific character" of the 
doctrine concerns the ~onfusiori it creates when brought info relation with the 
doctrine of theTrinity. First, th~ tenn "Jes~s Christ" is used as a name for both, the . 

. , Redeemer (or, "th~ s'ubject of the union of the 't\VO natures") and'the second person 
of theTrinity (or, "the divine :nature of the Redeemerfrom all etern'ity before its 

· union with the human natl!re")'. Second, the two-natures doctrine speaks of a unity 
of nature while the doctrill~ of the Trinity speaks of a unity of essenc~. Thus, one 
wond~rs whether the second person of the Trinity ha~ a cH~ine nature of lts own 
(which is united to the human, nahire in the R~deemer) :in additioll to its participa­
tion in the divine esserice . .In Schleiennacher's view, this inconsistericy between 
the language of the doctrines of Christ and the Trinity compr~mises the clarity of 
the dogmatic system in general. .· . . . . · 
. The mainproblem with the two-natures doctrine, however, is its lack ofutility for 
ecclesiastical use. That is, b~cause its fonnulation.is so problematic, "it cannot give · 
any guidance in the proper preaching of Christ" (GI. §96.2). Instead, it has fostered 
"an involved and artificial mode of procedure" for all further developments of the 
doctrine (GI. §96.2), and has failed to s~rve as a guide~ for understanding properly 
the relation between the divine and human in Christ. Schleietmacher writes: 

Hence all the results of the endeavor t~ achieve a living presentation of the 
u~ity of the divine and huinan in Christ, ev~r since it was ti~d down to this 
expression, have always vacillated between the opposite' errors of mixing the 
two natures to form a third "'.hich would be neither of them, . ~ ; or of keeping 
the two natures separate; but either neglecting the unity of ihe person in order 
to separate.the two natures more distinctly, o·r, in order to keep fi~ hold of 
the unity of the person, disturbing the necessm}t. balance, and making one 
nature less hnportant tna~~th~ other and lhnited by .it. (Gl. §96.1) ' 
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A more effective and coherent formulation of the doctrine of Christ would be able 
to steer the church away from these errors. 

To avoid the problems of the two-natures doctrine, Schleiermacher constructs 
a formula that gives Christ a full human constitution and posits God in him as a 
"continual living presence" or power in his God-consciousness, and not as an al­
leged divine property or nature (GI. §96.3). This formula, which Schleiermacher 
recommends as a modem reformulation of the two-natures doctrine, appears as 
GI. §94: 

The Redeemer, then, is like all [humans] (Menschen) in virtue of the identity 
of his human nature, but is distinguished from them all by the constant po­
tency of His God-consciousness, which was a veritable existence.of God in 
Him (ein eigentliches Sein Gottes in ihm). 

Thus, Schleiermacher's Christ is a human being who shares the same nature with 
all others and is conditioned by history like all others. What makes him unique 
is that his God-consciousness is constantly and fully active and powerful, unlike 
that of all other humans, whose God-consciousnesses are clouded and inhibited. 
Since God-consciousness itself is part of human nature, one can reasonably say 
that there is nothing in the constitutional makeup of the Redeemer that cannot be 
found in all other humans. The Redeemer has what other humans have (a God­
consciousness), but in a perfectly ordered and complete way. Since, however, 
the Redeemer has this perfect God-consciousness, he is a new creation-a "new 
implanting" (Einpjianzung) of the God-consciousness in human nature (GI. §94.3) 
in a way that is so perfect and steady that it is to be understood as a being of God 
(Sein Gottes) in him. He is, then, the only one "in which there is an existence of 
God in the proper sense," so that "he alone mediates all existence of God in the 
world and all revelation of God through the:world" (GI. §94.2). As Schleiermacher 
develops this christological formulation, several parallels to the "Antiochene" and 
"Alexandrian" traditions emerge. 

D Schleiermacher's Christology: "Antiochene" Parallels 
Schleiermacher's Christology resonates with an "Antioch.ene" orientation in three 
basic ways. First, like Theodore and Nest~rius, Schleiermacher is concerned to 
protect the full integrity of Jesus' human identity. Although Schleiermacher asserts 
and emphasizes clearly that Christ is absoI,utely ideal-so that no greater form of 
God-consciousness stands before human nature-he also insists that this ideality be 
compatible with a genuine historicity, so that Christ's humanity is neither compro­
mised nor doubted. Schleiermacher argues for this compatibility in the following 
three ways. First, the very nature of Christ's ideality has its place within human 
nature, insofar as human nature has "a self-differentiating quality" that allows for 
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exceptional individuals to emerge (GI. §94.1).18 Second, s'chleiermacher argues that 
although according to his ideality Christ was sinless, .his full humanness remains, 
since sinfulness itself is not es~ential to human nature, but is rather a disturbance 
(Storung) of it (GI. §94.1). 

