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CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction to the Problem 
The materials on Biblical and Rabbinic eschatology 

have been collected and worked over many times by scholars.1 

In this dissertation I do not seek merely to go over the 
ground that has been explored by others . Rather, I address 
myself as far as it is possible to one single facet: To 
scrutinize the Tannaitic materials on the after-life in the 
light of the broad differences known to have prevailed in 
the general period.2 

Josephus3 intorm.s us that the Sadducees denied the 
doctrine ot resurrectio11, while the Pharisees believed in 
it. The scholar]J literature on this ancient controversy 
is quite ample,4 but the literary sources are limited to two 
passages in Josephus,5 a conflict story in the Synoptic 
Gospels6 and some allusions in the Acts of the Apostles. 7 
lly thesis tries to throw light on the controversy, not 
necessarily between the Pharisees and the Sadducees, but 
rather on the issue itself of r esurrection versus immortality. 

My intent can be clarified by the asking of some 
~othetical questions. Did the age of the Sadduceau con
troversy understand resurrection and illlllortality to be one 
and the same thing? Or, was t here some sharp difference in 
conception? Is it possible that the Sadduceans, who appar
ent ly were open to Greek influences, espoused, with the 
G~eks, immortality, but , like Greek dualists, were disinter
ested in or opposed to resurrection? The evidence in Christ
ian circles for such differences and even controversies is 
known from I Corinthians 15. What were the implications in 
broadest terms of the related though diverse doctrines of 
immortality and r esurrection? How, in particular, did facets 
of variegated approaches to speculations of the after-life 
become crys tallized into distinct and contradictory emphases? 

Betore analy zing and evaluating the scholarly work 
already done on this problem, it would be well to define 
1•immortali ty" and "resurrection." For t he purposes of this 
dissertation, let us say that immortality is a state in which 
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death does not intrude between the now and the hereafter. 
Immortality holds that man does not die. Rather, he 
continues to live atter "death." Resurrection, on the 
other hand, i•plies that man does die but later is born 
again. Death intrudes, but it is not permanent. Because 
scholars haTe ill aost instances refused to define these 
teras, they tend to use them. inter~hangeabl.y or in an 
obscure am. unclear way. This confusion can best be shown 
by an analysis of the scholarly opinions on the Pharisaic 
Sadducean dispute over immortality and resurrection. Let 
us examine the issues. 

To Robert Henry Charles, resurrection in Jewish thought 
usually refers to the resurrection of the Jewish co1DJ11unity 
to a new earth.1,- lite as citizens of a Messianic kingdom. 8 

IlllDlortali t,- in Jewish thought began with the idea of the 
body and soul reaaining together in a permanent state.9 
Later the idea arose that the soul would leav~ the body to 
be judged in Sheo1.10 In teru of chronology, Charles 
believes that immortality 11ust precede resurrection. 11 He 
holds that the final synthesis ot the two doctrines is to 
be found in Christianity.12 When the synthesis of illllllortality 
and resurrection occurs, the individual will count for very 
little. He will be part of the resurrected group. 1~ When 
considering specifically Jewish dogma, Charles holds as 
authentic Pharisaic thought the idea that souls are sorted 
out in Sheo1.14 The righteous souls are reborn again in human 
bodies, while the unrighteous souls remain in §heol, which is 
a type of hell.15 He rejects as non-Pharisaic and Greek in 
content the idea that after death the souls of the righteous 
go t o heaven and la~er are sent into pure bodies.16 When 
Charles speaks of resurrected, rather than immortal, souls, it 
makes us wonder whether the Pharisees attirmed immortality or 
resurrection or a combinatioA ot these two ideas.17 Although 
Charles discusses Pharisaic thought on the hereafter, he says 
nothing about the Sadducean ideas concerning this problem. 

In 1904 Kaufman Kohler wrote an article in which he raised 
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the question as to whether the Sadducees, while denying 
resurrection, also denied the immortality of the sou1. 18 

Unfortunately, he does not elaborate on his doubts in this 
article. A year later he wrote on the same subject and 

still did not clarify the Sadducean position. 19 Accordi.ng 
to Kohler, resurrection refers to the soul being united with 
the revived body, while iamortality refers to an independent 
future life for the soul alone. 20 He believes that the 
Pharisees, while holding to a hope for resurrection, did 
not have a clearly defined conception of immortality: 

Certain it is that the Pharisaic belief in rea\lr
rection had not even a name for the i1DI11ortality of 
the soul. For them, man was made for two worlds, 
the world that now is, and the world to come, where 
life does not end in death.21 
Solomon Schechter makes scant mention of the subject. 

In one book he refers briefly to the controversy over r esur
rection in Saphe<lrin 9lb. 22 In another work he refers to 
Pharisaic thought only once, as follows: 

I need hardly say that in the days of Hillel and 
Shammai, the doctrine of immortality was fully 
developed, and universally accepted by all the 
Pharisaic schools.23 

Thus, no new light is thrown on the problem by Schechter. 
An article in the E, R, E. indicates that, even though 

resurrection satisfied the Hebrew demand for justice, the 
Sadducees denied such a concept . 24 The article discusses 
the development or the idea in religious thought,25 but 
fails to enlighten us on the Pharisaic -- Sadducean con
troversy. 

R. Travers Herford holds with the opinion of Josephus 
that the Pharisees accepted resurrection while the Sadducee& 
denied it.26 He feels that Pharisaic belief was in resur
rection only, and not in immortality. 27 He defines resur
rection in terms of the divinity of both body and soul, and 
immortsl!ty as referring to an earthly (non-divine) body 
containing a divine soul that is liberated when the body 
dies. 28 

George Foot Moore accepts the prevailing view that the 
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Pharisees believed in the revival of the dead, whereas the 
Sadducees opposed this doctrine.29 Be further states that 
the resurrection of the dead was a party issue between the 
Pharisees and the Sadducees in the New Testament.30 Further, 
he agrees with Josephus that the Pharisees affirmed the 
survival of the soul and that the Sadducees denied it.31 

Jacob z. Lauterbach says, with Moore, that the Pharisees 
believed in both the resurrection of the dead and the 
immortality of the sou1.32 Lauterbach, however, makes no 
mention of Sadducean thought on the subject. 

As shown above, the scholars seea to skirt the implications 
of the controversy. They state only that a disagreement is 
evident on the aatter of illillortality and resurrection. All of 
the scholars agree that the Pharisees affirm some sort of 
resurrection, while the Sadducees reject it. The matter of 
Sadducean opinion on 111mortality remains an open question. 

Let us now turn to the backgrounds of the historical 
situation to throw more light upon the controversy. 



CHAPTER TWO 
!he Old :estament 

The debt which post-biblica1 Judaism owes to biblical 
religion makes it relevant tor biblical views on the question 
of the fate of the individual in after-life to be taken into 
our perspective. Thia material bas been studied and re-studied, 
and there is no dearth of secondary literature on the question. 
The principal scholarly works which have seemed to me to have 
the merit both 0£ accuracy and of e.uduring worth will be re
ferred to as we examine the biblical material related to the 
problem at hand. 

To reflect every shade of the biblical views would be to 
obligate oneself to a task as large as the rabbinic subject 
under discussion. Moreover, the truly decisive age is the 
post-biblical period, not the biblical period itself. Accord
ingly, it sutfices for our purposes to summarize briefly the 
leading rubrics from the fine volume by Otto Justice Baab, 
titled ~he Theology .of the Old Testyent. This summary can 
focus on the key words: ~ (spirit), ne!esh (soul), leb 
or lebab (heart), basar (body), and Sheol (Hades). I limit 
myself here strictly to a SWIUll&ry. 

Respecting ruah, we find that it 11 
••• means variously 

'breath , wind, te~per, disposition, spirit of living beings , 
the spirit of God..•u1 As prophetic spirit it came from God. 2 

The ruah elohim (Gen. 1:2 ) is God's spirit that was the creative 
principle of life.3 At death the ~ departs from man, but 
does not always return to God. 4 At times it is merely equated 
with the event of death.5 ~ is that part of man most 
closely associated with the nature of God; and, although it 
is God-given, it " ••• is not mechanically implanted in the body 
o.f man . .. 6 Buah is connected with emotional drives, though it 
is not identical with the drive itself.7 

Nefesh, too, has a number of translations: e.g., " ••• soul, 
living being, life, self, person, desire, appetite, emotion, 

passion."8 The n~fesh departs at death, but can return when 
life is restored~ Then, too, " ••• in Job (18:22, 28, 30; 33 :18 ) 
a strong desire is expressed that the nephesh be delivered 
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f rom Sheol, the place of death. 1110 Seventy times in the 
Bible the word netesh means man himself as a living person
ality.11 The nefesh appears to be the seat of the emotions 
and personal desires: 12 

It is not "soul" in the metaphysical Greek sense, 
where a sharp dichotom;r is required. The nephesh 
is not ultimately separable from the living bodily 
organism, whereas the soul of classical Greek phi
losophy is thought to be.13 

lfetesh ref era to the whole life of man 1n bis nonbodily 
torm.14 

When I consider l&h or lebab, I find that in the Bible 
its literal meaning is "heart. 1115 In context, however, it 
may also refer to the aind: 

The Hebrews, along with other peoples, thought of 
the psyche as residing, not in the brain, but in 
the heart, kidneys, liver, or bones. There was no 
hard and fast differentiation between the function 
of these organs. In any case, lev was by far the 
most important.16 

~ is linked with heart in a number of biblical passages: 
"In David's prayer on behalf of bis people he mentions t.he 
'thoughts ot the heart• of his subjects (I Chr. 29:18). A 
psalmist speaks of the 'imaginations of the heart (73:7). 1111? 
Then, too, God promises to give Solomon a wise heart 
(I Kings 3:12).18 

Because man is a human creature, he is basar (body, flesh). 
Being basar, he is weak and iE. subject to sickness and death 
(Job 14:1, 2): 19 "Men are flesh in contrast with God, who 
is spirit (Isa. 31:3). !'or this reason reliance upon man is 
futile. 1120 Baab points to biblical illustrations to show 
that man's great weakness is his physical make-up, his basar, 
which eventually brings bim to the grave. In being a creature 
of basar, he resembles the animals and thus will share their 
eventual earthly fate of death. 21 Both man and beast are 
children of nature. 22 

