From Sirach to the Sadducees
This paper presupposes a prior introduction and chapter.  As such, it would be helpful to mention a few important items from those studies to establish continuity with the current chapter.  
Summary of Introduction
The overall project traces several trajectories of Jewish belief in the afterlife in the second temple period (516BCE-70CE).  In the introduction I identify a number of factors that played into such variations.  In my opinion, the most important catalyst in the equation is the problem of evil.  Justice demands that wrongdoing have consequences.  As such, the afterlife provides an opportunity for justice and reward when life does not afford them.
Another important factor is the nature of God.  If the disposition of God toward humanity or the world is at times ambiguous or ambivalent, then we do not necessarily expect justice on a consistent basis.  On the other hand, if we think of God as consistently benevolent—toward Israel in particular—then we need an explanation for those occasions when justice is not obviously served.  
Another consideration is whether justice is conceived in individual or group terms.  If justice is a matter of the individual, then it must be served in this life or the next.  If it is conceived from a collectivist perspective, then justice can be exacted on one’s children or on the nation of the guilty.  
Of course these are not the only considerations.  Different cultures had different understandings of the afterlife, and so beliefs can change due to foreign influences.  Some would suggest that the desire to supercede death is part of human nature, resulting in a lust for immortality of some kind.  No doubt societal status and cultural values can play a role in who is deemed worthy of an afterlife.  N. T. Wright has suggested that resurrection was virtually synonymous with national restoration for Israel—thus politics potentially play a role in such belief.

Finally, it would be reductionistic to dismiss out of hand the possibility that beliefs in the afterlife change because of divine revelation or religious experience, although we must clearly be careful once we leave the arena of “scientific” inquiry.
Summary of First Chapter
A chapter discussing the afterlife in the Hebrew Scriptures follows these introductory comments.  The fundamental conclusion of the chapter is that the Jewish Scriptures have only one unambiguous reference to a personal, conscious afterlife: Daniel 12:2-3.  Since most scholars date this portion of Daniel to the second century BCE, I leave it out of consideration until a later chapter.

The bulk of the Jewish Scriptures conspicuously lack any sense of an afterlife.  From the epic narratives of the Pentateuch to the Deuteronomistic history, death consistently indicates the end of conscious existence.  The single exception to this rule is necromancy, where someone is brought back from the dead (cf. Deut. 18:11; 1 Samuel 28:8-19).  On the basis of similar imagery in contemporaneous literature, the return of such an individual need not have implied conscious existence in Sheol.  

Sheol itself is largely a metaphor for death in the Hebrew Scriptures.  In the metaphor it is pictured as a place under the earth where all dead go, both righteous and wicked (or even under the waters under the earth, e.g. Job 26:5).  The dead thus dwell as shadows in the dark of the underworld (e.g. Job 26:5; Ps. 88:10), similar to the picture of the dead we find in Homer’s Odyssey.
  Alternatively, if we think slightly more literally of a person as dust filled with the breath of God (cf. Gen. 2:7), then in death the body returns to the dust (e.g. Ps. 104:29-30; Eccl. 3:20) and the breath/spirit returns to God who gave it (Eccl. 12:7).  This breath is not personal or individual.  It is simply a life force dispensed from God: breath, in other words. 
The most revealing passages of the Hebrew Scriptures on this topic come from the Writings, arguably some of the latest material in the Jewish Bible.  Psalm 6, 30, and 88 all plead to God for salvation from death on the assumption that the dead cannot praise him (cf. also Isa. 38:18; Ps. 115:17).  The book of Job similarly operates on the assumption that the dead do not live again (e.g. Job 3:17-19; 7:9).  A dead father cannot see the fate of his children (14:14, 20-21).  
Most striking of all is of course the pessimistic outlook of Ecclesiastes.  Here we learn that “a living dog is better than a dead lion”* (Eccl. 9:4) and that “the dead know nothing”* (9:5).  “One fate comes to all, to the righteous and the wicked, to the good and the evil, to the clean and the unclean, to the one who sacrifices and the one who does not sacrifice.  As is the good person, so is the sinner; and the one who swears is as the one who shuns an oath… one fate comes to all… they go to the dead”* (9:2-3).  While Ecclesiastes is more pessimistic than other books in its assessment of justice in the world, its perspective on human destiny is representative of the Hebrew Scriptures as a whole.
The previous chapter also discusses a number of other relevant issues such as varied approaches to the problem of evil in the Hebrew Scriptures, various conceptions of God’s benevolence toward humanity, as well as the rise of resurrection imagery in some prophetic writings.  We will only discuss these factors in this paper as they become relevant.  It is enough to note that, in our opinion, none of this latter imagery refers to individual resurrection.  In other words, we have argued that the resurrection pictured in passages like Isaiah 26:19 and Ezekiel 37 refers to the restoration of Israel as a people rather than to any kind of individual return from the dead.
2.1 The Afterlife in the Persian Period

