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The popular modern portralt of Heinrich Bullinger has tOO otten tollowed
Bromiley’s sketch which characterized thıs retormer’s thought

“pedestrmäan ; works lackıng “yıtalıty of thought an expression” an thus
Justly overshadowed by those other SwI1Sss lumınarıes, Zwinglı an Calvin.
Following thıs reception, Bullinger becomes the second-hand systematızer of
others’ theologiıcal ZeN1US, an hence 15 ast nNnto the diminıshing c<hadows of
hıs contemporarıes. mong recent contributions the scholarly reception
of Bullinger, thıs portrait has been repeatedly and convıncıngly challenged,
though interpreters INOTC tavorably inclined toward thıs reformer
unable identify the locus ot Bullinger’s peculıar ZeNIUS. Thıs study seeks
ad yeLl another vOo1lce the chorus eritical otf Bromiley’s characeterızation,
yelr 1t also offers tresh vantage poımnt regardıng the coherence of Bullinger’s
mature theology. To accomplısh these tasks, shall tOocus thıs analysıs upON
the retormer’s understandıng of sanctification, that doectrine whıich ıntegrates
justification “cola gratia” NtiO the broad themes of the p10us ıte Indeed, the
natıve ZeN1US of Bullinger EmMCrSCS wiıth particular clarıty precisely in hıs elu-
cıdatiıon of thıs doctrine, tor he here chows imselt theologıan of COMN-

siıderable orıgıinalıty 4AN: SCOPC: the INanneTr ın which he speaks of sanctıtica-
tıon iın essential ıdentity wıth jJustification, LW! aAaSpECIS of Christ’s ONC

savıng aCT, distinguishes hıs approach trom Lutheran COUNTLErparts while also
establishing precedent later followed by Calvin.“ Thıs particular doectrine,
therefore, provıdes unıque and central thematıc X1S around which Bullin-

Bromiley, “General Introduction”, Zwinglı an Bullinger. Selected Trans-
latıons, wıth Introductions an! Notes by Bromiley (Philadelphia: The Westmin-
Ster Press, 1953),

C below, c@ a Luther) and 56 — 5/ and CSP A 29 Calvın) hıs theme ot the
unıon of justification and sanctıfıcatıon, and the parallel established by the Church’s
Christological lan uagC, CmMECT HCS 4S central argument ın Calvın’s 1559 edition of the
Institutes of the yıstian Religion: “AS Christ CannOt be tOrn Into p  ’ these LW

which perceive ın hım together an conJjomntly An inseparable namely, rıghteous-
cs5 [OT; jJustification which results trom od’s ‘tree acceptance | and sanctıtıcatıon”.
111.x1.6. Al references trom thıs work will be cıted accordıng the text’s standar: 1V1-
S10NS, wıth translatıons taken trom thıs edıtıon; ıbid., Vol. 20 Library of Christian
Classıcs, ed by John McNaeaıl! and by Battles (Philadelphia: The Westmuinster
Press, 1960 Nıiıesel rightly concludes, ın respeCL of alvın s> that “rhe
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ver'sE whole CUrH; indeed, It 15 thıs theme that Bullinger
ret wıth such strıkıng regularıty in hıs works, perhaps sıgn of hıs VOCAd-

tion NOLT merely theologıian responsible tor presenting the “retormed”
contribution the 3  “Kontroverstheologie”, but the “people’s pastor” of
Zürich whose daily duty 1t W 245 interpret the ımport of thıs doctrine tor
l;fe * Sanctification, therefore, Inay ell provıde the pıvotal key tor graspiıng
the ZenN1Us of Bullinger’s contribution Retormed doctrine the
Reformed church’s ıte

Yet iın turnıng Bullınger’s UV:  9 tind that thıs 15 theme dıtticult
delineate in hıs Writix_1gs, despıte 1ts centralıty, an thıs tor several LCasSsonNns

Fırst, 1t 18 CXDANSIVC doectrine whose task ıt 15 portray iın theological
language the coherent CXTIUTeEe of the Christian ıte As CONSCYUCNCC, IT 15
drawn tor both polemic an cOnstructive LTCasO11sS nNnto wıde NS of ancıl-
lary doectrines jJustification, the character and tunction of taıth, the USsS«cC

of the law, the ITE of$ the influence of orıgınal an actual SIN,
PTIC Precisely tor thıs [CaASOH; however, sanctıifıcatiıon SCIVCS5 Bullinger
unıfyıng theme, princıpal thread which he WEAVECS Into the broad
of hıs Ooccasıonal an systema;ic wriıtings. Second, the tormulatıon of thıs

LW things justiıfication and sanctıticatıon ATı OÜ HE in Chrıist], but only ın Hım”
C Nıiesel, The T’heology of Calvin, by Kniıght (Philadelphia: The Westmin-
ster Press, LAN Alfred Goehler reaches the SAaImne conclusion, regardıng Calvın:
“T)ıe Einheitlichkeit des öttlıchen Gnadenwirkens kommt darın ZAL Ausdruck, da:
Rechttertigung un: He1 ıgung ımmer gleichzeitig Menschen ergriffen werden
können [ )a (sOtt beide Gnadengaben gleichzeıtig schenken wıll, 1St es unmöglıch,
dıe Heıliıgung zeıtlich der genetisch der Rechtfertigung nachtfolgen lassen (ott
heıilıgt un: rechtfertigt] iın völliger Parallelität”. Alfred Goehler, Calvins Lehre UVO  S der
Heıilıgung. Dargestellt auf Grund der Institutio, exegetischer und homuiletischer Schriften
(München, 5/—5 Clearly, the parallel development of thıs theme ıIn Bul-
lınger and Calvın 15 INOTEC than accıdental, tor ere COINC upOon distinct ıdentıity ot

and even terminological dıstınctions. In thıs CaSs«c,yBullinger’s CORN-

trıbution antedates that of Calvın, tact which (Q)UT contention that Bullinger
15 constructive and origınal theologıan in hıs O W') ng

hıs phrase 15 sed ın 1ts technical 5  S  9 4A5 developed in the works of Joseph Lortz
and Hubert Jedin, referring rel1g10us polemics during the 16th CENTUFY, C+ Lortz,
“Wert und renzen der katholischen Kontroverstheologie”, {Im Reform und Reforma-
t10N, ed by Franzen (Muünster, Throughout OUTr study, however, shall
SuggeESL that tor Bullinger al least hıs cheology always shaped itself wıth OM 1eW toward
the “ pletatıs PraxıSs”, where he 15 Iso artiıculatıng arguments wıth clearly polemic
edge. Even detfender ot the “reformed” tradıtıon, Bullinger speaks wıth the
of the “people’s astor” of Zürich, exhorting and encouragıng hıs readers ın practical
atters of the rıstian ıte It 15 perhaps tor thıs reason, chall subsequently
’ that the doctrine ot sanctificatıon takes (J)Il such central role ın his wrıting,
establishing broader framework tor related doctrines.

The CXLUFre ot the Decades bears thıs OUutL admırably, tor these “sermons” present
theological arguments wiırch 1e W their bearıng OM the practical dımensıons
of ıte hıs charaecteristic reflects Bullınger’s commıtments the Church
and ere W C the daily rhythms of parısh ıte ın Zürich, A poıint which alto-
gether obvıous but 15 otften iıgnored 1n discussions ot Bullinger’s theology. The question
of integrating “theory” and MOTaXIS- W as nNOCL, otten today, ImMatter of abstract ACa-
demic INquiry.
tschr.f.
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doctrine took shape under the of several diverse an shift-
ıng polemic tronts. Indeed, ıt 15 quıte clear that sanctıfıcation offered
COININONIN platform tor crıtics the “right 2 an “left” of Bullinger and the
maılınstream Retormed posıtıon, though Koman Catholic an Anabaptıst
FESPONSCS attacked thıs theme tor decıdedly dıfferıng 1CaSO11s, <hall
see The intrıgumng point whıich bears emphasıs Aat the Outset 15 that sanctifi-
catıon establishes the CC  V1a media” by whıich Bullinger steered the COUISC of
Zürich reform between what he consıdered the Scylla aM Charybdıs of
Roman an Anabaptıst tormulatıons. Thıs 15 NOT only Sa y what 15 already
LOO ell known V1Z. that Bullinger spoke theologıan an churchman
whose daıly preoccupatıions wıth parısh and pulpıt ın Zürich kept the PTIac-
tical Matters of hıs pastoral office squarely betore hım but suggest that
precısely tor thıs 1C45O11 thıs doctrine unıfyıng torce wıthın
Bullinger’s complex world of pulpıt and text 1t Bullıinger 15 always theolo-
o1an whose wrıtings reflect hıs pastoral obligations, thıs 15 nNOL suggest that
they ALC tor that LEASON -pEeGeStNAN

(Ine final nOTLe of explanatıon 15 called tor regardıng the selection of TEXt
utilized in thıs study. The primary ftocus of thıs analysıs talls uDON Bullıinger’s
mMature wrıtings, those works published roughly from mıd-century the
end of hıs ıte Thıs 15 particul;rly eritical per10d in the development of Bul-
lınge V1a media” tor LW princıpal LCAaSONS fırst; thıs 15 the per10d durıng
which Bullinger published Der Wiıdertöufferen rsprung hıs £inal
treatıse agaınst the Anabaptısts which sought systematically an historically

ıdentify the underlyıng unıty amıd the dıverse outbursts of thıs “pesti1-
lence” which the reformer had encountered; and, second, thıs 15 the per10d
ONnNCUrrent wıth the openıng SesSSIONS of Trent, whose sıxth session (1547)
collapsed the discussiıon of sanctification into the heart of the concıliar e-
ment Justification. It 15 probably coincıdence that Bullınger, ıke
Calvın, tound ımselt workıng OM maJor systematıc treatıse namely, the
Decades (  9=5 during thıs per10d. We shall, ot COUTSC, also consıder
the Confessio Helwvetica Poster10r (1566) Bullinger’s “summa” of in
whiıch find condensed versıon of themes dealt wiıth INOTC elaborately
elsewhere. Clearly, the lıngering anabaptıst challenge the Zürich reform
along wıth the Servetus affaır, the ON  C sıde, and the newly artiıculated COMN-

cıliar attack by Roman Catholic theologıans, the other, make this per10d
particularly critical for orasping the in which Bullınger tormulated
hıs mMature doetrine of sanctifıcation. And, have already tentatively
suggested, 1t 15 precıisely these diverse ecclesiastical ftorces whıich thrust thıs
doectrine nto the GeNnter of hıs thought, and thus ıntrude thıs theme nto the
heart of hıs Mature wrıtings.