Although biblical man is composed of !:!!Y, netesh, 
~. and basar, we see that " ••• from the standpoint of 
a psychological approach to his nature, (he) is a 1mj tan 
being. He is body, spirit, self, feeling, mind, and heart. 
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He is all of these, yet none of these in par·ticular if one 
tries to identiiy bi.a with ~ single category.n23 Because 
the Bible rejects a thorough-going dualism of basar and 

uteah, both (body and aoul) will share the same fate. 24 

Baab holds that biblical man ultimately will go to Sheol, 
a lower place deep in the earth.25 All the dead are destined 
to go there, and it is a dark land of no return. 26 In this 
place the dead appear as refaia, weak shade-like shadowy 
forms. The shades are grouped according to social strata 
and are to remain forever in this pit-like location.27 Sheol 
is not th• real• of God, since God is only the deity of the 
living.28 Death through biological decay is an accepted prin
ciple of the Old Testaaent.29 Man is mortal; so he is des
tined to die because of his physical weakness and not because 
of Divine punishment.30 The concept of Divine judgment is not 
clearly presented in the Bible. All I find are statements 
like "The soul that sinneth, it shall die~(Ezek. 18:4) Death 
was controlled by God, often as a result of the nation's sin. 
The best that .man can hope for is a lenbthening of bis days 

on earth, because eventually he will go to Sbeol.3l 
Despite the pessimistic view of man's fate, I do find 

the possibility of rescue or resurrection from Sheol 1n 
apocalyptic passages in the Bible: "But God will ransom me 
from the power of §heol when it seizes me." (Pss. 49:15) 
References to actual resurrection are to be found in Isaiah 26:19 
and in Daniel 12:2. Isaiah 26:19 declares: 

But thy dead will live, their bodies will rise, 
Those who dwell in the dust will awake, and will 
sing for joy; 
For t~ dew is a dew of light, 
And the earth will bring the Shades to birth. 
The same thought is echoed in the apocalyptic visions 

of the book of Daniel, where a similar hope is voiced: 
"Many of those who sleep in the land of the dust 
shall awake, some to everlasting life"(l2.2). 
Others will also arise "to everlasting reproach 
and contempt." In Sheol these faithless renegades 
who denied Israel's God in fear of torture and 
death cannot receive the punishment they so richly 
deserve. Therefore they will "awake" and suffer 
everlasting contempt in the land of the living. 
The risen martyrs who set the example of courageous 
1'idelity will shine "like the stars forever and ever."~2 
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Thus, I find that in the later apocalyptic passages of 

the Bible a resurrection of all the inhabitants of Sheol is 
envisioned, with the righteous to be rewarded and the wicked 
to be punished. It appears that a combined material and 

spiritual kingdom will arise.33 Baab holds that the faith 
in resurrection as expressed in Isaiah and in Daniel " ••• rests 
upon repentance for sin committed against God, a full accept
ance of His sovereignty over the personal and social life of 
man, and obedience to the divine will."~ 

A basic question to be considered is whether or not 
the Old Testament raises the issue of immortality and resur
rection. Generally speaking, the scholars deal with resur
rection in the Bible in terms of definite steps. E. R. 
Bernard finds three stages in resurrection: The first stage 
is the resurrection of the nation and not of the individual 
(Hos. 6:2; Ezek. 37; Isa. 53:10).35 The second stage involves 
the idea of individual aDd national resurrection appearing 
side by side (Isa. 26:14, 19).36 The third stage is individual 
resurrection of the just and the unjust (Dan. 12:2):37 

In Dan. 12.2 the resurrection of individuals stands 
out alone and clear. The passage probably refers 
to the faitht'ul and the apostates of Kaccabean 
times (cf. ll.32ff .) and resurrection is predicted 
for both classes, without, however, any implication 
of resurrection for gentiles.38 
lb' the aide of the previously mentioned stages of 

thought are the reflections of psalmists and wise men. These 
emerge as lines of thought with regular divisions~ First, 
collles communion with God, despite the popular belief that 
S,heol was the end of the relationship to Jl1a (as seen in 
Pss. 6:5; 30:9).~9 A hope for life after death is expressed 
in an ambiguous way in Pss. 16 :10 and 17:15. Bernard believes 
that the psalmists held to the notion that there is more to 
life than the conti!luance of the soul 1.n the body.40 The 
second line of thought involves the need for retribution. 
At times this need was related to Messianic hopes. The 
gathering of the living (Isa. 60) was but one step away froa 
the gathering of the dead from the netherworld. This promise 
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was seen in Isaiah 26:19 and Daniel 12:2.41 Retribution 
for the wicked, however, was also a necessity. The Wlf'aithful 
Israelites were to be punished (Dan. 12:2). Thus, a judg
ment on mankind would proceed from a starting point such as 
Daniel 12:2.42 Thia leads me to the third consideration, 
which is the hope for a higher tribunal of God's judgaent to 
reverse mistaken hwaan judgments. This hope for rescue from 
§heol and a final judgment is found in Job: 

He rises to the thought, and throws out the wish 
(14:13ft.), that there may be release from Sheol, 
and later is assured that "his redeemer (S2.!l) 
lives," and that he himself will see God (19.25). 
All this implies, first of all, literal death, 
and then restoration to life after death~ 1.e4~ resurrection in the proper sense of the word. ~ 
A. B. Davidson ag~~s with Bernard's earlier notion that 

the first step is national revival (Hos. 6; Isa. 65:17; Ezek. 37), 
but disagrees with the idea of the second step being both 
individual and national, since he (David.son) holds that 
Isaiah 26:19 deals only with individual restoration.44 Davidson 
also agrees With Bernard that the third stage is the resurrection 
of the just and the unjust as individuala.45 Davidson stresses 
national restoration rather than individual revival. He points 
out tha.t the idea of the revival of the people of Israel 
(Isa. 65:17) was gradual~ extended to include all nations 
(Isa. 25:6.tt.).46 Kobler, too, str~sses the nationalistic 
side of resurrection, as reflected in Hosea 6, Ezekiel 3?, and 

Isaiah 26:4? "The Jewish belief in resurrection is intimately 
boWld up with the hope for the restoration of the Israelitish 
nation on its own soil •••• "48 

While the idea of resurrection can be discerned in the Old 
Testaaent and discussed in its various steps by scholars, the 
concept of immortality is not so clearly defined. The veey 
idea of "111Dlortality" appears to be somewhat vague and elusive. 
In the E. B. E. article on "Eschatology," the word "immortality" 
is mentioned only once and in that instance in connection with 
the prophecies concerning a rebuilt Zion as reflected in 
Isaiah 2:2, 4:5, 11:5ff., Jeremiah 30:18, Amos 9:13f., and 

Ezekiel 34:14:49 "Throughout these prophecies the blessings 
of the .future are on this earth and for the righteous remnant 
of Israel -- the living in whom the nation finds its true 
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immortali ty, a future rather than present generation."50 
Immortality, according to this opinion, would apply to a 
future living generation and not concern an other-worldly 
event. Davidson comes to a similar conclusion when he inter
prets Isaiah 65:1? to refer to the immortality of the people 
in a transfigured world that will contain a new heaven and a 
new earth.5l He raises the question as to whether or not the 
people as individuals are immortal, but fails to come to a 
conclusion on the matter.52 There is no definitive answer 
because of contradictions in the Bible, e.g., Isaiah 65:20!!. 
only promises a long life, while Isaiah 25:8 speaks of God 
swal1owing up death forever. 

In addition to the doctrine of the immortality of the 
nation, another type of immortality considered by scholars 
concerns the pious hope that life will win out over death.53 
There appears a demand for eternal life: Psalm 16:10 
declares, "For Thou wilt not leave m:y soul to Sheol."54 The 
nefesh here refers to the person of the man, coDtaining soul 
and body.55 Still another approach was not so much a protest 
against dying as it was a protest that dying was not really 
death.56 Through this approach it was felt that the godly 
soul would by-pass Sheol and go directly to God (Pss. 49, Job 19).5~ 

In the Bible, immortality was a hope rather than an 
accomplished fact. Kohler flatly denies that the Old Testa
ment teaches a doctrine of the separate existence of the 
soul.58 The belief in a continuous life of the soul as 
reflected in I Samuel 28:13ff. was discouraged by the prophets 
(Isa. 8:19) 1 since eternal life was ascribed only to God and 
those who eat of the tree of life in the Garden of Eden 
(Gen. 3:22).59 Man was driven out of the Garden of »ien 
before he could taste of the fruit of immortality.60 Kohler, 
does, however, see a hope for immortality as reflected in 
the psalmist's faith in God's omnipotence and omnipresence.61 

Job, on the other hand, demonstrates only a desire rather than 
a real faith in life after death (14:13; 19:26).62 The 
I. c. c. to Job 14:15-15 even denies that he had a desire for 
a future life: 
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••• Job here considers the idea and the meaning as if 
it were real, though he still dismisses the reality, 
of a future life of communion with God: previously 
(7.a, 21) he has simply doubted the existence of such 
a future, without contemplating its significance as 
if it were real.63 
Kohler discusses two theories about the immortality ot 

the s oul. According to one interpretation, the soul enters 
man as a breath (~) and flies to heaven upon death: "The 
dust returns to the earth as it was, and the spirit (~) 
returns to God who gave it."(Eccl. 12:7)64 This theory led 
to the idea that the soul would experience a separate future 
life apart from the body.65 Kohler's other theory is that 
the s oul descended t o the nether-world to continue a shadowy 
existence after death: 66 " ••• there is no work, nor device, 
nor knowledge, nor wisdom, in SheQ1 whither thou goest 
(:Eccl. 9:10b).• But this shadowy existence would eventually 
end, and the dead wol•.ld be resurrected (Dan. 12:2), since 
they were on.17 in a deep sleep.6? The souls woule be united 
with the bodies on the day the dead would rise (Isa. 26:19). 68 

Generally speaking, the concept of immortality in the 
Bible emerges more as a hope or desire than as a concrete fact . 
Immortality is expected tor the nation (Ezek. 37), and the 
hope is expressed that the people as individuals (Isa. 26:19 ) 
will also share in this future life. Resurrection of the 
body (Ezek. 3?) seems to point the way to the soul's entrance 
into the newly restored person. Kost Old Testament scholars 
are of the opinion, as shown earlier, that the soul cannot be 
co{isidered apart from the boa.y.69 So, the total personality 
will be resurrected t o some immortal state in the apocalyptic 
vision of the future (Dan. 12:2) . This total personality will 
be both basar and t:!YA• I-t appears that the hoped ror immortal 
p,efeah will be composed of flesh and spirit. 

