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THE OHURCH GUARDIAR;

If, as is probably the case, the old oarriage
horse has been docked, his suffering in warm
weather will greatly be increased, That form
of mutilation which we call docking is, I
believe, insrtistio and barbarous, and I do not
doubt that before many years it wiil bezome
obsolete, a8 is now the cropping of horses’ ears,
which was practised 8o late 8s 1840. But stilll
should not strongly condemn the owner for
docking his horses, or buying them sfter they
bhad been docked, which comes to the same
thing, if his intention aud custom were to keep
them so long as they lived. But to dock a
horse, 1hus depriving him forever of his tail, to
keep bim till be is old or broker down, and
then sell him for what he will bring, is the
vory refinement of oruelty ,—Selected.

INFANT BAPTISM.

[From a Tract “ Holy Baplism” by Rev. F. 8,
Jewell ]

Great indeed is their folly who, having the
opportunity, neglect to seoure for their little
ones the added blessings of this Sacrament of
the household! Notless grest is the error, if
not the presumption, of those, who, ignoring
the all-fatherhood of God, and His sovereign
pleasure, beyond all special provisions of grace,

to ‘bave mercy on whom He will bave mercy,’
summarily assume the perdition of those help-
less infants who may have died unbaptised. Let
us rather fall into the hands of God than men,
especially such men as these,

Infant Baptism, why not commanded.—1t is no
part of the present purpose to defend the Rite
against uncatholio opponents. Yet these some
timee distress the faithful, aud, hence, some
words concerning the plausible plea, that the
baptism of infants is not countenanced by Holy
Scripture, may prove helpful. The argument
against this objeotion, while ohiefly circum.
stantial, is one of rarenaturaluess and strength,
‘What is not less interesting is the fact that,
hesides sustaining the Rite, itaffords a beauntiful
sud atriking proof, in its aptness o the times,
that the New Testamen! Scriptures are whut
they purport to be—true and divine records.

The New Testament not an exhausiive lreatise.
~—Admit now it you will, that the New Testa-
ment says little on the subject ; it must not be
forgotten that it was mnot meant to be an
exhaustive treatize or Christian iostitutions,
Henoe it is full and precise only on leading
points. I.was alao addressed to the intolligent
people of the day, who were awsumed 10 be
ospable of reaching some truths, by ressovsble
interence, The Gospel, moreover, was intended
simply to refine, elevate and supplement the
old religi:n, It, bence, had no need to . pecify
and elaborate everything that belonged to ihe
new order ; for the O!d and the New as com-
plementary, helped to explain each otker.
Besides this, Christianity was to be & growth
no less than an origination, 8o that not & few of
its details, applications, vgencies and uses,
were to be reached, not through & direct, dog-
matic expoeition, but only through a historio
unfolding,

Christ Came to extend, not 1o abridge, gracious
privilege~Furthermore, cur Lora expressly
declsares it to be His mission to fulfil the Oid
Law, that is, not simply to bring s something
praphetio to paes, but to bring tbat which was
incomplete to ita fulness. Bat under the Old
Law, the little child, no less than the aduls,
was by an exprese, divine commsand, circamois-
ed, and thus brought into covenant relations
with God and His Chruch., To continue the
covenant and its relations and blessings, while
extending its seal and application tu the whole
househald, without distinction of sex, and with
the substitation of & simple, unbloody and un.
distressful rite, in place of the former one so
seemirgly repulsive and eevere, was certainly

%0 add & pew tulness to the apoient law. Bat!

would it have been any fulfilling or perfecting
of that law, to have deprived the Christian
parent of the ancient privilege of gathering
his children with him into the Church of God,
and seouring to them the blessings of the
Covenant? Would it have been any other
than 8 narrow and invidious distinetion to have
deprived the Christian ochild of rights and
relationa whioch had for ages been go freely
accorded to the Jewish infant? And can it be
supposed that Jewish couver s, who were so
bent on clinging to theold rite that the Counoils
of the Chureh had to issue & restrictive Canon
on the subjeot, would have submitted to the
exolusion of their children from Holy Baptism,
withont an outery which would have foroed its
record into the sacred naratives 7 Bat there is
no such reocord, and its absence proves the non-
existence of any such grievance or ground
therefor. : :

Vo indication of such an exclusion as intended.
Besides this, any such harsh abridgment of the
covenant privileges of the believer's household,
would surely have been foreshadowed by some-
thing in our Lord's tesching avd praotice. He
would have sagiociously provided something
ealonlatrd to pave the way to its patient accep-
tance and peaceful introduction. But nowhere
in the Gospels do we dissover anythirg of the
kind, Nor, judging from St. Peter's words in
his Pentecostal Sermon—'The prumise ia to
yon and fo your children' (Aots ii; 39(—do the
Holy Apostles appear to bave been aware of
any such provision or design, On the contrary,
our blessed Lord's most expressive and tender
words and acts as recorded in conneotion with
His blessing of the little children (St. Mark x,
13 16), are wholly irreccunoilable with the ¢xis=
tence in His mind, of any such ocontemplated
exclusion of the children of believers frcm the
covenant privileges of fis Kingdom. Nay, it
is impossible, save under & state of dogmatio
congelation, to believe that, studiously observ-
snt of their Lord’s words and ways a8 the Holy
Apostles became, they did not see in Hia
utterances and action on that touching ocoasion
both & recognition of the child’s right to the
coming Sacramental substitate for Circumoision
a:d a suggestion of that most becoming and
beantiful ritnal act of the fanotion, so trans.
cending anything attendant on the ancient
ordinance—the enfolding of the little one in
the arms of the Priestly Shepherd,

