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HARD SAYINGS OF CHRIST.

Iv.

‘“ But as touching the resurrection of
the dead, have ye¢ not read that ivhich
was spoken unto you by God, saying,
I am the God of Abraham, and the God
of Isaac, and the God of Jacob ? Gud
is not the God of the dead but of the
living.”—Matt. xxii., 31-32.

This saying of Christ as an argument
for the vesurrection against the Saddu-
cees, is represented as filling the multi-
tude with astonishment at His doctrine,
and it so completely covered the Saddu-
cees with confusion, that no more
\mzziing questions came from that quar-
ter as long as He was in a position to
appeal to the general publie fer a ver-
dict. W. wmay assume, therefore, that
they must have found the argument a
¢lear and cogent ene from their point of
view.

Now, we must be exceedingly thank-
ful to have this saying preserved to us,
for i. ndicates, as does almost no other
that fell from our Lord’s lips, 1dis posi-
tion on the subject of the resurrection.
and it is certainly one of those clear
flashes of truth which justify the suate-
ment that IIe brought life and imior-
tality to light through the Gospel. So
fav as it expresses His own teaching on
the subject, we have no difficulty with
it But a3 an argument from the Old
Testament Scriptures, the force of it is
by no means apparent, and it has prov-
ed one of the great stumbling-blocks of
¢Xegesis in every age.

The difficulty is a twofold one. In
the first place it does not appear to bear
on the matter of the resurrection at all,
but rather on the certainty of a con-
tinued cXistence after death. Neither
Abraham nor Isaac nor Jacob had been
raised bodily from the dead even at the
time when Jesus was speaking, much

less at the time when God addressed
Moses from the bush. Even if the argu-
ment is valid, it proves only the con-
tinued existence of the patriarchs, not
the resurrcction of the body. And the
two things are by ne means identical.
The second difficulty is as to the validity
of the argument, to prove even the doc-
trine of immortality. Strauss, Hase and
others treat it as a specimen of rabbi-
nical dialecties—a pure scholastic so-
phism, having no force exeept to those
who had adopted erroneous principles
of interpreintion. Let us look at these
two diffienlties in turn.

1. The former need not detain us long.
It is perfectly true that the argument
Lears primarily upon the continued ex-
istence of the soul after death, rather
than upon the¢ resurreelion of the body.
But there was a good reason for choos-
ing that point of attack rather than the
other, buecause tl.it was really the point
at which tihe Sadducees stumbled. In
the account whici Joscphus gives of the
seet, he makes no mention of the resur-
rection whatever, but only of their de-
nial of immortality. * The doctrine of
the Sadducees is this : that souls Jdte
with the Dbodies.”—antiq. xviii.,, 1, 4.
“They also take away the belief of the
immortal duration of the soul and the
punishments and rewards in Hades,”—
Jewish Wars ii., S, 14. 02 course the
denial of the resurrcction necessarily
followed this, but it shows that they
were guilty of the far more serious
error of denying the immortality of the
soul. Had they received this, it is not
at all probable they would have made
much difficulty about tlie prevalent doc-
trine of the resurrection. However im-
portant the hope of the resurrection is
to the imagination, and as a comfort to