Third, and most importantly, Schleiermacher employs a notion of development 
' . ' 

to den;ionstrate the Redeemer's full historicity. Christ's human. nature and abilities,· 
he explains, developed like those of all other humans-Chrlst learned, changed, and 
was conditioned by history and language. Even.his God-consciousness went through 
a process of developmentfrom'the germ it wa5in Christ's infancy to its full expres­
sion in adulthood (GI. §93.3). ~chleienna,cher denies any suggestion that Christ as a 
child was "conscious of himself aS an ego (als Ich)" or was "master oflanguage from 
the first." To grant such a suggestion would be to deny his true human life and adopt 
"the error of Docetism" (GI. §93.3). Yet Christ's development was sinless (hence 
guaranteeing his ideality withi,n history) because it was wholly witho~t conflict, the 
God-consciousness unfolding in a manner that.was perfectly parallel and appropri- · 
ate to, the maturity level of his· s~nsuous nature and self-~onsciousness, ·so that no 
confusion or resistance occurr~d between them (GI. §93.4). 

In saying that Christ was essentially sinless, however, Schleiermacher does not 
wish to imply that Christ. feigned experiences of temptation or conflict, as Cyril 
was accused ofarguing.19 Whatever Christ's.sinlessness consists in, it cannot be 
conceived so as to take away any one part of "all that must belong to Him in virtue 
of His likeness to us" (GI. §9ftl). As a human being, then, Christ must have been· 
susceptibfo to the possibility ~f the contrast between pleasure and pain (from which 
sinfulness, emerges in all other humans, according to Schleiermacher). In Christ; · 
however, pfoasure and pain were experienced as symptoms of a state that had no · 
"determinative or co-determiriative power" over him. That is, Christ.actualized no 
sinful response to temptation; all' of his.impulses and actions ~ere pure (GI. §98.1) .. 
Moreover, the innermost Part of Christ never experienced conflict of any kind .. 

While this is perhaps hardly a "fully human" encounter .. with temptation,20 I 
nevertheless think it is fair to say that Schleiermacher i~ working hard-both on this 

18By this statement Schleiennacher intends to show that the idea of an exemplary and ideal 
individual does not siand in logical contradiction to the possibilities of human' nature. He does not, 
in other words, wish to imply here that humanity somehow produced the Redeemer. 

19McGuckin has disputed this accusation against the Alexandrians, arguing that when Cyril said 
the Logos only "seemed to" pray, he actually meant that the Logos "did in fact'' pray. According 
to McGuckin (St. Cyril of Alexandria, 218) Cyril uses the language of "seeming to" i~ order to, 
emphasize that these experiences "do not tell the ,whole story" of the .incarnation, but instead f~cus' 
only "on the limitations of the human economy." While the Word takes on'the limits of human life, 
it does so "as an act of power that did not negate his unlimited condition as God." 

::OWelch argues that Schleiennacher denied to Jesus the possibility of temptation and error. See 
Welch, "Schleiennacher's Theofogi~al,Program," in Protestant Thought in th~ Nineteenth Century 
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1972) 84 .. , · · . ' 
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specific point and in general-to underscore the Redeemer's basic and full human 
identity: Christ was a historical and historicized individual person who developed 
(even in his God-consciousness), encountered the possibility of temptation (and 
did not merely feign it), and was subject to the limitations of his historical context 
in a number of important ways. 

These affirmations concerning Christ's humanity parallel many that were central 
to "Antiochene" Christology. For both Theodore and Nestorius, the "one assumed" 
was a complete, perfect human. Theodore's notion, for example, that God dwells 
in humans by good pleasure "which he exercises when he is pleased with those 
who are zealous to be dedicated to him" presumes that the human in Christ was 
a human being, and not impersonal flesh.2 1 Moreover, Theodore articulates an 
elaborate vision of Christ's development, claiming that while, in one sense, the 
divine was fully united to and perfected in. the "assumed man" at every moment 
of his life (and that therefore his development was without conflict or struggle), 
nevertheless "as a man, he grew to perfection, fulfilling righteousness at every stage 
of life in the manner appropriate to that stage. "22 Theodore writes, "He increased 
in age, to be sure, because time moved on, and in wisdom because he acquired 
understanding to match his advancing years."23 