Resurrection in the Old Testament serves as a proof-text 
for the post-biblical idea of the independent illmortality of 
the soul, apart from the body. What the Old Testament may be 
indicating is that if resurrection is possible, ll:ight there not 
also be a future independent life for the soul? As far as most 
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scholars are concerned, however, the Old Testament does 
not present such a thought.?O It remained for the post
biblical writers to move in this new direction. 



CBAFTEr1: T.dF.EE 

Philo, Apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha, apd New Testament 

PHILO' S 00.rl'.l'liIBUTIUN 

Among the earliest interpreters of biblical thought 
was an Alexandrian Jew named Philo. No study of the question 
at hand could be complete without a consideration of his 
writings. It is not my purpose to explore every facet of 
his philosophy, nor to discuss in detail the s cholarly 
opinion as to what extent Hellenism or rabbinism influenced 
the vast body of his work. The summation or scholarly out
look on Philo has been done by others.1 Within the frame
work of thought on the resurrection -- immortality question, 
tey'" main concern will be to determine to what extent he 
presents Greek ideas and to what extent he transmits Jewish 
ideas. What does he s~ about resurrection and immortality? 
I shall now deal with the scholarly findings on this i mportant 
question. 

One of the few scholars who uses the term "resurrection" 
in connection with Philo's writings is Wolfson. In his 
opinion, Philo took all references to resurrection as being 
only a figurative w03 of discussing immortality: 

Throughout his writings, Philo speaks of the 
immortality of the soul rather than of the resur
rection of the body. No direct "r indirect refer
ence to resurrection as distinguished from immor
tali ty is ever made by him, though the belief in 
resurrection was common among the Egyptians of his 
own native country and though also it is mentioned 
in the Sibylline Oracles. But it is quite evident 
that all references to resurrection found in the 
traditional literature of his time were understood 
by him as being only a figurative way of referring 
to immortality.2 · 

\7olfson emphatically dismisses references that might be 
interpreted as applying to resurrection: 

The question "Where was my body before birth, and 
whither will it go when I have departed?" (~. 32, 114) 
has no reference to the problem of resurrection. It 
only expresses a general state of wonderment, just 
as the subseguent question "Where is the babe that 
I once was?"' 

When I turn to a consideration of the doctrine of the 
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iumortali ty of the soul• I find t hat Philo has defim .. :ce 
opinions and is largely influenced by Greek thought con
cern.iD.g the dualism of body and soul.4 Turning aside from 
the biblical idea of the unity of body and soul, Philo 
deals at length with an elaborate system whereby one of 
man's souls {or his only soul) escapes !roa the body to 
attain immortality.5 The scholars do not agree on ter
minology regarding Philo's views concerning the soul and 

the mind of man. Wolfs~u feels that Philo ascribes both an 
irrational corruptible mortal soul to man (that dies with 
the body), as well as a rational i11Dlortal soul or mind that 
survives the death of the body.6 Goodenough feels that 
Philo speaks of only one soul in man, and that that soul is 
identified with man's higher mind. This hi gher mind is an 
extension of God or the Logos.? He identifies Philo' s lower 
sensory earth-bound mind.8 with Wol f son's concept of the 
corruptible mortal soul.9 Further disagreement is seen 
among the scholars over the question of whether the highest 
part of the s oul is called mind, or whether the soul is 
actually the higher mind. Drummond holds t o the former 
opinion, lO while Goodenough champions the latter contention •. 11 

Saauel Sandmel summarizes the essence of Philo as 
follows: 

Man, a mixture of body and soul, requires the 
salvation of his soul out of the body. The Bible 
is a vehicle of that salvation •••• Our soul before 
birth was like the first Adam of Gen. I, generic man, 
made by God. On being born, that is, mixed with 
body, we become the "fashioned" individual, the 
second Adaa of Gen. 2. We go through stages in our 
life. We are initially neither good nor bad in our 
souls, but are rather blanks, until we mate with 
sense perception, Eve. Thereafter pleasure, the 
serpent, may incline us to lowly things. Should we 
want to rise, we need first to go through the pre
liminaries. First, we become Enos, we arrive at 
hope. Next, like Enoch, we need repentance to t rans
late us out of our previous bad existence. There
upon we attain t he stage of Noah, rest, a relative 
righteousness which conveys to us a limited tran
quility.12 
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Earlier in the same article, Sandmel shows how overtones 
o! allegory creep into Philo's interpretations. Speaking 
of Philo's view of Scripture, Sandmel SSJSt " ••• he tells 
us in several places that the literal is the body of 
Scripture, and the allegorical is its soul. His dualism 
is sufficiently extended that he regards soul as much 
higher than body, and this attitude obtains even towards 
Scripture. 1113 

Philo's concept of the desti~ of the soul after death 
is a matter of scholarly controversy. Wolfson detects three 
places the soul might go: 

First, to heaven to be among the angels, which 
is the place for all the i11111ortal souls. Second, 
to the intelligible world to be among the ideas, 
which is the place to which Isaac and Enoch went. 
Third, to the presence of God above the intelli
gible world, which is the place to which Moses 
went.14 

Drummond, on the other hand, does not detect three possible 
destinies tor tbe soul in Pbilo's writings. Rather, Philo's 
goal for the soul is ultimately to commune alone with the 
Alone (God) in the mystical Jerusa.lea. 15 

Wolfson catalogues the Greek ideas of immortality found 
in Philo,16 though he makes his cataloguing general because 
Philo is at variance with some Greek thinkers. For example, 
Phil o holds the soul to be generated, while Plato believes 
it is ungenerated. 17 The Greek ideas found in Philo can be 
lis ted as follows: First, Phi l o says, wi th the Greeks , that 
the individual soul was created (setting aside the argument 

. 18 
concerning the question o! its possible pre-existence). 
Second , Philo accepts the Greek notion of the soul as being 
separable from the body, while being a more or less distinct 
entity in that body.19 Third, Philo saw itllDlortality as 
11 ••• the continuance of the existence of the soul as an indi
vidual and distinct entity •••• 1120 Fourth, this 11 

••• i~or
tality was considered not as something due to the soul by 
its own nature, but rather as a gift from God, which can be 
taken away, and hence the soul was considered as something 
destructible, though there were various explanations as to 

what is meant by the destructj bility of the soul."21 A .fi .ftb 



-16-
f actor, not listed by Wolfson, might well be Philo's use 
of the Greek idea of "Logos," a term first used by Hera
clitus the Ephesian (500 B. C.).22 Whil e Logos might apply 
to many things, 23 in its highest sense it denotes the mind 

itselr. 24 The divine Logos raises man to God and endows 
him with immortality.25 Also, it could act as God's inter
mediary,26 since the Logoi were God's servants in the form 
of angels.27 

While the preceding passage illustrates Philo's use of 
Greek ideas, I must also consider to what extent Jewish 
thought influenced bis writings. At the outset I note the 
penetrating observation of Sandmel, who points out that the 
Bible was the coJIDlon starting point of both Philo and the 
rabbis. 28 The difference between Philo and the rabbis lies 
in how they interpret the Bible.29 Wolfson indicates that 
Philo seeks scriptural proof-texts in support of his belief 
in ·che 111111ortality of the soui..3° The proof-text which he 
adduces is the verse in which God says to Abraham, "But 
thou shalt go to thy fathers nourished with peace, in a 
goodly old age."(Gen. 15:15) Wolfson continues: 

Commenting on this verse, Philo says: "He here 
clearly indicates the incorruptibility of the 
soul, when it transfers itself ou~ of the abode 
ot the mortal body and returns as it were to the 
metropolis of its fatherland, from which it orig
inally migrated into the body," for "what else 
is this but to propose to him and set before him 
another lif'e apart f'rom the body? 0 31 
Another point reflecting Philo's Jewishness is that 

while he believed the soul to have an independent life, after 
the death of the body, the soul's path to salvation was 
through the observance of the laws of Judaism: "The essen
t ial diff erence between t his point of view and t hat of 
Palestinian Judaism is that Palestinian Judaism never conceived 
of man as requiring such salvation. 1132 Sandmel goes on 
to say that "Philo paved his road to s alvation with an 
allegorical midrash on the meaning of Jewish Law."33 As 
far as Jewish Law was concerned, according to Goodenough, 
Philo was unfamiliar with Oral Law and d ealt only with the 

Written ~aw.~ Goodenough agrees with Heinemann, who 



-!?-
"···Concluded that Philo's references to the 'unwritten 
Law' cannot be taken in any case as a reference to the 
•oral tradition' of Pharisaic Judaism."35 Philo was a 
follower of the written word of the Pentateuch.36 To him 
" ••• Judaism had no history or development or fundamentally 
important literature between Moses and his own time ••• ~n3? 
I shall have more to say about this matter later when I 
take up the Sadducean -- Pharisaic controversy. 