It is of course very difficult to date the poetic writings of the Hebrew Scriptures, passages such as those we just mentioned from Psalms, Job, and Ecclesiastes.  Many if not all of these passages may date from the Persian period (538-332BCE) or even later.
  It is in this period that most of the material in the Jewish Scriptures was gaining somewhat of a fixed form, including the Pentateuch, the Deuteronomistic History, and the writings of the Prophets.  Books like the Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, and Esther certainly belong to this period.  None of these writings reflect any sense of a personal, conscious, post-existence after life.
Beyond these canonical texts, the only Jewish writings we can date to this period for certain are the Elephantine papyri of Egypt (400’s BCE).  I would also date the book of Tobit to the late Persian period, although a third century dating would not impact our current discussion one way or the other.
  As we might expect, none of these writings have any sense of a personal, conscious afterlife.
2.1.1 The Elephantine Papyri

The Elephantine papyri date of course to the fifth century B.C.E.
  This literature is silent on the issue of the afterlife.  We must always consider silence carefully.  As a colleague of mine says regularly, “Absence of presence is not presence of absence.”
  However, given the overall tenor of our sources in this period, the silence on this issue probably indicates no sense of an afterlife.
2.1.2 Tobit

The book of Tobit is more explicit in its lack of belief in an afterlife.  As in the Writings, the body returns to the dust at death and the spirit leaves the body (Tobit 3:6).
  At death, a person goes “to the eternal place” (3:6) or to Sheol (3:10).
  The dead go “into the darkness” (4:10; 14:10) and lie “in darkness” (5:10).
  

Tobit 13:2 does speak of God bringing up individuals from the great deep (Mwht) as well as bringing individuals down to deepest Sheol.
  But the context is referring to the fact that God afflicts some and gives mercy to others.  In other words, the imagery is metaphorical.  It refers to the fact that God can restore a person who has reached a point of degradation and existence not unlike death.
Tobit’s perspective on the problem of evil is at least partially Deuteronomistic.  Tobit tells Tobias that “by doing the truth success will be with you.”
  Yet the righteous Tobit, as well as Ahiqar, can suffer and be the object of persecution (e.g. 1:20; 2:10; 14:11).  In other words, the book has a general sense that righteous living usually leads to God’s blessing.  But such blessing can take some time, and other factors can come into play.  

