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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
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~"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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with it the most determined diglike towards the Romn worship,
and towarde all that was glill retained from it the Luiheran
] anl telig-

hureh, were for him 2 matter of strong inward and perse
Il knew himsell how o uphald sad

ious conviction, which he we ¢
defend from his own diligent and careful study of ihe Scnplurss.
From {hese, particniarly lrom the Old Testament, he deduced his
duty lo tolerate no idclatry in his land, though it should be 1n pever
¢o mild and plausible & form. Hence ia the second and fhird edi-

tiona of ihe Heidelberg Catechism, the 80th question, by his posi-
five order alone, and agains the couns 1 and wilt of its authors,
was made ta Teceive the addition, then highly oflensive and dan-
gerous, * So that the mass, at bottom, is nothing else than o denial
af the one sacrifice and sullerings of Jesus Chnst, and an accurs d
idolatry 3 and he obstinately- refused ofterwardy to give up the
clause, in spite of all inlimidations from the emperot and the em-

ire sel before him for the purpose.’— Gocbel, Churches of the

Rline, p- 365.

This writer, it will be seen, does pot hiesiinie 10 S that the
addition to the S0h question_was brought in against the coun:
gel and will positively of Ursinug and Olevianus. Our lun-
punge has been muth more veserved aud guarded. We lhnve
said merely that it was wanting in the Cuiechism ns they first
pave it w the world, and that it was foisied in afierwords by

another will,
So says Seisen ulso, in his late Denlschrift {p- 204 devetad
(he Reformation in Heidelbers,

specially 10 the History of
Vierardt, in his History of the Reformntion in Buden, (p. 460,)
lias the same lestimony. 5o theatticle ou the Heidelberg Cules

cliem in the Encyclopedia of Ersch ond Gruber ; so Niemey-
er, ng we have just scen (p- 57, 58); so Bock o (. 398 wd
co Henry Alting, in his Hist. Beel. Pal. (e 44), whe suys the
addition was made ¢ ex specinli Electoris mandato.”!

Dr. Proudlit tales paing, in lis charecterislic style, 10 show
(lat Melancthon and Ursinus hind n bad opinion of the mass, ie
well as of Romanisin rencrally, and Wt it s therrfore fulse to
gy thot the anuhema of the Catechism was fureign from
theiv spirit.”  This i small criticism,
mere quibble. We know very well, that

on to tell his readers, that » the Jast clause o

question {5 not griginafy but was adde first in the third edition, most arbitra
rily (hichst eigenhindiz), by the Elector " Jangunge quite as strong, ¥
think, 2% the " feistel in" of our own article. :

aceasi

am! when all is done u :
all the Refonven

' Eprard, in his wotk on ihe Lord's Supper (Vol 1L p- 609), alse takea ©
f ihe celebrated B0t
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© were encmi .
emies 1o the chureh of Rome and denounced the Re-

man 1nns 3 o
wers ;Il”is(; pr}sl:\l‘re‘glzlm llhs'ﬂ? Will ju follow, that all of them
ol the 8l qlxlz'slim nd disposed 10 insert 1his sweeping clause
T 1, in astanding churcli symbel ? O,F‘sup a5~
qwt;. s ilselfj bBLsiLLi‘]FGE' li‘n'nuugh stiess of controversial zenl, m?glit
from Uncie v, reinn’inmnhpf‘n'c? of them at least, o thing fm‘ci;.r;n
garninst tse wass, w g spirit?  Luther could be violent enough
well that fis ; Jllzt“l I.c.u it suited 5 but for all this, we know V:ﬁ'
;lilﬂg‘clhcr ll;c tlm-ilm,z]l;lﬁt}‘lt‘f:[llllﬁ:"::;;;filllls with thatof Zuingli "—:
dterent fi ¢ srlisn, WE IRy suy, v aleris
{,}m;.us‘;:; “é é:_;“}'rl‘if&t(l)f: the Reformed gunfcﬂin. yS’DVI?IseIIZ;‘kL.LIlI::;E;
ta arzue lcot ll!:i; t: -mligs of Romanism 5 but it is grass wrong
in bis epirit tsan ;Lm& e was not any more mild and irenical
Wo lonebe that e \vuu{s]m.;[.}"m]-i[!m uther Reformers generally.
setled 1 istory, and . E charncter s, in this respect, well
i"g ar "}Ilfhblinlr"‘ '[')1-l to b U,\'Crthrm\ru by any Epuuiul plead-
i Ursin:fs’ m" l’: Proudfit’s peculiarvein. 1t is notori:)us
largely of the , with _‘\ll his cuﬂsgﬂutionul tarnestness, pari }A_
jorgely of the sune quicl and pacific epirit.  Dr. P o dued al.
o |1in; - Hl;lsllélcscl):_mf lll)is title to the praise we have bcslouf::ti
‘ﬁﬂ,l in the face of oulret;\vtilln\:‘;::‘l:pllcwllgutotll reason (hat we cau
such o soft a ie : arle, that it s characteristi
i e lcl}(clc:tgilc:ﬁs:?um ta be at the same (ime mdcn?l‘i;?{
ine sphi sions cven to pussion.”  "I'hien agai s
g spirit of 1he Heidelberg Cntechiam is votn ];];i?‘::t’]the e
g it that enn be

st 1o b g feti
i lo 3(}113\;(*;;;%1) fur contradiction or debate. No one-que
. d rotestant character, i o
lons it d ! aracter, ils general appositi
"dislinrruis::c?lr rlllomel, its Reformed o Gulvinistic um*!‘.lr)wl::{[i“m “f
pn:do?nirmni ‘l|‘m-n righ Lutheranism.  But with all i i, i
. chwracter 18 truly like that of Melnncthon hilils, 'l?
nse
kl

OdL“I 1 i p u ] 1 gLINIGIIcSS LTS la %
'li“ Ol m Lyt 1 !]d [Hilu “(4]] l Ve

- throughout,  Altogether the
~ lerise A — en, we had o perfect rig sharnio
" cign r:.:;:':lh[}:zll:llilrlil:ilCrlll\{:i attached e ];:Uth qucz:ii;s:o';g l‘:}ii“::r
o from :‘[‘)S (; Melanethon and Ursinus, and ,fmm" “r»
oreis keeb]inr ° ol DID the Heidelberg Catecltisnt.® 1t is o in
ping with the proper ccclesinstical genius of ll;c;e'];r[el'i:
&

imen; and it forns a y i
marked excepti
B 3 prion 10 the method ¢
L Catechisi, Lo its general bearing, as it e rm'd efore
:\n all other puints. € 18 it cones before
- Anather epecimen of i
Au our critic’s sind i
e LI specinl plending i
El"ﬂllilitlull .m](_J unfair, is presented 1o us in lh]e way ‘l:;,cc(?ih;“y o
cading fewtures aftributed by our article to lllet‘[il? }:}”]h
cidel-

bery i art i
hergr Catechism, puticularly its systical element and its sym
sympa.

Ehywith the old catholic life of e church. His remarck
. arks oun
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“ m gticiam \Vll]cil he l;ll\(',S.lE (]l onc s¢nse E“HP‘Y “““'l. :Hyﬂ‘
. .
1

A T e gnﬂ illD“l‘

» and as the exclusion of mlculg‘hlmyxln{te fsuiifl ;mssi'l);le still

ik ot to say ritliculously absuvd. Ant lie ¢ catholic™ spirit

cal, o bewed {0 deny what we have saitd of ¢ ;e 0 .
more o 54 e & nas ”ninﬂ' at once thn 1 R

Oaleshiam, by just asstiiiis yanisim ot the

of lbitﬁ; with ll:n distingnishing fentures glfl ch;r\lrcly e

symepiof the Reformmsion, ud twn goin .gl tl?is system, on il

l}mt the formulary is plainly 5mtug0msm‘, c; - sonses could ever

tha Profesinnt points. Agif any one lm 'Ffis e over i the

1r?pl?rmlmrwisc of o Reformed 5y|nb¢?l o ‘\ wmoinly relies, for

“m,\u arl and mystery,” on which Ihclcv:e_weq“ ;.co\'CI'l lengue

;"1:':;;1m offest to bis whale auack. 110&?}‘;‘;5"‘1':!]‘70 ‘e Tueformed

= i wien even 10 i e

A gmanism, 8 design Tl e Clatechism 18

\:lilllllrclll): by nhﬂci'ng it nppp;;;- u‘m’ thu I{T:él(:l?:ﬂgcnd lools and

: rofostant. ( A |
. nre Romun than ¥r . N Loy lo e
afier L‘lllll:,‘ word ¢ catholic 7 and this ag_nml \JS \11\10 i?: 1 1o se-
runs N her word  f mystical.

. ; 1er Wort 3 a :
changes Tung o8, that I’DE arms of Lhe * Greal Holol” i:‘\‘ﬂ Dr.
duce Drotestants ml\n : lbr\‘\ the wmill-stone of this awful gl‘":'.

¥ cun see throngd i E it ho 1oo lale
1 mfiﬂﬁtplr;"  npd he will set the world llgh\l;inys-\vallnw‘"i up
g ‘o the CGierman Reformed ‘fh“r“h from ‘r i) Ae will seelo-
m_s‘-‘:\l e horrible snore, {without lcxlo\\’1ﬂ'g“ i) O‘“hm_ braneh-
E‘:‘\t‘!h‘ﬁstih'u the Reformed Duteh ul”;mh’ o da'md k‘cf“ ont of
it ot led ‘ ch, e propely warnec s .
cformed chuch, be § ! roan | IROIMATISI
es of ’lhBR S0 wo lnve the Iy, Teomanisny! Lm-l -
B elhout 1 'f'D ‘ feet, Thut is always sure, i sucd & L"l o
ily s ted for etivet. et it 15 nile .
lusulgf":.-l:?llcl: opular car. Tor the popular nnndﬁh_}z;}: e
o Lw;{' n lTl?lllillldﬁ of sins, offences we mcmr;nn?'i}l‘«qllw fannli-
- i?i:lchnrily and e, Bntis itreally so” 03 and qurring""
retl 0 . s 2 T g,
W oney thus roused, rubbing i1 owlish eyes, B0, you
i jﬂ? m! "2 inane.— Ceriainly,” ow alarmist rlcpl} e u
: n ddayle ant.— . R .. \ 'z
mlc;I:;cl lilt. Lin this picture ol the O::luc‘lln{nl'[l; ;L;‘fl Dla i {1'11 :
iy § B i face.?—! yore _
ain ! e nose on your Dwil il - i 4 myEL
pl.un’ "sulhfl there i}n what is said of the H"llmlm- A 1w rils
ekl "t Wby £ty Do not these terms point siraighn ‘70\\?‘:. 4
cal spirit of the wors. JPERY by apecalyphic senl?  An
Home? Isshe not* MY3 SR 0 Bt the Catechism has
- I.‘;hr‘ also the ¢ Catholic’ church?  But & it It iz no+
iy boan poed o s Sy ool OB, i
© i rith Rome g ey |
i al will moreover Wi PO v it Gyt nne
toﬁ\)\\é‘y 3 80 ll'u'rr,t.‘.lj,’ assandted by the Papists, wh; FEren Igiu
have been B ol know her own friends ¥ 1o Al
poared 7 Does ome spcliem, both as given in 1847 nad,
pieiure of the Heidelberg Gates 1{:;3311 wo are bawud Lo conside
i in 1851, P
4 we have il here agun . nough in
'nm":l"n‘:u‘sv'\ml fulge.”’—S0 TUnd the argument; lame enoug :
insidious and lalse. :

