
1893] Preachers Exchanging Views. 565

solid foundation therefor in the express 
use of the preposition nvri, which Mr. 
Contint concedes to mean substitution. 
So that, however true may be a repre
sentative imputation, it is true that 
Jesus gave His life a ransom in the 
stead of sinners. M. F. Johnson.

Middleuoko, Mass.

The Resurrection Body.
Thf. April number of the Homiletic 

Review contains a sermon by Rev. J. S. 
Albritton, Fremont, O., on the resurrec
tion of the body. After naming and re
pudiating the" Swcdcnborgian theory," 
the “ germ theory,” the “ theory of 
common elements,” lie presents his own 
theory, which is that of the “literal 
resurrection of the body.” He quotes 
approvingly from Bishop Newman the 
following : “ The Scriptures teach the 
literal resurrection of the body which 
was possessed at the hour of death. It 
may be changed ; much matter not es
sential to its normal condition and per
fection may not bo connected with it. 
The deformities upon it, the result of sin, 
may all be removed ; but as to the iden
tity of particles, that is a great scrip
tural fact that is not irrational, nor is 
it contradicted by sound philosophy.”

“ The principal objection to this 
theory,” says Mr. Albritton, “is the 
incorporation of the body into other 
bodies, and, therefore, the resurrection 
of the identical body is an impossi
bility.” In answer to this objection he 
says : “ I see nothing more objection
able to this theory than to the fact that 
the dead shall rise again. The resurrec
tion is dependent upon the power of 
God, and the gathering of the particles 
is also ; and surely this power is equal 
to the work.” Mr. Albritton states the 
objection with commendable fairness, 
but fails to obviate it. I„ is not a ques
tion of power, limited or unlimited. 
Reminding us of the infinite power of 
God docs not help to solve the problem. 
We require to be shown how it is possi
ble for the particles of matter that may 
have composed in part or altogether one

hundred, or possibly one thousand, dif
ferent human Ixxlics, to be used in the 
composition of the resurrection lxxiies 
for all to whom they once belonged. 
In the conflicting claims of one hundred 
or one thousand for the same particles 
of matter on the ground that each of 
the claimants possessed them at the in
stant of death, infinite wisdom and 
power can do notldng toward helping 
us out of the difficulty. If these mate
rial particles are employed in the con
struction of the resurrection body of the 
one to whom they first belonged, it is 
clear that they cannot at the same time 
enter into the composition of other 
bodies. Taking, for sake of illustra
tion, the number of claimants at one 
hundred, if the first body into which 
they entered is given the preference, 
ninety and nine will lack material for 
the resurrection body, unless it is drawn 
from the general reservoir of nature. 
When we consider the insuperable diffi
culties of the theory that Mr. Albritton 
champions, the case with which he dis
poses of them is indeed wonderful. In 
forming and publishing an opinion on 
a question of this sort, the meaning of 
the words “ same" and “ identical” 
should be well ascertained and clearly 
explained. This Mr. Albritton did not 
do ; nor did Bishop Newman, from 
whom he quotes. It seems, however, if 
he quotes the bishop correctly, that both 
of them arc committed to the defence of 
the notion that the very tame identical 
particle* of .natter that compose the 
body at the time of its deatli will enter 
into the composition of the resurrection 
body. The language already quoted 
from the bishop’s sermon justifies this 
statement.

If by “ same” and “ identical” is 
meant what is generally understood by 
those words, then the foregoing objec
tion, passed over so lightly and flippant
ly by Mr. Albritton, lies with its full 
weight against his theory. It is ad
mitted on all hands that great and im
portant changes will be made in the 
resurrection body—not in figure or size 
perhaps, but in structure. From our