C# elow, 59-—60; 64 — 65 Calvın also ıdentities “POPC” an “ Anabaptıst” tor
sımılar 1CasonNns: even though he oes NOLT speak explicıtly of sanctifıcation, he oes poıunt

what he consıdere theır COMMON “boast extravagantly ot the Sparit:. Ct
Calvın, “Reply Sadoleto”, 1n Reformatıon Debate. Sadoleto’s Letter the (Jene-

and alvın’s Reply, ed by John Olın (Grand Rapıds, Mıchigan, 61
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The IMannNner of approaching the doctrine of sanctıticatiıon artiıculated by
Bullinger different cluster of problems tor the hıstorıan and LE-
matıcıan. Tom the historian’s point of VIEW, the task ot iıdentifyıng the 5SPC-
cıtıc iıntluences upON Bullinger’s thought challenge otf seemingly
insurmountable proportions, OMNC which clearly 1es beyond the ımıted oPp
of thıs study.® The retormed “tradition , ıf miıght call 1t that Al thıs early
Juncture, W as stil!] quıte fu1d: indeed, the SwI1ss reformed theologıians ıke
theır German COUNLErFPAarLS tormulated doctrine in hıghly polemicized
n  9 and thus SAVC what might call “occasıonal” ACCCnT and depth
theır theology which W as NnOL only constructıve but Aat the Samnec time delibe-
rately reactıve. Furthermore, Bullinger’s wrıtings, artiıculated trom hıs Vall-

Lage pomint “people’s priest” ın Zürich, host s}gn_ificant STOUDS of the
Marıan exıles, AN: elder tTatesman on SWI1Ss theologians, AIC anythıng but
isolationıst; indeed, hıs published work bears the Strong ımprıint of other
reformers tar an NCAr from hıs early study of Luther an Melanchthon,
hıs aSSOC1atıon wıth Zwinglı and later Calvın, an later relatiıonshıps wıth the
Englısh exıles. Intluences WEeTIC myrıad, though the assıgnment of specıf1c
SOUTCCS becomes tor thıs I1CAsSonN vexing task, SayY the least”. (In e=

Although CAll only SsuggeSL iın thıs study the delıberate and hıghly creatıve
INanner ın which Bullinger draws upDON medieval argumen(ts, and thıs tor both apolo-
get1C and what here call “pastoral” 1CasOnNsS$S (cf below, CSP x it becomes
quıte clear that Hollweg’s dismissal ot such iınfluences (3 longer be maıntaıned.
Hollweg has argued that “rhe us«ec ot medieval theologians talls Out almost entirely ın
Bullinger’s Decades”. Walter Hollweg, Heinrich Bullingers Hausbuch. FEıne NnNtersu-
chung Dber die Anfänge der reformıerten Predigtliteratur (Neukirchen,

206—7/ Agaınst thıs VIeW, ıt would AaDDCaL as remarkable teature of the Decades
that Bullinger ere appropriates NOL uncritically, of COUTrSe medieval theological
themes a4s often he oes Hollweg that Bullinger cCıtes Thomas Aquınas only
twice, an the Lombard four times. But he m1sses the pomlnt that quantıty Oe€es NOL settle
the mMatter. The sıgnıfıcant pomt 15 that Bullinger draws medieval theologians
“auctoritates” all, an that he utilizes such tradıtional scholastıc arguments NOL
antı-Catholic rhetoric, but as prec1se, constructıve FeV1IS1ONS of Tridentine themes which
he consıdered aVe strayed trom those earlier SOUTCECS Here MUST Iso consıder
the audıence ot Bullinger’s treatıses, ıt would understand why he appropriates such
soter1ologıcal themes tamıliıar the late-medieval world That 1S, Bullın er's delıberate
UuUsec of these themes ın sermon1c materı1al INaYy Ssuggest that he intende utiliıze the
COMMON terminology of 16th Catholic pulpıt rhetoric, but tilled 1t ıth “retormed
meanıng. And, later poımnt OUuUL, hıs argument that he iıdentitied thıs
“retormed” interpretation wıth the classıc “catholic” tormulatıons ot Augustine an
the Lombard. hıs 15 certaınly iIrue of hıs eritical appropriation of the “inftusion”
language; ct. below, 5/ The tact that thıs partıcular langu disappears 1n the
Second Helwvetic Con PSSLON MaYy only INCcCan that he 1Ss here writing f  5Or audience NO

quıte estranged trom such terminology, sınce the basıc substance ot these CONvıctl1ons
remaıns there intact, albeıt expressed 1n dıtterent language.

Contemporary influences AT C NOL ditficult identify, and have often een traced
by Bullinger’s biography; ct in thıs regard, Blanke, Der junge Bullinger
(Zütich: 1942 Throughout thıs study, the question of intluences” 15 approached trom

dıtterent angle, by consıdering the thematıc parallels, usually implıcıt, which because
of theır S1 nıfıcance in the AaPPCal be anythıng but accıdental. We <hall SCC;
ın partıcu A that Bullinger often approprıiates medieval termınology which hıs Prote-
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matıc tront, the task of ascertaınıng the central locus of hıs theology 15 less
complex. Thus, tor example, Staedtke,® Locher, and MOST recently Baker
have 41l pominted the “covenant” the centerpiece of Bullinger’s theology.
Yet the dıfficulty they tace In establiıshing the character of that
15 by inconsıderable. Perhaps, <hall SUgSECSL, the ambivalence
which Baker AN: others find V1S-A-VIS Bullinger’s us«ce of “covenant” unıla-
teral bılateral has less do wiıth hıs understandıng of “Bund” theo-
!ogical princıple than 1t does wıth hıs INOTE general yel apparently un waver-

1I1NS CONGOTHHA in articulatıng pastorally practicable theology, Ciale which
would integrate doctrine an liıfe. !! In short: the heart ot Bullinger’s theo-
logy, though artıculated iın the intentionally ambiıvalent biblical language of
COVENANT, takes shape theory always interpreting an AL the S4111 tiıme
rooted in praxIıs. The focus of thıs study of Bullinger LE the doctrine of
sanectificatiıon thus provıdes alternatıve U Previ0ous systematıc an hısto-
rical analysıs of thıs retormer’s theology, both ın method and ftocus. Our
point oft departure 11l SUuUggESL that Bullinger’s discussion of retormed doc-
trıne arıses Out of the “praxı1s pıetatıs”, an thus always seeks ACCOUNT tor
the practical dimensions of doctrine tor lıte, an that thıs pastoral commıt-

colleagues dismissed problematıc, ıf nOot outright misleading. And, a5 ere
1n consıderable detaıl regardıng hıs UuUsCcC of “intusion” language, hıs delıberate use

of such precedents 1ts in the tirst instance dıdactic rather than polemic. Hence, speakoft “intluence” 15 only Sa y that Bullinger otten adopts, In eritical tashıon, the iınherited
language ot the medieval scholastics, but reworks 1t bring 1T iın line ıth ı1ts earlıer
“catholie” tradıtion. hat Bullinger ere speaks nNnOL merely olemically, but dıidaecti-
cally, may agaln SuggeSst hıs rhetorical skıll ın reshapıng hıs TCca ers  A (Or, hearers’) under-
standıng of still tamıliar themes, wıthout dıscardıng them altogether.

Joachım Staedtke, 7ur Theologıe des Jungen Bullingers (Zürich,
B Gotttried Locher, “ ıe Lehre VO Heılıgen Geılst in der Confessio Helwveticda

Posterior”, Glauben Un Bekennen. Vierhundert Jahre Confessio Helwvetica Posterior.
Beıträge ıhrer Geschichte UN T’heologte, ed Staedtke (Zrich: Zwinglı Verlag,
1966

Wayne Baker, Heinrich Bullinger an the Covenant (Athens, Ohıio0 Ohio Uni1-
versıity Press.

11 hıs pastoral basıs and, specıtıcally, the hortatory tone and substance of SsCr-
MONI1C reterences the theme of “praeparatıo” (EL below, —62) ADPCAaIs be
the reason tor the ambivalence which recent studıes aVeE iıdentitied wıthın Bullinger’swork, anı partıcularly regardıng hıs 1e W ot “covenant”. hıs theme ot “praeparatıo”recalls terminology the heart of late medieval soter10logy ot “Ockhamıist” theolo-
o1aNS, represented for example by Gabriel Biıel Theologians of thıs tradıtion ınte-
grated such termıinolog wıthıin broader soteriologıcal tramework which marked OUuUtL
the human path God beginnıng ıth the medieval ormula “tacıendo quod 1ın
est  d long tradıtıon ot scholastıic theologians e Alexander of Hales, Duns S5Cotus,
Ockham, Bıel) had attirmed that (556 only expected us do hat lay wıthin u and
that God would reward those etforts by gıving Airst” Cilearl5r, CLraces of thıs
theme, wiıth Lts characteristıic hortatory CONECE, AICc be tound ın Bullinger, ıllustrated
iın the sermoni1c materı1al of the Decades. For IMNOTE detailed discussion ot thıs back-
ground, ct. Berndt Hamm , Promiss10, Pactum, Ordinatiıo. Freiheit UN Selbstbindung
(Jottes In der scholastischen Gnadenlehre. Vol Beıträge ZU. historischen T’heologıe,ed by Ebeling (Tübingen, PF CSP DB 355-390; “Zwischen Johannes Duns
Scotus un! Martın Luther”.
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ImMEenNntT. mMay ıtselt be the shapıng force eneath the specıfic (and otten dıffering)
ACCENTS he places related doectrinal Mafters Let ook fırst, therefore, Aat
the hıstorical CONLEXT in which Bullınger CXDICSSCS hıs theology betore LUrnNn-R d a D W s D -

P T

ing OUr attention hıs thematıc presentatıon of sanctıtıcatıon wıthin the
roader STFCATB of hıs thought.

