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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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