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CAUSE AND EFFECT.

That every cffeot wust have a cause, and that
overy effect must partake of the nature of the
cause, all admit. Why is it not right, therefore,
to judge of the cause by the offect? If the offeot is
good must not the canse be good? If the water is
swoet must not tho fountain besweot! Can wo got
sweot v.ator from a Dbitter fountsin? Wo are
frequently askod whothor it was right, ** to do evil
that good might come,” we answer no, indeed, from
the fact that our labor would be lost; as all know,
it is impossiblo to get good out of evil. But, says
oung, ¢ Why all these interrogations, as every one
admits the cause is to be known by the cfects I
Don't be too hasty in your conclusions. It may
scom very strange, not to say stupid, that any one
could condemn a causo that produced a good effect,
yot, nevertheless, such is the stern fact.

Wo reud in Luke xiii. 11-17, that when Christ
was teaching in the synagogue on the Subbath,
there was o woman who had a spirit of infirmity
eightoen years, and when Christ saw her He called
her to Him and laid His hand ou her aund lovsed
her from her infirmity, This wondorful enre and
unspeakable blessing caused the woman to glorify
God. We would naturally supposo that every one
who had any love for humanity would rejoice in
seeking such mercy granted to the sick; but strange
to state, some were present who were indignant,
and talked and actod as if our Lord Jesus Christ
had committed some heinous crime in healing this
unfortunate woman. Aund what was all this indig-
nation about? One would think that such a grand
effect on humanity could not bo the result of law-
lessnoss. But not 80, the ruler of the synagogue
claimed the right to raiso the question as to sonnd-
ness and consistency in doing good on the *Sabbath
day.” His idea of keeping the Sabbath was the
standard of right for all others. It made no dif-
ference how many snffered or died, they must not
be healed on *‘ tho Sabbath.” His construction of
the law must be right, however much He may
stretch the law beyond its intention; and anything
that is a violation of his littlo one idea, construc
tion of law, is wrong. * Cause and effect” have no
woight with the ralor. Christ’s interpretation of
the law was of no consequencoe whatever. The
Saviour showed plainly that to do good was keeping
the law of the Sabbath, and that the great design
of any of God’s laws was tho good effects on
humanity, that keoping the law was determined by
how well it kept man, that all law wmust be deter-
mined by itseffocts. Josoph Cook says that “New
religions are to be judged, not 0 much by the men
who mako them as by the men thoy make.” This
is the true principle by which we judge what is
right. If the law of God did not produce a bettor
type of manhoud we would have no place for it.
That Christ was a botter man than the ruler of the
synagoguo is evidence that He had the eorrect
interpretation of tho law, and was not breaking the
law of the Sabbath, but was fulfitling its true design.
A man’s Jife is the best interpreter of hia creed
‘We pay little or no attention to whata man belioves
unless his faith produces a better conditinn of man-
liness. The world to-day is judying of cruse by
eflect. If they seo a good effect they will accept
the cause that produces it. But the Ruler in
question Was so wedded to His iden of keeping the
Sabbath that Be was blinded to the trno design of
the Sabbath and to the good of man, and did nat
sce that Hisadhorance to what Ho aupposed was
.right was having no good effect on others, and was
producing a very poor typo of manhood in himaels.
Horo is where many make a mistake, in thinking
thoy aro keeping tho law of God, in attending

possible to have the form without the power.
What we need is adhorance to the law or the truth
in such a way that tho truth will so adhere to un
that it can be seen and folt in our lifo, and that
others oan also sce and feol ita effocts.

Very often wo find persons who differ from us,
and they may bo honest intheir conviotions and we
should be willing to grant to them sincerity of
purposo.  But ought they not allow to us the same
sincerity of purposo in our convictions? But how
are wo to decide which is right? And should I
telorate my brother in that which I think is wrong?
These are impurtant questions. I am free to con-
feas that I know of ouly the one way to answer
them, 1 ¢, “cause and effect.” But, says one,
“ ghould not a thus saith the Lrd settle our diffor-
ences?’ Dost cortainly, in all questions, when we
have a thus saith the Lord. Thero are many ques-
tions, however, that are good, of which the Lord
has not spoken, that are found in the “‘whatsoever”
of tho Apustle Paul.  (Phil. iv. 8) These are the
questions that must bo sottled by ‘‘cause and
offect.” Take for au illustration the work of the
Sunday-school. 1 read, in one of our papers, of o
church that had been without a Sunday-school for
twenty years, because its mombers, or some of them,
thought it was wrong, on the ground of the silence
of the Bible on tho question of the Sunday-school.
If wiis is true and right, then the law of *¢ canse
and cffect ” is wrong. We are compelled to admit
the good effects of the Sunday-school. There is s
class of six young ladies in the Sunday-school.
Their teacher is faithful to thom. Week after
wook they are tanght tho word of Ged. In the
course of timo they are led to accopt Christ aud
becomeo faithful workers in the charch. And now
1 am asked to believe that this grand effect is the
result of an ovil cause, I am told this, perhaps by
a brother who spends his Sundsy afternoon at
home on the lounge asleep or vut doors lovking
after some secular intereat. My brother is justified
tor not doing good on the Lord's day, and I am
condemned in doing good, beeause, forsooth, the
Bible does not mention Sunday-schools. Itis plain
to be seen that the ruler of the synagogue still
lives, that the mind to-day can be so perverted by
its own peculiar ideas of right that the law of ‘‘cause
and effect”” has no weight whatever, To such evil
appears good end good appears avil,