all. conscience; made up of ad captandum clap-irap 1mainly ;
but for this very reason alse, we may add, but teosure of its own
currency with the popular prejudice to which it malkes itsappeal.
- All thishowever does not disturb in the least the truth of our
pieture, taken in it own fair and proper sense. . The Catechism
remains still wuly Afelancthioniren inits constitution ; and carries
“in it accordingly both a catholic spiit and o rich mystical vein,
beyond all that is to be found of this sort in any other symboli-
cal book of the Reformed eonfession,
It breaihes, we suy, o catholic spivit.  This does net mean,
- that it is either Roman or Lutheran in its lieological mind 5 we
know that it is neither; woe speak of it always as n Relormed
" - symboly ot judge it fran the stand poind and standard of iis own
class.  The Reformed confession includes various types of
thought, receding tmore or less rom Lasheranizmn and Gotholi-
cisin in the Roman form. Modern Puritanism forms the ex-
treme lefi of this prismatic spectrum, 1he greatest possible refre-
tiati, where (he lght of Christianity shodes ofl’ finally, through
the fainl violet of Bapiistic Independency, inlo clear Unilavian
negation.  The Heidelberg Catechism, on the other hond, vep-
resents just the other side of the Reformed scheme, that namely
by which it lies vexi 1o the original Linberan confession, and so
in felt ergnnic conneclion also with the past life of 1he church
in its universal chirncter, "Ihis grew in somie meastire necessa-
rily out of the circunmstances of ils formation 5 (he faet was felt
“and acknowledged, when the symbel first minde its appearance ;
“Land the evidence of itis sill open 1o wdl; in the work itself. Tt
. ls found nore fuvar even in the Luthermn churcly, than any
Cather syinbal belonging to the Reformed interest; and for this
“Iatter interest itgell, as we all know, it was exalted at once to a
“gort of ceumenical suthority 3 afact, of itsell suificient (o altest
-its eathalic elwwacter.  This character bere, however, implies
imore thun tnere liberality.  Unitarinnism is liberal ; all indiffer-
~entism, all negative rationalism, is liberal in its own way; car-
ties in itself just heeause it 4s negaiive, no positive contents for
“fuith and life,  Cahalicity, on the contrary, suppeses faith, truth,
-concreie realily, o given substance in the form of religion, a
“diving historieal fact 1o be snbmitted 10 by all men, and found
o be commensurate with the universal wants of the world.
“Such isthe old Torce of the term, os emplayed to express o char-
“acteristic attribute of the church from the beginning.  So under-
‘sloodl, it earries in it necessarily the iden of sympathy nnd cor-
arespondence with the old life of Christianity, as this las formed
Albie historieal identity of the church through ail ages, before the
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Reformation as weil ns sinca ; for surely this life must have
comprebended in it {he true and proper stbstance of Christiani-
ry nil slong, {however averlaid with corruptions and errors,

from which to be disunited, must bo Leld Lo be one and the sme
thing with ecclesinstical death.  The catholicity of the Heidel-
berg Catechisin then involves certainly, as it ouglit to do,
pathy with the religious life of the old Catholic Chureh.”  In
this trait, it goes beyond all other Reformed symbols ; though it
is in contrast with the later forms of Puritanism mainly, that its
significance comes fully into view. The Reformed faih gener-
ally in the beginning, though not just of one type here, owned
tho necessity ol such fellowship in spirit with {he Iistorical sub-
stanes of Catholicism s it had come down from otherages ; and
for this very reoson fell in ensily wilh the catholic soul and voice
of the Heidelberg Catechism. But no such mind belongs to
nodern Puritanism.  This has almost no sympathy whnievee
with the ald church faith. All really churchly and catholic

idens, are for it a parfect abomination. It disowns {he saem-

menls in their ancient senst, and scouts the obligation of the

Shetion to {his system, thal now aflects to

creed.  1n contradistine
e vat only the wliole sense of the TReformed confession, (which

noloriously it is not,) but the whole sense also of whole Protest-
antism, (which is a still greater falsehood ) we have ¢haracteris-
ed the Caleehism as being in its reigning spirit higtorical aud
cathalic. Tt is not Puritan. Modern Puritanisim could not. use
it with hearty freedom and good-will ; and thoss whe try 1o bend
it to this siandard, are alwnys guily of deing it gross violence
and wrong. 1is veneration for the ereed, its dootiing of the haly
saarnments, al once place itin a Jilferent order of religions faith
Tt does not go on the assumplion, that the trnths of Christianity
may be pul together in any and overy way o snil the private
jndgment of modern fimes3' but holds the form and ovder of

the creed to be the necessary Lype, and indispensable condition,

———t

s« Protesiantism takes the docirines of the Bible ivle its creed, in just
such nn order as it Ihinles to be natwral. Put the other sysiem holds iwself
bound 10 the order of the Apostles’ Creed » Phas speaks the Pyritan Re-
corder, in its earicature not lung since of our secund article on Barly
Christianity 5 not aware seemingly of the abyss of rationglistn, which sueh
n confession involves. For ¥ Protestantism'™ however in this case, we
should read Puritanism.” ‘This last docs jndeed pretend to reconsirnet
Chrlstianity from the bottom, putting its parts logether as 1o itsell’ scems
nataral ; but eriginal Protestantism wiis euilty of no such presummiun.
Tt {elt itsell bound 1o follow the Apusl!cs’
first general couneils.

Creed, and the decisions of the

-
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of all so inc;
of ol [33\‘[[1:]!:1([11 “('}ic:iclrmc[, a true regula fidei, the force of which
musL oxtend wi ; reai plastic power to every other arlicle of
Prmgsmn‘td ief fo make it really orthodox and right. “N
ratnsan morl:)l;ni:;: [Ct-{:::l1evml.‘b‘e hc}d in a sufe form, whic.h ig rioc:
el ' a living braneh fron i i
P“%]l:;\'%s}:mlln_)l, in the consciousness of r’lilill ’t’h‘c trunkc of this
atechism, we say agni S on
peite C SR y ugnin, makes room largely for
loéicul ml‘:(‘l“;:]'iz‘h“]‘IL'thDH‘ ns well as for that \-.'higL:h);s mc:rt:lllc
peical and if ‘\\’hci(;‘,l;\hilil]is :'Vc doubt whether Dr. Proud(it hn-?!r
> i i erm is employed o " expr
A ' mployed {0 cxpress
i Dc;_l Llilzzit}:;rie_as "Nf:iln(lﬂl' or Ollmann, whcn,:lpplic‘ziyigl{?]lé
guject of the Y giloi‘m life under the opposition now stated ; for
caricnturc.d )'f\“ nr::nr( ersland otherwise, how it conld he s0 grossl
curicatire ”;:, }u ]md ito be in his bands. "The Gntecﬁism !
e Delphic[nc;'u{ lli 51Ecsltex'::111|'l5f, ! ;':,msccndcnmlisms or far t'r:u:l:5
d De nclea,  Its “anystil” is not ificati i
o e e not mystificatio -
clam wi[:l'; l.J:lLl sensc.  Dut what then? T’Veymuysny ﬁfs;g?:
nlys?i,cnl c[é)”lls;‘:ﬁ mugrh me, of the Bible. Isthere then nz
cal ¢ wrel  Are its propositi
e e e propositions of so muc
ol }u’ndeiﬁfrﬁlig’rﬁ nizy e folt vough the medivim of IU.l:t: E?}l;e
i lutllcr[':;:ﬁ\l.m[i’i'hc Olld Tesiament is throughout my?{i
g zing the spirit, the fac | red
o y the face of Moses covered

* Dr. Proudfit puls
found in on puls on a show of surprise over the following ;
mation l’oun{:] utfnzf::i(::mc artieles : * However much al'lll’]lj\i)lb]}?al:llul?émi%t}'on’
the main body Ufli]m 1E‘ ta remove, it was still eompetled to tio 1 car
d-'l.jl'i Protestantism has 1:(;"':':'1\'&1!“:\5;2;%{ i (;I'lhndo_\- and right ; al::?]igfh;:
willing H s . ssion inthe w s
”'“ll‘lnt?ftt’lli]::“:ljlit:_::;clhﬁ~nm fou_ndmiun.” Ii\‘3 ]::‘0[:{11'!51' ?Eglirm:}:?n 1!1?,-1 i3
Iiave only o ““-'1}' ,1,-:][ o sel aside by a couple of exﬂmnyltion” i that the
Let any one talke [hL“ll‘(“J‘lfhlE‘r[[j)':ll!:;:ls\.' llt!;wrmnjifﬂ! nd him“""“‘“ I‘Illlutil\r:rﬁ'd‘:g
or even the O ia d ead the Summo of Tho A
spark of in::cn;.l(l;f:;:;h';léz_‘l,l““’#' of the Couneil of Trent, mI\l(;liI:'ﬂﬁ;h%umaﬁ'
norance and prejudic uI 15 in him, he will be heartily ashamed of ”mvv: iy
regard to this puijm, '.i..[ ey fUO commonly reign among Prnleﬁt;msm .”JIT‘
af yesterdny, but has ¢ it Gllcﬂtbmly of our divinity, God be I’T'ii%ed i
thooezch the Beman Cuth th‘ﬂu dowi to us as a rich legacy fram T is not
wealth, which is cmb[::rmlr'l”wd" The same may be said nft;.ll?:rclllln?ns'
pray, da we nwe o lhclm“":i‘;‘:r modbr". civilization, How much or“gﬁL
away the oid Catholie lrun'l.: ;;ﬁ‘afé;gllgfclgns. and Paulicians 7 'I‘ake'
: an be no worth nor life in an
Y

Trotestant do 162, 1 1155100 3 slantism ceriainly

1 oy . b
{ T"he [P i st ! Iy, if it be
rolesta oir L § Protestantism mos A . I

from heaver
1 amd not as it i

e SE1 s enemies tell us from i {
nrtic]e' ni‘r}u::;;iglb: Taid, an_ui nil to lay a new one ll“(?:l'l;'l‘:‘ A
alin a ’nen{'lfehn::l'{:nl:y faith, for instance, is sund and vl'nr::l“ 'ilf’u'?cl; o
A “:il!mn]tslsl!i?:l to the objective m}'smriesuai' e 1}\pgsrlli}::s‘:
Sl . 5, 1% Among oul more ! .