The iıntluence of Bullinger’s early educatıon in the orbıt of the “devotıo
moderna” has been adequately documented elsewhere, though NOL wıthout
dıtferences of 4  emphasıis. ‘ For Ur9 ıt 11l suffice acknowledge
the retormer’s early an abıdıng commıtment what he called “rhe absolute
doectrine of »15  godliness for definıng the task of theology, eXxegeSIS, an the
practical emands of Christıan lıving. Furthermore, hıs early commentarıes
reflect deep and consıstent emphasıs of themes which WCIC already ell
developed in the Luther’s thought, a! which presumably exerted
ıntluence Bullinger’s theology already during hıs student in Öln 14

Thus he wrıtes in hıs Galatıans COMMECNTLAFCY wıth ACGEHT unmıstakably
Lutheran in emphasıs:

Christus 1St UNsSsSCIC onügthüung. Wann hat sıch für sund gyeben. So Äyend
alle leeren VO der onügthüung der menschen vertlücht. 1a ogheıin mensch mocht

ZeNUug thün, och versonen yöttliche orechtigkeıit. 15
Satısfaction 15 atter of Christ’s CISON aM work, “solus Christus”. In hıs
early COMMECNTLAFCY Romans (414525); hear sımılar emphasıs, an agaın
the echo Luther 15 unmistakable:

Sıche, die sünd werdent bedeckt, blibend 5 I1 w1e wol > nıtt für süund grechnet
werdent VO (SAFtt: Sıttenmal allweg sünd blipt, sınd Wır allweg unreın. Dorumb
sınd uch unseTre werck unreın. Dorumb lıgt uch dıe seligheıit inen nıtt Der
1st selıg, nıtt der gheın sund hat der 1e] wercken thüt, sunder der, dem die sünd
1tt wirt zuogerechnet. Da lüg, ob das 1ıtt trostliche WOTrLt syend. *©

12 C*. Hans-Georg VO Berg, “Spätmittelalterliche Einftlüsse aut Bullingers heo-
logie”, Bullinger-Tagung, 719/5 Vortrage, ehalten au Anlafs VO  S Heinrich Bullingers
400 T’odestag, ed by Ulrich Gaebler, En Zsindely (Zürich 1—12 Vom
Berg summarızes the broader of work one ON thıs subject by sayıng that “l'l.lS
1.€., Bullinger’s] plety maıntaiıned the influence of the spirıt of the ‘modern devotion’;,
which he absorbed into ımself 4as boy In Gameriıch the lower Rhine, an which
dıstinguishes hım clearly trom the Ppro hetic enthusiasm °Eiter’] of hl€ redecessors [ın
the Protestant reform]”. hıs collects urther cıtatiıonsI: 15 theme from
Pestalozzı, Blanke, Staedtke,

hıs 15 tavorıte expression of Bullinger 1in hıs Decades; ct tor example, in the
Englısh edıtion, ed by Thomas Hardıng tor the Parker Soclety (Cambridge The Unıi-
versıty Press, I8513; 1/11, yn 63

CS Blanke, 22 >0—
Ciıted 1ın tae tke, 177—8
Ibid., 181 The theme of Bullinger’s “pastoral” intentions 15 quıte clear 1n thıs

passage, tor he 15 intent Al  ressin theological atters the specific of hıs
congregatiıon readershıip, ere of ering doetrinal discussıon which he intends
“trostliche woört”.
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The parallel Luther’s early commentarıes 15 NOL inconsıderable an pCI-
haps, ot_he_rs have suggested, anythıng but accıdental. Yet Bullinger adds

emphasıs hıs early commentarıes, lectures, an SCII1OI1S5 NOLT tound in
Luther, ONeE which retlects what IMUSLT be SCCH characteristic emphasıs ot
the SwIss reformer: namely, hıs insıstence mergıng the doectrines of
Justification wiıth sanctitication. This unıo0n, c<hall subsequently SUC,
15 misınterpreted ı$ SCCIH only CASUFe of the “ethical tendencıies” of Bul-
lınger’s theology, Ernst och has argued;”® rather, the ethical emphasıs o
hıs theology arıses in large Dart because of thıs MECTSCI of doctrines, unıon
which 1ın turn retlects the sensıtiıve pastoral 00 of hıs doctrinal ormula-
t10NsS.

Thıs peculıar emphasıs of the integral unıty of sanctıtiıcatıon and Justif1ca-
t1on Can be traced Bullinger’s early Komans COMMENTATY. In thıs treatıse,

hear interpretation ot ıimputed righteousness whıch strikes -

markably different than that of Luther ven Melanchthon. *} JAas 1st
SUTL1ITL A (30Ott 1St alein tromm”, concludes Bullınger, c  und alle menschen
sınd sünder. (7OF4 teılt aber MLTE die fromgheit denen, da Jesum olou-
bend”.!? Or he elsewhere concludes, Justification 15 imputatıon of

17 Locher thıs9concludıng ın thıs ard “Stärker als auf Luthers
Linıen wırd 1er der Glaube mıiıt der Heıligung verschmo zen  2 G+ Gottfried Locher,
Dıie Zwinglısche Reformation ım Rahmen der europdischen Kirchengeschichte (GöOÖt-
tın C , 0610

Ct. Ernst Koch, “Die Heılslehre der Confessio Helvetica PosteriLor”, Glauben UuUNn
Bekennen, 290 $

Cited iın Staedtke, 181 “ Fromm“” 15 OI of the MOST ditficult words 1n
Bullinger’s writings; ıt 15 NO quıte misleadıng translate thıs as “pious”‚ SInCe the S1X-
teenth CENLUCY understandıng of thıs term has much 1116E) specıfic meanıng than 1t
oes In today’s vocabulary. In that CONTLEXT, ıt W as often sed interchangeably wıth
“gerecht ; ct below, 5 - HT Bullınger 1 ere referring the “righteousness” by
which AT justifie4OT, made right/rı hteous) by God, rıghteousness, however,
which bears frut in the belıever’s M 10US) iıte “Piety”, 1n thıs SCMNSC, 1S NOLT the result of
human effort: rather, it 15 being brought about by God, “transter” of od’s
character hrough Jesus Christ In other words, salvatıon oes NOL depend uDONM OUr

C  DE C V though ıt oes radically alter that pıety, because the rıghteousness which
God Z1ves 15 precisely what makes u p10us. The SAamne difficulty, however, already
vexed the early translators of Bullinger’s Decades, this time surroundıng the translatıon
of the word “beatiticatio”. Throu hout thıs Englısh rendıition, the translators opted
CXPICSS thıs 4A5 “sanctification”, iıch ınıtially least aAapPCars unfelicıtous readıng.
Thus, the editors of the Parker Society LEeXT poıint thıs supposed “error” Out -
z  Juncture of the WaYy Yet OUur wıder readıng of Bullinger’s and, specıtically, the
consıderatıon of how he oke of sanctıfıcatıion iın hıs mature writings that
his ıntention in speaking “beatıficatio ” W AsSs that of deseribin OUTr orowth NOLT ın
but ın obedience the ve PIOCCSS which Bullinger, ıke Ca VIN, otherwise deseribes

“sanctiticatio”. The pomt 15 that Bullınger always resists the tradıtional Catholic
readıng of sanctıfication 4A5 “progress” 1ın riıghteousness; justification and sanctificatıon
rely the ON righteousness of Chrıist, and derive exclusıvely trom Christ’s “fromg-
eıt  »” hıs makes It al the INOTEe difficult mınımıze Bullinger’s USC of “beatificatio ”,
SINCEe he Bn ıt 1n anner sımilar hıs pPronouncemeNtTs elsewhere ON sanctıfication.
And, MUST ere recall that thıs word W as understoo ın medieval theology
desceribe the tinal unıo0n of the believer ıth God It 1S, ın thıs hıstorically tamılıar
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Chriıst’s “Iromgheıt” O alternately, Christ’s “orechtigkeıt” which
emphasızes the dırectly partıcıpational char acter of the believer 1n God’s AaCT
of justification. Bullınger’s understandıng ot the function of taıth in justifica-
tion thus poO1lNts dimension beyond that of forensic ACE “welches
unschuld, heiligheit, onugthun, und grechtigheıit allen denen muıtteilt Wirt,
in iıhn gloubend”.“ Justitication has do nNnOL only wıth newly established
relatıonshıp, but wıth chared partıcıpatıon (“muitteilung ”) in Christ, and NOL

merely ıIn Christ’s righteousness (“grechtigheit ”) but 1n Christ’s “piety”
(“ftromgheıt”). The ımputatıon of “riıghteousness”, according these early
ftormulatıons, 15 thus be understood transter of “{romgheıt”,
imputatıon of “piety »” -

est interpret Bullinger’s HSE of “fromgheıt” uncritically, Veronıka
Guenther poıints Out ın able philological analysıs that 6th CENTLUFY refor-
INCIS, developing NCW theologiıcal vernacular, otten used the word “tromm”
interchangeably wıth *serecCht“: As she concludes, “* Dromm’ und ‘Gerecht?
werden hauptsächlich 1n der theologischen Fachliteratur der Retormation als
gegenseıtıge Ersatzworter verwendet”.  » 21 The rather self-assured title which
Melanchthon atıxes the tourth artıcle of hıs “Apology” of the Confessio
AÄugustana e “Wıe I1a VOT SO fromm UN gerecht wird”

that thıs equation W as by of exclusiıvely SWISS derıvation.
Although thıs us«c of “tromm” W as thus innovatıon Bullinger’s part,
Guenther rightly Aargucs that the Zürich reformers stood alone iın applyıng
thıs word the doctrine of Justification, an that “tromm” eventually served

appellatıon which sıgnıtıed NOL, ın the first instance, the anabaptists, but
rather the roader cırcle of Zürich Protestants “Dıiese Ansätze
sınd VOT allem durch die zweıte reformatorische Generatıon 1n den Zeıiten der
Verfolgung und des Kampfes weıter entwickelt worden”, she concludes,
6  So da{fß ‘*romm’ besonders 1M Kreıise Heıinrich Bullingers und bei Johannes
Kessler 1U den Sınngehalt ‘evangelısch’ annımmt  »” 22 Yet Guenther’s
restricted focus philological mMattiers otfers urther clue nto the under-
Iyıng of thıs distinctively Zürich brand of reform. That S: the crucıal
question which Guenther’s otherwise suggestive study does NOL yer POSC 15

N:  9 “eschatological” er Hence, Bullinger’s ıntent10ns, partiıcularly ıt he 15 here
addressing aAM alterıng COMMMON expectations ot hıs hearers/readers e above,

6); ave een tlatten Out thıs eschatological interpretation of “beatıficatio ”
and bring It INtTO lıne wıth the believer’s present ıte in Christ. To recall characteristic
theme otf 1S, artıculated in the Second Helwvetic Confession: “Christus ıntra 105
vivens”. hıs 1S; thus, powerful reworkıng ot established tradıtion, by which he

erceıves the Christıian NOL as “sn1ator” wanderıng 1ın thıs nether world of hadows and
opıng tor full VISION of God hereatter:; rather, thıs pılgrım 15 already beatıfied, already
6 God through Christ’s rı hteousness. The Englısh translators SCCIMN be vindicated

thıs crucıal poınt, Ssince e1Ir readıng the tull torce of Bullinger’s eritical
revisıon of thıs medieval tradıtion.