A second parallel between Schleiermacher's Christology and an "Antiochene" 
one can be observed in the use of indwelling language for the way the divine is 
said to be present in the Redeemer.24 This language is, in large part, a by-prod­
uct of Schleiermacher's conception of God as pure activity. God's being, for 
Schleiermacher, cannot be mixed with passivity, or indeed with any of the limits 
of the human and natural world (GI. §40). This means that God cannot exist in 
any human being, insofar as each is composed of activity and passivity. God exists 
in the Redeemer-a human being-only because "the God-consciousness in His 
self-consciousness ... continually and exclusively determine[s] every moment." 
It is constantly active and absolutely pure. Schleiermacher therefore refers to this 

llOn the Incarnation, book 5, frag. 2, in Norris, The Christological Controversies, 115. 
%!Richard A. Norris, Jr., Manhood and Christ: A Study in the Christology of Theodore of Mop­

suestia (Oxford: Clarendon, 1963) 225. 
non the lncarnatiOfl, book 7, frag. 7, in Norris, The Christological Controversy, 119 
l4Such "indwelling" language is sometimes also µsed by Cyril, but usually in order to make a 

point against his opponents. In his third Jetter to Nestorius, for example, Cyril writes, "we do not 
think that, being made flesh, the Word is said to dwell in him just as in those who are holy, and we 
do not define the indwelling in him to be the same. But united [naturally], and not changed into 
flesh, the Word produced an indwelling such as the soul of man might be said to have in its own 
body." Later in the same Jetter, in his eleventh anathema, Cyril argues against the suggestion that 
the relation between the flesh and the Word of God is "only a divine indwelling." See "The Third 
Letter of Cyril to Nestorius," in McEnerney, St. Cyril of Alexandria: Letters 1-50, 84, 92. 
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as a "perfect indwelling (Einwohnung) of the Supreme Being'~ in Christ "as His 
peculiar being and His inmost self' (GI. §94.2).25 ' 

Fi~ally, a third parallel appears in .the way that Schleiermach~r, like the ''.An~ 
tiochenes," takes great pains to protect the immutability and impassibility of the ' 
divine in Christ. This is e:vide11t, first, in .his tendency to 'exempt the' "inner" (or 
divine) life prindple of the ~edeemer from the changes; limitations, and deter­
minations experienced by his '.'outer" (or human) .half . .When considering, for 
example, whether "Volkstiimliphkeit"26 (or cultural identity) ought to. be attributed 
to Christ, Schleiermacher notes that "Christ could hardly be· a· complete nian if 
His personality were n~t determined by this .factor.'' To protect the divine from 
determination by a finite quality or designation, .however, Schleiermacher adds, 
"but such determination in no way concerns the real principle of His life but only 
the orgariism" (GI. §93.4).27 • ' · · · 

Schleiermacher also demonstrates his strict adherence to divirie unchangeabil­
ity by his rejection of all language and concepts that· in any way suggest divi~e 
passibility. While the "Alexandrians" clearly subscribed to a dqctrine of divine 
impassibility and immutability, they nevertheless delighted in the paradoxes that 
the .language of incarnation coul~ supply28~such statem~ntS as the.Word "suf­
fered impassibly," as Cyril wrote, or ,"God wept. "29 F:or Schleiermacher, however, .· 
Cyril's paradoxical. language about the Word suffering death was "against the 

. . ' 

universal (allgemein) voice of the church~"30 Along with Theodore and Nestorius, 
' ' ' 

' . 

vsimilarly; i~ §99. I Schleiemiacher attributes Christ's redemptive efficacy to the fact that "a 
· ' being Of God indwells Him." , ' ' , , 

26Mackintosh and Stewart translate Volkstllnilichkeit as "racial peculiarity." It seems more ap­
propriate to render it as "cultural i·dentity," "ethnic identity,'' or "people's identity." 

270f course~ by "cultural 'identity" Schleiermacher is referring to Jesus•' Jewishness. Given 
Schleiermacher's lamentable treatment of Judaism in both the introduction to GI. and in the 
speeches on religion, one must wonder whether Schleiermacher' hints at an. unspoken agenda :in 
making this claim. 

28As Young says, like the Antioche~es and against Arius, the Alexandrians 'asserted the un-' 
changeability of the Logos; but since for the' Alexandrians the Logos was the subject of incarnate · 
experiences, "it would not do to separate the Logos from the experiences of his humanity" as. the ' 
Antiochenes did-hence the paradoxical language of the Alexandrians. See Young, "A Reconsid-
eration,'' 105. . . , . . ' .. . 