For example, the book of Tobit retains some sense of corporate guilt.  Tobit asks God not to punish him for the sins of his ancestors (3:3-5).  Another factor he mentions are his own unintentional sins.  Such unintended sin played no role in the blessings and curses of Deuteronomistic theology.  If God punishes for unintentional sin, then bad things can happen justly to me even when all my conscious acts are appropriate.  To some degree these considerations negate any puzzlement over the suffering of basically good people 
Tobit also introduces us to a new factor in the problem of evil: the existence of demons.  In the Persian period we see the rise of evil beings that now function as an obstacle to justice.  These are not the nameless, mindless “evil spirits” of the Hebrew Bible (e.g. 1 Sam. 16:14).  These evil beings now have names and personalities, as the angels now do also.  While Daniel gives us the name of an angel (Michael, 12:1) and the Satan appears in several places in the Hebrew Scriptures (e.g. Job 1:6-2:9; 1 Chron. 21:1; Zech. 3:1-2), Tobit’s demons give a new face to the problem of evil.
The Persian period thus provides no evidence of belief in a personal, conscious afterlife among Jews, although we must remember how scanty our evidence is.  We have the sense that God does bring about justice in the end and that he does bless the righteous in this life.  But corporate guilt, unintentional sin, and the existence of demons work against any simplistic Deuteronomistic equation.  Sometimes good people do suffer on earth, at least for a time, and there is no afterlife to set things straight.

2.2 The Afterlife in the Early Hellenistic Period (332-198BCE) 
We have scarcely any Jewish writings from the third century B.C.E.  The chief literary achievement of this century was undoubtedly the Septuagint, whose origins probably lie in Egypt during the reign of Ptolemy II Philadelphus (284-246BCE).  We also have fragments of a few other writings from Egyptian Judaism at the end of the century.  These include excerpts from Demetrius the chronographer and Artapanus.
2.2.1 The Septuagint

A number of scholars have claimed to find afterlife belief in one or another peculiarity of the LXX translation.  Certainly those who see the afterlife in the Hebrew Bible itself see such belief in the translations of these passages.  Yet in addition to these passages some have seen afterlife belief in the LXX translation of passages they did not see such belief in Hebrew.

Most of these passages are shaky at best.  The single suggestion from the Pentateuch, the LXX of Deuteronomy 32:39, rests on the translation of two imperfects with a future tense, a common translation of the Hebrew imperfect.  The resulting translation does not clearly say anything different than the Hebrew original: God kills and he brings to life. 
We reach the same verdict with regard to most of the other suggestions.  The translations of Psalm 21:30(LXX); Ps. 65:9(LXX); Prov. 9:6; 10:25; 12:28; and 15:24 all provide dubious support for belief in the afterlife on the part of the translator.  Interestingly enough, the translation of Ezekiel 37, which was ripe for someone to transform into a clear conception of bodily resurrection, leaves us without any trace of such belief.  
Also of interest is the translation of Psalm 72:24(LXX).  As we saw in the previous chapter, many scholars see afterlife belief reflected in the Hebrew of this verse (73:24).  But the Septuagint translator clearly did not see such a meaning, since the implied, living voice of the psalm says, “with glory you received me.”
  The potential future meaning of the Hebrew imperfect, leading some to see God receiving the psalmist after death, is negated by the LXX translation. 
The LXX of Psalm 49:16 (48:16) is just as ambiguous in its support for an afterlife in Greek as it is in Hebrew.  Job 14:14 seems best translated as a question expecting a negative answer.
  “Will a person live if he or she dies?”  The answer Job anticipates is “No.”  Otherwise it would not only directly contradict the Hebrew it was translating and the immediate context (i.e. 14:21), but the overall import of Job on this subject as well—even in the LXX version.
This last point follows for two other passages in Job that some think clearly indicate belief in physical resurrection: Job 19:26 and 42:17.  Yet the LXX of passages like Job 3:17-19; 7:9-10; and 14:21 continue Job’s sense that death is the end of conscious existence.  In other words, we would need strong evidence to interpret these verses to say something diametrically opposed to a fundamental aspect of Job’s message.  

Such evidence we do not get.  Although Job 42:17 clearly points to Job’s resurrection, it is almost certainly an addition to the book that postdates the earliest Septuagint translation.  Similarly, we must read the LXX of Job 19:26 just as carefully as we read its Hebrew.  It is the Job whose skin was deteriorating at this point who would—in his skin—see his vindication.  In other words, it is only when we bring the notion of resurrection to this text that we find it there.