Ibid, 18T
21 C+t Veronika Guenther, ‘“Fromm) In der 7Zuercher Reformation. FEıne wortge-

schichtliche Untersuchung (Aarau, CSP pp: 208219
Ibid., 209
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whether there might be SUOTIIIC 1110 penetratıng theological LiCeCASON tor Bullin-
ger's interchangeable use of “gerecht: and “tromm”. (In thıs pomit her study
does NOLT consıder the subtle and, 1n (J)UTr estimatıon, decisıve verbal torce of
“muıtteılen”. Bullinger, AT least, anchors the apparently varıable USs«C oft
“Iromgheıt Christı” an “grechtigheit Christı” iın the INanner in which the
believer (“der gloubende”) YeCELVES ChHStE. and thus underscores the Dartıcı-
hatıonal character of Justification. Staedtke hınts thıs, suggesting that .B}11—linger’s doctrine of Justification which drew upOonNn distinctive Augustinıan
elements chared Luther’s emphasıs the relatıonshıp of taıth and imputed
rıghteousness, but urther than Luther by introducıng language NOL
tound iın the forensic emphasıs of “iustiıtıa NOS » 253  pOSita. Thıs 1$ theme

which <hall return iın examınıng Bullınger’s peculıar and, OIl the
retormers at least,; unprecedented uUusS«e of “infusion” language.““

In the Decades, the early emphases have noted trom Bullinger’s COI11-

mentarıes become vVven HA pronounced. In thıs collection of SCITINOINS, Bul-
lınger introduces whart MUSLT be scCCH charaecteristic theme ın thıs theology:
namely, hıs tusıon of the Justification and sanctıfıcation doctrines. As he
ArguCcs in SCITILHOTMN trom the Fırst Decade, Pau]l “doth expound Justit1cation
by sanctification, and sanctıtfication by rem1ssıon of SINS The question of
Justification contaıneth nothıng else but the INanner Anı 1Cason of sanctıtica-
tion.  »25 And, he BOCS u 1ın INanner strıkıngly remınıscent ot
Melanchthon’s insıstence that the justified CISON Cd  m and MUSL do z00d
works,“® hear Bullinger atfırmıng the neCcessIty wiıth which taıth brings
torth z00d works:

whereas Sa y that the taıthtul Ar C justified Dy faıth alone, else DYy taıth
wıthout works, do NOL SaYy, INany thınk do, that faıth 15 pOSt alone,
utterly destitute of 200d works: for wheresoever taıth 1S; there also ıt csheweth ıtselt
by z00d works; because the rıghteous CANNOLF hut z00rR righteousness.“”

23 Staedtke, 190 also ct. discussıon below, which ıncludes tfuller defense of thıs
st1ve poınt, 55—60; and CSP 60, n 3
SE below, 5>/—59

25 Decades I/vı,; 106—7 ın the Parker Society edıtıon (hereafter cıted by number
of decade and S$SCrTIHNON and by pagınatıon 1 thıs edition). See OUuUr discussion, 19
above, regardıng the insıghtful solution terminologıcal dıtticulties faced by these
early translators: also, regardıng Bullinger’s antıcıpatıon of thıs partıcular theme which
becomes central in Calvın’s subsequent wrıtings, cf. above,

26 (D Melanchthon’s formulation ın the Confessto Augustana, CSD ch X “ Vom
Glauben un u Werken”, an the corresponding discussıon 1n the Apologıa. In
Decades LV/uL 6 ’ Bullinger concludes lengthy discussıon of the distinct but alwaysunıtied OCCUrrenCce ot <£aith” and “repentance” (which he derıves, ın strikıng paralle:

OUNS Luther, from PrODCL understandıng of “poenıtentıa ”) Dy sayıng that *..  we do
nNnO that true taıch 15 NOL wıithout works, 4S that which of necess sheweth torth z00dworks. ST For the full cCıtatıon, ct below, N 25 also, Deca7 IV/ı 63—

hıs cıtatıon concludes wıth Bullın er's affirmation that “before he doth work
righteousness, that 15 EO 5>4A'Vy, g0ood WOrRS, IMUST of necessity be rıghteous: therefore,
the righteous oe€es NOL attaın righteousness that voeth before by the works which tollow
after”. O Decades I/vı,
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Justityıng faıth, accordıng Bullınger, has everythıng do wıth the
Christıian lıfe, NnOL sımply because It evokes of gratitude but
because 1t sanctıtıes the believer. In the second SsSeCermon of the Fourth Decade,
Bullınger returns thıs theme, thıs time expressing thıs unıon of justificationand sanctıfication in of the bond of taıth and repentance
(“poenıitentla ”):

„  |

E OSa

repCNTLanCce an faıth SCCIN be diverse: NOLT that Lrue rePpCNLANCE Cal be wıthout
faıth; but because they IMNUST be distinguished, and NOL contounded. We do know
that True taıth 15 NOL wıthout works, that which of necessity cheweth forth gz00dworks, veLrl that do NOT them rend them ONe trom the other: anı
iın ıke INanner acknowledge that Lrue ftaıth an LIrue repCNLANCE AT undividedlynNıt together, and closely tastened the 0)81 the other *8

Dıstinct yel NOLT separated: the termıinologiıcal echo the Chalcedonian
christological language Ca  - hardly SO unnoticed. Indeed, ar  P only SuggestIn thıs study that thıs theme would subsequently gaın tirmer Q2r1p upOnNn the
reftormed tradıtion, in that tind ın thıs regard clear antıcıpatıon of and* VE  Y *

2 WT kag 7

perhaps direct influence uDON Calvın, who subsequently also exploıtsthıs intrıguıng parallel] by underscoring NOL merely the christocentric, but thıs
precIıse christological charaecter of soter10logy, 4n thıs he pOsıts H Bul-
lınger in terms of both Justiıfication an sanctificatiıon.“” Once agaln, Bul-
lınger chows iımself constructive theologian 1n hıs OW: right: despite the
otherwise tamılıar emphasıs of the necessıit'y wiıth which faıth brings torthC— A — E z00d works, he here strikes OUut in eccentrıc direction on reformers of
hıs generatıon by locatıng the undergirding ratiıonale of thıs bridge lınkıng
soter10logy and ethics In the unıon of Justification an sanctıfication.

Thıis discussion brings the IMatter of Bullinger’s peculıar Aat least
insotar retormed theologians of hıs day WTG concerned insıstence OIl

speaking of salvation throughout the Decades PTrOCCSS of “infusion ”. That
thıs mıght have been the ANe in hıs early commentarıes would nNOL have been

'E

surprisıng, o1ven hıs early educatıon in Köln wiıth Lts doctrinal commıtments
the C  Ava K} antıqua”. OQur study of Bullinger’s early treatises, however,

reveals sıgnificant dependence such theological terminology, perhapsar  x OEG SE because hıs youthful theology sto<_:vd still insecure polemic reactionthat tradıtion. - er thıs language CUFTOUS tor another, INOTEC immediate
[Cason The tormulation of the Tridentine decree Justification (1547) wıth
1ts functional description of thıs doctrine PTFOCCSS of infusion, miıght also
have deterred him trom borrowing such language clarıfy hıs “retormed”
doectrine. But 1t 15 precisely AL thıs Juncture agaınst ()Ur expectations that
this termınology tinds 1ts WaY nNto Bullinger’s which should ert
examıne thıs INatter wıth gyreater prec1ısıon, SINCE Bullinger’s approach here

28 Decades IV/ı,A A E C above, Nn.

D n D P E N AAA an
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stands CUr10USs anomaly amıdst other contrıibutions the “ Kontrovers-
theologie” of thıs ate date.

In the Fırst Decade, Bullinger relies thıs termınology describe the
“causa tidei”. As .. oift of God, poured iInto NLA  S trom heaven”, taıth
“cometh NOL of an Y IMNan, all y strength of INan, but of God himselt, who
by Hıs Holy Spiırıt inspıreth faıth nto OUTr hearts”.  » 30 Thıs metaphor of the
“pouriıng” of the Holy Spirıt “iınto OUTr hearts” 1S, of COUTSC, ol0ss
of Rom the biblical cıtatiıon which grounded scholastıc discussions of
ınfused trom Augustıine through the Lombard (e.g Augustine, De FY1-
nıtate XV: 17—18; also, c+ the Lombard’s Sentences XV11 and subsequent
commentaries?! thıs assage). Yet cthıs PadsSdagc also becomes, NOL surprIiSs-
iıngly o1ven such precedent, the locus classicus of the later Triıdentine for-
mulatiıons justification (cf CSP VADS 1t 15 tor thıs fCason quite surprI1Ss-
ing, however, that chould tind thıs in Bullinger’s work of thıs
peri10d. Standıng confidently wıthın the Augustinian/Lombardıan tradıtıon

thıs poımnt, Bullinger etends “$ides infusa”;, apparently because thıs for-
mulatıon clearly expressed the human dependence upOonNn God’s ACT LE,
that taıth “sola 98 DL  Bratid. Indeed, Bullınger TOVECS hıs consıstent
loyalty ehıs well-worn medieval when ın hıs explication of the
Apostle’s Creed he speaks of the Holy Spirıt’s role in the trınıty:

For by hım the fruit of od’s salvatıon, tultilled 1ın the 50n, 15 sealed usS, and COUTr

sanctıificatıon and cleansıng 15 bestowed u. and derıved from hım u by the
Holy Ghost God poureth into Hıs Holy Spirıt, the fullness of z00d things;
and doth communıCcate Himself wholly U5, Joinıng us Hımselt wıth ind1s-
soluble knot  35

The emphasıs here 15 merely V3riatiofi earlıer theme noted: Bul-
lınger wıth hıs earlıer “partıcıpation” language of God’s “ Mıtte1-
lung” of hımselt iın justification (cf. above, 4—5 tor thıs language of
God’s “self-communıcatıon” 1n sanctıtıcation. As he later continues:

although the of God doth nNOL depend upDOI u OOUT works, yer doth ıt
NOL 1dly 1abide 1n God, as ıt ıt WT utterly without us [L Fextra nOS” | and altogether
tar trom u as the thıng that 15 neither felt NOr yelrl worketh 1n But 1716 ATC

delivered SAaVC those that believe; therefore hath somewhat whereby work
In man: tor by the pnourıng ofthe Holy Ghost Into OMUYT hearts, the understandıng and
11 ATC instructed 1n faıth.?*“

Decades 1/ıv,
31 For detaıled dıscussıon of thıs tradıtion, ct Paul Vıgnaux, Luther, Commen-

LAaALeur des Sentences (Lıvre I} Dıistinction (Parıs, 193 pp.45—86
Decades [/v, 100—1

155—6Decades L/ van,
It 15 signıficant ha Bullınger atfırms that regeneration the inpourıng of the

Holy Spirıt TrTenNeCWSs the mınd and will, though nNnOL the body (cf. below, 63—64,
and CSD 48) In thıs 5  N  9 Bullinger echoes theme almost ubiquıitous Pro-
testiant reformers ın general: namely, that of the “engaged” faıth, which 15 NOL MIAEeT
of merely iıntellectıve assent (one recalls here, tor example, Melanchthon’s language
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Thıs language 15 hence invention of Bullinger’s, though hıs us«e of ıt 15
hıghly orıgınal on Protestant reformers thıs Juncture. For he 15 here
drawıng uUDOI the rich and tor Protestant theologians In general exceed-
ıngly problematıc Augustıinıan doctrine of infusıon, ditfused iın medieval
theology through the conduıt of the Lombard’s Sentences. According thisi n - E — G k

—OE Y

doectrinal tradıtion crucı1al tor medieval soter10logy, God’s AGE of pourıng
ftaıth nto @e Rom 5459 neıther TNOTC NO less than that God ou
God’s OW: CISON Into that S, the inftusıon of 15 AL the S4|4mne time
the infusion of 264 Bullinger’s tormulations thus stand squarely in line wıth
the earliest tradıtıon of the Sentences E PE though he OV:! AWAaY trom
the later medieval emphasıs oft infused “substance” distinct from
God This poımnt should NOTL be mıiıssed: Bullinger be recallıng
Catholic theology the orıgınal emphasıs of thıs Augustinıan theme, such
that hiıs discussıon of salvatıon PTFOCCSS ot infusıon the “inpouring” of
OVvVe nto Our hearts (Rom 579° efines thıs, CONLIra Trent wıth Lts parallel-
1Sm of the “merıi1ts of Christ” alongside “the virtue an efficacy of the Ya-
ments” (ef 1X), nothing INOTEC NOr ess than the iınfusion ot God’s VE
self.?>