¥, it must be regarded as only a pgslif:rnﬁ[;r;;m:?ac:llnmcmal e
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with a veil # which is done away in Christ.” Christ’s pagab!el
are mystical, resting on real and not simply notional ana Cllg:lf;.‘l!
between the world of uature and the world of grace, w m]:J
neither thought nor lunguage can fully fillllm‘l'l,rwhll:h cn::ma'
felt only in the profoundest depths of the soul. Fhe s.'n.n;e " \§
be said of his miracles. T'oa truly contemplative faih, 11:}(
menan inmeasurably more than they at once rJul\\.'m_‘d\Iy c.“pfpeils;
Ilis teaching partook largely of the samo c‘h:'\LmIt,lL‘r.' B
words (hat I'epenk unto you,” lie said himself, ¢ m)-ld‘"l hpoes
and they are life.”  'They are pregnant with a sense “]IIL”] ﬁ :
far beyond cither grammar ov logic ; missing \'._'hach_ n :occ‘)‘}l(;r:
having no orsan for il indeed, our rational c;mg;:s&rsq oo off ;
turns them inio mere © fesh that profiteth nothing.” The sacre r
writers of 1he New Testament generally ehow more or ]ezf, of
the smne quality ; but most of all he who leaned ?? Je.-.,.ut:r
bosom, and whom the ancients compare with the engle su.mtu::
townuds the sun.  Without soine sense for the 1:1)rstau:1l, 1o mlcg
preter can understand o expound St John, Who has lnpt fIL; t
the foree and beauty of the celebrated picture applied to him f:
Claudivs : “ Twilight and night; and llnrnngh_thqlnlt!lc]r[u:ﬁ:i;
gleaming lightning.  Asofl evening cloud, “ml'u'cliilm _‘1L| I(-"thz
full moon hodily 17 Does this imply umnlclh;;.l. Ull[l‘e;c.‘.i, '(:'emc
opposite of clear simplicily 7 According to Dr.d Tl il alsr‘_ ll me
of thinking, it does; but lislen to Olshagsen, 1o s.t\g.- ; e {‘;lh‘c
quite ns competent a judge: “ The thoughts of .Jg'n!\ ll\l; (e
geeniest simplivity, and ulo.ng with ﬂus a m.r:luphylsmyxl 53?“1. “'LN:-
ty, they carry in them logical sharphess, without laving PIDL|i
ded from the standpoint of mere reflection, ,‘nm~f'|un[1 L
depth of intuition, they arestill far from the clondmcsﬁ.m:f tlﬂl'l-
fusion of mysticism ; expressed in the plainest Im}gnngb,.; Iy
unite in themselves the depily of genuine mystils with lll]L‘. {u ear-
ness and precision of genuine scholastils. Wln‘.rcmtlmwl lt? mi:
tuitive powers are wanting, or lic still undeveloped, the depth nl
Johin however clear must appear o be :lur[;puss;jhutﬁ@r s’m.'x
standpoint also the Gospel of John was not written. Now we

* Bib, Comisn, Vol II p. 24.—Take the following passage .1“1];“ '-“:\Vtil:lel
same point from Schafl’s Geschichie der Christlichen quf;], p. & S
Paul, John possesses in common depth of knowledge i ar.-?ri .1qc]mmcs o
aposiles, who have left for 0s the fullest and most dfi]vc (l'ptlimilnm] mes of
doctrine. But their knowledge is of different sort. mli : nlhin]'cr Jhe
school learning of the Pharisces, is :_m_Hm:mnn}nn]_\fr5|.nrlpumm.'ll c.nm-
skilful dinlectician, exhibiting the Christian doctrines !'“r mcg“qe 1;1 com
prehiension, proceeding from ground lo consequence, ruz: cause 10 Lo
from the general to the particular, frem propoesitions lo co 5 .
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do not pretend to minke the Heidelberg Catechism of one char-
acter here, with this sacred composition 3 we only make use of
the exainple, ta show the absurdity of the eriticisi tlu hus been
80 pompougly paraded against the whole idea of n miystical cle-
ment in the Catechism, ag well as 10 illusirate in what general
eense we and others have attributed (o it such a qualily, und ars
disposed ta vindicale for it the sune honorable distinetion si.
Let it be kept in nind, that we speal of it relutively (o jts own
class. Ilis n Reformed symbol. and must be judged of from
the bosom of this confession.  Wlat we have siid before of ihe
genius of the Reformed conlussion, as being naturally unfuvarable
fothe mystival elementand disposed to nrove rihier i the line of
niere logicdl reflection, is 1o well established a8 a fact 10 be un-
seltled a all by the flimsy dislectics brought to lear upon it by
Dr. Proudiit. Tt is acknowledged by all respectable writers vl
romparative symbolisn. - Not 1o speak of Zuingli, we find in
Gulvin herea spirinal nature very ditlerent from that of Luther.
He is more rizorously rational and dialectic.  T'his does not of
itsellimply reproachy for if the Bible ahounds in one of the ele-
ments now  conlrasied, it abowds in the other Jikewise, | If
John is inystical, Paul is no less logical, with the sane titdke
inspirntion.  "Phere is o sound ratjonalizm in religion, s well g
nsotnd inysticism 5 though both tenns, nakedly taken, carry in
our language commonly w bad sense. This very fact, however,
shows low possille it s fur the vight in either case (o ran into
wrong 3 and we are remimded by i) a the saime imie, that ench
tendencey is exposed naturally 1o iis own abuse, wd not to thie
of the aiher. “T'ins it is, that the logical imerest in relision, aa
we find it yepreseied by the Reformed confession sinee tie days
of Zaingli wnd Calvin, thangh iy itself o very goud amil necos-
sy side of our common Chrisinnity, curios in ilsell alwayy
notwithetmnding o dangerous linbility (0 becone rutionalisiic.
Not as if dunger loy only on this side, nned ali was socurily o
the other. Butthe danger of one side is not just that of the

irue kngieal evidence and precisina-—a representative thus of gennine seho-
lasticismy (Suhelustil:y o the hest sense of the word,  The knuwledge of
dohn js intuition and eantenplation. e ser bis objeet with the soul (fe-
mitth), he takes in all as a singie picture, and eepresents thus the deepest
truths without proof, a5 an eye-withess, in their innnediale originality, His
koowledge of divine things is the deep reaeliing guze of love, which always
directs kil 1o the centre, and from this outwanls embenees 3]l puinty

of the periphery at one glance. He is the representative of zll genuine
mysticisim (Mystek).”



170 The Hr:ia’el[mrg,T Catechisin., [Manes,

oilier. The constitutional leaning of 1he Reformed church is,
not towards bad mysticising bt owards bad radonalism.  Now
what we have said in relation 10 the Heidelberg Catechism is
simply (lis, that it goes beyond ull othersymbols of its own con-
fession in o proper combination of the mnystical element with the
merely rational, in the business of religious instruction.  This
by no menns denies o it the common quality of the Relormed
theology, logical clearness and precision ; but on the conuary
assumes this rather to be the reigning character of the work.
“ The Heidelberg Catechism,™ we expressly say, * has regard
througliont to the lawlul claiws of the understanding 3 its sathor
was thoroughly versed in all the dinlectic subtloties of the age,
and an nncommonly fine logic in irwh distinguishes its whole
entmposition.  But aleng with this runs, ot the same lime, n
contipual appeal 1o the interior sense of the soul, a sort of sol-
emn under tone, sounding from the depths of the invigible world,
whicl only an unction from the Holy One can enalile any fully
w henr and understand. The words are often feli, in this woy,
to mean much mare than thoy logically express. The Cateehism
is no cold workmanship merely of the rionalizing intelleet.
1t is full of feeling wul fuith,”?

Lt is not casy, of sowrse, to prove or exemplifly for the merely
lagical understanding the presence of nquulity, which addyesses
isell wholly to o diflerent im0 be apprehended at all, it
must be fell,  We bmy appeal again, liowever, to the sympathy
in which the Cutechism stands with the theory of religion em-
Lodisd in the Apostles’ Crood, aml its palpable disngreement
here with the spirit nnd genins of modern Pradianism, In the
view of the creed, all religion rests in the acknowledgment of
the mystery of the inearnation anl it necessary conseguences,
historieally eonsidered, in the felt Tiving sense of these supermnal-
weal realitins, suhmitted 10 s actoally ot hand in the world by
fuith.  The system inclodes the idea of the chureh, as 1he me-
i of sudvation, and of divine snermmnents carrying i them
oijective foree and power.  Batthis charehly and sierusental
side of religion, involves of el the force of what we now
speadc of as the wystical interest in proper conjunction with the
merely ntellectinl or rmional. Puritanisw, fuits modero shape,
mity he suid 1o facle it alingether, Te deals with relivion asa
matier of purely ndividual upinion wied priviee experience. It
tens it objectively into nomere absiraction. With the ITeided-
bergr Catechizm, on the contrary, it is regarded ns a living con-
crete power,  The ealechumen is set down inthe bosom as it
were of the new creation, as o divine supernatural aet, and is
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taugh i i i .
mmgd toli(')uglgc his responses accordingly, not simply from the
i cfccllcx?l ‘r‘u}u\:'m‘d rc([{g:[luu, (as in the cose for instanee of
& e L Westminster Cuatechism,) but (i it
e _ \_ #m,) but from the coudition of-
I;mlllli]et:lgftltllllt;gs} bunlgljrcglcd a5 of actual validity for hin, ns-a
! churct: by bapiism, in vigpy turel
IS chu fsm, ue of what the chure
gh;c-}i::f;]slll-?n }})mpr?acs of salvation by the canstitutjon of its 0:.::2
i c.';c Some e made (his very fealure on ohjection
lechism. Bt it agrees witl) all eeelesiastical nnfiguipy
and falls i ton 1] A lastical intiquiry
with the general tone and style of the N s
tfament. v 1o v s
I - o 1
Chi;%olhoni}_\f :}L the sac amentat doctrine of the Heidelberg Cate-
o S'l,vi:)e ’r‘g tf cspccm.h‘_v i whigh it presents ihe lnvst(.'.r_y" of
©10Urs preseace inthe holy cuclirist, Dy Proudiit, f
fome reason, avoids this nnj ansi. hing o chog
e tejazasorl us s point, only transieatly touching on whnt
ot "i,cw Drcﬂn;n disposition o lay too mucl stress nnalhc mys-
L ns stermnenl. We ave beon o i ided
el : beent a it §
indeed, that in underiaking (o vindicate (1o b ot