Why noe New Testament mention of Infant
Baptism. As for the objection somelimes
urged, that no olear mention is made of the
baptising of infants, what better record is there,
in" the sscred narratives, of the receiving of
women 10 the Holy Communion; or of the
‘making of a profession of religion' by converts,
apart from their Bapiism ; or of the setting
apart of the Liord's Day as the Christian Sabbath,
or a number of other observances which the
Charch has held Sacred throughout the ages?
Besides this, where was the néed of any such
distinot notioe, when the baptizing of households
is g0 often mentioued. It was a nettled faot,
ander botb Jewish and oriental ussges, that the
wife and child, and even the Bervant, were go
necessarily inoluded in the household &s to need
no distinct enumeration 7 Really, Christian
people ought uot to lforget that there were some

| tvine elements in the ancient order of the

Church ; that such elements were, like their
divine author, enduring ; and that Christ simply
traneferred them to the Church of the New
Dispensation, under finer and purer forms,
The continnity of the Church covers something
more than the bare perpetuation of her exis-
tenoce. .

The child has no option allowed him. There
i no limit 10 the demande made on the Churoh's
patience, by those who affect special r:ligious
scrupulosity or conscientionsness, There are
percons who, till in bondage to their old
peotaria teaching and delusion, will object that,
in Baptism, no optios is sllowed to tne ehild.

No choice of his ownl. Hoa much option has!

he in his natural birth? Why more in the
new, or spiritual birth? Oar Savicur makes
the two analogous, In how m.ny other things
only important to his physioal well-being, is
the child equally without chcice? And in all
sound reaeson, also; because his own choice
would be simply destractive. The beginning
and the early regulation of his religious life are
certainly not less important than these temporal
oonoerns;. Why, for example, leave the child
to his unintelligent free choioe as to his religion
when it js not allowed in the matter ot his
oducation ? The truth is, there is no graver
delusion than that of leaving the ohild withoat
raligious establishment and training until ‘he is
old enough 10 ohoose for himself’ It ia the
devil’s gospel for the release of the parent from
his natural responsibility, and for securing tho
rein of the ohild's soul. Theo parent is bound,
by a lawolder than Christianity, to ‘train up
the child in the way he shonld go,’ not only in
things physicsl and mental, bat also in things
moral and spiritual, It is true that the parents’
religion may ot be tho best; but his dutly is
still the same, He must act according to the
light he has. Generally, also, even 8 mistaken
religion is better than none. He, aiso, who is
not faithful in little, how shall he be faithtul in
much ?

It is wrong to build the child by such solemn
vews  Muoch of tho samo charsotor is the plea

that it is wrong for paronts or sponsors to bind
the child by sach solemn vows as sre laid upon
bim in Holy Baptism, This is, however, to
sstume that tho obligation thns imposed is new
und altogether arbitrary, On tho contrary, it
is one whioh nocessarily binds every person
who, under God’s good providence, has been
favored with & Christisn birth; or whe, in
other words, has been born under the Gospel,
Indeed, the requirement, that that obligation
should be recognized, and as nearly fulfilled as
poseible, is no less in accordance with right
reason, than with the Christian religion ; it is
a8 condaoive to the attainment of a pure and
noble manhood, as it is to the perfeoting of
piety, or true holiness. The sponsors only
accept the obligation for tho child in form ; not
to rmpose. any burden or bondsge upon him,
bat only bind themselves to care for his proper
tralning and assistance according to the vows
thue recognized and to secure for Aim at tho out.
set, the spiritunl advantages snd blessings of
the divine covenant. The objection is, there.
fore, wholly without reason. As well say that
the parent has no right to lay his infapnt child
under vows of loyal citizenship, by taking the
oath of allegiance, or becoming naturalized
himself, whioh he practically does; for in that
aot he makes the child, without any choico of
his own, a born subject or oitizen, Or as well
sharge, that if the naturalized parent were, aa
& proxy (or sponsor), to take the oath of
allegiance or the vows of loyal citizonship for
the ohild, he would be laying upon him new
and arbitrary obligations. The trath is, tho
objection 15 only a form of the popular fallacy,
that God’s law is ozly binding on those who
loyally acknowledge its olaims, or that the
Christian is under obligation to oboy the law of
righteousness, while the non-professor is not,
This makes repadiating an obligation, seoure
release from its olaims, Can folly go fartbor ?

Not understanding it ¥ As for the plea that
the infant does not underatand what is done or
what it means; it is a melancholy fanoy of
that religion, in which everything spiritual
depends wholly on a man's own faith, rather
than on the direct grace of God. Bat, carry
out the rule involved ; withhold everything
from the ochild,—or for that matter, from the
adualt,—which he does not or cangpt under-
stand ; and of what high privilegeas and benefits,
would he not be deprived ? Besides this, who
but the most densely ignorant does not know,
that this is a fundemental law of tho child’s
intelligence—ficat and in constant iteration,
things and faots ; afterwards through familiar