Philo believed that the soul would have a future 
independent life, but while on earth it was part of the 
body.3B The unity of body and soul on earth was a biblical 
view.39 And, according to Philo, man's body was not intrin
sically evil as the Greeks believed : " ••• Philo recognized. 
the fact that there are other things which are more desti
tute of soul than the body, such as glory, wealth, dominions, 
honours •••• "40 While he believed, with the Greeks, that the 
body was a prison, he also felt that the mind could control 
it by reason.41 Since Philo believed that the body could be 
influenced toward good, he does express, at least in part, a 
Jewish attitude. This mixing of Jewish and Greek ideas is 
characteristic of his approach: While he considers angels 
to be real beings, as they are in the Bible,42 he gives us 
~lso a Greek approach in identifying them with Logoi.43 We 
also note that Philo draws upon the traditional vocabulary 
of resurrection as found in Scripture to express his idea of 
imm.ortality.44 Resurrection, thought of as new life in 

Isaiah 26:19 and Daniel 12:2, is considered as new birth by 
Philo and applied by him to his expressions on immortality.45 
Finally, I note that Philo does feel he is within the bounds 
of Judaism in drawing allegorical interpretations from Scripture, 
•-g., in his treatment of the name Samuel: "'Now Samuel,' 
he says •was perhaps in reality only a man, but here he is 
conceived, not as a compound 11 ving being, but as a mind 

which rejoices only in the service and worship of God. 1 "
46 

In another instance I see that "When speaking of Enos, Enoch, 
and Noah, he remarks, 'whether we think of them as men or 
types of soul,' he implies that they are both."47 Philo in 
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his very use of the allegorical method is employi.ng the 
same technique as that used by the rabbis in Talmudic 
literature.48 

Both Philo and the rabbis began with the Bible. How
ever, Philo parted from biblical tradition with his Greek
tinge4 interpretations of Scripture. This is especially 
true when he ascribes to the soul or higher mind a future 
life released from the prison house that is the body. The 
Greek idea of the duality of basar and pe!esh, as opposed 
to the biblical idea of their essential unity, marks Philo's 
departure from biblical thought . 

Before concluding our consideration of Philo, I must 
ask whether he was closer in spirit to the Sadducees than to 
the Pharisees. ~ol!son does not shed much light on this 
problem. According to him, Philo tried to combine the tra
ditional Pharisaic method with the Greek allegorical approach, 
in an effort to harmonize the two techniques.49 Philo was 
trying to maintain a middle ground.50 Wolfson indicates 
that Philo was at times critical of both the Sadducean and 
the Pharisaic approach to Scripture.51 Sandmel notes, how
ever, that Wolfson " ••• sees Philo at every turn dependent 
on the rabbis ... 52 The ~· article on "Philo," indicates 
that he (Philo) had two approaches to the Bible: First, 
the literal approach, which serves human needs; and, second , 
the allegorical approach, which is the real meaning and which 
only a few can comprehend.53 But this article fails to 
place Philo in either the Pharisaic or the Sadducean tra
dition. 

Goodenough fee ls that Philo \'las in agreement with the 
spirit of Sadducean thought .54 Ae;reeing with Heinemann, he 
finds that Philo had much in common with the Sadducees. 
Goodenough detects in Philo an extreme concentration on the 
Written Law of the Pentateuch, together with a lack of 
knowledge of the oral tradition of the Pharisaic rabbis.55 
The Sadducees were the exponents of the writte~, as opposed 
to the oral, Law: 
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The points where Heinemann finds him (Philo) in 
agreement with Palestinian tradition, the actual 
usages of the temple cu.l.tus, the strict conception 
of the oath, the dating and nature of certain off er
ings, the use of God's name in the temple , the reg
ulation of the temple ordeal !or a woman accused of 
adultery, are all matters that were largely the con-

.cern of the Sadducean group as high-priests.56 
Then, too, in such matters as his penal code and his handling 
of the Talon, he reflects the Sadducean legal approach.5? 
Also, the Sadducees were men of wealth and distinction, as 
was Philo.58 Of special interest is Goodenough's analysis 
of the future life in Philo's thought: 

The Sadducees denied the resurrection of the body, 
an idea which also does not appear in Philo. He 
does not go so !ar as they in saying that souls 
perish with their bodies, but his Greek notion of 
immortality, and all his ethical teaching , are quite 
without a sanction of rewards and punishments at a 
divine tribunal after death.59 

While Goodenough realizes that the evidence may be r.oo slight 
to prove that the Sadducee& influenced Philo, 1

• ••• it is at 
least striking that Philo agrees with every one of the 
positions they are known to have taken."60 Further sup-
port for this line of thought is found in Kohler, who points 
to the Book of Wisdom as describing a Hellenistic Sadducean 
type of aristocracy in ilexandria.61 Philo would seem to 
fit into that circle. 

I might infer that Philo, as an aristocratic Greek Jew, 
was a member of the top echelon of the Hellenistically 
oriented Alexandrian community. That he was not a complete 
Hellenist is clear from the fact that he defends Judaism with 
Greek ideas derived from the Septuagint. While one does not 
know for certain of an actual Sadducean party existing in 
Alexandria,62 the ruling cl:iss there might well have resem-
bled the aristocrats of Palestine. "Spiritually," it appears 
that Philo was close to Sadducean thought, as Goodenough and 

Heinemann maintain.63 If this is so, his denial of resurrection 
whi le espousing immortality might have been the elllerging thinking 
of the leaders of the Alexandrian Jewish community. Whether a 
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parall• l iJldependent line •f thought (atfirai:ug iamortality 
and de~iiag resurrection) was developing aaong the Sadducee• 
of Palt•ti:ae reaains to be shown. Did Philo, a Sadducee in 

spirit, influence the Sadducee& of Alexandria and Jerusale•? 
Did they in turn influence him? Kight not his idea of espows
i.ng the Greek dualisa of body and soul have appealed to the 
priestly Sadducee&, who denied the Pharisaic doctrine of 
reaurrection? It I accept the notion that Philo was a liter
alist in s¢ng that ever.r word ot Scripture i• sacred and 
i!llllUtable (and in a different category than his flight• ot 
allegorical speculation).~ 111.ght not he have found support 
-ong the Sadduceaa schools that stressed the writte:a word aa 
unalterable and binding? Ia it not a natural step froa this 
point to auppose that either Philo influenced the Sadducee& to 
accept the idea of i-ortaliq, or that they influenced hi• in 
that direction? There ia also the possibility that the Saddu
ceea, being so closely associated with the Greeks, picked up 
the idea on their cnrn. The evidence at this point is begin
ning to show a direction. I hope to show clearly whether 
other sources (e.g., apocalyptic material, Bew Testament, and 
rabbinic utterances) support this estimation or the controversy. 

APOCBYPH.l 41ID PSEUDEPIGRlPBA 

It is not my intent to give a book by book summary or 
the maJ:ly ideas on resurrection and i11110rtality to be found 
in the Apoc171>ha and Pseudepigrapha. I shall ref er to the 
scholarly works in this field as our st~ continues. As a 
general obserYation I hold with Klauaner's view that while 
the Apocrypha do not give an iaportant place to apocalyptic 
and eschatological speculation on life af'ter death, the 
Pseudepigrapha abound with such rererences.65 It definite 
conclusions elude ae it is umerstandable, in view ot the 
often contusing, obscure, and tragmentar,y nature or these 
worka. I now tab a •-pling of scholarly opinion on the 
matter under diae\l.8s1on. 

B. B. Charles atteapta to show a s~steaatie developaent 
of the idea ot resurrection and illDlortality trom the secoDd 

66 century B. c. E. to the second century c. E. However, 
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he uses the terms "resurrection" and "immortality" in the 
same breath. In the index of his book, for example• he 
refers to a discussion on the Book of Wisdom under both the 
headings of resurrection and immortality.6? Here he speaks 
ot the first century c. E. idea of the resurrection ot the 
spirit to immortality immediately af'ter death Without wait-
ing for the final judgment.68 In the previous century, said 
Charles, the cultural Pharisees had a doctrine of resurrection 
that was spiritual in nature, as shown in I Enoch. 69 Again, 
from his point of view, Jubilees 23:31 refers to a resurrection 
of spirit.70 Since Charles does not define his terms, he 
leaves one with the impression that a resurrected spirit is 
the same as an immortal soul. Charles maintains that by the 
first century c. E. the growing dualism between national and 
individual resurrection is reaching its f inal development.71 

This final development involves either the resurrect ion of t he 
spirit (apart from the body) as seen in Jubilees, Asliumption 
of Moses, the Book of Wisdom, and IV Maccabees, or the concept 
or the earthly b~ being transformed into an angelic na~ure.72 

Further difficulty is evident when Charles t ries to isolate 
the soul in apocryphal literat ure. Attempting to trace the 
historical development of the soul, he claims that prior to 
200 B. c. E. the soul and spirit were identical in essence 
but not in function.?3 Then, in the period of 200 to 100 B. c. E., 
as reflected in I Baruch 2 :1? and Tobit 3:6, 11 

••• the spir it 
and the soul are regarded as essentially different . The 
spirit goes back to God and the soul continues to subsist 
in Sheol. By this century, soul and spirit are the same."?4 

Further confusion appears when Charles declares that t he soul 
and spirit have the same fUnction and are essentially the 
same in the firs t century c. E.,75 whereas in an earlier 
reference he held that in that century spirit and soul were 
different.76 

PfeiffP.~ disagrees with Charles in his evaluation of the 
Wisdom of Solomon. Whereas Charles felt that "Wisdom" reflected 
the idea of the resurrection of the spirit,?? Pfeiffer felt 
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that it ("Wisdom") taught immortality of the soul in the 
fashion of the Greek thinkers of Alexandria.?8 Pfeiffer 
contrasts "Wisdom" with II Maccabees, which did teach the 
doctrine of bodily resurrection.?9 Moore concurs with 
Pfeiffer that ''Wisdom" teaches the idea of the immortality 
of the soul. 80 

The confusion in attempting an intelligent evaluation 
of apocryphal literature is further COI!lpounded when one tries 
to assign a book or even a rrag:aaent of a book to a certain 
school of thought. In an article by Charles c. Torry I find 
the idea that while the Jewish apocalyptic writings were not 
the product of any particular sect or school, they did reflect 
a point of view identified with the Pharisees, who were the 
exponents of Palestinian orthodoxy.81 On the other hand, 
Herford denies Pharisaic authorship to apocryphal literature 
and ascribes these works to the writing of the Zealots.82 

Herford does concede, however, that both Pharisaic and 

apocryphal writings do have some ideas in co11mon, e.g., the 
belief in resurrection.83 

Scholars tend to assign to the Sadducees those books of 
apocryphal literature that are void of a concept of a future 
life. Kohler felt that I Maccabees, Judith, and Tobit must 
belong to Sadducean thought because they never allude to a 
life beyond death.84 Charles agrees with Kohler that I 
Maccabees is Sadducean because all the rewards listed in that 
book are limited to this life.85 Moore labeled Sirach's 
conservative view of the finality of death as Sadducean.86 

Since most scholars evaluate as Sadducean all apocrypha1 
literature that is this-worldly, they would then tend to 
evaluate much of the other-worldly material as Pharisaic. 
This ~ account for Charles's failure fully to distinguish 
between resurrection and immortality. As shown earlier, he 
often combines his references to immortality and resurrection. 
When he does get into such a question as ~resurrection of the 
s~lrit," he attributes this notion to a cultured Pharisee.87 
Perhaps by the same token he would feel that an "uncultured" 
Pharisee would be responsible for writings reflecting the 
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resurrecti on of only the body. 