As we saw in relation to the Hebrew text, Isaiah 26:19 presents us with the most likely instance of resurrection in the LXX next to Daniel 12:2-3.  The LXX text is even more vivid in its portrait of resurrection than the Hebrew:
The dead will rise and those in the tombs will be raised and those on the earth will rejoice (Isa. 26:19 LXX).

Nevertheless, it is not clear that this is any more literal than the vivid metaphor of the Hebrew.
  Indeed, the earlier statement in 26:14, which in Hebrew seems to single out the wicked as those who do not return from the dead, in the LXX is more universal in its pessimism:

“The dead will never see life, nor will physicians ever raise them.”
In short, we are on safest ground when we conclude that the Septuagint lacks any clear sense of an afterlife in its translation.  Such a conclusion fits with our growing sense that afterlife belief did not arise among Jews until the beginning of the second century B.C.E.  Of course it is possible that Job and some of these psalms were not translated into Greek until the second century B.C.E.  While we should probably date the translation of the Pentateuch to the reign of Philadelphus,
 the translation of the other Hebrew Scriptures may have continued for some time thereafter—even into the second century.

2.2.2 Late Third Century Egyptian Writings

We will deal more extensively with the literature of Alexandrian Judaism in chapter 4.
  We only wish to indicate at this point that the Egyptian Jewish literature of the late third century B.C.E. still presents us with no clear conception of an afterlife.  Although dating such writings is difficult, most scholars feel comfortable with a late third century date for the writings of Demetrius the chronographer and Artapanus.  Although the evidence is fragmentary, the surviving writings are silent on the issue.  
2.3 “Conservatives” from 200BCE to 70CE
If we have almost no literature from the third century B.C.E., the second century has left us numerous Jewish documents from several distinct strains of Judaism.  At around 200BCE we see the birth of the Enochic literature and perhaps the earliest clear conceptions of the afterlife.  We will discuss this literature, as well as the Dead Sea Scroll corpus, in a subsequent chapter.
  

It is arguably in this period that the text of Daniel 12:2-3 arose, the only unambiguous reference to the afterlife in the Hebrew Scriptures.  We will also treat this passage in a later chapter.
  Amid this growing trend toward belief in the afterlife, we find a number of documents that continue the earlier lack of belief in an afterlife, most notably Sirach.  The Sadducees are also notorious for their persistent disbelief in resurrection.  These are the groups and writings that concern us in this chapter.

2.3.1 Sirach

Sirach provides us with the last great link with the Hebrew Bible on this issue.  The grandson of its author states in its prolog that he came to Egypt in the thirty-eighth year of Ptolemy VIII Euergetes II (170-164, 146-17BCE), or around 132BCE.  This fact alone would place Sirach in the early second century B.C.E.  Further, the book gives us no indication that its author was aware of the Maccabean crisis.  If the Simon of Sirach 50 is Simon II, who was high priest in 198BCE when the Seleucids gained power over Jerusalem, we can date the book to a narrow twenty-five year period (ca. 195-170BCE).
Sirach stands in the tradition of the other Writings in its lack of belief in an afterlife:

The king of today will die tomorrow.  For when one is dead he inherits maggots and vermin and worms (Sir. 10:10-11).*
Every work decays and ceases to exist, and the one who made it will pass away with it (14:19).
Who will sing praises to the Most High in Hades in place of the living who give thanks?  From the dead, as from one who does not exist, thanksgiving has ceased…  [H]uman beings are not immortal (17:27-28, 30).

Do not forget, there is no coming back (38:21).