29Cyril states, "We maintain that because of the intimacy he had with his own flesh, he even suf­
fered ils infirmities; though he· retained the impassibility of his own nature, in so far as'he was not 
only man but the selfsame was also God by nature. And so.far as'the body was liisyery.own; so too 
were the natural and innocent passions of the body, as.well as those sufferings inflicted on him by 
the arrogance of others. He suffered impassibly,' becau'se he did not humble himself in such a way 
as to be merely like us, .rather,. as I have said before, he reserved to his own ~ature its superiority 
over all these things." See Marius Mercator, trans., Scholia on th~ Incarnation of the Only Begotten, 
in McGuckin, St. Cyril of Alexandri~, 294-335. Thls passage is from section 35 (pp. 332-33). See 
also Cyril's third Jetter.to Nestorius,in ·McEnemey, St, Cyril of Al~xandria: Letters 1-50. · 

34Geschichte der cliristlichen Kirche, ·319. ·. ' · · 
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he consistently rejects a kenotic Christology in which Christ's "descent to earth" 
is described as a "state of humiliation." He writes: "But to the absolutely highest 
and eternal-which necessarily remains always self-identical-no humiliation can 
possibly be attributed" (GI. §105, postscript). Further, Schleiermacher avoids any 
suggestion that the Redeemer is essentially the second person of the Trinity "come 
down from heaven." This language, he argues, is improper to the nature of both 
human and trinitarian "persons."31 Moreover, such a notion "presupposes a higher 
being which existed previously," whereas "the Person of Christ began only when 
He became a man" (GI. §105, postscript). Although "the Word was made flesh" 
was among Schleiermacher 's favorite scriptural passages, then, he did not celebrate 
or interpret it in quite the same way as Cyril did~32 nor did he wish for it to mean 
that the Redeemer is the Logos.33 

Theodore, too, was wary of the statement "the Word was made flesh" because it 
suggests changeability in God's nature. He therefore continually emphasized that 
God does not "become" or "turn into" a man, as Norris points out.34 As Theodore 
writes: 

It is plain to everyone that what indwells is different from what is indwelt .... 
For "he dwelt among us,'' assuming and indwelling our nature, and working in 
it everything pertaining to our salvation. How, then, did God the Word become 
flesh by indwelling? Obviously not because he was changed or altered; other­
wise there would have been no mention of indwelling.35 

31Schleiermacher makes this same point in his lectures on church history, noting that Cyril's 
insistence that "the one who does not confess that the logos is at once God and human, is anath­
ema" was "a mere argument over words" (ein blo.fter Wortstreit). Schleiermacher goes on to make 
a statement quite similar to that made in GI. §96.1. He writes, "Concerning the term •Son of God' 
there was no consensus whether it should refer to the divine nature alone or also to the human 
nature. But ~Logos' had always been understood to refer only to the second person of the Trinity." 
See Geschichte der christlichen Kirche, 318 (my translations). 

32Cyril, for example, explains that "it was the Word, therefore, who is in the form of God 
the Father and equal to him, who humbled himself, and then became flesh, as John says, born 
through a woman, yet also having a birth from God the Father, who undertook to endure our 
condition for our sake." See "Cyril's Letter to the Monks of Egypt," 15, in McGuckin, St. Cyril 
of Alexandria, 253. 

33Catherine L. Kelsey has suggested that when' Schleiermacher references John 1:14 in his 
sermons, he almost always emphasizes the second half of the verse ("and dwelt among us") and 
not the first ("The Word was made flesh"). See "Overlapping and Coordinate: The Interpretation 
of Jesus Christ in Schleiermacher's Preaching, Dogmatics, and Biblical Criticism" (Th.D. diss., 
Harvard University, 1998) 70-71 and 146-50. 