O dtal in ki _ tnocence of the
dlechism against ou represeotations, he shoukd have mken no

hoiie el ‘e osni its dilieri
dmi:;[(;'?“zfﬂ\!} IIIJ.::; \:*c 'f:mc enid of ifs differing fram the Lutheran
PG ; sCrivinen(y] presence, on tlie fuestion of mod
dc(l} ,l;lcl:l[! nrn[. alnll on (he Guestion of fact.  Some h:n'r"pl'clcn‘j
L c:-:rgr”r{;;' ;f ‘{{u.ny thida, and 1o make us oyt zuilty of o
Dring peror [0 df*':l.lllnﬂglll fr'n'(‘;r of the ald Leforngod faith ny-
o ﬁ'm.,:é ‘{;:f;l.l [l-‘i ratjonalistic conception 5o conuna in teal-
‘ cm]cc;;w[] |l1-|Fl \}:) .u. u)).[m u!_' Sne aceom, so faras this PRing
onen onpii ‘,Jr 13}'. i | [ I.UIIIHIL does nat veulnre {o mpleo any
g viopial of ”,[" H?.ill(ﬂ, however well suiied it ntight seem ot
HAnees 1o o sm-fat‘r('?ﬁ,i'[la: I.w.lll.'lmﬁc‘ This amonnts in the efrctm-
b, mibeer !;r i][ibu\:ll:]l:;: lﬁl{g,{lpf]l, that here at lenst wa
pation of Christ’:rrlnril}r-f Doy i ¢ represents st the partiej-
Miriien] (et gl {‘7( by in the snernment, throueh iha
ehwreh gcﬂf!r'nllgr iIJlO:]!I((: si'\{:i(iiljl:m’ r“;uS held ;l)’]llm e
wherally seiieenlh cenlury s and g i is plainle
;9‘!(1}5}"!1;{,. U\r—. .u':‘d over ngain, in the llczicli:EI.mr-lr C:]ulr;n;jllri!:}:,I.“Jl!)”
lh‘ﬁ(;[ﬁl it I\lgn 3 oo, that, ji s tanght in the Df]c: f of the
mnllilr::l{:lty t]:;:;l‘lsalllumrll_l, m terms that shat ot avery sorl of
= ?;;_ct‘u; e L)' ‘ mr ]erh chureh, at e present {ingg, still
. an.”]ﬁ.:n] 0 her proper !lm'utIir:n'_\' faith? Doos pur
ﬁ'_rm‘r,t n-f }-hﬂfupif? 1"{;:?';:&_':!3;”'(! I[l o “”,‘f”'i”é}' iy Cl
QUeStons. O ([ . PFCSUIIE 00U b answer either of (e
|‘]i:||]c|[]l|l::r.(f()(:}[r['liL l'lun.g ]1.:: ceriin howevar; namely, tlt llu:l:::u'(.l
furtnity with Lllnl:wu'(;‘cull lic -H'em-”“wrﬁr C:';rft:t:hf:snl Is ol in con-
b it ﬁ[o s ]a_.qle:g‘mng F uritan slun_rlur(l, an il iy
[ W1t precisely by jis mystjcal efcmcnl, hy

itfession of (e
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its-acknowledgment of & real mystery of grace in the holy sacra-
ment, whicll was universally owned by the ancient ¢hureh, but
which Puritanism now gees {iv 1o rojeet’ rThis distinction, how-
ever, implies o great denl wore than itself nalkedly considered.
Tt may euit & certain style of theology, 0 conceive of the sacra-
menial tectrine of the ald Reformend faith ns a sorl of autward
accident anly, in no argnnic connection with its gencral syslen,
and capable of being Bissovered from it with rain rather (han
loss.,  Butin ifs own nature, os we may casily enough see, the
ease 1s of o very dilferent character, The docirine in tuestion
must of necessity condition naterinlly the whole system or
scheme to which it helongs; andd nothing therefore ¢ Dbe more
precarions, that 1o think of measuring sud trying this by anoth-
o systent, Hial i not canditioned in its conslition by any such
Joctrine whatever.  Itis in vain to affect hile or no vegard {ot
ihe point hove brought inio view, i3 Mroueh it were after wlla
sonalt matter that the eld iden of sacramentul grace lias heen =0
widely lostin the yuligious thinking of thepresent tine. Unless
we tuke the ground it the universil aneient church was out of
its senses o this subjecl, and thut original Protestantism labored
alzo with regard 1o it under the most perfeel delugion, we must
goe oud feel it the modern error Bs sometiing mote than o sin-
gle dead Sty werely, sanginge L ointment of the apotliceary (0
Slink. 1t reaches far inio the very life of failh and piety ; und
itis hard to say which class of persons most deserves indignant’
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e

1 73e, TPromdfit distifies owe ase of the word myslery.” Ttis painful, he
says, to hear i bronght furward so mueh, in conneciion with e chureh,
and the saeraments. It is @ [awvorite tenm with Romanisis, the proper
ladye indectd of the Papacy: “lur which vefy reason,” il we tulie his word
for it, * the Relormers esehewed both the word and the thing ™" Could we
well lave iowever, We ask in retnra, iomoere palpable nputogy for laying
stress au the word, 1 the present lime, than just such a barelnced altempt
in the bosom, not of New Bngland Unngrc-g:nimm'nism, wuy of the Lefurmmed
Tuteh ehureh, o il and root et from Irotestantism the whole slorious
ien which the word represenis?T1is nol trie, that the Re
ed cither the word or the thing. Wilk it he pretonded, that Luther made ne
acconnt of the mysiery ol the holy eucharist, that he Jouked vpon it asn
mere supper,” in the Jow rationalistie scase insingated (note p. 117) by
N Proudfit T And is it not just this wwimystical view that Calvin stigma-
tizes ns profane 1 The sacraments have always been mysieries for (he
faith of the chureh, and must romnin &0 §s loug as there is auy true finith
in the warld, The chureh itsell is amysiery.
nre mysteries § Dot simply in t\he sense of un
the sense of gloriously awlul supernatural reali

faitly in the bosom o
lanism, we are soTry {u say, scems now to have alipost no senst

ties, histarienlly present foF
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reprehiens o)
tcfy b ilﬁf;\an-)d rebuke; thoze who wantonly discard the mys-
oty of the ncrainenl aliogether, as it was once universall }o-
A b
palved, ar ;Los'(lzl\{\i]m condeseendingly profess to malke still s}(rnrne
e ”,".: 'ﬁ.vfg;}:}h? ncxtn;‘omcm turn round and shake
| 3 nly ur i nss, 1 i
pands with the fist ope Y!. nbelieving class, as being after oll
R wmainly in iis virulent opposition to ever,
Gngar ivh ea, and as Liaving no power appaiently to see o y
. 1 . {
qunger ik T}l&\“c:'l r::rn I;h(]: tlzjonlrary direction.  Ooly thinic of‘lllll)c:.
istil ecn Pedobaptists and i- anti
s‘_g?',ﬁcnnce of which uu-nslr)m tl;n oll?ti]sll pec}ohapllsls,lhc o
e : | 2 old iden o sacramental gra
accomﬁn :yl gxl:lesl{n‘mhon of the first inte the charncter of n",l];:?é
L ql;Lna.L‘u}clu; or of _.Aipcrium: Lutheranism bclzlkihg
el Irihumlipkl "im( mcking, in its unsacramental tendencies
o i al which holdsihe mystery of the holy eniliolic cl I
i figment, and charres the Apostles” er i e
ey ¥ postles” creed with wholesule
But our criti
1c finds a, o St i
wrain o, for. the cfllilolf.‘i]Li string to play his ad caplandum
P cluu'uh’ e -'l 0 pnpu_:lur prejudice particalarly in his
. ¢ have made it a merit of the Heidelberg for
e for-

farmers eschews |

Al the artieles of the crec‘d‘
Cithomable dotripes, butin .

 the world under its nataral form. OF il this, Purie
wikateyets

mular at it takes ear i
i Orybli!i:itnli;[l:lkﬁs Lrljl-‘lt‘.‘ “ 1o avoll the thorny, dialestic subtle-
nsonishing. ‘{;'P ) his statement he afllests to Gud “tealy
e G‘.lml:hisml‘a i r;ut called by way of eminence tha Cal-
i by al E;l"lll’ul‘\tt]‘t Fo uLt;uiicud by its enciies; and so re-
8 nuthor h'lﬂi‘il‘llﬂ[ f““1 of e Rcformed hrch T E A was
S b)} f)r N I[n_m "Bl'f.‘::siill'l ns Qulvinisl?” Nay is it
o e s wu. h-wcm::l;cflftki ﬁlaftlrunstw gymbol 7 This and
et e hay > declumutory purpose ;
- Ir:,;llllxl ?;i r\)\:li:n,lis\-{'ti'):l;; \h;: grinmd s boldty lifk[}ll;, it lollllcnl:hiz
T ek ;m.l :‘”]]l’ { I.Ill .lhu hnr(l‘knully points in question
s i:s i mr\; lxéi:-]-;Iler\?d praminente i the-Catechism,
'inf-f\r'humfin ay wiy \\'h;:?ul:v;;v feinerity Lo represeut it us avoid-
Now o 5 we 3 .
o€ il e v b vl oy i i e
plawe, doos Dr. ].z’m:ulﬁt rcj'I l?fhu it dHhD‘“ESL I the fira
Mueract tyra i ahurch L I necd 10 be informed, like the
bk o e .1’|a|_0|yt llmg ‘lilC terin Clulvinistic, us used
sl 08 of one sense [-yl-"" I oppostiion {0 the rerm * Lutheran,”
i Sig[lilil;{li}mIL:‘\:;:i:“:_‘;"]i;vllr{“;m” Reformed,” ila not just :)f
ool Tt 1ls okt this term as now popularly under-
o (Jlll}c[l:lsurl:‘if.'::l;lflll‘I:J A r:nlm-’m]st_u? In our Ililfuc, il{nrlll'l!t}:lsl“iil
"1 tulen for lh-u nt;ul:LL [.U. the doctring of the divine decrees, and
e pl.ul'i‘n no alher eense ; whereas, in llu,: aoo
lotting of the Lol 5 I"s reference wos most immediately to l}n‘
. ¢ holy sacraments.  As distinguished from e
o m Luth-
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i d view of the
eram, it had regard mmnlﬁr to ti{c' pnilljx?-nrd Ijggrr:?:d g
s ssienily expluine o 1
s supper, s classicully ex : the pront
3;'2;:1!:\'(“1 ?&f&rmcr in his Institutes and Dll}e;‘ ’_\\ li]ilrl:%ins {onl{ml
: i latter purt of his life, was 1
s only Melanethon, in the i JLESl o e
flcﬂm? ?\s Ju. sort of Calvinist.  In this sehise it was :lt)ill?rhis m)\?
thput Ussinus came under the rcproncI; of Caimgzin“;m o
tive city Dresslan.  In this sense the Palatina Gl L ;en&e uliine
istic or Reformed in the year 15625 'n.uid fi‘}otvl:}and ;pnken A
the Heidelberg Catechism was afterwords ku - 1 spoleen o
as o Culvinistic symbol.” T was not :f‘.nlht::m?‘.[hc ent with
Calvin, in opposition to Lather, on the modeo
e cagni s Dir. Proudlit really nced
bt b e l\\'c nﬂ\fﬂgsli‘I?:,lii?lli‘ssrincliou espressed by the
infl i y gonlession: 5 L b
to be infurined, that the confessio tin s eigally
ithe « ¢ ! to Latheranism, we i
> Leformed,” as opposed | ke
{Jl‘jtnny mfuuns s):nonymuns with o formally pl'olrtasﬁflld-lxlcl?nowl-
13 Culvin’s theory of the decrees, much less Wh‘.-l a h; clinowl
edgment of ull the knotty points of this theory s
=]