Yet there 15 another plausıble TCason tor thıs emphasıs in Bullinger, ONEC
which has INOTE do wiıth hıs pastoral 4S contrasted tor the MmMOMeNT wıth hıs
polemical interests. We have earlier spoken of how hıs pastoral responsıbili-
t1es shaped hıs theology, of how hıs approach doctrine NOTLT only shaped
but itselft OUut of the “praxıs pietatıs ”. Perhaps thıs theme reflects thıs
S”diIlne poınt, SINCe 1It clearly proviıded Bullinger wiıth of highlighting
the ASSUTANCE ot Justificatıon “ola tide”. In other words, whereas the Trıden-

w tıne decree condemned the “aın contidence” of the Protestant understandıng
of Justification by taıth alone, sıding rather wıth emphasıs intused
vıa the Sacrament: (cf. 1X), Bullinger Z1VveSs the Protestant argument an
intrıguıng tWISt by atfırmıng soter10logy based both “cola tide” and
“gratia intusa”. Perhaps Bullinger realızed that the metaphor of infusion
struck pastoral chord which needed be heard alongsıide the forensıc ftor-
mula of iımputed righteousness, ot the “ıustitıa Christı nos”. Bul-A - - U z a linger nowhere refutes thiıs stark Lutheran tormulatıon, but he consıstently

regardıng the “historiae notıtiam ”; Confessto Augustana, 20) Dowey poılnts OUuUt
sımılar theme In Calvin, arguıng that the nOoet1IC aAaSDECL of taıth 15 “expansıve” and nOL

“reductivist” hıs wrıtiıngs. C Dowey, The Knowledge of God ın Calvin’s T’heology
(New ork and London, 9655 19/—8 It 15 also sıgnıfıcant Oftfe Bullinger’s
caretful identification of the Holy Spırıt, and NOL SCarıtas:: whiıch God “inpours” into
Our hearts. Staedtke thus m1sses the pomt when he tıes thıs wıthout further dıt-
ferentiation unlıke Bullinger) the medieval doctrine of the InNfuSsLO cCarıtaltis; ct.
Staedtke, 1972 (S$: below, 59— 60

35 Drawıng Augustıine, De trınıtate, FT 18, the Lombard argues in thıs eın
that “Dılectio ıgıtur, JUaC LDeo est CT Deus, proprıe Spiırıtus SANCLUS CSt; PCI qQqUCIN
dıffunditur In cordıibus nostrıs Deus Carıtas, PCI q U amn 105 LOTLA iınhabıtat Trıinıtas. Sen-
Lences I’ X VIL.ıv. Calvın, recall, resists Osiander’s language of “substance” tor
sımılar FCasONS; cf. Institutes IH&X15—12

|
—
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SECETIS 1T alongside what here call hıs “particıpational” doetrine of how God
Justifies: that S: he SCCS5 God’s by “utterly wıthout us
“far trom I8  us but rather speaks of IT somethıng directly C fe].t” because 1T
“worketh iın us  b The AT language of intusıion which the concılıar athers
had used both OPPOSC the magister1al retormers’ general accentuatıon of
Justification an reinstill sacramental contfidence became ın Bullınger’s
constructive model the clarıficatıon of why sanctifıcatıon an justification
Were be consıdered together: namely, the by which faıth and,
followıng Augustine and the Lombard thıs key Romans PasSsSasCl, God
entiers Into In thıs H  9 1T that Bullınger’s bold us«c of metaphor
which had been tundamental tor medieval theology 15 NOLT merely another
contribution “Kontroverstheologıe”; rather, hıs ıntention 15 equally CON-

structıve 1n pastoral Nn  9 tor he utılızes thıs theme underscore the
immediacy of jJustification AN sanctıtfıcation “sola tide” wıthout resorting
the “precarı10us” theme of mediated “substantıially” V1a the 1 d-

ments.? Thus, he Sday S NOL ess but INOTC than TIrent: ın pourıng “carıtas” into
OUT hearts, God Z1Vves nOLt but Ca& very selt Thıs LS the doectrinal
language of ASSULaMNcCcCl, tor here soter10logy speaks of the unıon of PCrSONS,
NOL the fusıon of substance.

Here, then, tind solıd SuppoOrt tor Staedtke’s otherwise unsubstantıated
conclusıon that “das Teilhaftwerden der Menschen der Gerechtigkeit
Christı wiırd einmal umschrieben durch den occamıstıschen Begriff der ımpu-
tatıo, oder aber 1n Formulıierungen, die hre Anklänge in der augustinıschen
Infusi:onslehre finden  » 37 Staedtke’s conclusıon, iın other words, OWV! iın the
rıght direction, though he does NOLT yer SUgESL how Bullinger utilized thıs
theme for polemic ell pastoral Wırch thıs CUr10us doectrinal
CONSIrFrUCLT mMeet Bullınger iın hıs MOSLT constructiıve form, tor he confronts
Trent head by drawıng ftrom the heart ot scholastıc theology 1ın order
clarıfy tor retormers Protestant an Catholic, apparently the systematıc,
historical, and AT the Samnlc tıme pastoral depth of the “reformed” posıtıon.
Bullınger employs thıs metaphor both etense of God’s sovereıgnty OVCL

salvatıon and 4ssertion of the subjectıve pole a the believer’s CD-
tıon of God’s siımultaneously Justifyıng an sanctifyıng * The
language of ınfusıon artıculates the INanner in which the indwelling
of God UOCCULI5S, and thus grounds hıs theological discourse in the realm of the
“praxXI1s pletatıs”. It thıs doetrinal tormulatıon Cal  m be read SOINEC level
“controversial”, then Al deeper tratum 1t offers clear pastoral explanatıon
definıng the gift of taıcth the verYy of (5öd

Agaın, resisting thıs emphasıs A artiıculated ın the TIrıdentine decress; ct. above,
58—59 For precıse discussion of how thıs decree sought establish the “cert1-

tudo salutıs”, an ıdentify it wiıth the Sacramen(ts, ct. Dantıne, “Dıie subjektive Mıt-
beteiligung des Menschen ım Heıls rozefß”, Das Dogma ım trıdentinıschen Kathol:i:-
ZISMUS. Handbuch der Dogmen- Theologiegeschichte, he Andresen. IL Dıie
Lehrentwicklung ım Rahmen der Konfessionalität (Göttingen, 1980), 454— 461

Staedtke, 190
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It c<hould nOot surprise u therefore, discover that Bullinger refuses
follow the Tridentine ead In speakıng of “increase of the Justification
received” (Ef Wiıithout exception Bulliınger resists ıntroducıng aı y
quantifyıng language in explainıng thıs PTOCCSS of infusıon, Just he avoıded
lınkıng sanctitication alıy sacramental mediation of “subtance”,
and thıs he accomplıshes in three WaYS. Fırst, hıs clear distinction of Justif1-
catıon an sanctıfıcatıon underscores hıs insıstence that CT Ad@SSUTraNCeE begıins
wıth the tormer and 15 only contirmed by the latter. Hence, whıiıle he does
attırm the neCcessIity by which faıth brings torth xo0od works an this pr1-
marıly the basıs of the iındwellıng of God wiıthin the belıever yel he
maıntaıns, early and late, that the taıth which God «poursn into and by

A n A e } dl i A a A m M
PTE R  DAn

which ATC Justified 15 that which AaASSUTES “Nıhıl pacıfıcat GCOT; nısı sola
tıdes, CrZO nıhıl justificat, nısS1 sola fides” >5 As he later concludes In the
veın, OUur salvatıon should be utterly uncertaın, ıf K did depend OUT

works and merits  »” }9 The certaınty of OUr salvatıon thus depends ( taıth
alone, which have SCCH he understands the VerYvY of God
through the Holy spırıt: ın short, Bullinger’s emphasıs 15 that taıth NECCCSSAaA-

rıly 4S5SU1TC5S because ıt 15 NOLT merely descrıiptive ot SOMMEC exXtFrINSIC rela-
tionship, but rather itselt arıses from God’s indwelling He 15 NOT al
the mMOMmMent Aat all concerned 1bout the circularıty of thıs pastoral

faıth, ASSUTFaANCcCl, ASSUFandc«c, faıth At the Samne tiıme, Bullinger
does NOL SuggeESL passıve waltıng for God intervene In Z1ving faıthMn9

PE

Rather, he introduces wiıth due INCASUTEC of cautıon standard scholastic
agalın, quıte unexpected theme 1n the reftormed circle which

explaıns how miıght PIrCDarc ourselves, A thereby acquıre the rıght dis-
posıtion, recelve the faıth which God alone O1VES:e  a E

Now he Ae:, Paul In the letter the KRomans| beginneth al SIN thıs end and PUI-
POSC, that ONC, descending Into himselt, May MOS and acknowledge that ın
ımself he hath righteousness, but that by nature he 15 S() of wrath, death, and
damnatıon: NOLT that such acknowledging of SINS doth ot ıtself make usSs acceptable
NTIO God, else deserve rem1ssıon of SINS and ıfe everlastıng; but that after SOYL
1E doth prepbare OA'Y In the minds of men FO receLve faıth In Christ Jesus, an by
that embrace Chrıiıst Jesus himself, whı 15 OUT only and absolute righteous-
NE:  „ tor the whole eed NOL the physıcıan, but such ATC siıck and diseased’.