>!Norris, Manhood and Christ, 217. 
350n the Incarnation, book 9, frag. 9, in Norris, The Christological Controversy, 121. Theodore 

states something similar in his commentary on the Gospel of John, clarifying the meaning of "the 
Word was made flesh": "he was made flesh in so far as he dwelt in our nature ..•. When [John] 
meant (The Word) came to be in a man, he said: became flesh. But he does not say became as though 
(the Word) was altered." Quoted in Norris, Manhood and Christ, 217. 
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Nestorius shared these sentiments, avoiding and attacking aU fo~ulations that 
·pushed the boundaries of what properly could be attributed to the divine (and also 
to the human) in Christ. Ill n~merous sections of his Bazaar of HeraCleides, he 
refutes any notion of either of the natures changing into the. other.36 He insisted 
that "the Son Of David is n~t the divine Logos,"37 and that therefore the birth, suf­
ferings, and death of Christ ar~ not those of God; but rather of the '!assumed man." 
Thus, they ought not be attributed to God or the Logos, even in the manner of the 
commzmicatio.idiomatum: .. '.~To 'attribute also to him, in the name of this association, 

' ' I i I 

the characteristics of the flesh that.has been conjoined \Vith him-I mean birth and 
' suffering and death-is, my brother, .either the .work of a mind which truly errs 
in the fashion of the Greeks or that of a mind diseased with the insane heresy of 
Arius and Apollinarus and the others. "38 Schleiermacher shares thiS ~ejection of the 
mutual communication.of attributes. In line with his (and the ''Antiochene") inter­
est to protect the proper "natures" of both the divine and human, Schleierinacher 

· argues that such a commuriication on the part of one ·~nature" would cancel out 
. the presence and strict particularity of the other (GI. §,97 5). 

[] Schleiennacher's Christo1ogy: "Alexandrian" Parallels 
So far my preseritation of 'schleiermacher's doctrine 'of the person of Christ has 
emphasized its similarities to an "Ariti~cherie" christological model. The diff~r­
ences, however, are also significant. First; in the "Antiochene" notion of salvation, 
Christ's human nature, aided by the Logos, achieves a moral victory because of its · 

• ,' ' ' I ' ' 
· free and rigorous fulfillment 9f God's law. "'.'-s Theodore writes: 

He had an inclination beyond the ordinary toward nobler things because of his 
union with God the Logos~ ... On the one hand, he held fast to this way by 
his own will, while on the.other.hand this purpose ~as faithfully guarded in 
him by the cooperating work of God the L~gos. A~d he, progressed with the 
greatest ease toward a consu!llillate virtue, whether in keepi~g the Law before 
his baptism or in following the citizenship in grace after'his briptism.39 

I ' ' I 

The possibility of this moral achievement is attributed to the presence of the divine 
in him, but it is important .to Th~odore and Nestorius that. the human play at least 
some role in this moral struggle.40 Schleiermacher, ho'Y~ver, has a rather strong . 
distaste for the "moral exelllplar" paradigm of Christology (GI. §93.2). 

36See G. R. Driver and Leonard Hodgson, trans., The Bazaar of Heracleides (Oxford: Claren-
don, 1925) 17~ 25. ' 

37"Nestorius's Second Letter to Cyril," in Norris, The Christological Controversy, 138. 
38lbid., 139. 
390n the Incarnation, book 7, frag.: 4, in Norris, 'The Chrisiological Controversy, ll 8. 
40Nestorius, in particular, brings out this theme 'of Christ's human nature winning a moral 

struggle against the devil. See "Nestorius's First Sermon Against the Theotokos," in Norris, The 
Christological Controversy, 123-35. · · . 
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Second, although Schleiermacher shares Theodore and Nestorius's concern 
to protect the full integrity of Jesus' human identity, he does not acknowledge a 
human subject distinct from the divine one in the Redeemer.41 In fact, the fully 
active God-consciousness is the central and innermost power in the Redeemer-and 
this is the divine in him. With this observation it becomes clear that Schleiermacher's 
Christology has strong "Alexandrian" parallels. Here I shall identify three. 

First, Schleiermacher shares with the "Alexandrians" a single-subject Chris­
tology-his Redeemer does not have two separable natures, each with its own 
subjectivity and individuality. Instead, he stands in basic agreement with Cyril, 
that "the one Lord Jesus Christ must not be divided up, as if there was a distinct 
man and a distinct deity."42 Thus, in GI. §97 Schleiermacher proposes to reject 
the assertion that "propositions about Christ, to be correct, must be differently 
constructed according as we are speaking of the whole Person of Christ, or only 
of one of the two natures" (GI. §97.4). This, too, was Cyril's position: "We do 
not allocate the statements of our Savior in the Gospels either to two huposta­
seis or indeed even to two persons."43 Instead, Cyril emphasizes and develops 
a conception of the unity of Christ according to which all activity is attributed 
to the economy of the incarnation, so that all activity is done by the one divine 
Logos-made-flesh.44 Schleiermacher, too, crafts a unified picture of Christ, and 
often describes what seems to be a penetration of the divine and human capaci­
ties, so that "no action proceeded solely from the sense-nature and not from the 
God-consciousness" (GI. §93.4). · 

