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TIlE HEIPELBERG CATECHISAL

WE find in the lnst number of the Princeton Reperiory a long
article on Ursinus anil the Heidelberg Catechizm, (atteiluted to
the pen of the Rev. Dy, Prowdfit of New Brunswick,) in which
we are cidled to necount, not in the sweetest tone imaginahle,
for our article on the distinmuished author of this formuliry,
which appears as an Introduetion (o Williard’s translaiion of Iiis
Commentary on (he Calechism, and which was published also
i late nwwber of the Mercershurg Review.  “l'e make onl a
more full aund wuple case, reforence 33 had alse to one smalt vol-
ume, published sonie years since, nuder the title of the * Histary
and Gienins of the eidihers Cateclisn,” as well as 1o the first
and second of our recent artieles on ¢ Iy Clristianity.”

Pirst comesthe unfortunaste lail of the Sthh fjueslion ; n poind,
liardly entitled, in our apinion, to hall a dezen yges of wive
discussion in an ostensilily scientitic review, und of which in the
end just nothing at wll is made for the reviewer’s main purpose.
Thes only show of advantage he wny scem to have nwainst s,
(and iLis but & tin show al best,} is found in some slight dis-
grepancy there is, hetween onr stalement of the matier iy 1847
and the rapresentation we have made of it in 18515 thistoo con-
cerning o single doubtful historieal particular merely, and not
changing the subsiance of 1he principal fict. Ty 1851 we say,
of the tait of the 80th question, that it formed no part of (he
aririnal Cateehizm as published under the hawd of Ursinus him-
eelf that it s waming in the fist two editiong; and that it
“ was ofinrwards foisted i, only by the authority of the Tiecior
Frederick, in the way of angry retort and counterblagr, we are
told, for certain severe dectarmtions the othier way, which hud
Been passed a ghort time before by the Coimeil of Irent.” Dy.
Proudlic s no historieal surhority to wrre in opposition 1o this
staternent.  Iut on inrming to our own boaok published in 1847,
he finds the snme stitenent in relation (o the il of the question,
wmely that iv il not appear befre the thind edition, bt along
with this an fnthwation that e whole question was witlitine iu
the fivse edition 3 while it is adided, that the 13lector tonle Pains
nlterwards, in view of the derrees pesed by the Couneil of
Trent, “io have the question restored in fall o the form in
which it 1was orivinally comgosed,” ahlowing the previous tex
trgo out of use as ¥ defective aud dncorrect,”  "T'ha this rep-
resentivion differs sume from tbe other, is at onee ovident enough,
T'he reviewer allovws, that it may be accounted log by w change
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156 The Heidelberg Cateeins name for it.” ~ All this proof, however, is mere smoke. The
fimtsense of the word © Qberzelien,” as Dr, P. himsell very well
koows, i3 “overlecked.” To overlook smay signifly to omit;
an gversight is an omnission ; bul no such tern would be nsed to-
express o deliberate suppression, like that whieh iz hinngined in
the case now before us.  ad the addition thus accounted for
been in trath part of the text as it frst stood, the faet wonld
huve heen stued in phin terms,  Besides, (he note wis append-
ed to the second edition as well as to the thivd; which bewever
gave this question diflerenily,  The secoud then, according to
this view, pretended 1o mnke good the seerscen omission of copy
Cinthe first, but overlovked also itsell the dast clavse, moking
roan thus for still farther correction in the thivd  Bat again, the
nole refers 1o (his novelly ns one only, theugh the winin one
(firnemdich jolie 55,) amnng several alterations found in this
(iird edition ; for aa Yoo Alpen infors ns, ©the fist adition
wag in many things different from these Hud Tollowed?  These
other differenees seri not indeed o have towched the substanes
of the text, but 1o have been confined to the form in which it
“was priated, the division into subbaths, and the cltations of serip-
tural prool. Bt the word “iberselien’” exiends ta thenr sl
wnd i D, Prondti’s exegesis s good, it s follow dae the
whote of these Luter emendutions betangd in rith 1o the origi-
nal copy as driwn op by Upsinog, and hied been omitted by over-
sight when it was first priiisd—n tongh hypailiesis, which even
the Brunswicl Professor himsell, we prestuine, will hardly care
o swallow.  Allogether it is lear, that *“ gthersefien® Tiere is uet
to be forced into the meaning of * amdtted 7 bacthat it is 1o e
ken in ils proper seeondary sense ol S ariesed ) or ns we say,
Saranting 2 snd simply informs the reader, Uit the ndditions,
Jornew things, fowind e te 2nd aod 3rd edijons ws compared
“wiliihe fiest were hronght into complete the Catechisim by
sopder ol his Grace the Blectar, who was the head w1 onee of
ath Chureh amd Siate, so far s the Palitimuie was then con-
ernett, This implies, thar e want of the S0t question jo e
i erdision, as well as the ather maiters now corrected, nright be
apsiderad w defest or oversight, a sort of chasin in the text that
vredded o be fGilled in arder dint iCmight Be properly complete ;
chat it implies nothing beyond this. an instend of subsmntiating
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ment looks only to the iail of the thing, That, at_any rals,
belonged neither to tie fiyst nor second edition,  The Tiarsh
amatlema formed no part of the original worle, “as published
under ihe hand of Ursinus hiwmself3? even lnd it been in the
manuscript draft, 1his wouyld remain true ; it was not published
under his hand ; his Judgment, in tha caze, must be regarded
n8 having gone aguinst its publication. Sg much Intitude our
Blalement was Purpesely framed io inelude. But the lTatilude
need not have been Pt so wide.  The supposition of any such
keeping lack of the S, fhestian, and more especially the an-
atheme which forms (e tatl of i1, is prrely gratditous, nnd rests
80 fur as we are alle 1o see on ne proof wlintever,