Charles and Pfeiffer agree that the Wisdom of Solomon 
is Al.exandrian.88 While Pfeiffer says this book teaches the 
Greek idea of the illlDortality of the pre-existent soul im
prisoned in the corruptible body,89 and Charles says a resur
rected. i11mortal spirit is found there,90 I can see that the 
notion of bociil:y resurrection is absent. Rather than credit
ing the book to Greek Hellenists, could I not ascribe this 
work to aristocratic Sadducees of Alexandria who sought to 
justify Judaism to their friends, as did Philo? Could not 
this emerging idea of a fora of immortality be Sadducean? 
J. A. Macculloch is one of the few scholars who sees a 
Sadducean influence on apocryphal writings ot the Alexandrian 
school. In his article titled "Eschatology" he points out 
that the Alexandrian Jewish schools taught the ideas of Philo 
and the Sadducees, and their influence is seen where the 
spirits of the righteous are glorified, e.g., iJl. Jubileas 23:30, 31 
and in Assumption of Moses.91 While Macculloch ascribes the 
belief in spirits to Phi1oian and Sadducean influence, he does 
place the belief in soul, e.g., as i'ou.nd in Secrets of 
Enoch 22; Sf., within the realm of Pharisaic influence. J. W. 
Lightley, too, believes that the Sadducees believed in immor
tality. He says, in part, that " ••• it is pure assumption to 
suppose that because the high-priestly par ty rejected the new 
belief in the resurrection they had made no advance at all 
beyond the Sheol-conception. The 'Zadokite Fragment' cer
tainly stands as a witness to their belief in immortality •••• n92 

Although definite conclusions cannot be reached as to 
whether apocryphal literature gives conclusive evidence that, 
while the Pha1~sees espoused resurrection, the Sadducees 
championed iamortality, there is room for speculation that 
such might have been the case. It is not farfetched to state 
that Sadducean influence was felt in the writings of the 
Alexandrian Jewish schools. The evidence in apocryphal 
literat ure against a Sadducean influence in the development 
of concepts of immortality seems very weak. 
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NE'tl TESTAMENT 

Earliest Christianity, being Palestinian, probably 
contained Palestinian ideas.93 Hence, the earliest Chris
tians not only accepted resurrection, but also it became 
the central motif in their beliefs. To comprehend this 
phenomenon fully, I must now consider the scholarly opinions 
on this subject. 

Of par8lllount importance is the contribution of Paul. 
In him one encounters a Greek Jew who brings Philo-like 
preconceptions to the central aotif. Sand.mel points out, 
however, that Paul is not completely of one mind with Philo 
and the Greeks: 

Paul ••• speaks of a "spiritual body," a term which 
seems to denote a paradox, but which may be taken 
to mean that the individual, though without his 
body, remains an entity at resurrection. What Paul 
is doing here is rejecting both the physical resur
rection and also certain Greek notions, known from 
the Stoics and Philo, that the immaterial part of 
man loses its identity, and is sillply reabsorbed 
into the immaterial source out of which man's soul 
came prior to union with the body. Rather, Paul is 
insisting that the spiritual entity abides in its 
individuality.~ 

Sandmel sees in I Corinthians 15:44 Paul's Graeco-Jewish 
reinterpretation of resurrection.95 J. c. Lambert s~s 
that at the resurrection these new bodies will be " ••• no 
longer ps:rchical merely, i.e., aoving on +.he line of man's 
natural experience in the world, but pneumatical ••• because 
(they are) redeemed from every taint of evil and ( are ) 
fitted to be the perfect organs of a spiritual and heaven.17 
life."96 

The very question of the terms "body" and "flesh" disturbs 
·the scholars. Cullman sees in Paul• s general view a sharp 
distinction between body and flesa.97 To him, deliverance 
consists in a release of both body and soul from the tlesh.98 

John Robinson, too, stresses the importance to Paul of the 
body. He feels that Paul believes flesh to be transient and 

perishable, but body to be personality.99 Paul promises 
resurrection for the body, but not for the .tlesh.lOO Culaan 
supports Robin.Eon in this matter b7 reminding us of I c~. 6 :19 , 
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where the body is described not as the soul's prison, but 
rather as its temple, that:iJI, the t emple of what he terms the 
Holy Spirit.101 Wheeler Robinson also sees Paul's use of 
"flesh" as something that denotes physical or intellectual 
weakness. even though in this scholar's opinion Paul fails 
to give us a !'undam.ental ethical dualism of "flesh" and 
"spirit."102 John Robinson gives perhaps the fullest schol
arly exposition on the body. He holds that ultimately Paul 
was expressing the idea that the Church was the literal resur
rected body of Christ.103 The stress in his thinking is that 
all bodies are one in Christ. 1?4 The Spirit is the instru
ment by which the resurrection of Christ and all men t akes 
place.105 Be sees in Paul a social resurrection of tile 
community• not from the body but of the body.106 The Church 
is not to be built up through an elect group out of the body 
of history; rather, the resurrected body of history itself 
will be redeemed.l07 The resurrection hope• then, is a social 
rather than individual aspiration. I Corinthians 15 suggests 
collectiv~ resurrection.108 John Robinson says, further, that 
the spiritual body of the resurrection will have definite 
physical characteristica.109 Other scholars are not as cer
tain about this, e.g., Wheeler Robinson speaks of t he "pneu
matic '' body, llO agreeing with Lambert in the use of this 
term.111 

What more can be said of "soul" and "spi:r-it" in Pauline 
thought? Wheeler Robinson downgrades t he soul (nefesh), while 
exalting the spirit (~). According to him, Paul considers 
t he soul to be merely the animating principle of the body of 
f lesh. 112 However, spirit (~) i s the most important word 
in Paul's psychological vocabular,r 11 

•• .'whether as denoting 
supernatural influences (Ro. 15.13), or the higher nature of 
a Christian man under the influence o! the spirit of God ••• 
or as a normal element in human nature •••• nll3 Cullman114 

and Sandme1115 stress the idea of a spiritual body's being 
resurrected. Cullman summarizes his thoughts by declaring 
t hat after Jesus died and expiated sin, he experienced a resur
rection of body and soul.116 This resurrection was a rising of 
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th• spiritual body, whereby the Ho17 Spirit took posseasion 
ot the inner aan.117 The spiritual body emerged from the 
fleshly body to break the power of death.118 Cullman, like 
Wheeler Robinson, tails to e%alt the soul.119 Cullman sees 
the soul and body iapriaoned by the tleah, awai ti.ng release 
toget4er by the Hoq Spirit.120 So, it the soul lack8 an 
indepeD1ent exiatence after the !leah expires, it loaea the 
e%alted position it had in Greek thought. Therefore, in 
Pauline thought the reaurrected apiritual body (using the 
term •body" to include the soul as well) is to attain immor
tali ty. Lambert, too, recognizes the unity ot body and soul 
at the resurrection, but he teD1s to give the aoul a slight17 
higher position than the body, even though they are united. 
Be thil)k• that in Pauline thought the body links man to 
nature, while the aoul links aan to God.121 In~ event, 
in Paul one finds the idea that resurrection beco11.es i11J1.0r
tali ty. Reaurnctig 1a teortll1,t;y. 

Other part• of the Bew '!eatament have releTant things 
to sq about the qlle•tioa at haDd. I now turn to scholarly 
eyaluation of aoae k•7 ideaa. c. Harris, in the I. R, I., 
gives an analysis ot a few leading rubrics. Regarding 
bodil7 reeurrectioa, he finds that Je•u.e teachea bastcall7 
ot a spiritual lite in the resurrection, where ",,,man will 
have outgrown hie lower aniaal propensities, such as the 
appetite of se% (Kt. 22,30, Mk. 12.25, Lk, 20.35) and the 
desire ot eating and drinking {Ro, 14.1?). Alluaion.s to 
feasting in the next world are certainly to be understood 
symbolically, as is espec1all7 evident from Kt, 26.29.•122 

Harri• does not feel that the earthly and the resurrected 
bodies are the s-•: 

Although the identity of the resurrected body 
with the earthly body is often auggested or 
eTen instated on in the n ... the identity 
thought of wu probably one of continuity, 
rather than of identical aateriala.... At the 
aoaent of resurrection the buried body roae 
aD1 was transtoraed into a spiritual b~.123 

The resurrected bodies were to be like the bodies of angels 
(llatt. 22:30). 124 s. D. !'. Salaom agrees with Harri• that 
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re surrec tion 1• ot the body, as reflected in the a111optic 
records and the Pourth Gospe1.125 The ~ust and the ~ust 
will be resurrected at the sue tiae, although they aq 
experience a different ultiaate fate.126 

Aa to the concept of heaven, Harri• a~s that the 
New Testaaent teaches the following: 