For Cyril, however, this single subject in Christ is the Logos. He writes, "One 
and the same is called Son: before the incarnation while he is without flesh he is 
the Word, and after the incarnation he is the self-same in the body."45 Indeed, the 
defining feature of "Alexandrian" Christology is its insistence that the Logos is 
the single subject of incarnate experiences. Although Schleiermacher will make no 
such claim about the Redeemer being the Logos (and indeed rejects it), he neverthe­
less shares the basic view that the divine element in Christ is his "personality" (in 
Schleiermacher's words) and the animating principle and source of all his activity. 
This, then, is the second parallel to Cyril's christological model: Schleiermacher, 
like Cyril but in a wholly different way, places the divine at the center of Christ's 
identity. As Schleiermacher writes in GI. §94.2, the Redeemer is the only one in 

"See GI. §97.2. Although Schleiennacher regret~ the traditional description of Christ's human 
nature remaining "impersonal" before and apart from its union with the divine, he notes that this 
tenninology was constructed (and rightly, he implies) to correct those who "assumed a personality 
for Christ's human nature apart from the union." 

•2Cyril of Alexandria, Scholia on the Incarnation, 13, in McGuckin, St. Cyril of Alexandria, 271. 
434'Third Letter of Cyril to Nestorius," in McEnemey, St. Cyril of Alexandria: Letters 1-50, 87. 
44See McGuckin, St. Cyril of Alexandria, 200, 219. 
45"Explanation of the 1\ve!ve Chapters," in ibid., 285. 
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whom there is a being (Sein) of God precisely because the God-consciousness in 
him "continualiy and exclusively determin[es] every moment" and because "this 
perfect indwelling of the Supreme Being" is the Redeemer's "peculiar befog and 
inmost self." Consequently-and this is the third parallel to an '~Alexandrian" type 
'of Christology;-Christ's hum~n nature is afforded only a passive role in relation 
to the divine personality anditS activity. ' . 

· Th~se second and .third p~rallels to Cyril's.christological i,nodel are weil 
illustrated in Schleiermacher's discussion .of GI. §97, which articulates the , 
'theorem concerning the "act''. by which the two natures were" united and the 
"state'~ during which they were in union: ' 

In the uniting of the divine nature with the human, the divirie alone was active 
and self"imparting (tiitig oder sic/1 mitteilenti), .and the hilmari alone passive ' 
or in the process of being 'assumed (leide~d oder aufgenommen werdend); 
but during the state of union every activity was a common activity of both 
natures. (GI. §97) , . ' · , . ' ' 

, Schleiermacher's principle for interpreting this theorem is to assign a role to both 
natures in both the act and the state of union~ But the co~peration of the divine 
and human iS to be configur~d so that the c1ivine is always the exclusive'source 
of activity, efficacy, and originality in. Christ, while the human is the source of 
everything passive and organic in him. , . 

If the act of union, for example, must be considered a common activity of both· 
natures, Schleiermacher adds 'that "the'.human nature certainly.cannot have been 
active in being assumed by the:divine." Rather; he c~ntinues, "only the possibifay 
was innate in it ... of being assumed into such a union .with the' divine, but this 

, possibility is far from being eithe~ capacity or activity" (GI. §97~2). Accordingly, the , ' 
"origin of the specific personalicy of Christ" -'-Which Schleiermacher paraphrases 
as "the implanting (Hineinpjla~zung) of the divine in the human nature" ......:.is an act 
of the divine, whilt? the huma11: nature plays only a pas~ive and receptive role. This 

. ensures that th.e divine is the s~urce of everything unique and salvific in Christ. At 
the same time, however, the human nature is granted an active role (or, at least what 

. Schleiermacher describes as a, ·~not altogether passive" one) in the:origin of the 
human organism, which is alsq p~ of th.e formation of Christ as a human person. 
This ensures, for Schleiermacher, the full humanness. of Christ, as well as some 
kind of participation of the hu

1

man natureiri the act ~f union (GI. §97 .2). 
Similarly, concerning the .state of union, S~hleform~7h,er re~ervt'.s a rol~, for 

_.both natures, but again permits "no prep6nder~nce ori the side of human nature" 
(GI. §97.3). Instead, "every moment [is] such that the activity proceeds from 
the being of God in Christ, and the human nature is only taken up into associa­
tion with it" (GI. §97.3). Even the passive (human) condition which enabled the 
Redeemer to feel sympathy for others is not "moved for ahd through itself/' but'is 

' I' I I 



364 HARVARD THEOLOGICAL REVIEW 

rather activated only when assumed into the activity of divine love. Thus, in this 
connection between the human and divine during the state of union~·"every original 
activity belongs solely to the divine, and everything passive solely to the human" 
(GI. §97 .3). Further, those passive (human) states that emerged not as a result of a 
spiritual impulse, but rather from "the natural connection of the human organism 
with external nature" are not to be included as part of Christ's "personal nature," 
since by definition the personal nature emerges only when what is human is "taken 
up into union with the divine" (GI. §97.3). 