We have heard the “Christian Endeavor Society”
condomned on the same ground, <. e., tho silence
of the Bible in regard toit. A number of young
people have united thomselves to the church but
have not become active members. The good
brethren have urged upon them the necessity of
being workers, but all ,to no purpose, they still
remsin inactive. Two or three of tho brethren
conclude they will form a ¢ Christian Eudeavor
Society.” The young members of the church join
it and become earnest workers, and soon they are
eflicient workers in every department of ohurch
work. Is not this a good work? Is it not there-
fore right? Can a thing be wrong and yet be goody
But, says one, *‘wo liave no account of such societies
in the apostolic days.” My answer to this objec-
tion is about the same as the answer to a friend who
objected to baptism, bocause the thief on the
cross was not baptized. ‘‘ He was not haptized
because not necessary. Baptism, that is Christian
baptism, was not yet given; when it was neces-
saty it was givor, and then, of course, it
would be good, out not till then.” There were
things commanded in the apostolic age on the
principle of ““canse and effect.” When the good
effect ceased the command ceased. Tho ** holy
kisa” was commanded on account of the good effect
bacauso of tho usagos of society, but when the good
effect coased and tho effect became evil then the
commandment was no longer obligatory. It is
subjected to-day on tho ground of *‘cause and

simply to the form or leiter of the law. 1t ia
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affect.” Our relation to God nover chauges, there.

fore, the principlos of godliness aro always the same
in all ages. But our rolations towards others are
constantly changing; different nations and different
ages brings different duties, honce, the principles
of rightecusnesa often change. Paul did not act
always the same. He became all things to all men.
He did not thango the gospel or the systom of god-
linees, bat iu his dealings with men ho did the
things that would have the best offect. Ho knew
that some things under some circumstances would
not have the same offect as under different circum-
stances, Herein wo seo his marked wisdom in
loaving theso mottors to the sanctified judgmont of
his brethren. In hisbenediotion to the Thessalon-
ians he desired that God might comfort their
hearts and establish in them every good word and
work, leaving it to their wisdom to follow
“‘whatever was good.” Wo will not get far astray
from tho word of God when we scok to blees our
follows, Any lovo for God and His word that does
not inspire us to work for humanity in every
possible way to do them good is not tho love of
God. The effoct wo have on others detoxmines the
worth of our roligion.
H. Murray.
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LOVE.

John, first letter, iv. 8, 16: *“ God is love.”
John iii. 16: * God so loved the world that He
gave His ouly begotten Son,” etc. Matt. v. 44,
45: Luve ycur cnemies, bless thom that curae you,
do good to thom that hato you and pray for them
that despitefully use you and persecute you; that
you may be the children of your Father who is
in heaven,” stc.  Paul also writes to the church at
Rome, xiii. 10: * Love isthe fulfilling of tho law,”

It may bo asked: Of what law ?

Ans, Of all divine law, and, of all good human
law,

Why?

Because, love worketh no ill to his neighbor.

Because, love worketh goud to his noighbor. Be-
cause, ‘* tho fruit of the spirit is love, joy, peace,
long-asufforing, gentleness, goodness, faith, meok-
ness, temperance : against such there is no law.”
Gal. v. 22, 23.
It is not, usually, difficult to love those who are
near to us—it may be the members of vur own
family, the amiable in our owa church, the friendly
and good in our own commutity, or those of our
own political party who may be just to our own
liking. But, says one, it is simply impossible 1o
love the unlovely; man can not direct his love.

We should ever bear in mind that Jesns said to
His disciples, while Judas was among them {foo,
‘*Love oneanother.” And He also said, as noticed
above, ‘‘ Bless them that curse you, do good to
them that hate you,” ete.

Not much need to teil that father to love that
noble boy, his pride and hope, Little necessity ot
onjoining on that mothier the duty of love for her
first-born. The father does love the boy; the mother
hor first-born.  Nature did that already—the God
of nature, unconditionally, placed there the law of
love; and the, almost, impossib! is, for the parents
not to love the children.

But do you ask that father, who loves his boy,
to love hisenemy? Do you ask him to, unresor-
vedly, bless the muu who curses him? do good to
the man who hates him ? to pray for the man who
despitefully usea and persecutos him 7 Imagine, if
you can, the change which will immediatoly come
over him; thosoft lines on the faco will hurden into
coldness and resolution, the light of the sye will be
changed. Can he love his enemy? What claims

to love has his enemy on him ?

Can we, from our low position, fully understand
& picture, or a reality, whoro malice the most bitter
is mainiained on one side, and love, full, free and

continuous, is manifest on the other?