At present, owing to the iaperfection of the 
universe, God's glory and aa~esty cannot be 
fully aanifested in it. The boundaries of 
heaven ••• are consequently restricted. But in 
the consumaation and regeneration ot the 
univerae ••• which will accoapany the resurrection, 
when the whole creation, which, being enslaved 
in the bondage ot corruption groaneth and 
travaileth in pain together lor together with 
aan.) until now, shall be delivered into the 
liberty of the glo17 of the children of God 
(Ro. 8.21), then the glo17 of God, at present 
a•niteated within a liaited heaven, •ill be 
aaniteated throughout the entire universe, and 
the bow:dariea of lwaven and of creation will 
be coterainoua •••• 12'7 

Harri• then aakea thi• point : The distinction between 
h3aven aDd earth will then have no aeaning. Wherever God• s 
senanta uy be, on whatever employaent, God will be with 
thea, and they will see Bi• face •••• • 128 Beaven and earth 
will becoae one, and all will see God's face (Matt. 18:10).129 

When I turn to a conaideration of t he concept of 
salvation in the •e• Teataaent, I .tt nd that Harris bolds 
that the bulk of aanlc1Dd will experience it: 

God willeth that all aen ••• should be saved, and 
coae to the knowledge of the truth (I Ti. 2 .4); 
He "is the saviour ot all aen, especially or thea 
that believe• (I ~i. 4.10). The Son of God caae 
to seek and to aave that which was lost-lMt. 18.11), 
and to be the Saviour of t he world •• • • }O 

Most will find salvation, but a few will experience eternal 
dooa. 131 Soae would go through purgatory (llatt. 12:32)1132 

"The .tact is that purgatorial ideas were well established in 
Judaiaa long before Christ, and that Chriatianity aiaply 
adopted thea.•133 

Regarding eacbatologr, Salaond sqa as tollowa1 
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The eschatology of the NT is not given in 
systematic form, neither is it e.xpressed in 
the precise and measured language of meta
physics or theology. It appears in the shape 
of a number of ideas which are common to the 
NT books, but which are presented in different 
aspects and connexions by the several writers.134 

Christian eschatology in the Synoptic Gospels centers on 
the important idea of the kingdom of God. This idea 
presupposes the reality of a future existence.135 Jesus 
will return (Matt. 24:3, 3?, 39), although the exact 
time of his coming is not known: 

••• Christ connects the completion of the King
dom with a decisive occurence, the great event 
of His own Parousia (Mat. 3, 3?, 39). The time 
of this new interposition is not declared , it is 
not known even to the Son. ... But it i s t o come 
when the times are ripe for it, and there are 
preclusive tokens of it.136 

The destruction of J erusalem and t he end of the world are 
near (Matt. 24 and 25). 13? With t he second coming there 
will be a Final Judgment ( at the end of the world) of 
i~.i vi duals (Matt. 22: 1-14), which will be a judgment of 
universal scope (ll·att. 13 :36-42) in which the Messiah 
himself will be the judge (Matt. 25 : 31).138 The author 
does mention a present and subject ive judgment in John 3 
and 12, but he does not f eel that it is inconsis tent with 
an obj ecti ve judgment o.f the future. 139 QUite nat urally, 
r esurrection -- as discussed earl i er -- will t ake place at 
t he end of the world.140 In his article, Salmond summarizes 
Apostolic eschat ology. 141 ' I shall not at t empt to delineate 
t he subtle nuances of thought he set s down other than to 
note that he does f eel that each New Testament writer makes 
a cont ribution t o t he eschatological system. 

As to the New Tes tament i dea of t he b ody , J. C. Lambert 
has a very fine summary in an article in the E. R. E.142 

Lamber t denies t he presence of an open dualism of body and 

soul in New Testament thought, since the New Testament ideas 
are s o firmly rooted in the Old Testament teachings of 
Genesis 2:?, Psalm .63 :1, Ezekiel 44:?, 9, and Micah 6 :?.

143 
He speaks of t he unity of the human personality of man 11 

••• as 
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re stiDg upon an wderly1ng duality; man is conceived of as 
a coaplex being with a lower and a higher part, b7 one of 
which be ia linked to the life of nature, and by the other to 
the Spirit of God.•144 81.D.c• the 014 !est .. ent did not have 
u exact ten tor b~ but uaed byar, the JI•• Testaaent, be~~ 
baaed on the Old Testaaent, also used a tera practicalJ.7 
ayn~oua with tleah.145 Laabert teel• that the Goapela tend 
to exalt the b~ aore than the Old !est ... nt did, e.g., 
John 1:14 apealce ot the Word a8de flesh, and • ••• the Son of 
God becoaiD.g the aan Chriet Jeaua.•146 X..bert holds that 
Jesus'• resurrection give• proof of the dig:ni~ and value of 
the huaan b04i7. 147 In the reeurrection the b~ will be sub
ordioated to the aoul (llatt. 10:28; Luke 12:4).148 At that 
tiae, the b~ will be aore apiri~al than p~aical (JI.ark 12:2'.5).149 

B. Wheeler Robinaon's article titled "Soul" in the 
E. a. 1. discussed the teras soul, 3pir1t, heart, and flesh. 1~0 

In thirty-seven 1.n.etances in the Synoptic Gospels the p,efeah 
denotes p~sical lite, e.g., Matthew 2:20, • ••• or the sub~ect 
of emotional states (Ilk. 14.34), as in the or, but in eleven 
cases (as Kt. 10.28) it refers to the continuance ot life 
uter death, a uaage to which there is nothi.Dg corresponding 
in the use ot uRh11h."l5l The Greek tera for D&lll appears 
seTent,--eight tiaes and • ••• is used chiefly of the Hol.7 
Spirit ••• a.ad of deaoDic intluences ••• but in three instances 
it denotes the principle of life (Kt. 27.50, Llc. 8.55; 23.46)."152 

The Greek term tor ~ ia used forty-nine tiaea to denote 
personalit7, inner life, and character (llark ?:21).153 Also, 
it can denote "•• .eaotional. ••• intellectual ••• volitional ••• 
life.•154 Illar (flesh) • ••• 1• used of the pb;rsical part of 
huaan nature, with the suggestion of weakneas and limitation 
(Ilk. 14.38; ct. Lk. 24.39), and tAua in contrast with divine 
power (Kt. 16.?)."l55 Except for the use of nefeah (soul), 
" ••• all these usages could be directly classified under the 
corresponding or t~rms, the connotation of which they con-
t i nue, though the Christian emphaaia on the inner life in 
contirast with the outer ••• is naturally marked in IT teacbings.,n 156 

After taking up Paul• s ideas, which •ere explored earlie1L", 
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Ro binson then goes on to John, and he points out t h3t in 

his thought the usage of ne!esh " •••• offers no marked differ
ence from that of the Synoptics, except that it once includes 
the inner lif e on i ts higher side ( 3 Jn. 2), as nephesh also 
can (Job 16.4)."l5? The Greek term for~ (spirit) 11 ••• is 
almost confined to supernatural influences, whilst never 
used of demons. In one instance it is used of the principle 
of life (Jn. 19.30), and in two psychically, of anger ••• and. of 
trouble ...... l5B The Greek word for 1.§R (heart) " ••• follows 
the Synoptic usage."l59 The Greek term for basar (flesh) 
is contrasted with n.IA (spir1t).160 

Robinson finds another use of these terms in Peter's 
writings: "I P. is interesting by its contras t with t he 
Pauline •••• n161 For Peter, nefesh (soul) " ... denotes t he 
whole personality, including its higher aspects (1.22) ...... 162 

ili!IA (spirit) " ••• is used of the soul or spirit after death 
( 3 .18f. 4.6); in one instance (it) denotes a meek and gentle 
'disposition' (3.4), as imparted by the Holy Spirit, but 
never a normal element in human nat ure, as it does in Paul's 
usage."163 The Greek word for leb (heart) " ••• follows the 
usual Hebrew and Pauline usage.with reference to the inne~ 
life as contrasted with the outer ...... 164 The Greek term 
for basar (flesh) " ••• is used in a purely physical and non
ethical sense, unlike t he characteristic Pauline connotation. 
The usage of the term in James follows that of the or."lG5 

After giving this fine swamar;r, Robi.nson says as 
follows: 

Proa this survey it will be clear that the fU.ndamental 
ideas of personality in the ~ are derived from the 
OT; the most important advance is in the belie! that 
essential personality (whether called soul or spirit) 
survives bodily death. This continued personality, how
ever, still implies a body ••• whether the present b~ 
(its ghostly counterpart? Mt. 5.29f., 10.28) or the 
"pneumat ic" body of Pauline anticipation (I Co. 15. 35-38), 
more adapt ed t o the needs of the spirit •••• 166 
Our examination of the New Testament cannot be complete 

without. a consideration of what light the idea of resurrection 
and immortality sheds upon the Pharisaic -- Sadducean controversy. 



-31-
Xeeping in a1Dd that the Bew !estaaent held resurrection 
and 1-ortality to be essentia1ly the saae, what does this 
aean. in terma ot our problea? Pirst, I see that the Sadducee& 
are described aa non-believers in resurrection. They taunt 
Jeeus by asking him about aarriage in the age ot the resur
rection. {Matt. 22:23-30): 

The saae d~ caae to hill the Sadducees, which s~ 
that there is no resurrection, and asked hi•, 
Saying, llaater, Moses said, It a man die, having 
no children, his brother shall aarry his wi!e, and 
raise up ••ed unto his brother. •ow there were with ua seven brethrens and the 
tirat, when he had married a rite, Aeceaaed, and, 
having no isaue, left his rite unto his brothers 
Likewise the second also, and the third, unto the 
seven.th. 
And the last of all was the woaan who died also. 
'!beretore, in. the reaurrection, whose rite shall ahe 
be of the aeven? tor they all had her. 
Jesus a.n.awered and said unto thea. Ye do err, not 
knowing the Scriptures, 11.or the power ot God. 
Por in the resurrection they neither m~, nor are 
givu in aarriage, but are aa the angels ot God in 
heaven.167 

!hua, the Sad.clue••• aock the idea of resurrection, but 
the7 do not reject 111morta1it7. J.l.ao, the Sadducee& are 
grieved that Jeaus•s followers teach the doctrine ot the 
resurrection ot the dead {J.cta 4:1-3): 

And as they spake unto the people, tbe priests, 
and the captain of the temple, and the Sadducees, 
came upon them, 
Being grieved that they taught the people, amt 
preached through Jesus the resurrection from the 
dead. 
And. they laid hands on thea, and put the• in 
hold unto the next d~: for it was now eventide. 
On the other ha.Jld, the Pharisees are said to believe 

in resurrection {.A.eta 23:8)s "Por the Sadducee& say that 
there is no resurrection, neith1tr angel nor spirits But 
the Pharisees con.teas both." .lD interesting co-ent on 
Acts 23:8 is aade by Lightley, one ot the tew who believes 
that the Sadducees accepted 1.aaortalit,.. 8peak1.ng of the 
Sedducean attitude, Lightley aqs: 

' 
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"I .. ortali t.J" itself ••• for thea a difficult 
enough doctrine, but the,- could not go so tar 
.. to accept the popular belief that dead aen 
were traJLaf oraed iRto angel• and might even 
appear to their friends on earth {u in J.cts nr.15). 
It ta in thia senae, then, we ought to understand 
the stateaent that •the S.tduceea say there is no 
reaurrection, neither angel or apirit.•168 

Lightle,- aeeu to a~ that while the Sadducee• de~ resur
rection, they do not de~ iamortality. Is it not possible 
that the Sadducee& believed in a fo1'1l of immortality of the 
soul that was not bound up with angels or spirits? 