Thus, Schleiermacher's description of the relation between the divine and human 
in Christ calls to mind an "Alexandrian" model in which the Word, or the divine, 
is the primary subject or animating principle of Christ, whose flesh or body is the 
impersonal mass of human characteristics (which may or may not include a mind 
and soul) taken up by the divine: 

the existence of God in the Redeemer is posited as the innermost fundamental 
power (innerste Grundkraft) within Him, from which every activity proceeds 
and which holds every . element together; everything human (in Him) forms 
only the organism (Organismus) for this fundamental power, and is related to 
it as the system which both receives and represents it, just as in us all other 
powers are related to the intelligence (Intelligenz). (GI. §96.3) 

Although Schleiermacher refers to no Logos who is (ontologically) present as 
the Redeemer, he nevertheless presents the divine in Christ as the center of his 
being, while the human nature appears to be less a human individual and more an 
impersonal body. 

C~ril's emphasis on the Logos as the single subject of incarnate experiences 
includes within it the claim that all the incarnate acts are those of the Logos, and 
not (also) of some independent human subject. McGuckin describes Cyril's view 
in the following way: 

The human nature is ... not conceived as an independently acting dynamic 
(a distinct human person who self-activates) but as the manner of action 
of an independent and omnipotent power-that of the Logos; and to the 
Logos alone can be attributed the authorship of, and responsibility for, all 
its actions.46 

Although the humanness of Christ is present and involved in all of his actions, it 
is always nevertheless the Logos-the subject-at work in everything, with the 
human nature playing, according to Frances Young, "a purely passive role. "47Thus, 
while Schleiermacher's distance from an "Alexandrian" Christology of the fifth 

46Ibid., 186. 
47Young, "A Reconsideration," 113. 
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century is clear, there remains nevertheless• a significant parall~l in emphasis 
between the two. 

0 The Identity of Christ 
So far this analysis has shown that Schleiermacher's, attack on Chalcedon does 

· not signal his rejection of many of the christological emphases that were central 
to either the "Antiochene" or "Alexandrian'~· schools. Rather, Schfoiermacher's 
Christology continues the "Antiochene" tradition of protecting the absolute integrity 
ofJesus' human identity whn~ at the same tim~ maintaining a more "Alexandrian" 

I ' I ' 1 ! 

emphasis on a single (divine) subject, that is the source of all Christ's redemptive 
activities. Thus, Schleiermacher:s christological model brings together what he 
might have regarded as the strengths of the various Christologies that informed the 
Chalcedonian construction, while at the same time avoiding their excesses. That 
is, Schleiermacher affirms a single~subject Christology that gives a prominent and 
primary .role to the divine without thereby compromising the foll integrity of the 
Redeemer's human nature and human identity.48 

.. 

At the same time, this ccimbination makes for some confusfon about the , 
identity of Christ. On the one hand, as,J have shown, for Schleiermacher the 
Redeemer has a divine personality-the divine in him is his innermost self and 

· serves as the life principle of his humanity. Therefore, this innermost part of the 
Redeemer is excluded from any involvement with conflict, historical particularity 
or peculiarity; or passivity. Moreover; in relation to. this divine personality, the 
humanity of Christ is often described as "impersonal" apart frqm its relation to 
the divine. Here Schlei.ermacher implies thritthe "identity" of the Redeemer is 
first and foremost divine . 

