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1IAID SAYINGS 0F CHRIIS.

IV.

" But as toiiching the resurrectIon cf
the dend, have ye net rend tlîat whiclî
was spokzen unto you by God, saying,
I ani the Gcd cf Abraliaili, aîîd Uic God
cf Isaac, and the Ged cf Jacob ? God
is net the Ged cf tie dead but cf the

Iiviîg"-Mtt.xxii., 31-32.
This snyimîg cf Chr:ist as ami argument

for the euretoiagalmîst tic Saddu-
cees, is represeîîtedl as filliug-1 the multi-
tude witlî astonisliînemît at Htls doctrine,
and It s0 conîplctely oovered the Saddu-
cees witli confusion, tlîat ne more
puzzliug questions came fromn thant quar-
ter as long as He w'as lu a position te
:îppeal te the general public fer a ver-
dict %. uîu3- assume, therefo-e, iliat
Uîey nînist have fcnnd the argument a
elear aid cogent ene freni thieir point cf
'.iew-

Now, w-c must ho exceedingly tlîaîk-
fui te have ibis saying presers-ed te us,
for 1. *ii(hie.tes, as dees almnost ne oCher
Ilmnt fell froin our Lerd's lips, lis posi-
tion on tlie subjeet -of the resux-rection.
and1 it is certaimîly elle e! tliose clear
flash.es cf ti-uth %w-Iiieh justify the suate-
ment tlîat lie brouglit life and limmor-
talityj to hight Uîrcughi the Gospel. Se
far as It expresses Ilis ewn teaching on
tic sîubject, we have ne ilfflieulty w'iU
Il. But *-3 an argument froni the OId
Testament Scriptures, Uie force cf It Is
by no enras apparent, and it bas prcv-
cd one of the great stumnbliug-blocks cf
exegésis in cvery age.

The ditllcult3- is a ti-ofold oee In
Uic firsi place it dees net appear te bear
on tic inatter cf tlie resurrectien, at ail,
but rallier cn thc certainty cf a con-
tinued existence after dealli. Neier
Abrahanm nor Isaac uer Jacb liadt beeîî
ralscd bedily froin Uie dead even aithei
Urne when .Tesus was speakln.g, xnueh

less nt the Uie whVlen God] addresseîl
Moses froin the bush. Even If the argu-
ment Is valld, It proves oîîly the cou-
tiuued existence of the patriarehis, not
the resurrectiou of *the body. And the
tw- tliug,-s are by ne mean ideutical.
The second dlfficulty is as to tie validity
of the argumnent, te prove even the dec-
trie of Iinortality. Sttrauss, Hlase and
othiers treat It as a sl)eCInen of rabbi-
ilical dialectics-a pure sehiolastie se-
plîlsux. laviiug no force except to these
wvho hand adopted erroneous principles
of lnterîîretntlou. Let us look at these
tweo difficîilties iu turu.

1. The former need flot detain us long.
It is pei-fecUly true thiat the «irgurnent
bears i)rimarily upon the coutinueil ex-
istence cf the soul after deatlî. rather
thail upon the resurrection of tie body.
But tiiere was a good reason for dlicos-
ing thit point cf attack ratier than thic
other,bcas tL.tt w-as Tre:lly Uhc point
at whrichl tDe Sadducecs stumnbled. Ia
the acceuint wlîic',î -Tosepînus gives cf thé
seet lic niakes ne mc'ntion cf the resur-
rection whatever, but only cf their de-
niai cf iiinîîortality. S" The doctrine c'f
Uie Sadducees is this : that seuls .11e
with Uic bodies.'"-Antiq. xii,1, 4.
'lic-y :îlso take away tie belief cf the
immiiortal duration cf the soul and Uic
punislinîents and rewards lu Hados.".-
Jewish Wirs il., S, 14. 0f" course Uic
denial cf the resurrection necessarily
fcllowed iluis. but it shows that they
were guilty cf Uic far miore serions
errer cf deîiying UAic Iimnîortality cf thc
soul. Had Uîcy received this, it is net
at aIl probable tliey wculd have madc
niueh difficult-y about Ulic prevalent doc-
trine cf Ulie resurrection. Flowever lui-
portant Uic hiope cf the resurreetion is
te the imagination, and as a eomfert te
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