38 If IT 15 true Say that Bullinger’s “pastoral” intentions ATC visıble iın hıs emphasıs
ot the “Aassurance” of Retormed doectrine, MUST recall that Catholıc theologiansA E a E otfered theır O W: sacramental versiıon ot thıs ACCENT; ct the Tridentine “Decree
Justification”,

Decades IV/1, 53
Decades IV /ı, 101 ff C above, 13 The Samnıc HSO 18 be tound In the

1559 edition ot Calvin’s Instıtutes, where he speaks of the eed tor us COITINC “empty
an ıth the mouth of OUr soul OpCNH seek Christ’s grace” in order that miıght
ındeed receıve Chriüst. HE 7 As wıth Bullinger, thıs 15 kınd of preparatıon, though

might call It the preparatıon of negatıon which 15 sımılar the medieval “mor-|  |
r . L

f  f
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In thıs poıint, the OVvVvertiones the late medieval discussıon of the human
“praeparatıo” tor the reception of CANNOLT be missed, though agaın Bul-
lınger caretully speaks of thıs p  Y ACT 1n of rece1ving taıth
and, thus, ( And, thıs PaddSdyc trom the Decades makes abundantly
clear, “praeparatıo ” tor Bullinger W as NOL the human sıde of equatiıon wiıth
the divine “Acceptatio: ; here 15 otf the late medieval discussıon of
“CcOnNgruous” AN: “condıgn” merit progressive aM humanly ınıtiated
in salvatıon. Bullinger salvages the theme of human preparatıon trom thıs
elaborate soteriological SYSLCM, an thereby speaks agaın ıIn the hortatory
tone of the pulpıt, remindıng hıs audience that ASSUTANCE solely the

of taıth which God “P0urs 29 into u but that Call an MUSL also
PICDarc ourselves recelive that

Bullinger’s second M}  9 which clarıtfies how infusıon transpıres
wıthout the language of quantification substance of CTIAa-

mental > has do wiıth hıs understandıng ot “conversion”: namely, he
1Ns1sts that regeneratıon 15 NOL change of ınner substance pace Osiander””)
but rebirth. As he AI UCS 1ın the Fourth Decade:

Now regeneratıon 15 the renewıng of the [N1all, by which through the taıch of Jesus
Christ; W! which WEeTC the SOTMNS of dam and of wrath, ATC born agaın the SOMNS ot
God, and do theretfore Put off the old 1119  - and Dut the NCW, which both in
understandıng and 111 doth treely the Lord 'hıs regeneratıon 15 +he renewing
of the mind, nNOL of the body62  Mark S. Burrows  In this point, the overtones to the late medieval discussion of the human  “praeparatio” for the reception of grace cannot be missed, though again Bul-  linger carefully speaks of this preparatory act in terms of receiving faith —  and, thus, God. And, as this passage from the Decades makes abundantly  clear, “praeparatio” for Bullinger was not the human side of an equation with  the divine “acceptatio”; here is no trace of the late medieval discussion of  “congruous” and “condign” merit as progressive and humanly initiated steps  in salvation. Bullinger salvages the theme of human preparation from this  elaborate soteriological system, and thereby speaks again ın the hortatory  tone of the pulpit, reminding his audience that assurance rests solely on the  presence of faith which God “pours” into us, but that we can and must also  prepare ourselves to receive that grace.  Bullinger’s second argument, which clarifies how infusion transpires  without recourse to the language of quantification or substance of sacra-  mental grace, has to do with his understanding of “conversion”: namely, he  insists that regeneration is not a change of inner substance (pace Osiander*')  but a rebirth. As he argues in the Fourth Decade:  Now regeneration is the renewing of the man, by which through the faith of Jesus  Christ, we, which were the sons of Adam and of wrath, are born again the sons of  God, and do therefore put off the old man and put on the new, which both in  understanding and will doth freely serve the Lord. This regeneration is the renewing  of the mind, not of the body ... The same substance and form of the body abideth  still; the mind is changed, tbe understanding and will renewed.*  The crucial point in this passage ıs Bullinger’s conviction that sanctification  is a process of re-generation, not as a change of substance but rather as a  rebirth or conversion of the mind. This theme corresponds to his oft-  repeated emphasis of regeneration as “adoption”, an interpretation which  again avoids the language of substance altogether and points rather to the  change of inner identity.” Bullinger’s focus is thus not upon what we  become, but on who (and whose) we have become.  tification”; it is, then, a fundamental revision of the medieval understanding of prepa-  ration as “vivification”, or the “facere quod in se est”, but shares with that concept the  exhortative mood.  41 Cf. here W. Niesel, “Calvin wider Osianders Rechtfertigungslehre”, Zeitschrift  für Kirchengeschichte 46 (1927), 410—430. The parallel which exists between this argu-  ment, and Calvin’s in the /nstitutes 111.xi.5—6 (1559 edition), is again striking.  %2 Decades IV/i, p. 101. This argument carries a.clear polemic edge against the  Anabaptist morphology of conversion, as Bullinger understood it. His ınsistence that  the body is not renewed in regeneration is consistent with Calvin, who spoke of the  “reliquiae peccati” in terms of the “imperfectionis reliquiae” which “give us occasion for  speaks of the belie-  humility”. Institutes III.xiv.9,11. In this same sense, Bullinger never  ver’s, but always of Christ’s, “fromgheit” which we receive  “sola fide”.  d  %® Bullinger’s language of “adoption”, which we also find in Calvin, underscores the  relational aspect of justification. As persons whom God adopts because of Christ whom  we receive “per fide”, this biblical metaphor emphasizes the point that our regenerationThe SAINLE substance and form of the body abıdeth
stall; the mınd 15 changed, the understandıng and 111 renewed .“

The crucıal poımt in thıs PassSagc 15 Bullınger’s convıctiıon that sanctıtıcatıon
1S PTFOCCSS of re-generatıon, NnOT change of substance but rather
rebıirth conversıon of the mınd. Thıs theme corresponds hıs Oft-
repeated emphasıs of regeneration “adoption”, ınterpretation which
agaın avoı1ds the language of substance altogether and po1nts rather the
change of ınner identity. ”” Bullinger’s focus 15 thus NOL upOon zuohat
become, but z0h0 (and whose) have become.

tıfıcatıon ”; 1t 1S, then, tundamental revision of the medieval understandiıng of pa-
ratıon “yıvıfication”, the “ftacere quod 1ın E  est but chares wıth that CONCEDPTL the
exhortatıve mood

C ere Nıesel, “Calvın wıder Os1anders Rechtfertigungslehre”, Zeitschrift
für Kırchengeschichte 46 (1927); 410—430 The parallel which eX1IStSs between thıs argu-
MECNT, and Calvıin’s ın the Institutes 11.x1.5—6 edıt10n), 15 agaın strikıng.

Decades IV/ı, 101 hıs cCarrıes clear polemic edge agalnst the
Anabaptıist morphology of conversı1o0n, Bullinger understood It. Hıs insıstence that
the body 15 NOL renewed ın eneratıon 15 cOoNsıstent wiıth Calvin, who spoke ot the
“reliquıiae peccatı" terms of “imperfection1s relıquiae” which “o1ve us OCcasıon tor

eaks of the belie-humilıty”, Institutes IhLxıv. 9 11 In thıs S$Samne5 Bullinger
ver’s, but always of Christ’s, “{romgheıt” which receıve “sola {1 ard.

Bullınger’s langua of “adoption”, which Iso ınd iın Calvın, underscores the
relational aASPECL of Justı 1catıon. As PCrSONS whom God adopts because of Chrıst whom

receıve F  per tıde”, chıs bıblical metaphor emphasızes the pomnt that OUTr regeneratıon
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Third an tinally, Bullınger clarıties the subtle pastoral implications oft hıs
theology by remindıng hıs readers that God’s Justifyıng’ which also
sanctıties u does NOLT completely eradıcate the ‘01d” 119  3 the PTFOCCSS of
regeneratıon. That sanctıtıcatıon 15 NECCSSaALY element ot Justification does
NOLT INncan that AT CXDECL perfection of ıte because AT “purıfied S1N-kk lg L a kl b e  kk lg L a kl b e
ners”. For Bullınger, thıs realızatıon provıdes NOTteEe of ENCOUrFrageEmMEN
those wh Iıve A  1n CAst.. yeLr still struggle wıth SIN Thus he agaınst
the hopeless sıtuation of the Ovatıans an Anabaptists, ”“ wh. “the very
INCSSCHSCIS of Satan feı1gn that ATC by baptısm purged nNto angelıcal
lıte, which 15 NOL polluted wıth anı y ll an that ıf It be polluted,
then CD}  . he that 15 detiled ook tor pardon ALl AL We NO tind OUTr-
selves tace tace wiırth the other sıde oft Bullinger’s C  13 media”: namely, the
anabaptıst tormulatiıon of sanctıtıcation. Here echoing Luther’s VIEW otf the
Christıan, Bullinger ArguCS that the Justified and sanctıtıed CISON 15 “sımul
1UStuUs eit » 45  peccator ' . As he elsewhere AI SUC5S,

repChtLancCce (whose only >  DC, whereto 1t tendeth, 1S the renovatıon by the Spirıt
ot Christ of the image ot God, which W as by Adam/'’s fal] ot old defiled) 15 NOtTt
work of day twaiın, of prescribed number oft> but continual obser-

of ONE whole Iife, and consequently daily putting off and renewıng of the
old 1119  m tor E GTI: For ear 1about the relics of the tlesh through OUur ıteY E  WE OE E Whereupon 1t cometh that ın the saınts there 15 perpetual and vVeLY sharp battle.?®

In thıs INAaNNCYT, Bullinger atfırms the orowth which characterizes the Chriı-
st1an ıte Y-et this 15 NOLT orowth in righteousness in an y 1.€., eıther
that of the specıfic TIrıdentine decree justification (Ch that ot the
Anabaptist insıstence the purıty of the elect SIınce *COa alone 15 rıgh-
OUuS, wıthout whom there 15 rıghteousness AL all: anT  |  “Christus intra nos Vivens”  63  Third and finally, Bullinger clarifies the subtle pastoral implications of his  theology by reminding his readers that God’s justifying grace, which also  sanctifies us, does not completely eradicate the “old” man in the process of  regeneration. That sanctification is a necessary element of justification does  not mean that we are to expect perfection of life because we are “purified sin-  PE ET SE  ners”. For Bullinger, this realization provides a note of encouragement to  those who live “in Christ”, yet still struggle with sin. Thus he warns against  the hopeless situation of the Novatians and Anabaptists, * who as “the very  messengers of Satan ... feign that we are by baptism purged into an angelical  life, which is not polluted with any spots at all [and] that if it be polluted,  then can he that is so defiled look for no pardon at all”. We now find our-  selves face to face with the other side of Bullinger’s “via media” : namely, the  ä  anabaptist formulation of sanctification. Here echoing Luther’s view of the  Christian, Bullinger argues that the justified and sanctified person ıs “simul  justus et peccator”.®” As he elsewhere argues,  ... repentance (whose only scope, whereto it tendeth, is the renovation by the Spirit  of Christ of the image of God, which was by Adam’s fall of old defiled) is not a  work of a day or twain, or of a prescribed number of years, but a continunal obser-  vance of one whole life, and so consequently a daily putting off and renewing of the  old man for ever ... For we bear about the relics of the flesh through all our life.  P RESPEFEREENG  Whereupon it cometh that in the saints there is a perpetual and very sharp battle. *  SE  In this manner, Bullinger affırms the growth which characterizes the Chri-  stian life. Yet this ıs not a growth in righteousness in any sense — i.e., either  that of the specific Tridentine decree on justification (Ch. X) or that of the  Anabaptist insistence on the purity of the elect — since “God alone is righ-  teous, without whom there is no righteousness at all; and ... he doth com-  municate his righteousness to all that do believe in Christ ... and for [Christ’s  sake] we are reputed both just and holy”.” Justification by faith means that  “by faith we are made partakers of Christ”, but this does not mean that we  acquire more righteousness according to the level of our faith — i.e., that the  VDE ET  imputation of righteousness occurs by degrees, as ıt were, or that it ever  PE E  depends on Christ’s righteousness (= “fromgheit”), not on any inner change of our  own substance. The centrality of this language of adoption, therefore, needs to be held  constantly before us, particularly when we note Bullinger’s insistence that Christ also  dwells within us, but again “through faith”.  # Decades IV/ii, p. 66. Note that Bullinger identifies in the Anabaptists’ teaching a  message which places so much emphasis upon personal perfection that it could only lead  to despair, particularly because “the old man” is not entirely eradicated, according to  Bullinger’s view. of salvation. Thus, to return to our consideration of Bullinger’s  somewhat eccentric use of “beatification” as our present state “in Christ”, we must  remember that he was speaking of re  %* Here contra Staedtke, pp. 190  f  %.eneration as a life of obedience, not of purity.  %4 Decades IV/ii, p. 107.  +# Decades IV/i, p. 42.  E Ehe doth COHT-
munıcate hıs riıghteousness all that do elıeve in Chrıst and tor |Chrıst’s
sake] ATC reputed both Just and Holy-:  » 4/ Justification by faıch that
C by faıth ATrc made partakers of Ch£IsSt but thıs does NOL INcan that
acquıre INOTE rıghteousness accordıng the level ot OUTr faıth 1.€., hat the
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l c

wr —__ — ——
“ D

imputatıon of righteousness QDCUHES by degrees, 1t WETFrC, that IT \HDT.