I note that while the Sadducee& deny resurrection, 
nowhere does it ·~ that theJ' denied iamortality. Bo 
mention i• -d• in the Bew Teet-ent ot their Tie• on 
1.maortalit7.169 BYen though the Bew ~e•taaent understood 
resurrection and 1.maortality to be the aa-, could one not 
assuae t~t the Sadducee•, influenced bJ' the Bellen.1.sts 
and Philo, separated these two concepts? While an argument 
from Sadducean ailence on iaaortalitJ' ~ not be conclusive, 
it does indicate the poesibility that the Sadducee•, while 
denying reaurrectioll, a~, with the Greelta, have affirmed 
immortality. J.t leaat the Bew Te•taaent does not rule out 
the chance that this ·~ haTe been the case. 



CHAPTER FOUR 
R&bbiJlic apl Qther Related Utterances 

In this chapter I shall investigate the rabbinic 
utterances on 111111ortality and resurrecti on in order to 
throw light on the actual dispute between the Pharisees 
and the Sadducees. Did the Pharisaic rabbis hold to resur
rection, while rejecting illDlortality? What did the Sadducees 
believe concerning resurrection and immortality? When the 
Sadducees mock the Pharisees about the doctrine of resur
rection, as they do in Ab_ot do B. Iatan, chapter five, do 
they also reject immortality? It has been shown that the 
New Testament failed to indicate the Sadducean view on 
immortalit y. All that I found was a controversy in which the 
Sadducees rejected resurrection (Matt. 22; Acts 4) and the 
Pharisees accepted it (Acts 23). Does the Sadducean silence 
on att i t udes to immortality in the New Testamen.t also pre
vail in rabbinic literature? If so, how does this silence 
affect our evaluation of the dispute? 

My procedure in this chapter will be as follows: First, 
I shall examine what Josephus has to say. Second , I shall 
undertake a detailed analysis of the Pharisaic position on 
resurrection and immortality. For, if I understand Pharisaic 
thought clearly, then the Sadducean attie ude (which opposes 
Pharisaic doctrine) will possibly emerge . I will know, at 
least, what the Sadducees are against. Is it r esurrection or 
immortality they oppose? Which of t he doctrines is Pharisaic? 
Finally, in the light of the previously considered evidence, 
I shall analyze the specific rabbinical dispute between the 
Pharisees and the Sadducees over the immortality-resurrection 

question. 
I now turn to Josephus, who discusses the matter at 

length. He says: 
••• the Pharisees ••• say that all souls are 
incorruptible, but that the souls of good 
men only are removed into other bodies, but 
that the souls ot bad men are subject to 
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eternal punishment. But the Sadducees are 
those that compose the second order, and take 
away fate entirely, and suppose that God is 
not concerned in our doing or not doing what 
is evil.... They also take away the belief of 
the immortal duration of the soul! and the 
punishments aDd rewards in Hades. 
s. Zeitlin agrees with the sentiments ·or Josephus, as 

found quoted in the foregoing passage. On the basis of 
that passage, he holds that it is an error to s97 that the 
Pharisees believed in bodily resurrection: " ••• • The Pharisees 
did not believe in bodily resurrection, they believed in the 
immortality of the soul; in this they differ from the Sadducees 
who denied iamortality of the soul."2 

Kohler takes a different point of view: "But it was not 
the iJl!llortality of the soul which the Pharisees believed in, 
as Josephus puts it, but the resurrection of the body as 
expressed in the liturgy ...... 3 Thus, Kohler's view challenges 
Zeitlin's. 

In another passage, Josephus continues his discussion of 
the controversy: 

They (the Pharisees) also believe that souls 
have an immortal vigor in them, and that under 
the earth there will be rewards or punishments, 
according as they have lived virtuously or 
viciously in this life; and the latter are to 
be detained in an everlasting prison, but the 
former shall have power to revive and live 
again.... But the doctrine of the Sadducees 
is this, that souls die with the bodies; nor do 
t hey regard the observation of anything besides 
what the law enjoins them. ••• 4 

Here Josephus attributes a belief in immortality to the 
Pharisees, while denying such a concept to the Sadducees. 

There is a third passage from Josephus: 
Do you not know, that those who depart out of 
this lite according to the l aw of nature, and 
pay that debt which was received from God, when 
he that lent it · us is pleas ed to require it back 
again, enjoy eternal fame: that their house and 
posterity are sure; that their souls are pure 
and obedient, and obtain a mos t holy place in 
heaven, from whence, in the revolutions of the 
ages, they are again s ent into pure bodies ; while 
the souls of those whose hands have acted ~adly 
against themselves are received by the darkest 
place in Hades, and while God., who i s their f at her, 
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punishes those that offend against either of them 
in their posterity; for which r eason God hates such 
doings, and the crime is punished by our most wise 
legislator. 5 

In this latter passage Josephus speaks of the law of nature. 
Was he referring to Jewish law, which was basically Pharisaic? 
Or, is Charles right in asserting that Josephus is here 
ref erring to Greek thought?6 

Lightley convincingly challenges the validity of the 
statements of Josephus. He points out that Josephus was trying 
to please his Greek friend• by claiming that t he Pharisees 
believed in a doctrine of the removal of souls into other bodies.? 
Such a doctrine of the immortality of the soul would be more 
acceptable to Josephus's Greek and Roman readers than the idea 
of resurrection, which was basic Pharisaic thought.8 Then, too, 
Lightley notes that while in the ~ Josephus speaks of souls 
being reborn (metempsychosis) , in the Apt i guities he speaks 
merely of a continuance of the soul's life aft er the body dies. 9 
Lightley states that since Josephus is so inconsistent in his 
development of the Pharisaic idea of the soul, 

Probably his reference to the Sadducees was on no 
higher level of veracity. Be knew that his readers 
loved symmetry, and so having stated the doctrine 
of the Pharisees as occupying one extreme, and that 
of the Essenes as the intermediate doctrine of immor
tality, nothing remained save that the Sadducees 
should keep the balance by hold ing the other extreme, 
viz. the complete destruction of s~ul and body at the 
same time.10 

To substantiate his position, Lightley s hows bow Josephus 
organizes the material on t he abstract question of Fate, a 
thought that Segal and other scholars feel to be foreign to 
the Jewish mind. 11 What Lightley is saying is that if Josephus's 
writing on Fate is done with a view to pleasing his Greek and 
Roman readers (by putting Greek ideas into t he mouths of Pharisaic 
r abbis) , can one not challenge bis analysis of Jewish thought on 

the immortality-resurrection controversy? 
Lightley also feels that Josephus constantly categorizes 

things in a very neat fashion in an attempt to imitate the Greeks.12 

In my opinion, Ligbtley presents ample evidence to make one very 
skeptical of the reliability of the way in which the Greek-oriented 
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Josephus examines the Jewish view of immortal ity and resurrection. 

Having shown Josephus to be unreliable as an authority on 
the controversy, I now turn to nr:1 next consideration, the Phari
saic attitude toward the future life as found in rabbinic liter
ature.13 It will be my purpose to determine whether the Pharisees 
believed in resurrection or immortality. To do this, I aust exam
ine the aa~or concepts • 

... First, I consider the rabbinic material regarding the body 
(.f.m!:). In contrast to the Greeks who considered the body to be 
aerel.y the fleshy prison house of the soui,14 the Pharisaic 
rabbis considered the bod.y to be extremely important. A. Cohen 
says: 

Although the Rabbis dwelt much upon the spiritual 
nature ot man in their discourses, they did not 
belittle the value and importance of the body. It 
was God's aasterpiece and proved Bis infinite good
ness as well as Bis boundless wisdom. The fact that 
each man was a different individuality exercised their 
wonder.15 

Re goes on to note the following: 
The marvelous construction o! the body excited the 
wonder of the Rabbis and called forth from the• 
exclamations of p~ise. "U a bladder is pricked 
by only a needle all the air in it coaes out; but 
man is aade with nuaerous orifices and 1et the breath 
in him does not come out."(Gen. R. I. 3)16 

Rowever, the Mekilta emphasizes that the body is not as pure as 
the soul (nefesh): 

Antoninus asked our teacher, the hol.y one: "After a 
man has died and his body ceased to be, does God then 
make him stand trial?" Be answered him: "Rather than 
ask me about the body which is impure, ask me about 
the soul that is pure."17 
The concept of the body cannot be considered without dis

cussing the soul (nefesh), since the Talmud indicates that both 
will stand in judgment after death. 18 This truth is seen when, 
after concluding the parable of the lame and the blind, Rabbi 
says: "So will the Holy One, blessed be He, bring the soul, place 
it in the body, and judge them together."19 The rabbis, then, 
credited human beings witp dual natures. Cohen says: 
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"Man' s soul is from heaven and his body from earth" 
(Sifre Deut. 306; 132a). The body is described by 
them as "the scabbard of the soul" (Sanh. 108a); and 
they taught that the soul holds the same relationship 
to the body that God does to the Universe. 20 