Immortality is thus a matter of one’s reputation and honor: “The human body is a fleeting thing, but a virtuous name will never be blotted out” (41:11).  As in the Hebrew Bible, death is understood both as a sleep (46:19) in the underworld (17:27) and as the redistribution of earth and breath (e.g. 40:11).  Also as we argued in the previous chapter, the prophecy of Samuel after death does not contradict this understanding (46:20).
Sirach’s approach to the problem of evil is unique.  He does not have a simplistic Deuteronomistic theology in the sense that he realizes that the wicked often profit in this life.  He does not account for this phenomenon by resort to an afterlife or to the punishment of children.  Nor does Sirach have a strong sense of the demonic or any apocalyptic struggle between good and evil.

Rather, Sirach indicates that justice occurs at the time of death:

[I]t is easy for the Lord on the day of death to reward individuals according to their conduct.  An hour’s misery makes one forget past delights, and at the close of one’s life one’s deeds are revealed.  Call no one happy before death; by how a person ends, a person becomes known (Sir. 11:26-28).

In this way he maintains the classical position on God’s reward and punishment without recourse to an afterlife.  At the same time, he is able to account for the reality that the wicked often do prosper in this life.  With such an innocuous sense of God’s retribution, we can wonder whether ben Sira saw much injustice in his lifetime, whether he lived to see Onias III removed from the priesthood by Antiochus Epiphanes and certainly whether he witnessed the desecration of the temple in 167BCE.

Jesus ben Sira apparently ran a school of instruction in Jerusalem (Sir. 51:23) and may have been a scribe by trade (cf. 38:24-39:11).  His praise for Simon the high priest, his high literacy, and his attitude toward wealth (e.g. 13:24; 14:3-19) all probably point to an individual who was well-connected in Jerusalem society.  Clearly his message was not the countercultural critique of an Amos or James.  It is worth keeping in mind that the best representative of the “conservative” position on the afterlife at this time was an “upper-class,” pro-temple individual.
2.3.2 The Sadducees
The Sadducean position on the afterlife is well-known, even notorious.  As such, this is a good place to remind ourselves that theirs was the “conservative” position on the issue.  Josephus is our main evidence for their resistance to extra-biblical traditions such as the Pharisees’ “tradition of the elders.”
  Belief in life after death was not a particularly biblical concept.  The notion apparently began to flourish in the early second century B.C.E. among several Jewish groups and was thus a growing extra-biblical tradition.  The position of the Sadducees was thus the conservative one that stood in greatest continuity with the Hebrew Scriptures.

Josephus indicates that the Sadducees were in force as a party in Jerusalem by the time of Jonathan Maccabeus’s high priesthood (152-42BCE).  While the significance of the name Sadducee is disputed, the similarity to Zadok is hard to ignore.  The evidence indicates that the Sadducees were largely aristocratic (e.g. Ant. 13.298; 18.17),
 frequently had connections with the high priest (e.g. Acts 5:17; Ant. 20.199), and at times were members of the Sanhedrin (e.g. Acts 23:6).  Against this background, it would be easy to see Zadok as a reference to the Zadok who was priest in the days of David, largely relegating Sadduceism to the priestly class.
The associations with the temple, the aristocracy, and with conservative elements of power cohere well with the Sadducean rejection of the afterlife.  While almost all other aspects of the Sadducean position are a matter of debate, no one questions this one key aspect of their identity.  Josephus twice indicates this disbelief:
The doctrine of the Sadducees destroys the souls along with the bodies (Ant. 18.16). 
With regard to the continuance of the soul and penalties in Hades and rewards—they [Sadducees] reject these ideas (B.J. 2.165).

Josephus’s categories in these passages are somewhat Hellenized.
  But they nevertheless indicate the position of the Sadducees clearly enough.

The New Testament corroborates Josephus with regard to the Sadducean position on this issue.  It also more accurately expresses their position as a rejection of resurrection in particular.  Josephus’s presentation focuses more on the question of immortality and the survival of the soul after death.  Resurrection, on the other hand, probably had significant political connotations, providing us with greater clarity about what exactly the Sadducees were rejecting. 