i * L ] c 2 -otestanils RO (I l;lﬂ! en
it H ” [§4 1 eI,
p\lb[ls[lﬂ I m i\ls nane, h I roesfunt

iy ] i Hf istorian Mog-
Poland ]'Illl'lﬁﬂl‘y, and the Pﬂlﬂ“llillc,” sys the listoria
L @

eli i ix centa
heim, speaking of the Reformed chinrch ]m’ "lfcj:i:‘r(c"?:;g]in -
vy  foflowed fndeed the French and e vlr_m. i(;u o ot
senlinients concerning Ehc‘cuc[mrist, i the -EI [:)lily' bl oot
vorship, and in their principles of ccr:']esu.tsnf:n. p e oy
;n lhci}.’nutious of predestination, which intricate coznd e
left undefined, and subuiited to the free ?‘:u:‘lmmﬁéo::ﬂ‘irmed role
judgment of every individual. It may .ar! rcr.l o ol obii"'::d =
before the Synod of Dart, no Reformed church e e
bcfurl,u t' by any speeial law, or arlicle ol" foith, 1o oo 1(: '
Tcnilmfi?iugo} the chureh of Geneva relmmg_to Lhcl pmuag
t‘we ?:f the sabvation of the eleet or the ruin of lu:l r'iptllm
Eﬁ?[c’; It is admitted by Moshicing, a1 1he same time, tha

il .

i taken of this
in which advantage has been
4 ave heard of cases, o w Hag et
1‘;;]“',:;1)“]0"},' to draw both the memb'ur:..nnd lllﬁnyzt;?p::ey - wiiey
MR ..r-Pliuu-; ?nln the fold of Presbyterianism o 1;- T
mng_nbi.t ery title by which you hold your curporate [‘1:.'1 r'x RS
that is l‘lc‘rau) rou belang (o us, the only distinction bemced " uuur:e o
i5 atr Hit ('G"rmi" and we are Eaglish; which isat an mll "r(" Mnny' s
iggn n:’s[: }-u[;: pass from the use t]ll‘ one :‘nlngu:l",{v:‘ lec::ct:l]f:iggii:::l identics by
- 7 1S pw I3t g
y an has been puzzle out of hi: , e e
l&o.“.'-T; ?t‘:::m;\:‘hi:i:h possibly his Faoglish m:sph!mr also, no wiser (. I
‘;F 1 : wse] upon him with perfectly goad I‘m!l:. - (Maclaine's" came
e Eaeles, Hist, Cont. XVI, Secy. 111, Pars 11, Chap. I,
Coeles. v

lation).
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Ereafest part of the Reformed doclors, in.the countries noy men-
tioned, fe)] by degrees of iheir ewn accard into (he Gengyan gys-
tem ;. a fueg principally owing, no doubl, o the great repuitation
of the academy of Geaeva, which was geneially frequented, jn
this century, by those among the Refurmed who were candidates
for the ministry, Along with (his tendency, however, went from
the beginning "also an endeavor in different quariers to gualify
the rigors of the originnl systen; whilst in some branches of 1l
church at least, it wos distinetly understood and avowed that this
side of Calvinism formed o part of the public fai whutever,
Such Particularly was the eqse with the Glermgn Reformed
churel, Tl Confession of Siwismund (Niemeyer, p. (50,
G51} expressly rejocts (e idea of unconditional decrces,  'lig
Lipetitio Auhalting (Niemeyer, p. 638, 634) carefully refuses
lo acknowledge uny other cuuse of principle of election (lur
what we find in (e express word of the Guspel itsell'; uecord-
ing 10 which the preaching of repentance anq grace is universni
or for all, and (e number of the saved is determined ouly hy
the fact of their abedience and faith 5 the predesiinntion refer-
ring mainly to Clicist, and God's immutable Purpose 1o save in
iy and by i, sine prosepolepsiu, all (I fly to him for re-
demption and cleave 14 him perseveringly to the end, e
Declaratio. o Cuassel, {8syod by the Genernd Synod of Hessia,
A, 1607, professes (urt, 6) to belfeve nng teach ou the high mys-
tery of sleciion all that s wrilten of i iy (e bible; “and be-
yond this,” it adds, ¢ o believe and teach notling; but refrajn
rather from the hard tegys ethiplayed by some others, that might
be un ocension to the simple cither of despair or of carnal sCouri-
ly, and hold onrselves 19 stelt terns g may serve with men 1he
Purposes of firm consolution g4 true godly livine: And 1o bo

il more explicit, omr eoufossion here is just the sanig with what

Mr. Luther hns drawn out fram Ged’s wourd in his Prefuee 1o
the Episile 10 1) Romans, Universally, we may say, the
relution of (he German Reformed chiureli 1 the Lutheran wag
siieh as 1o involve, almost as 4 matter of course, this modejue

| Yiew of predestination ang its kindred poine.  f( wys nul here

1 any special sense, that the o cutifessions in Gernuy felt

————

'Bee Herrs's late work “Die Zinfithring dep T’zrﬁu:erung:pmnfr{z in Hessen

- ton 1604-1610,” {n contributipn 1g he bistury of the German Reformey

ehurch from original docaments,) D74, 78, “Herp we have, aceurding ty
Heppe, the doctrine of Lutker and’ Melaneihon in regard 1o predestinaljpy,

“ar dhe snme in found wlig i the Letdelherg Cuteehism " while on 1he sdcri.

*ments the Declarntjon gives us Melancthugian Calvinisn,
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themselves divided. Both professed to rest on the same basis af
the original Angsburg Confession. Tt was only when it came
to the mode of the mystery, which both acknowledged in the
Lord’s supper, that they could not agree.

This explaing the generd charmcler and posture of the Hei-
delberg Cutechism. It i primarily the lexdiog standard symbeol
of the Germnn Reformned chureh. It is Gulvinistiv ; but the
force of 1his distinetion lies muninly in its doctrine of the snere
ments; while en the sahject of the divine deueiees, it falls in
vather, as fur ag it goes, with the Melancthonian view, nvoiding
however the more knotty poims of the matter altogether.  This
does nat imply certainly, that it goes for Arminiadism or Pela-
ginnisn, or that it expressly contradicts the points it refuses to
teach.,  Dr. Prondfit appeals 1o ils universal veception ameng
the Reformed charches, to prove that it must have contained all
that the Syuod of Do, for isstianece, or the Westiminster Assom-
bly, held to be essentinl hieve to full orthodox belief!  But this
is absurd,  Such universal reception shows just the contfrary;
numety, that it did nov contain all that might be exacted by ihe
more rigoroas Predestinarians ;. since in that ease, how conld it
huve suited tie more moderate class, te Melancihoninn spirit in
particufar of the Genuan church from which it toals s rise. It
suited ull, jost-becawse it stopped short of detenninations in re-
gard to whicl all were not of the saome inind. T this view, it

i3 not to be mensured by the Tull theologieal systemn even of its
own anthors. It was not by any means necessary, that they
shoufd put into such a formaldary, intended for publie and gen.
el uge, all the details of their own beliel, as they might see fit
1o bring them forwanl in the {ecture rovm or pulpit, It is evi-
dant, oo the contrapy, that this was avolded with defiberate pur-
pose and design,  The anthors of the work have tken poing
to hold their own theologieal conviciions as it were in check, in
order that the text wight be more general, and in this way tew

1w must the Dateh, German, aml Swiss Reformod chnrches, be
nmazed o fnd that they bave been expounding from theiv pulphis, and
traching to their children, for simost theee centuries, a Cawechism in which
dactrines which they have ever deemed vital and precions lurms of evan-
gelies] truth, are favoided” and * not brought furwan! as necessary objecis of
orthodnx betie!!" How incredibly strange that the Westminster Assembly
never deteeted this Laodicean latisndlnarianism, but Windly gave i their
earnest commendation.'—Why not go inle hysteries at onee over the de-
plorable thowght, that all Ghristendom has been using for many more ceato-
ries the ereed and the Lord's prayer, which yet Inbor here under still more

dismal fatitudiserivnism.

——
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i i imes have

ot 1 10 exigags 1 arCEAlY: v of 1 B2 e
sm;;c t[ Ilcg't:geei:fm;t:::xttllxlolrfllies. d The Catechism IE} be%'%r]amzljs;
d o {; sufely enough be allowed to ;spealc for HEE‘!] i
ill:]c nTno{mt of eur represeniition ? i\ul that lllllilglmlr;gdmm nof

i i i its religious scheme 5 much les

o wm“::‘:ﬁ];::il;:]s. mll\;éc,:zu:!'ill?t rurus,cs absolutely to se.rv](i
T t;_r 'min theology of Deort or Weslmingter,.]f any think
s basls‘Uf'( l(é'tl‘ry out the Reformed doctrine in that way.
N ncc‘cssnf}:“'ﬁ afl thiz sort; but only, that it tues nol bl'ln:g lil:D
NU?”LTE: ;ilﬂ:iiL knotty points of Calvinism, that 1; m]L“:Jsf :2]1;,1“?

rvoid i inlectic les, thal it slops shor f certi
ol [t?' r'hm:t?; :-I;rgr]z;f;l“fus::'ll):ilgl‘:?i’eiRefm‘mcn{l chireh llspll: h“?‘
e pﬂbm?’ns re mind, not urging them ns necessary ub,)ut.,ls‘tt{?
ot hc:c:“ 01 -ﬂ; i there e any intelligen doubt on this sup_]?} !
clief., ‘I.ml L,;s indeed make a show of tiumphantly pm-‘lmlﬁ
L. Pmu..d.lf ‘ DBul it js a1 best u very empty show, us any ) }l .
e cantl‘itf;;:-‘ thut will fulce the trouble of exumining l”sll’(: ll:l-
o EHS‘J‘QI‘ILE ‘ux;(lur has but 1o take this worl inte his ilnm_,r jc
:};,l_:sus E 'm)z? 1l-eml over yuestions lst, 2nd, Tith, 8ih, (but il we