A ı A R A
depends Christ’s righteousness Il “fromgheıit”), nNnOt an y inner change of OUr
0W' substance. The centrality of thıs language of adoption, therefore, needs be held
constantly betore u particularly when ote Bullinger’s insıstence that Christ also
dwells withıin u but agaın “through taıth”

Decades IV/u,; Note that Bullinger ıdentifies ın the Anabaptıists’ teaching
INCSSaAREC which places much emphasıs uDON personal perfection that ıt could only ead

despair, partıcularly because “rthe old man  S 1S NnOL entirely eradicated, accordıng
Bullınger’s 1eW of salvatıon. Thus; reiurn OUTL consıderatıon of Bullinger’s
somewhat eccentrıc u66 of “beatıtication” 4as OUr present Cn  1n CHSt NUST
remember that he W d>s speaking of

Here CONTLra Staedtke, 190 %eneration ıte of obedience, nOL of purıty.
Decades IV /a 1A17

47 Decades INZi:
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becomes “ours” rather than Christ’s. Rather, Bulliınger 1ns1ısts that OUT

srowth (Or regeneratıon) 15 PTOCCSS of taıthtulness, of restoring the IMAZO
De:1 wıthın u such that the onNgomlıng responsıbilıties of the Christian ıte ATC

understood 1n of “battle” an C“ continual observance”. Agaınst what
he consıdered Anabaptıst “zealots” demandıng perfection of ıte and
Catholic polemicısts callıng tor increase of the righteousness received (and

correspondıng “progress” ın Justificat1on), Bullinger thus deseribes the
torensıc effect of Justification in statıc (adoption) while portrayıng
sanctıticatıon orowth of taıthfulness by which Christ’s indwelliıng rıgh-
teoOusnessSs becomes INOTEC evident in OUTr lıves. The bottom line of thıs 880028

phology of conversiıon otfters pastoral INCSSasc ot 4SSUTANCE those who
ATC justified by which also sanctıfies, yet ın such 0801888018 that 1t 1ın

WaYy obliterates altogether “che relics oft the flesh ”# which still hinder
and remınd of OUTr onNgomg need tor Christ’s forgiveness. Bullınger’s
emphasıs of OUTr experience of sanctifyıng does NOLT intrude upONn the
domaın of Justification, MLG though these CAanNnnOL be separated trom each
other. Once agaın hear the retormer’s theme that justification and S\4a4Mlc-

titicatıon AL be dıistinguished but ivided.
OQur consıderatıion of Bullinger the doectrine of sanctıtfıcatiıon MUST

tinally explore hıs later wrıtings: namely, hıs lengthy treatıse agalınst the
anabaptısts (Der Widertöufferen rsprung) and the Confessio Helvetica
Posterıor. In the tormer work which Bullinger anticıpated be hıs tinal theo-
logıcal statement, ”” tind Bullinger developing what have SCCI1 be hıs
characterıstıic emphasıs uDON the CCCSSaL Y INCISCI of justification and rcHC-
neratıon. In hıs treatıse 0)8| the Or1g1ns of the anabaptısts, thıs theme CIMECI 9CS
1ın another quite unexpected torm. Here he ıntroduces thıs unıty by equatıng
an yeLl also clearly distinguishıing LW! torms of righteousness,
which ven the theologians meeting decade earlier Ar Regensburg could NOLT

nCce

Nütdestminder blybt das StyIf un: Wdl, 4ass WIr durch dıe Erst gerächtigkeıit Christı
1M glouben gerächttertigt werdend, ONC unNnNnser verdienst der werck, un: enn ErSt

dıe ander un: volgend gerächtigkeıit der wercken die us$ dem louben kumpt sıch
uch erzeıigt und uch eın rächte gerächtigkeit heıisst un 1Sf..

hıs theme has already een ouched uDON adequately above. In ehıs regard, ct
also Heinold FPast Heinrich Bullınger UN die Täuffer. Fın Beıtrag ZUY Historiographie
und Theologie IM 16. Jahrhundert: Schriften des mennonittischen Geschichtsvereins VII
(Weıerhoft, 1959 T AB der Heilsgewissheit fehlte den Täuftern In Bullingers

enn auch”. C+ also above, n.4AugeThe bio raphıes ot Bullinger establish thıs point the basıs ot the EXtTAantc

spondence., 15 1$ why Blanke and others ins1ıst that Man y themes b  NEeOUS the
baptist CONLFrOVErISY tınd theır WaYyY into thıs treatıse; 1n other words, Bullinger 1t
as “summa” of„ because he thought it might be hıs ast pıece.

Bullinger, Der Widertöuf; CN Ursprung, reprinted edition of Christoffel Fro-
schower (Zürich, 1561 as lıshed by the Zentralantıquariat der DDR (Leipzıg,
9753 109v
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Olearly; he 15 NOL speakıng of aı y “double Justiıficatiıon”, had been the
ın the declaratıon of the Ratiısbon Colloquy. Yet hıs tormulatıon of ‘double
riıghteousness” SCIVCS the SATLIC DULDOSC by emphasızıng the ınner bond unıt-
ıng the declaratory ACT o jJustification (TE imputatıon of rıghteousness,

. x«.e K
—

“extra nOos  2 and the ınherent DITOCCSS of regeneratıon (“ln nobıs”). Bullinger
thus introduces thıs theme of accentuatıng the NECCCSSaALY place ot
works NOLT works which hrecede justification, but those which proceed
trom faıth and AT thus accomplıshed by the “snator” who 15 already Justitied.
He emınds in thıs Samnıec DaddSdsl, however, that thıs twotfold rıghteousness

y '  Y s _  VE E depends upOnN CHrist. ET that the riıghteousness of works depends upON
taıth

Un darumb WEINN UuNsSsSscCIC werck, die WIr usSs$ dem glouben thund, gerächtigkeıit
gEeENENNT werdend, vyäbend WIr den bescheyd, 4SSs > nıt VO selbs wagen Iso
heissend, sonder VO wagen der gerächtigkeit Christı, die durch den ylouben
worden, uUuSs>S der selben erwachsen, nnd (SOff desshalb vesellig ISst, deren uch

5(abelonung verheisst un: o1Dt.
As he had earlier claımed, “<he glory of Chriıst 15 darkened and corrupted
ın the mıinds of INnNen ıf begın divıde the rıghteousness [of Christ]
whereby stand an APPCar before God” 51 The Justifyıng rıghteousness of
Christ 15 indıvıisıble, but thıs does NOT, accordıng Bullinger’s emphasıs of
the unıty ot justıfication and regeneratıon, preclude ftrom speakıng of
Justifyıng and sanctıfyıng righteousness which, however, A tundamen-
tally unıted In Christ.

In the Confesszo Helwvetica Posterıior, SC the specıf1c in which
Bullinger develops Christology which 15 intimately related the doectrine
of sanctıification. och that the central section (VIZ: XV) of thıs
treatıse Jept starkes Gewicht aut den ethischer Lebendigkeıit erwek-
kenden Charakter des Glaubens”, an thus ArZUCS that C  ın der Betonung der

” &o —
/  /  ! _”

ethischen Erneuerung des Glaubenden das Herz der Ausführungen der C’on-
fessiO schlägt”.  » 52 Yet thıs claım distorts the roader shape of Bullinger’s theo-
logy, correctly noting the decisıve ethical tlavor ot thıs confessjional treatıse
but iıgnoring the specific christological tabric Into which the retormer WEAVES

this theme. Here wıth Staedtke’s point that Bullinger’s theology
depends upOonNn “die christologische Umklammerung der Rechtfertigungs-
lehre” ” Erthical enewal play such decısıve role ın thıs document

the basıs of Bullinger’s christology, NOLT in anı y independent Thus,
the Zürich reformer develops the theme of “Christus in nobis”, which
have already encountered in hıs Us«c of the medieval language of “intusion”
Cr above, 5760 62) by claımıng that WC apprehend Christ’s righteous-
11CSS, which 15 righteousness “extra nOs (Or, the “imputatıva justıitia”), by

50a Ibid
Decades IV/1,;
Koch, “Die Heilslehre der CDnfessio Helvetica PosteriLo0r”, 787
Staedtke, 190

Zischr.t.K.
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the taith whiıch Christ nobiıs (namely, “$ide 105
Christum )54 In thıs M  9 the pulse of Bullinger’s christology PO1NTS
toward JuUst hıs soteriologıcal discussıon of sanctıtıcatiıon derıves trom
thıs precısely tormulated emphasıs oft “Christus nobis

Bullınger’s development of thıs christological theme thus CAFTIES torth
what have Oome SC z told characteristic of hıs thought namely,
the partıcıpational qualıity of hıs understandıng of justification, and the N107
of thıs doctrine wıth sanctıticatıon (of above, thıs N10N, ıke
Christ nNnatures, (TE of distinct but NOL separated” doectrinal partners)
To retiurn hıs early COMMENLArCIES recall that he there portrayed ü
ficatıon sola tide the Staedtkemiıtteilung der iromgheıt christi]
observes thıs regard that “das Teilhaftwerden der tromgheıt Christı
lıegt allein dem Christusgeschehen begründet” Bullinger thus under-
stands Christology of 1TSs partıcıpational character
Christiı NOS, sed Christus nobis As och rightly concludes, der
Christus XEra NOS DOSILUS mMuUu für den Gläubigen der Christus INEYAa LO