Two occasions in the New Testament give rise to mention of the Sadducees.  The first is one of Jesus’s final challenge-ripostes in the synoptic gospels.
  Some Sadducees present Jesus with a riddle involving seven brothers.  The first one dies without an heir, and his wife passes on in turn to each of the seven brothers in accordance with the rite of levirate marriage.  Each one dies childless, as does the woman.  The Sadducees then ask Jesus whose wife the woman would be in the resurrection, thinking they have exposed the infeasibility of the concept.
All three synoptic gospels begin this story by noting that the Sadducees did not believe in the resurrection.
  Acts 23:8 expands on this aspect of their theology:

The Sadducees say there is no resurrection, neither angel nor spirit, but the Pharisees confess both.
We will discuss the meaning of the ambiguous phrase “neither angel nor spirit” in later chapters.
  Many have seen a rejection of angels and spirits in this phrase.  However, the grammar of the sentence seems to relate them to resurrection in some way, whether as modes of resurrection or as modes of the afterlife in general.

The Mishnah and Talmudic writings corroborate Josephus and the New Testament with regard to the Sadducean position on the afterlife.  The Babylonian Talmud mentions an argument between certain Sadducees and Gamaliel over the resurrection.
  The Sadducees are no doubt the principal target of Sanhedrin 10:1 in the Mishnah:
All Israel has a share in the world to come…  And these are those who do not have a share in the world to come: the one who says there is no resurrection of the dead prescribed in the law, the one who says the law is not from heaven, and an Epicurean.

While the Sadducees are not explicitly named here, they are no doubt the group that first came to mind when this passage was read.
If Josephus was correct, the Sadducees did not win the hearts of the Jewish populace in the first and second century B.C.E.  He indicates the ideas of the Pharisees were much more popular at the grass roots level.
  This comment probably implies among other things that most Jews at this time came to accept the idea of resurrection.  This situation leads us to ask why when most Jews were accepting resurrection, the Sadducees refused to go along with the trend.
In general one should not underestimate the power of group cohesion and the tendency of social groups to maintain their traditions regardless of cultural trends and what outsiders are doing.  Josephus does tell us that the Sadducees were not particularly known for their cohesion.  But this comment probably applied to their ability to get along with one another rather than to their beliefs.
  
More promising is the idea that the Sadducees’ social status and empowerment had something to do with the phenomenon.  An empowered person who lives in comfort need not look so much to the future for hope.  Further, if belief in resurrection comes to be associated with the “rabble” and opposition parties, then we have social reasons for snubbing and rejecting such ideas.  The lower classes want to see significant changes in the status quo; the aristocracy is the status quo.  These are good reasons for those in power to reject the idea of resurrection and pass on such sentiments to their heirs.
A number of scholars have plausibly suggested that the very notion of resurrection itself had political connotations.  Even if the original meaning of texts like Isaiah 26 and Ezekiel 37 was not intended on a literal level, clearly this literature would have taken on literal connotations to many in the second century BCE.  In such a context, these texts would clearly connect resurrection with the restoration of Israel nationally.

Thus we have yet another reason why Sadducees might reject the notion of resurrection.  If the Essenes looked for a new temple, the Sadducees had less quarrel with the current one.  The Sadducees did not need a new age to dawn for them to have political clout.  Whether they truly liked the Romans or not, the notion of revolution must have been much less attractive to them than to the peasants of Galilee.  
While we cannot be absolutely certain whether the high priest Caiaphas (18-36CE) was a Sadducee, the perspective portrayed in John 11:50 is exactly what we would expect of one.  Here Caiaphas tries to keep the peace between the raucous Jewish populace and the Roman military power.  He chooses to sacrifice Jesus rather than face a potential slaughter of the crowds by Roman soldiers.  Clearly the idea of resurrection would have had all the wrong connotations and consequences to such an individual.
2.3.3 Other Literature without an Afterlife