But why was there no retraction then in 1851 of what Tised
been suids four years before in 1847, no explanation of e dis-
erepaney beiween the earlier Stadeent and the Tast? Dy, p.
aflects to find 1) very suspicious. Byt we beg leave (o sy,
that it would have suvored of peduntry, to go out of our way, in
such an article ag gy Introduaction to Willinrd’s Ussinus, to clear
up i cirenmstantinl poing of (his sort, 1o show how we had been
~led 0 sake o different view of ihe eircumstance in question at
s dilferent tines. e object of onr last article required no such

digression 5 it was enough to stite in general torms the historicat
fct, a8 it nppeared to us the fime. Whn histosian does not
~lind oceasion, in syccessive editions oven of the sanie worle, (if
e be not Limselr o scientifis fitomalon,) o correet, hinself in
mny more serfous respects? . Byt what hiztofian is bouad, in
every instance pf doing so, to parade an officious explamion of
 the ncknowledeed discrepaney 7 The case calls for no such
-unxious and tedions pedantry. _
- We have said, that 1he circumstanee thng brought into smalj
dispute is of ne conclusive aceotng, whoany rate, for the reviey-
er’s main object.  Had the SO question “been prepared in full
‘befare the issue of the first edition of the Cnlecllism, (whether
from the pen of Utsinas of from that of Olevinnus,) it would be
still certain that it was deliberately stricken out, 80 fur us it fuijled
10 2ppear in the eriginal publication, and it (e coneluding

reieniog spirit of Mo,
[ aliis publicarion, hne
altogether, The ciise,
e know that 1he Juer sucleli-
clause; and wnder
18 ubunduntly
Itisn simple wtter of
S0th nuestion forgied

lancthon and Ursinus,” fornied no Pt o

however, is made stronger, when

bearing us out in all 1hat we have said,



~ 1852.] The Heidelberg Catechism, 161
[N[AEC iy 5

The Heidelberg Cafechism.

{hiat it was waniing
Wl ittt wos nl:ler-k
Tlector Fr'cdcnck,r 7
gr ngainst ctf-

160

i : wshed 3
o part of the Claiechisn a5 first 8121}{:5;: c ':r
L Ly . .
l‘]\ ch gecond edition 08 well ..\slal 0\1"|ly e
N ds foisted inonly by the authe O ot
W n:lu, way of angry rotor, sud uiw_uu et e e
e i lminalions of e ¢ I
R tine falonng f o |
lain corresponalis el series of listaric: sl
ave Juely mits int a the challeng
\Vu‘h.ut{d‘;:-‘(li]f of this generil fnclL: 1}\ m}:ll\{ l})mch Clhardhi;
e codster of e Beiufne I is not
" s0Ie ooy s lie e
ui[ bum\(‘ It!.i\:h(l;luhuuns of the Ghl'lls'n:m Ir‘i‘fli:t}ill%\vgiwht J ke
ooty 10 in this place. i g ok e
ssary (0 16PERL WO i Yeoudfivs article. u
UCCCCSLHY 10 lLE ‘ o > 1)1" 1 . ' . ‘l lc
- vt by anything e, ol
wired i he Lo T < tpath the whiole 1085
e himsell e ol y S
= ' o hnsml ) | : ol e bre
N s "I of entling ju quesiivit, ou}y uy 50y per
LI E by foigting #Y {prz ¥ Is
i1, N8 we
force of 1, a8 N