10UEeNS (Confessio, 245 47) werden, on rechttertigt nıcht”.
On C()HIE sıgnıfıcant Bullinger has here altered hıs approach thıs

theme from hıs CXPOSIUOI'I the Decades. In the Second Helvetic Contes-
S1OT11, Bullinger emphasızes the particıpational quality of regeneration nNnOT by
alludıng the effective role of the Holy Spiırıt the medium by which God
ou the MOST excellent and heavenly 1INIO Rather he here relıes

Gal the locus classıcus tor descr1ibing how and why justif1ca-
L107 and sanctıticatıon Ca be eıther contused severed 21UO 1A4 NO  k

CZO sed DLOL Christus EFE Justification NOT merely the ıImputatıon
of Christ righteousness by of the Holy Spirıt rather, 1T sıgnıfıes
Christ indwelling The language which have called partıcıpational
abounds the central chapters of thıs contession (1 Chs XIV XVI) he
speaks ot the believer comprehensi0 Christ: (245 47 246 12) the
hartıcıpatıo Christz (245 261 18),; the Christ:z (245 9
an tinally, the "OMMUNLCALLO C Christo (235 <All (solche) Ler-
mınNı” accordıing Koch’ analysıs,‘überschreiten die (srenze rein

personalen Beziehung zwıschen dem Gläubigen und Christus. Sıe schließen
den Glauben als fıducıia keineswegs AaUuUs, geben ıhm aber über A
Beziehungsgröfße hinausgehenden Charakter. 557 Indeed, miıght ell SCC

Bullınger 5 us«c oft thıs crucıal Galatıans PasSsagc Christ lıyes
the heart of hıs theology and the Center of the Second Helvetic Contess1ion
Faıth be understood both “Jıvely and enlıvenıng” (1 de fıde V1LUÜd

vivLfLCANTEO E, 745 3) because of Christ who ıte an who enlıvens

Confessio Helwvetica Posteri0r; references taken ftrom the Nıesel edıtion, Bekennt-
nısschriften un Kırchenordnungen der ach Gottes Wort reformierten Kirche (Mün-
chen, 1938), 245 17

55 Staedtke, 190
Koch, 190—
Ibid., 281



“C)hristus ıntra N OS Vıvens”

WE pDpropter Christum, quı ba est et VLVLFLCAL; 245.43). Faıth does NOL thus
respond only the Christ who Justifies, but the Christ wh: indwells
COn the basıs ot thıs theme of Christus IN nobis, Bullinger thus fuses Justifica-
t1on an sanctıiticatıiıon Just the ımputatıo ıustitiae Christı Can be distingu-
ished but separated trom the partıcıpatio Christi. Locher also iıdentities
thıs bond, arguıng that “der Glaube 1STt der Begınn der Heıiligung, die Heıli-
SUunNns die Lebensweise des Glaubens

()ne tinal COMMENT remaıns be made regardıng Bullinger’s mMature deve-
lopment of the doectrine ot sanctıtfiıcatıon regeneratıon. In evera] key PdsS-
S ın both Der Wıdertöufferen rsprung and the Second Helvetic Confes-
S10N, Bullinger relies the metapher of catıng , tound ın John6, des-
criıbe the partiıcıpational character ot taıth

Now, that do receive Christ by taıth the Lord shows large (In 6275 33 35;
Ö where he PUts eatıng tor believing, an believing tor eatıng ubı DYO credere
ponıt manducare, et Pro manducare, credere ] For by eatıng recelve MeEAL,
by believing ATC made partakers ot Chriıst (Nam SICUT MANAUCANAO, cıbum YeCL-
DımuS, ıta credendo partıcıpamus Christo)59

The intrıguing poınt 1ın thıs which 15 Al the SaIne tiıme crucı1al tor thıs
analysıs ot Bullinger’s sanctıificatiıon doectrine 15 that here he derıves soter10-- .

Va  S a
ı

logical AargumenTts trom elsewhere evoted the eucharistic CONILrO-
versies of the day E: ohn6) Is thıs accıdental? It would NOTLT appPCar be
S sınce have already SKOCA how carefully Bullinger appropriated tor hıs
OW. the “intusion” terminology, otherwise used by Irıdentine
theolog1ans describe the sacramental mediatıon ot The point there,

22here, W ds$ NOLT that amne V1a Sacramen(ts, but that 1t aimne “cola tideO k . a
Hence, Bullınger utıilızes thıs ambivalent scrıiptural wıtness the advantage
ot hıs “partıcıpational” soteri0logy: accordıng hıs exXegesI1S, thıs PasSsasc
supported “retormed” affirmatıon of the “real presence” of Christ, effected
NOT by the Sacraments (ef. above, PD:58759) but by taıth (agaın, drawıng
upOon Rom —  —5 and the Augustinıan interpretation of thıs justification
“sola tide” the “in-poured” love [ “carıtas” | which 15 identitied wiıth God’s
self [LE “Spiırıtus sanctus” |). (Once agaın, Bullınger’s ıntention 15
underscore the unıty of justıfication and sanctification, articulatıng what
might call christology of “ presence- by which he emphasızes theU
nıon of the believer .  ın Christo” through taıth

58 Locher, “Dıie Lehre VO Heılıgen (Seist.; 306
Second Helvetic Confession, 245.26—9
The distincetion Bullinger makes V1S-Ä-VIS the Trıdentine tormulatıon, therefore,

has do ıth the medium by which God Z1ves Thus, salvatıon “cola gratia”
evoked lıttle reactıon Catholic retormers Trent; rather, the extension ot thıs
ormula tıdem  »”  9 which undercut the sacramental SYStem of mediation, became the
tocus ot CONLFOVEISY.
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Mark Burrows

Staedtke places UTr specıfic and varıed polnts ot analysıs iınto manageable
tramework tor understandıng Bullinger’s doctrine of sanctıtıcatıon when he
concludes that “die Glaubensgerechtigkeit, die WIr ın nobis’ haben, weılst

9 61ımmer zurück aut den Gott, der diese Gerechtigkeit “'extra nOs schafft
Our Justification, according Bullinger’s caretully cratted tormulatıion,
draws upON Christ’s “double” rıghteousness which 15 “extra nOs  29 1ın orıgın,
but “ıntra nOs  22 in destination. As have argued, he thereby artıculates thıs
doctrine 1in 1tSs integral relatıon sanctification, addıng the theme of sal-
vatıon “<cola oratıa” unusual application of the medieval doectrine of iıntu-
S10N, and apparently OTl  CD COTTEEGET later medieval (and, oft COUISC, TIrı-
dentine) wanderıngs ftrom the orıgınal Augustıinıan doectrine. The thrust ot
hıs doctrine of sanctifıcation, which he deliberately into this critically
“catholic” mold, ofters pastoral basıs tor consolatıon AaN: CENCOUFaASCMECNLT,
because OUTr salvatıon, which does NOTL depend upDOon OUr O W: aCTS, 15 facılı-
tated by the God who 15 NOLT only for but dwells zuithıin Agaın, he LCECCO-
V1 the medieval doctrine otf the “infusıo Dei?” wıth hıs atfiırmatiıon that
‘Christus ıntra 105 vıvens”, an consequently PTFEeSSCS the “retormed” SOTE-

nology in quıte strange directions. Thuss, what have here called hıs “Par—
tiıcıpational” Christology®“ extends NOT only the doctrine of jJustification
“cola tıde”, but includes the roader CXAEUFE of the Christian ıte the rcHC-
neratıon sanctification which Occuples the attention of theologıan, iıke
Bullinger, wh. speaks first and last Pastor., According thıs caretul
design of Bullinger’s theology, sanctitfication be unıted wıth Just1-
ticatıon for 1CAasons didaetic ell pastoral, an polemic only ıIn tertiary

And, have suggested throughout, ın thıs doectrinal tormulation
Bullinger blazes H® path through the increasıngly dense underbrush of the
“Kontroverstheologie”, setting forth distinctive “retormed” posıtıon which
Wa highly orıgınal in Its apologetic readth. Bullinger’s soter10logy hence
tuses Justification an sanctıticatiıon precıisely in order attırm that the
Christ who brings riıghteousness (“Iiromgheit”) AT the SaJmnec time
“extra” an “ıntra nO.  ka Hıs doectrine of sanctıtıcatıon acquıres immediacy
parallel, but qualitatively dıtterent trom, the mediacy which ate medieval
theology ocated ın the Sacraments Soteri0logy 15 Christology, and vVIce

The yıeld ot thıs study 15 thus twotold. Fırst, 1T adds another vo1l1Cce the
oud protest evelled agaınst the (Justly) beleagured VIeEW of Bullinger
plodding systematızer of others’ ZeN1USs. Yet thıs 15 11CW offering iın iıtselt.
The second aı more compellıng contrıibution lıes ın deepened apprecılation

61 Staedtke, 198 tt
hat 1S, Bu lınger’s soter10logy derives trom hıs Pauline 1eW ot regeneratıon (4:8.;trom Gal O+21% ct. above, 66), which ın turn dictates the shape of hıs christolo-

oxical discussion: V1Z. “C‘hristus ıntra 1LLOS viıvens” (Second Helvetic (O eSSLON, 245.47).
As ave argued throughout thıs study, thıs claim INa Y el stand centier ot Bul-
lınger’s mature theology, Just ave traced ıts development E the heart of hıs Cadli-
lier wrıtings.



“Chrıstus 1105 Vıvens

oft Just how CONSLILrUCLIVE Bullinger eclectic mınd really 15 In thıs N  9
have SCCI1 how thıs reformer’s sanctıtfication doectrine, an the 1iNS1ıistent
INAannNnNeTr which he weds thıs theme the doectrine of Justificatıon, stood 4S

reformed V1id media caretful path between Catholic an Anabap-
}

LISTE thıs and other eritical doetrinal PO1NEIS Indeed the DTECIS1ONM
wıth which Bullinger advances hıs M} regardıng sanctıifıcatıon
that thıs doectrine might provide usetul tocal tor interpreters of hıs
VAast aN: unevenly SySstematıc UuV:  9 tor thıs doectrine unlike others vathers
hıs diverse soter10logy themes 1NLO coherent tramework Furthermore, thıs
NOU1LLY 1NLO hıs soteri0logy aM specıfically, the doctrine of sanctıfıcatıon
which stands the heart of that broader complex of 155UC5 that
Bullinger W as much bolder than hıs colleagues 1NLO ACLLVE dialogue
wiıth OppONECNLIS partıcularly those concılıar theologians whose efense of the
faıth otten resorted scholastıc SUOUTITCECS Consequently, Bullınger’s
approach thıs doectrine appropnates hıghly CONSLrUCLLIVE ashion
themes otherwise 1abandoned by Protestants Hıs thus caretful catholic

of doctrine, contrıbution the reftormed CaInp which 1LECO-

onızed the abıding value of central aSPECLS of medieval doctrine, ven when” > T'
these needed be themselves clarıtied by returnıng “ad fontes”. Bullinger
thus SOCS hıs () W: WAdY, CONSLrUCLKNS orıgınal ashıon doctrinal model
which rooted itself both ı the church’s present ıte the “ praxıs”
and ı 1CSs historical WItness
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