AL 3 i

i st i 2 by for the.
would complete the ennumerdion, we must include by

i s Culechism—we will only add therefore
grony m”,,'?ln ;![p)i itl!l'l‘;ll(sl,':::‘):‘!’llllbﬂx position, and he will see I.I‘lcslt:
e 21‘5!") :J”!'!nmly points,! wafolded s rit:h. ];fc-_gcrl?,s of (ruth
s ;of ehristinn comfort and sanetification, Thrl'st is
i?) i:rlér;j]fogfg and wide, ns 1t once to convict itsell of being to-
tally “”.mmil j?:!if'?;'nclcr here in guestion, and the best theologi-
b 3ef 'Il(.-d lo see it for 0 long a thime! The questions
ot l']'ﬂvlc uclq nota word in form of nny of the hard poinis,
o :;‘1:1rﬁial;zct:c:gs}:lirliozl. The exposition of Ursinus goes ocen-
now

t y i 3 5 enng
8 U[[‘]“ fa e lox l\lll ll !.l |1!|5 h F o n .
1 I'Lhcl illﬂﬂ th cxt L.\p il [ ut 1 :
!ll]lllﬂllhcs ”10 1[1(.‘.117 1.[]:\1 |hc text in ey (315 B ith inslince rﬂrll“ 1o
t nGhGS “h“L 15 fh“s blolg i m I)y lh(.’ IGLIUIPJ y 1o

e L l I rw Illll. we

! i : curried
is, the rmudnry isell Lag not becn
have asserted is, that the Torm ll il hus fol becn cattied
L by the auihors here 1o the full fength e pf their own cor
O'ulic:n: that these were beld in cheelk rather for e pro;-PnE{i o
::;(c:\l-in:it more rue lo the general objective life it was
)

represent.

i tion
* T'he 1apic of Predestination he handles in form under the 64th question,

-~ (uestions bring them distinelly inty view 7 Not the 1y

i i : Catechism should so
Strange indeed, i the Catechism should so

“ 'L farth as the root ang principle of redempt

ment 1o the range of ihis.cfcclion, making it 10 |y

is i sinus does commil fiim--
i u'ucllmllcc(}[i llmil [EII‘E;::S!]:;? (Cf_lvini-‘-m, inthe -

i itH ard extr i 8 _

in his exposition to the han I T pin the

oy ”i]nliI:mLc]:l by Dr. Proudfit.  The references gwelzllﬂard?y.

\v“{ of the assertion, prove nothing of the sort, an : cnin i
ﬁorsnid to have any relevancy whatever to the question

c
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But we look not now to this.  What we have to do with's the
explicit formal tenching of the Catechism itself.  Were (here o
question as 1o the aetyy] SeNsc of any part of g lext, a3 in the
case for instance of wimng is said of e mystical side of (e
Lords supper, all woyuld depend on 1he autliors g\ camimen.
iy, But wherg ng part of the toxy s brought farward for fnger-
Pretetion, it s jdle 1o feteh in any sigly belp.  The most (har
can be made of the authops exposilion in (hat case, is that he
considered the toxt o fuj aud it basis for the yee made of it in
this way.  We have ol questioned g practicability of build-
g on the Gateclism o rigorous schieme of (he divine decrees;
ny, we have expressly saitl, thay eould not have heen ctidors-
ed by the Synad of Port, it ihis body hiadd pot supposed {ts own
theological systen o be Girly involye jy I so Iar as it went,
But for off this, it would he vidiculous tn protend that all the de-
ferminutions of 1),0 Synod of Dot ape formally taaghe iy the
Hel’dclhcl’g Citechism.  Apg =0 wesay, the hard poings genee-
ully of metaphysical Colvinien g not therp, Iy prove the
confrary, it is not, enotgh to gue ay thew hy derisation ang rousid..
#hout construciion, We st he pointed to somg Plain and
dicect tenching of (he text itsell. Where is (g Tormal and ex-
plicit enunciation of these Daed puinis 1o be found? Ty whie
tenns are they made 1o challenge witention an regaed 7 Wi

y 2nd,
tth, 8th, or 215, certainly, to whick we are referred by Dr. Proyg.
fit; nor any athers, we presuue, on which I jg likely
tay his discrimimuing lingrer,

To bring the case tawn to partienlngs, Where do we fing the
supralupsnrian scheme presented in the Catechigm 7 Where ig
the election of o certain number of manking [0 everlasting [ifs

ion, Ireceding jn
the order of nature (hy predestination of Hip, by whom it wag
to be accomplished?  Whicl, question is i1, that fimits (e atoge-

[ ! Ve no refee-
ense o othees, in spite of whay js said of the Saviour’s suflerings

560 (g

 —

3% 2 sott of appondix o naturally prowing aut of the doctrine of
This of i1seti’ s enough to show, thay it g nowhere to be found
explicily in the Catechism Hsells for no une wil) pretend that §
flnestion, otherwise at best than by remote thealogical invpjy
the question is not ciisily capable of being so taken ns 4
the jdea of abaolutely uaconditignal decrocy, Oun the fall
he distincity Tejeots the supralapsarian view making Ad

the chyrep,»
direetly and
t Hes in thig
tion, or that
0 avoid ehtirely
of man, quest, 7y
2M'S $in to haye
ast involve (he

4
been Lhie objeol only of God'y forelenowledge, whiel did
Beoessity of what actunily took plyce,
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i Quest. 37, as being of vicarious force, in body and soul,for
w he sins of all mankind 77 Where ig it taught that grace is
irresistible, or that the tssue of it is not conditioned by the bu-
man will?  What question affirms the absulute predestination
of  given portion of the human race to perdition? Whiere i8
the doetrine of the deerees directly delined or asserled in wny
shape 1
Nese are some vl the Jurd nieints, which we sy ihe Hei-
delbery Cateehism Das nlien mare 1o avoid 3 and D Prowd(ie's
shodomontade W the contiary is wonh juet wething ol afl, it he
shatl condleseeni o come 10 the writen text of the formulary
itsell, aud quole question ad ling u prool ol his Lold contite
dictions, 38 cowrse, in the whele mater, i« hy no muans e
ornble el fuiv, Tt i very W el Linown, that tiese Lot points
of Calvinism lave Teen of mere ar less fluctuating autheriiy,
[ar the geoesal system s0 endied, frem the Leginnivg. n the
Syned of Dott feclf, the supratepauian hypothesis could not
stanth®  And whata tendency there is with eur Calyinistic hotl-
jes generally in these fatter days, (o mellify an atly, il net abeo-
Jutely H throw away . praeh that belongs (o thesystend in s full
metaphysieal oy, is on all sides eullicivmly elear and will
anderstoetd,. We geriogely questicn. fndecd, whether even Dr
Prowmifis hinesetl is prepaved Qeliberniety to suheeribie 10 all the
@ qhorny dinletic subtlelics™ now in consideition—supininpens
rianizm for instanee, ard an alonemenl forewpant of e hwmm
funily only and pot for the whele.  And yet he falls upon our
assertion tiat the Heidelbeag Catreehisn avolds these sulideties

e

agpeabing of the breinning of the 1 century, {Feel. Hist. sead 1L
art 1T, chiap. 11, Moshenn telis uss frere was poloaby public law af
sonfession of faith that obliged the pastors of the Iiefurmed churches, in
any purt of the wortd 10 conflorm \heir sentiments 10 the theologival dove
rines that were adopted and taioht at Crevevs. And aceordingly there
wern nany, who cither vejectenl culirely be doetrine of that academy ob
(hest inteeate peints, of secvived it with eerniin restpictions and modifiea-
linp&.  May, even thase who were in coneral sunched 10 the thenfogicat
system of Genevi, wers nol perleedy agvead ahout he manner af expinit-

ing the durtrine relating o the divine deerees. e greatest part were of

npinion, Wit God had ouly per mutted the first main 19 Tall into transgression, -

yritlut positively predetermiining his fall. Hut cthers went mueh farther,
amid presumpmnm\y farzetting their pwn ignorance on the one hand and the
wisdom and equity uf the divine eounsels on the othier, maintained thit Crads
in order o exercise and digplay his awful justice and his fice merey bad
decreed from all eternity the yransgression of Adnm; amd so ogdered the

course of_events, that our first, parcais could not | ossibly avoid their une

happy fall?

3] 3 H. ) T H
“dhe sae theological constitntion nud complexion.

acknowledged, in the pecnlir sort of home feeling

ED . G
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and ke i ' i

.iurr t\[??lf-ll{ ipcumﬁ, ln_s though it were fantwumount at once to say-

g, U at it has nothing ta da with the Calvinistic gystem in any
exhhel s H H 3 i o

sm?‘r l,h:)l;rcr LugnnEsL l\\lnch fulse aweusution, (n were man of

1 set up by himself)) he i :

' 3 l{: o . 1) 1
with nates of wdhimiration 17) " pmuqctib fo figt Tusuly
O aion wn other such artillery, il he has 1o
bl owin “.:‘lla Lujlu;n fairly demolished it [n'uvin'_;: effectunlly that
Urein s |I' S Pebiyginn, and tlad Inis Ctateelism is not gruilty
o (ll adicenn Lutindivarianisin® on the doctrines of grivea !
p v wers 5o iteriedings groumd o be thougl ¥ now
in the ez, benwvern 1 i st e A
g C'ii\'inri"‘,m g LI' n ]l tlu formal teehing of the exireine points

G sm, and a lukewnrm flillerence s pr
gelical substanee of the syslem ! '\‘v’ll:"llth:twi e 1}"""“-
N A yalemn ! at then e we 1o nake of
”:On;\llllg,zb(mg Confession 7 What mnst we think of 'le\'mr
. [l ST i o ’
(ho ﬁuﬁ,"l., ,[':‘."h:,‘,;IL of Luther himself 1he great coryphacus of
the I ]’(-I-L:'}.'lm! . Mzt the whole Lanheran theelozy be brand-
sl ),\‘ Dles.uu‘ Latnlicean, hecanse it refuses the lasd poinis
f Geneva? 3o it wonld see g oriiort cons
e R e e, with w fortiori conseinence,

. S 3 Towicy Tor this thieolagy positively dis ;
in the case of some of thes ingr S TN Mg
iy the iz of sor |)L l lHJ:b intricale knots, what the Heidelborg
o al worst bul passes aver wi iecre
e passes over with modest and  disereet
We cherish & 5
] 'thﬂll.‘ll all proper regard for the Nefornned Duteh chured
el hive no wishe to nbridge i its risht to Sl ihe
IR A ithre i the least its right to carry oul ihe
Unlvinis e schime i s own way 3 but we innst carnestly pro
o 3 L S . " N . ) i
|\1'|\; ginmujl.,.l.m;: fime, ngailt every sifempl (© convert this lib-
iy i .h yoke fue the neek of the Germnn chureh, snch as
« heain o e Wwor v I e )
hear ,l,h(-f;m')'i;‘ﬂ‘“-[. hits n(,[.\ ml}(.i, Been willing to accepl or
: wilies are elo=ely ek i their past histo
T e slosely refated Bn their past history,
e sl @ eomnon genins, the kindly sense of which
o \\ri[|‘|5"1l([”|ll o :11:.1111':;1115!1(:(!, we sineerely trust, on either sitde.!
all this diey are not now, and never have heen of just