. On the other hand, Schleierma~her fears that this presentation of a divine per~ 
sonality in Christ will threaten Christ's full humanity .. H~ therefore makes several 
attempts to show that the Redeemer can still be human even though his personality 
is dMne. First, he attributes to the Redeemer a process of developi;nent. · Se~ond, 
he places the Redeemer in the context of the language and traditions of his own 
day. Third, he emphasizes th~ indispensability of the passive human functions in 
Christ that contribute to both the act and state of union. Finally, Schleiermacher 
tries as much as possible to locate the Redeemer's origin and development in the 
context of a natural lif~ process: ' 

481 would like to thank the revfower ~f this article for m~king th~ important observation that a 
close study of Schleiermacher's view of human nature may shed light on how Schleiermacher's 
Christology can sustain this unusual combination of the divine and human in the person of the 
Redeemer. As mY: reviewer noted, engagement with Schleiermacher's philosophical works such 
as the Dialektik and the Psychologie could supplement my \vork here by exploring ·exactly how 
Schleiermacher construes his philosophical anthropology, especially.with respect to the ways human 
beings understand and relate to the di.vine. : 
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It is not a special nature which comes into being in this way, one which 
could and must be distinguished from other human existence; what comes 
into existence through the being of God in Christ is all perfectly human, and 
in its totality constitutes a unity, the unity of a natural life-story, in which 
everything that emerges is purely human, and one thing can be deduced from 
another, since every moment presupposes those which have gone before, yet 
in which everything can be completely u~derstood only upon the presupposi­
tion of that union through which alone this person could come into being, so 
that every moment also reveals the divine in Christ as that which conditions 
it. (G/. §97.3) 

Here Schleiermacher argues that the divine element in the Redeemer does not 
compromise his basic identity as a human being, but rather is integrated into it as 
a natural component.49 

This tension concerning the relative status of the divine and human in Christ 
(and therefore concerning the final point of the Redeemer's identity as either divine 
or as a concurrence of the human and diville) tends to threaten the coherence of 
Schleiermacher's doctrine of the person of Christ. In some passages, the divine 
personality of Christ is the center of who he is, and the human nature, described 
as an organism, is only taken up in relation to this divine principle. In other parts 
of the text, the Redeemer's human nature is shown to be much more intimately at 
the center of his identity; although it is still always passive in relation to the divine 
personality, it is nonetheless "vitally passive," as Schleiermacher would say. 

Ironically, a similar tension was left unresolved in the Chalcedonian definition, 
that is, whether the final point of identity in Christ is to be assigned to the Logos 
alone or to the hypostasis that is the concurrence of the two natures.50 Although 
Schleiermacher would object to this language, his Christology leaves a very simi­
lar basic question unanswered: whether Christ's distinctive identity and work are 
to be located either in his divine personality alone, or in the concurrence of this 
personality and the human nature to which it is related. 

49Richard R. Niebuhr's observation that Schleiennacher construes Christ as "the heavenly, or 
life-giving, spiritual man" provides a helpful way of thinking about his christological model. See 
Schleiermacher on Christ and Religion (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1964) 157. 

50Anthony Baxter offers an analysis of the ambiguities that are written into the Chalcedonian 
definition, including the issue of whether the subject in Christ is the preexistent Logos or that which 
emerges out of the actual concurrence of the divine and human. Baxter argues that the ambiguity left 
in place at Chalcedon leaves open a number of interesting christological options. See "Chalcedon 
and the Subject in Christ," Downside Review 101 (1989) 1-21. Thus, by combining "Antiochene" 
and "Alexandrian" emphases in his own refonnulation of the doctrine of Christ, Schleiennacher is 
exploiting an ambiguity in Chalcedonian Christology that was later denied by the Second Council 
of Constantinople, which made the Alexandrian position the authoritative one. Special thanks to 
Professor Sarah Coakley for this observation. 
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D Conclusion 
The foregoing analysis has shown that Schleiehnacher, ~bile 9riticizing Chalcedon 
for its supposed inconsistencies, nevertheless forges a Christo logy that has strong 
"Antiochene" and "Alexandri~ri" elements within it. Theodore and Nestorius's 
emphasis on the full integrity df the Red~eme(s huma~ identity is combined with 
a Cyriline vfow of Christ's "life principle" and salvific activity as centered in the 
Logos~ Thus, I conclude with t'"'.o obseniations about Schleie~acher's Christology. 

, First, one might say that Schleiermacher is working with a "high" soteriological 
orientation and relating it in a new way to a strongly histciricized and natural­
ized view o~ Christ's human ~~ture. It is possible to say ~omething sinlilar about 
Schleiermacher's whole theological program in Der christliche G/aube. Second, 

· this analysis underscores the extent to which Schleiermacher's Christology is in 
, conversation with tlie Christologies of the early ·church_;much more so than his 
critique of Chalcedon would suggest. Such an insight neither neglects nor bemoans 
the thoroughly modem aspectS of Schleiermacher's Christology, but rather shows 
once again that Schleiermacher t~med creatively to the resources of Christianity's 
present and past as he went about the task of dogmatics. 
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