The cuse 18

fecily wutenatde layput'l'w.s; e
one, ndeetly which nllm\‘,r o iy e
fely e novor droumed o BERE R e, that. the last cue
which we ne rriters ou the Catecliisin agros, that H1 T v,
fence. ﬁAH \\H“}Ln dul nat belong Lo 1L a8 :1’114_;:1}.1_‘-\. ~Zli};lm- T

e b””:d(&llL\sJ the third edifon ©* aus Churfirstlicher Gl
Bl wis il

dele eritie sl
. Drunewick crl il
i i ig, ¢ g to do, our LaraRE #ill
Pt sranting s, a8 he b do, onr o eion, by i
s (0 < 1 his charge of historienl | o, O
taliors (o melke out s e O BT ol there s |
b gl dssaes i hig own way, r hich e papose
e :ﬂd \in anything wo have netnally Lai; o esion
v ! S Jiverting attention A \ : s v,
S, oo, uf diverting 4 o the G e
L a)llg{\tlz{i‘;:l’dch:ni‘. hus the word "l'u'|4_1::G s
thial is resdty nnoael! foreery,) bueayes it g g0 de ol v
ey 6 L insert by forg g n cdnention gid B
mngt wean = (0 SFoavery quan of conpusty & il wo
. tun st i oV s ool this conniry ot lens
Dr. Johston ;' s i s dpoendi of s © y atles
- - : Jeo renrning 1‘.. (& '1 Sy v‘-igmu.rm LT :
L;I\n\w ti:‘itpt\l‘mh wisler -k:‘lgmlu:ulmniﬂ \l\ Lil.ll?\ o Mt e
i ner e Wlestoy Predenei. | delin
e i pnlying it o the Lt ) S without warrant
AR Treptitiously, wronglully, or Wit o et
it nmmidmn; ‘,}‘} 1or Uik, When e Cnluin.r o eUpe’
i e Al 4 syl of the
L gr')\[:{)ﬁx"uiou, it was subnnltcd} Lo o :-}ln " LAY
o J . T L] . il . !
; = 1ffntap'mri Jending postors nf .th jt ‘me{ﬂ:\im\- S
l!l“{:lll o) ‘v'* and thus uppru\'ud, L came ont v ‘
and reviews

~"of proper ecclesinstical authority, as well ng by order of the civil
“power. It waa the work, not simply of Ursinus nor of Freder-
telg, but ef the Choreh. Dot the addition now before vs was
not i that first text. It was introduced nfierwards, without any
setion of the chureh, by the sole awboity of the (emporal
prince. That he had full political right o do this, under the
Figasting order of the Palainate, we are perfectly well aware. But
hud Die any true chuceh rigli to exercise such power? Wo be-
fieve not. Tt iz not for any secular prince, 1o make articles of
* faith for the elrureh within lis repdn, however pious may be his
intewdions.  I'yederick then acted without proper religious war-
ranl, when hie undertook to mend the Cuteelisiu from his own
will,  The liberty mny have been sanctioned, by the subsequent
nequisscence of the chuarch, But edll in itself it was arbitray,
temerarious, and wrong 3 and this is just what we meant to im-
-y, when we applied 1o his conduet the disparaging word now
wnder consideration,  The maleliction of the Sthh question
1was * fuisted” into the Catachisin, afier its {irst (oral publiea-
tion, by the sole authority of the Elecior Frederick.
< But now, neeording to Dr. Prowdlin, this can bear but thyee
sinterprefations, mumely, *thoat the elavse in question was inser-
ted wfier the death of Ursinus, without his knowledge, or agninst
Dis congent il couvietions,”  We say, it calls not necessarily
fur sy of these suppositions.  Gerlainly Ursirus, who cutlived
“Trederick, knew of this addition made 1o the Cniechism before
it was o year okl aeqoiesced in it with the rest of the churely, and
considered it docreinafly correct. But it does not follow from
thig, that it was ot rooght In without wareant by the Elector,
or that the judgnient of Usinus went in favoy of the supposed
Cipravemant. He imight consider the elanse theologically sound,
nnd yel nol wish tosee it in the Catechism.  Or, oven if we
suppose him fully veeoneilel tothe thiog, when it ol place,
she meneral natore of the facl, as we have sted i, reimains the
wame,  LUis still certain, ot all evenes, tha the clause was not
from the will of Usstnus, na this sppears {n the st publeation
ccaf the Gatechism y amil also, that it was added aflerwards, how-
“weer publichy, on the sole responsibility of the Tlecior, -
e llowing passige, guoted befure on the point here in
consideralion as - note fo oar ariele iy itz Review fon, (ot
geen probably, or ol least not heeded, by our present critic,) it
mny be worth while here to quote again
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