1o e fheological cvustil! _ On the high

D Culvinism, in purticular, the German Beformed chureh

* hus always refused o
always refused 1o go even so far as the Belgic Counlession or

the Decrees y Sy
eerees of the Synod of Dory, wd moch less o the wltine

T s
This ecclesiastical ceusanguinity is alten recogrized,and pleasingly
i - H , “’h‘ = : 2
:;‘:d‘::::fi SF]:;-;;";[:;EE 'whcn ltnlcmg part in the sy;:Jdic:llll‘ilseli}seig:;f::lc;rsr
s gaal | nnaurlcm.l' l(l)::l the Duteh side the relationship is best under-
oo, in_the na di‘zl'oﬂ h I case, by thie true Duich element still found in
tha chre ‘, s distingaished from the large infusion of foreign life, (m
ritanie,) which has already gone far to undermine the nld‘spir(i)t]rc
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thule of suprlapsarian  predestination.® The platform of our
faith here is wide and free. I any choose to be extreme pre-
deslinationists, they have [ull liberly to follow their ponticular
inclinntion.  DBut they are not allowed to nayrow the phuform
jitself to any such tight measure.  Any allempl lo do =0, would
be met al once by an overwhelming protest, from all parts of the
chureh. There is o difference bere between the Duich and
German churches, with all (heir close historical relationship,
which it is very impoitant always to bear in mind ; a difference
that grows mainly out of another relntionship on the German
side; that, namely, which this bears at the sune titme (o confes-
sionn! Lutheranism. I is not engy to understand or feel the
full force of this, (a5 we have learned experimentally ) without

230 an the charneler of the German Reformed ehureh, and its relation
to Tatheranism and Calvinism, an ulecesting acticle by Dr. 1L Hereer, pub-
lished in Ullmann's Studien und Kirtiken, Juty 1850, With Calvin, the sb-
solute deeree forms the generstive principle of all thealogy. His system
turns on it as a pivoel, from beginning o end, in o owiy inteinsically fital at
last even to his own doctrine of the sacriments. The Helormed Confes-
sions generaily, as we have before seen, were nut willing 1o follow i out to
its proper melaphysical end, ¥ Alwost all of them,” aceording to Heppe,
“takee the infralupses inn view, (which culs the lfe-nerve of Calvin's sys-
tem,) and at the Synod of Dort, Gomar found himself, with his supratapsa-
rian theory, in the position almest of 1 sepuratist. Unly three Confessions
present Calvin’s dogma in jis pure eriin, the Censonens of Uenewd, e Hel-
velic Formmle of 1675, und the Hestminseer Coufessine of 1the Poritans. The
first wns not subseribed probally even by Zurich, amony all the nther Swiss
churehes. The second mustbe regaried as a posiwmons work of the
schools, which in a very short time passal into practical oblivion.  So that
neither the one nor the other docnment is of any fosee inevidenee ol what
was ihe reigning vonseinusness of the Befnrme ehireh : and the Westmin-
ster Confession remains thus the oy symbol of Tall predestinarianism—
prool enough, that such Calvinism, arraying isell against the Dlen of &
historieal nnd sacrnmenta! chureh and resatving all into the deeretam Dri.b-
sofrtnm, carries in it no proper power af life But now in dircel opposi-
tion ta the abstract principle of Calvinisu, the German Reformntion roots
ilsell from the siart in the historieal s objective idea of thechureh, Ot
of Uiis grow the Melanethonian tendency as oane sile of the general move-
ment, over against high Lutheranism as we have it in the Form of Con-
cord s the result of which was the German Reformed elinreh, established as
2 commoh inferest in the Palatinale, in Hesse, and in Brandenburg, Tis
was Calvinistic in jts sacrmmental docteine, and fell in more or less with
Calvinism also at other points; bab il nover gave up ils distinctively Ger-
man construetion of theology. ‘The Blector Frederick most distinctly pra-
fessed to abide always by the Augsburg Confession, and the docirinal views
of Melanesthon. The Heidelberg Catechism is soferinfgically constructed,
and follows Melancihon's method and spiritthronghount.  Of predestination
in the Calvinistic sense, we hear not a word. Such, we say, is the view
wken of the whole case, in this articte by Heppe.
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being in the hosom of the German Reformed church itself, and
sharing inits actual theological life.  No other branch of the
Reformed charch in this country can be said to understand Luth-
eranism, or to have any natupl eeclesinstical sympnthy with its
proper genins and soul®  Now thisaflinity we have fust as Ltile
right to ignoere or farget, as we lave to lose sight of the other

When the senge of it is lost, the consii!ntionn?iift: of the Gcr:
man Reformed church will be alsoat an end.  Let the Daich
c!mrcl: understand this.  Qur Calvinism is net just that of the
Synod of Dort; and we are not willing to admit of course, in

the face of all past history, that the Heidelberg Catechism must
be rigoreusly consirued by any such rule. Iu all this however

we quarrel not with e Dl churel, which has full right cer-

tuinly, as we have said before, to caery oud her confessional Bys-
tem in her own way; all we ask is, that the German church

may be considered {ree also to stop short here, as she Las ever

done, with the siniple text of the Cidechism itsell, leaving the

hiard points that lie beyond without symbolical determination, for

theology to solve and setile aflerwards ns it best can. '

)‘Il on}ly reinaing, to notice briefly the criticisin bestowed by Dr.

Proudlit on Mr. Williard’s transfution itself.  We hiave had ne

apporluly (o eompare this with the eddginal text, and ean there-

fore say nothing positively as o the ability and fideiity with
which it lins been execuied.  [ut it is casy enourh to seo, fram
the face of such evidence as we have before us at the r:’mcml
criticisiy of the Brunswick Professor s EXC(_‘CC“:];:IY uul:u%r.
'W;[II?- a:.{l;,:gls to cnﬂ_in guestion the worth and sulliciency of Mr.
illiwed’s Latin text, (the Geneva edition of 1616) without any
good reason that we can see whatever,  He tokes the lmu':lnlujr
§01ﬂ|nnlyllo inslks, atihe sametime, for venturing out of his ::o g
i few ingtances, o bring in short exteacts from the ¢ ald EI];?"
lish transtation by Parry3” olihough these extracts, (three in
number, we believe, and amaunting in all to perhaps Two pages
of maiter,) are caretully noted inthe text itself as adelende, \\'&irtl:

s

2 ju
; It :]s remirkable, that no other Reformed chureh, (i€ we are rightly in-
Tu[l]‘:!lllir,) libce]lls .up]qny ccelesiastical correspondence with any part of the
L an body in s conntry, A hizgh wall of fon i
o try. A high wall of separation is made thus to
?h!ll m’nlt this whglc cunfessional interest, which is yet glovified n;:uiv.\ in his-
ory, when 1t suits, as the main wing of the Reformation, What is thus

excluded (o, is cspecially the ides of Lutheranismr in its

shape. true original

By giving up its own i i i

) glorions confessional life, the system (th
" . - ey Il —
IE;IIG!VII as “American Lutheranisi™) propitiates indeed some Puiilan 1':5\:0\-E
"}:l it fn‘!ls a the same time into the predicament of a characlerless Pela.
gian seet, with which no charceh fellowship is to be desired.
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fuct besides in the Preface. Inthese
ave mnde in Pacey's antiquated siyle,
Mr. Williard says, ¢ of the madern
reader.” Now only hear Professor Prouufit on this point: # In
this prietice, we must remind him that he hos departed from ull
ihe just principles which ouglt to guide o rapslator.  We
cannot wetl eeneeive @ lavgey ¢ liberty)’ than for a translalor o
Cineerl short extracts’ from unlnowi gourees, changing the siyle
and construction o s toadapt il 1o the fuste of the moder read-
er!? e word frste italivismd, to vonvey the pesfeetly artni-
tous anel we will add anmentlemanly insinnatioe, it the wse
nty inchiude sowe theologienl accommodition, instead of the
mere fashion of langnuge, he actual s foisting in” of a new
gonse With sinisier purpose und vegard. Miseeable balderdash !

Bt there ure inatances ot i Tew of Dad transltion in e
loolk, necording to onr critic. We can only sy, not having the
oriwinal at e, that the beoks does not read file o bud tunsia-
tion 3 on the contiry it runs very clearly and zmaothly, more
s thian trangiions o commonty, tud nakes it all events very

vooll sense. Dr. Proudlit guules @ fow spectinens in pril 0
his charge; but they wre alter nll of no very conzidernble ae-
count; and we know not hiow e they muy be atributable (o
variations in the original ext. We pretend nat however to say
ihat the trapshdion is exempt feot errors. That could frardly
be expectel in the first edition of so large n work. All we wish
to say is, that 1 Prondfit’s eriticisin here i3 elinegeabls with
gross exugrertlion.

So as remands the {ypographical and geneid
of the work. Ttis deelnred to he unpardonably aeglicent sl
innceurate! This accusation at Least, we feel ab Jiberty Llwuly
1o contradict. "{'ypographical orrors lay inded be fmnd 5 but
they certainly need some hunting,  They are not b anee pient.
Pages need to be gane over, comewhal microscopienlly tua i
many cases, to tind them. Phen as for the generad siyle ol the
books, it may casily enough be left to sperk for itself s os it has
already in truth won i s own favar, on all sides, e highest
commendation and praise. Seldom dawe meet with a religious

due warning given of the
exiracls sonie alteraijons
o neapt it to the taste,”

shitovinl exesition

—

' is o little queer, that one ground of offence with Williard's worle at
firsL in o cenain gqearter, we ae told, was that it tid wat conl
of matter fouad in Parry's book, which is vot [rom Ursipus al all. The
amission was set down for a wilfal suppiressin verd, and evidenee of - dread-
ful conspiracy with Mercersburg to murder the proper Hfe of the Heidel-

berg Catechism!