Sirach is not the only book written after 200BCE that has no conception of an afterlife.  While it is tempting to attribute all such books to Sadducees, we clearly have no basis to do so.  We can suppose that there were always Jews who did not believe in an afterlife, especially Diaspora Jews, since the Greco-Roman world at large largely had no sense of a personal, conscious afterlife.  Nevertheless, it is not unreasonable to think some of these books may have come from Sadducean hands.
The dating of Judith is a matter of some debate.  It demonstrates some awareness of Persian custom, such as the presentation of earth and water to a conqueror (2:7).  Yet it seems to draw its imagery from a number of different events and time periods.  As such, the Maccabean period seems an appropriate date for the current form of the book.  The intent to defile the temple mentioned in 4:12 and 9:8 are reminiscent of Antiochus’s actions in 167BCE.  The beheading of Holofernes reminds us of what Judas Maccabeus did to the Syrian general Nicanor.

Judith lacks any sense of an afterlife.  It is rather strongly Deuteronomistic in outlook.  Defeat in battle is a consequence of sin (e.g. 5:17; 11:10), including the sins of one’s ancestors (e.g. 7:28).  Guilt is thus corporate as well as individual.
Judith’s sense of human make-up seems clear enough from 16:14: “Let all your creatures serve you… You sent forth your spirit, and it formed them.”  These comments fit well into the notion in the Hebrew Scriptures that humans are dust with God’s breath inside.  On the other hand, one could interpret 16:17 to imply eternal punishment: “he [the Lord] will send fire and worms into their flesh; they shall weep in pain forever.”  The reference is to those who rise up against Israel.  Given the corporate nature of the statement, however, we probably should not think of it as some conception of an afterlife.

Judith is both pro-priest (e.g. 15:8) and apparently pro-Hasmonean.  While we cannot say for certain that it was written by a Sadducee, Judith seems to fit within the same general milieu.  Its conservative approach to the problem of evil coheres well with a book like Joshua in the Hebrew Scriptures.
Baruch is another book that may very well date to the Maccabean period.  On the assumption that it presupposes Daniel 9, its earliest possible date would seem to be in the late second century BCE.  Like Judith, its message is thoroughly Deuteronomistic.  In continuity with the wisdom tradition, it leaves us with no doubt about his perspective on the dead:
[T]he dead who are in Hades, whose spirit has been taken from their bodies, will not ascribe glory or justice to the Lord (2:17).

Like Psalm 6 or 30, Israel pleads for mercy on the assumption that God will get more praise if they are allowed to live, since the dead cannot praise anything.
The book seems to accept the high priesthood in theory (e.g. 1:7), yet the very nature of the book longs for restoration of some kind (e.g. 3:7).  It is difficult to put a time and a place to such a perspective.  At the very least it probably indicates the persistence of the conservative view well into the Maccabean period.

1 Maccabees is another example of the conservative position, so much so that it has sometimes been attributed to a Sadducee in the past.  While we lack enough evidence to draw this conclusion, it gives us no sense of an afterlife.  What is thus all the more interesting is its straightforward presentation of suffering by the righteous.  Although the book champions zeal for the law and has a broadly Deuteronomistic flavor, it is not simplistic in its ideology.
1 Maccabees does not try to explain the deaths of the Hasidim who refuse to fight on the Sabbath or the death of Judas Maccabeus in battle or that of Jonathan by trickery.  It neither resorts to corporate nor to individual sin to explain their deaths.  The events are simply narrated, theologically sloppy though they may be.

The book is pro-Hasmonean and pro-Roman.  Since its last narrated event occurs in 104BCE, we can probably date 1 Maccabees to the period roughly from 100-63BCE.  While we cannot conclude for certain, it coheres well with what we might expect a Sadducee to write.

It is more difficult to access the perspective of other books from this period on the afterlife.  For example, while the Letter of Aristeas and 3 Maccabees are silent on the issue, it is possible that their authors did believe in the immorality of the soul.  We will discuss these works in chapter 4.

2.4 Conclusion

The second temple period began with little sense of any kind of individual afterlife.  When the mythical image of Sheol was invoked, it presented a dark, mindless portrait of death.  By 70CE when the temple was destroyed, the vast majority of Jews in Palestine seem to have come to believe in the future resurrection of the dead.  By the time the Mishnah was compiled in 200CE, anyone who would deny the resurrection was denied a place in the future of Israel.

Yet throughout this period there remained those who refused to adopt the relatively new idea, the Sadducees in particular.  The factors that might have given rise to belief in resurrection must wait for a future chapter.  Those who continued to resist it largely belonged to the aristocracy and the empowered.  These were often those associated with the temple and those who ran interference between the Romans and the Jewish populace at large.  These individuals had the most to lose from cosmic upheaval, and the most to gain from the status quo.  
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� 4:10 is missing from Codex Sinaiticus, while 5:10 is significantly shortened in Codex Vaticanus and Codex Alexandrinus.  The Greek readings ei0j to\ sko/toj in 4:10 and e0n tw|~ sko/tei in 5:10 seem the likely Greek original from the Hebrew, although it is of course possible that these variations existed in Hebrew before the text was ever translated.


� 4Q200, frag. 6, line 6.


� 4Q200, frag. 2.  I consider this reading, which also matches Vaticanus and Alexandrinus, more likely than the more fully Deuteronomistic reading of Sinaiticus: “those who do the truth will be prospered in their deeds.”


� For a more detailed discussion of these instances, see H. C. C. Cavallin, Life After Death: Paul’s Argument for the Resurrection of the Dead in 1 Cor 15, Part 1: An Enquiry into the Jewish Background (Lund: CWK Gleerup, 1974), 103-8.


� meta\ do/chj prosela/bou me. 


� Cf. M. Orlinsky, * (HUCA 32; *, 1961), 245-46*.


� a0nasth/sontai oi9 nekroi\, kai\ e0gerqh/sontai oi9 e0n toi=j mnhmei/oij…


� See the previous chapter: “The Afterlife in the Hebrew Scriptures.”


� All the earliest traditions indicate this period, most notably the Letter of Aristeas from the early second century B.C.E.


� By 132BCE, most of these books had probably been in Greek for almost a century.  Nevertheless, 132BCE serves as a terminus ad quem for the bulk of this translation work, since the grandson of ben Sira indicates that the “Law and the Prophets and the other books” were already in Greek at that time.  See the dating of Sirach below.  Of course if we are to date Daniel to the mid-second century, then it could not have been translated into Greek until well into the century.


� “Immortality of the Soul.”


� See chapter 3: “From Enoch to the Essenes.”


� See chapter 5: “From Daniel to the Pharisees.”


� Especially Ant. 13.297; 18.16.  Cf. Mark 7:3, 5.  These comments by Josephus are often taken to imply that the Sadducees only accepted the Pentateuch as Scripture.  However, these comments seem more aptly interpreted as a rejection of extra-biblical traditions such as belief in the resurrection and other traditions on how to apply the law.  Of course all application of law involves extra-textual interpretive factors.


� For example, E. P. Sanders: “Not all aristocrats were Sadducees, but it may be that all Sadducees were aristocrats” (Judaism: Practice and Belief * [SCM, London, *], 318).


� See chapter 3: “From Enoch to the Essenes.” 


� Matt. 22:23-33; Mark 12:18-27; Luke 20:27-40.


� Matt. 22:23; Mark 12:18; Luke 20:27.


� Namely, chapters 3 and 5.


� Daube, Viviano and Taylor, Wright.


� bSanh. 90b.


� E.g. Ant. 13.297-98; 18.17.


� B.J. 2.166.


� Cf. 1 Macc. 7:33-50.


� “Immortality of the Soul.” 
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