ain n portion
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work of likesi o
o oul_wm':i jézﬁ;lgo: Lgllrllm?_n papular use, in the case of which
( 2 l O ‘]l LI} H =
foe ool piper wd type is less open Lo any
Bui thiee w i :
» whole. questiong, the S 5t 05
out ultogether ; [h[} (:*:]l;‘(‘ll:ili’i {:u, 8, ?:)Ii.h and D5th, are efi
. } s exposition meanwltile joseing i
nuite unheunscious hat i e X e e
fte macunscions il:l[ Il.'lldll parted company with the text.”
i i Llr!, we prestine, would infer from the way
n which | i; s hrought forward by Dr. Prondfr, that these ques
M;-,'Wilﬂii:,- :].:xlp'p[lul, commentiry awd all, (the Tt p\‘;‘];'\l *uq:%
S .th" L:: _1-.:‘==|||‘c(_1;r‘}h,) while the \\‘{_ll‘i!u’!l‘-‘lll"[';lul" 1;)1‘4.‘\'
s b strniehl ahiend wih bis w 1aving 1 .
el . wilh fits - worl, having nse
mc{ anlllgl:; n!f_ LI;(, Rieibies weeleln opfivaelus, by \\'7||i:f]| |]J::(1 :lIU1 Sl(i”HlF
areetiebie; " U y ) i | L
R _u‘.{-:lﬂh',_\l were thus stmmanly mmihilnrmll.ll ﬁlll.
T "j.m_].]l; ;llmtnn’ll of the sndioes owbeston o the end 7
¥ otis simply, dimt these ires gnesti ) I .
DAL (5 (e s uestions thepselves do
15:‘!5 (;f lcl‘_ i)lui,_uA praper p!'.\w, ab the hiewd of the cections nr[ L'][]].:(;L
-\\,lmm\.(.;-‘]”;:.]I'“”l 10 \\,i]:f-l| thuey belang s while in [I‘lH‘IIVJiH ;~I,-;_
v o The l.'.‘.l]llmllilﬂll Hsell is beoken or wanting in!lllln‘
A all eoipes thus o an eastly g o] I Fi
ay. albe ; sily intellizilde aver:d )
o, dtatl come thy cauly wilile uverdght o
press, which is o Memish conaindy for this firss inipres unLﬂll' ;lhc
3 = lirst 3 e

W Ul‘l\ [Hll tl 11 &1 i 1 LA s 1 Hpnen
. y ¥ o JUILIT B (Ll) uiviimyng 2 os N ht, |J ]]L 1
§ i i1

to he fron ] i |
: we mphigruous for " i i
T s phiin rnuufrlu.u;“”f -inrm ol D Prondiits eliorme.
Williares work fur il all, however, that the criticizm of ¥
Proudfil’s ; I\ uring Imr_u siaadl el of the veal objeet of J‘
cai silting ';'[':'[ e 3 e i purpose of 1 is 1o nssail e #o lE
;‘ SELC I ) y Morde-
cllilgqpnsfu;- [i:‘;. e, {'!;l'-l Lutraducton wuwely on the liflx‘ ,'lli:;i
aragcle drstoees Ly owhut spirie i 2 s
eflieet, this has S
g bus been done, we hay i HERN
L We : C e i
measore apparent. Fhe rill‘(f('lf-mj“-t nlfi'_‘\. mnld to pmke i some
| el Is '.‘~‘|| reiently nstetdations &
the suhin:.l, (','r s :lelL"J in with quite o histovical dis crl'nim;lm[
b 9 o e . . 3 = . . - l }
e o of Lulf'lrlllrﬂllt,sll instruction, abuunds in sapduso ”;
S uml i, ;([ e wullior heing o professor of the deg [ "
L f e " o L
guages,) in\fl 1::;: \tlb'ul \\minhi:rfn? parle theovehem of (I;).]r:'rdllllp
- snashizer wholeside ws Jut i "
=k o ssile way, Buolin s i i
i work ay,  Botin all ihis there
'tiu%] ils Illl ;l'li"]rllli. :-,hu'w o subtanee,  The lli‘-‘:l:llil‘ll;]il [lhulh :;
Hon s bt Tivle ro the poiot cal serns of Lt
. 1 thn 13 the sophoward ’
fon s but Tl Il 3 sophowarienl seraps of Lai
Zalws iz~:lul‘“ijy; nnd E\]l.l[ allects (o e sinoshing :;l‘?'zllt]‘Llll‘f"mn
§ gell, on neay fnspeetion, int IS
solves itsell, o swhivn, o ey smoke ar somelli
yorse. rl ‘hc, argument consis:s for the most |l'|1’[}| r'-m'm Y
ssues, by pushing qualified statentents oul to an (l lﬂlmmlgrﬂ[ﬂ3
. Al exirene genge
1

‘b} gxnEreralinge d“[i £i Al points (i] Collrovers iy {3
) Ba o fic I it l HHroversy, i an

word By seiti

» gninejc.! ml(l}n:\f?r“t‘%: nier of siviLw y over wham an eusy victory

s gnined, fle UE it ol which is then pompously emplo "":.l}
athas been thus misrepresented and ill‘Jllll‘if-‘“l—;]")
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i
Proudfit finds it an easy task to show that the Heul}c;lgslgz
chizm has no sympathy with lh)mn_r‘nsm_,lis I;UL T::l\eru
intelligible mystification, and fuil's_m wit 1ql\?u é:ort i
nian theovy of sulvation in oppoamun. tf; f:l\ L.]Yﬂ._ i
ism 3 und this he plays ofl’ as an overw ui ring e
our statement, thiw the Catechism b}:pltﬁ mil:.f]fgldri
Relormed or Culvinistic S-"’”{’”f'i for L}E?nm:-i;ll.]i‘-)rilgn'lin"‘cd :
or Hs sense of the mysteal interes religion in col
f\321!1&;“1u‘;milmcllcc:!lml,'mn,l for its moderation ‘Im-[;i;ﬁena
aroing the Calvinistic syslem {0 Il‘S l.ncmp 1ysice
The loric certainly is both easy and L]IB::I['); Jion’s

We are glud o undorstand, that the fiest © ‘il -"d o 2
lisrd’s book is alreuly ofi Bis |mnr(_]‘s, :mgl. thi:.t u 1(._5; i
is sneh o to call for o second, lie ciren am’m 1“‘_ it
far miainly within the Genman s:hm‘ll‘lll. ‘ 1t }“i?:ll[hﬂ;“'“
the present Julroducting _lmzrt:l_vpsln.ulf 0 ?“I;‘:nch fho
being favorably reeeived in e Reforne

LATIN PRONUNCIATION.

Iements of Latin Pronunciation, Jor the use of Students in
tguage, Law, Medivine, Zoology, Dotany, and the Sei-

onces generally in which Latin werds are used, I3 y 3. 8.

Hatpenan, A. M., Professor of Natural History in the Uni-

xemsity-of Pennsylvanin,  Philadelphia ; Lippineott, Grambo
Co. 1851, 12mo,, pp. T6.

- Taose of us students in Pennsylvania, who were inducled
e the Tudimenis of the Latin Langugze some thirty years ngo,
emember with what care we were tzught our proper pro-
epiiciation.  As one of the fundumental waxims it was loid
to.us in the Grammar of Dr. Ross, which we learmned by

it o Anglicized pronunciation of Latin must be cau-
aotisly uvoided.  ‘The observance of this injunction, howaver,
satRny rule, So Loy as the letters were coneernest, we were

? I]])r”j: spems o E]l |E\ { sliou [[ it i(l [HIEY ll(). 'ﬂ [ : '5&?1 ’hul wus nol very I-“- ] [oe] )lc:léh”
i l(‘ﬂ‘g{“'l‘ tn snogest 4 S Ii[' “'1“('(]\' |()§' |1|i' [t Il I.||“[ ; z\‘} ;1 ‘.|- &y I - ~ t“““‘-d ‘-i“!JIJ()EfJ]I ||I]D”
1 It {20 L d o il ‘ : ’I I l : L

u o o s ) : . o G SO0 e i« p -](fp Ol”f'l'l\'('ﬂ- g I B [ bl

wcintion of Lwo vowels, A and .
‘coineided mostly witl those of 1le Bnglish; hut o we
onstantly enjoined 1o pronounee ak, as heard in the Ying-
by Dr. Prowdfil himself or by somehody clse, ‘calehls {5 H vnrd_]"r_u‘, and ¢, aye, us hncmr(} ‘iI} the Linglish word prey
either by D, Tow Drunswicle, and conformed’ re, without any vaviations.  "D'his, in those blissful days,
for the meridian of ] f-\‘-l : --l‘,(ruiim; Pusitan standn Ippasedd to be the general enstone in all learned nations.
speots thealogivally Lo “(1‘1\:[:?" . ot on the subject was our astonishuient thew, soon adterwards, in coming
present tiwe. - Lt it "“}‘".“ rrJ”E} :ll:[ !}Icidnlhnl‘" Cutech nct with New Eugland grammars, which have long sinee,
decrevs the formal 1-‘_3.\;4‘:[!_1:, inations of the S)?Imd of "Dy mealmost sorry to sy it in a great measure superseded in
nol o whit hehind e Cpternine sith the entholic ideas @ leanin our beloved Ross’s, to fiad it fsid down among
it owns no sympathy ?\,}M“:! L.l,ﬁ}',.; msly‘,;m whole mysti ther extenuating rales that @ and e, when at the end of o o
cient church, thut it esc s ;'r "?n(llu‘:’ sphere of the logi ted gyllable, inust be pronounced as (e sume vowels in the
est in religion aml l’li’“j"'jb ‘]'L‘ '-:'”‘m_w“!,‘1'1,,01;“"”“9},1? el ositions i Huglish, OF pé-ter mul dé-git, for insance,
derstanding, that it - A“.'.‘ ey to ils sense and Fpl!‘ifﬁ‘l’ﬁﬂ[@ tet gylinbles must b uitered with the snme sounds as those
Lutheranian, .‘1'“{,1_”? 12:"[;[-;!11'1 Puritanism, thal it 508 English words, futal and metre. « Oh, wiwt a fall was
suught rthor i l.(i“ bhr ‘:.;hulll acknowledzing no % ny countrymen I We coubd ot succumb foit. We
Cand nsnesenta 1‘,11.{!!.-,. . '_’1_'““1[. he ilzwﬁishcre canstrained (o wlmit that in many particulius thess new
graee, no myslery QL"',.' (-:]‘”:- . i e Jhgly sucrin nar were in wlvinge of onr ol fvorits's, especially in the
NXAXY of the n:lgi_h ("‘."f__, -;',E“’l')i'1l‘1‘lll rationitism of g X, but we could not give up ony superior pronuuciation.
full par thus.with ””I’ nverl :l", of the mew Introdie eltns prowl of it as did the whl Seceder lady, of whour we
Let this be the F”"‘_‘_if“";'[ \,",lf;ﬁl}”’i- e Thelormed Tuteleh ve romewhere hewrd, when asked to el (e dilferenes be-
up for ihi -“l“""“_‘!1 ”i'“”‘lf::l‘l 3:1;"!1161':[“}' should choose o e wath e tenets of her own churel and those of the Prosbyte-
and il the ”l,m," e arre. awe presume, will not feel it8 A Diflerence I she exeluimed.

with it, the world aL Luge, we pr : .

L “And dinna ye ken the
L Herence! Why s nwiy’; os you yoursel’ would casily ken
to malke any ohjection ye but come aml hear

Vhesountds of the otlier

ate edilion be engaged Tor the speeia] use of this \'e‘n(;rxs}: o
denomination, caeefolly vevisal and with the Inllmt.&iti!.
ont. O if preferved, et sather Intraduciion: be diy

ane o’ owr learned ministers frae the

+