It should be noted, however, that the term nefesh is elusive 
and lends itsel£ to a variety of meanings in rabbinic thought. 
For example, it was equated with energy in relation to Moses: 

There were three things to which lloses devoted him
self with his whole soul ••• to the Torah ••• to Israel ••• 
to justice.21 
Some doubt was expressed in the Mekilta that all souls 

would enjoy future restoration to the body and eternal life. 
The rabbis discussed the danger of a soul being "cut off." 
This is seen in the following passage: 

"Shall be cut oft." To be cut off merely means to 
cease to exist. "That soul." This means the soul 
acting presuaptuously - these are the words of R. 
Aldba. "Proa Israel." I might understand it to 
mean, that soul shall be cut off troa Israel, but go 
to live aaong another people. But it says: "Fror · 
before men; I aa the Lord."(Lev. 22:3) ~ dominion 
is everywhere.22 

And ~he soul could perish because of man's evil, e.g., those 
who maintain that the Torah is not £roa Heaven will !ind their 
souls cut oft.23 Entrance into the next world could be denied 
to those souls who neglect circwacision, although here the term 
"soul" is apparently equated with the whole person.24 It could 
be seared by flaaea: "R. Johanan said: 'Three destroying angels 
appeared before Doeg : one caused him to forget his learning, 
one burnt his soul •••• • 1125 There were rabbis who believed that 
some souls were eterna1ly dooaed. Speaking of the fate of the 
generation of the flood, 

R. Judah b. Batbyra says: "They will neither revive 
nor be judged.... Their soul shall not return to its 
sheath." R. Kenahem, son of R. Jose, said: "Even when 
the Holy One, blessed be He, restores the souls to the 26 dead bodies, their soul shall grieve them in Gehenna •••• " 
According to the Kiahnah, certain vows will afflict the 

soui,2? and it is definitely affected by how a person acts: 
Moreover R. Hanin B. Gamliel said: "If he that 
commits one transgression thereby forfeits his soul, 
how much more if he performs one religious duty shall 
his so,,.1 be restored to him. n28 
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Although the rabbis disagreed as to the nature,29 function,30 

and fate of the soui,31 most seemed to be of the opinion that it 

was intimately linked to the body and would (along with the body) 
experience resurrection.32 Kohler point s out that 11 ••• the pre
vailing rabbinical concept ion of the future world i s t hat of the 
world of resurrection, not that of pure immortality. 11 33 The 
rabbis could not conceive of a future life for a soul f ree oi the 
body. 

Since the rabbinic teachers reject the idea of an independent 
immortal soul, what can be said about their belief i n resurrection 
(tehiyyat ha-metim)? Mekilta, Shirata I discusses details of 
resurrection when it comments on Exodus 15:1: 

And there are instances in which the word "then" 
refers to what is to come in the future: "Then 
tilou shalt see and be radiant"(Isa. 60:5); "Then 
s hall thy light break forth as the morning'' 
(Ibid., 58:8) •••• These refer to what is to come 
in the future. Rabbi says: "It is not written 
here: 'Then Moses sang (~)' but, 'Then Moses 
will sing (Yashir).'" Thus we find that we can 
derive the resurrection of the dead from the Torah. 

The future salvation is to last forever. Never a gain will Israel 
be subjugated: 

The 
and 

Just as a male does not give birth, so also the 
salvation which is to be in the future will not 
have any subjugation af'ter i t, as it is said: 
"O Israel, that art saved by the Lord with an 
everlasting salvation. " (Isa. 45:17)34 

f4ekilta says that God was Israel's salvat ion in 
that He will be her salvation in the future. 35 

the past 
Habakkuk 1:12 

is quoted by the Mekilta to indicate that since God is ever
las ting , Israel shall not die.36 

A sentence me.ntioning the importance of observing the Sabbath 
r eaf fi rms the idea of the resurrection of the dead: 

Rabbi says : "How can you prove that if one keeps 
but one Sabbath properly, it is accounted to him 
as if he had observed all the Sabbaths from the 
day God created His world t o the t i me of the resur
rection of the dead?" It is said : "Wherefore the 
children of Israel shall keep the Sabbath to observe 
the Sabbath throughout their generations."37 

In t he Miehnah, Rabbi Phineas b. Jair describes the s t eps leading 
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to resurrection of the dead: 

Heed£ulness leads to cleanliness, and cleSJ:Lliness 
leads to purity, and purity leads to abstinence, 
and abstinence leads to holiness, and holiuess 
leads to humility, and humility leads to the 
shunning of sin, and the shunning of sin lE~ads to 
saintliness, and saintliness leads to (the gift of) 
the Holy Spirit, and the Holy Spirit leads to the 
resurrection of the dead. And the resurrection of 
the dead shall come through Elijah of blesued 
memory.38 

According to R. Akiba, some wicked persons, sucl1 as the company 
of Korah, would never rise up again; however, R •. Eliezer disa
grees with R. Ald.ba and gives the sinners hope 1;hat they are not 
eternally lost. 39 Resurrection was to be for bc)th the individual 
and the nation. This is seen in a llidrash, wheJre "R. Hiyya b. 
Abba said ••• resurrection is for man alone •••• "4<) He then goes 
on to srq, " ••• resurrection is for Israel. n 41 ~rhis would indi
cate that resurrection has application !or the 11ation as well as 
for the individual. 

The rabbis strove mightily to find indicat:lons of i;he future 
life in biblical texts that made no actual ment:ton of such a con
cept. In Spphedrin the evidence of this is see11: 

How is resurrection derived from the Torah'? -- As it 
is written, "And ye shall give thereof the Lord's 
heave offering unto Aaron the priest." (Num,. 18:28) 
But would Aaron live forever; he did not ei~en enter 
Palestine, that terumah should be given hi111? But it 
teaches that he would be resurrected, and :Israel give 
him tep. Thus, resurrection i.s derived from the 
Torah. 

Another exaaple of the same sort of straining o:r the words of the 
Torah is found as follows: 

It has been taught: R. Simai said: "Whenice do we 
learn resurrection from the Torah? -- From the verse, 
•And I also have established my covenant w·i th them, 
(sc. the Patriarchs) to give them the land of Canaan.• 
(Ex. 6 :4) (to give) ;you is not said, but •·to give thea• 

(personally); thus resurrection is proved f ,rom the Torah!:43 
The Romans apparently were interested in t:his doctrine of 

resurrection: 
The Romans asked R. Joshua b. Hananiah: "'.From what 
do we know that the Holy One, blessed be He, will 
resurrect the dead and knows the future?" He replied: 
~·~oth are deduced from the verse, •And the Lord said 
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unto Moses, Behold thou shalt sleep with thy 
fathers •••• '" R. Johanan said on the authority 
of B. Simeon b. Yohai: "From what do we know 
that the Holy One, blessed be He, will resurrect 
the dead and knoweth the future?" From, "Behold, 
Thou shalt sleep with thy fathers, and ••• rise 
again, etc."44 

It appears that the dead, according to the rabbis, will be 
resurrected with their blemishes. At the moment of resur
rection, however, they will be healed of their imperfections: 

It is written, "I kill, and I make alive"(Deut. 32:39); 
while it is also written, "I wound and I heal." --
The Holy One, blessed be He, said, "What I slay, I 
resurrect (in the same state), and then, what I wound, 
I heal (after their revival). 1145 

In the future world songs shall be sung in the praise of God: 
R. Joshua b. Levi also said: "Whoever uttereth 
song(of praise to God) in this world shall be 
privileged to do so in the next world too ••• 1146 

There will be the teaching of the Torah in the a ge of resur
rection, 4? and leadership ability will not be wasted in the new 
age.48 The resurrection will not be a temporary state, according 
to one of the rabbis: 

Tanna de be Eliyahu (says): "The righteous, whom 
the Holy One, blessed be He, will resurrect, will 
not revert to the dust.... Just as the Holy One 
endures forever, so shall they endure forever."49 

The righteous mentioned in the above passage will not revert to 
dust " ••• in the interval between the Messianic era and the tiae of 
the world to come; but their flesh will remain intact upon thea 
until they live agai.n in the future."50 

Another concern of the rabbis was the resurrection of the 
dry bones as envisioned by Ezekiel: "R. Eliezer saids 'The dead 
•hom Ezekiel resurrected stood up, uttered sound, and died.'"5l 
Then, a few sentences later, the same rabbi says, "Tb;r dead 
who~ Ezekiel revived went up to Palestine, married wives and 
begat sons and daughters."52 The rabbis had various opinions as 
to who was to be revived: "Rab said: 'They were the Ephraim-
ites ....... 53 On the other hand, Samuel declared: "They were 
those who denied resurrection."54 Another sage, "R. Jeremiah b. 
Abba said: 'They were the men who lacked the (vitalizing) sap of 
good deeds ....... 55 Thus, there were differences of opinion as to 
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the identity of those involved in the coming resurrection as 
envisioned by Ezekiel. 

Although there is confusion about the fate of the wicked 
and the righteous, Cohon makes this fine observation: 

The view generally adopted is taught in the baraita: 
"During the first twelve months after death the body 
wastes away and the soul ascends and descends no more." 
Rabbi Ak:iba explicitly limits the judgment of the 
wicked to twelve months. R. Johanan b. Nuri reduces 
it still more to the amount of time from Passover to 
Shabuot, i.e., to seven weeks. Endless torment ap-
pears intolerable to the believers in God's compassion. 
"The righteous whom God will resurrect will not return 
to the dust anymore, for it is said: 'And it shall come 
to pass, that he that is left in Zion, and he that re
maineth in Jerusalem, shall be called holy, everyone that 
is written unto lite in Jerusalem. Even as the Holy One 
abides forever so shall they abide forever.'" 56 

While there is disagreement concerning the exact nature of 
resurrection, the Pharisaic rabbi s did agree that it will take 
place in the future life. As mentioned before, resurrection of 
the body containing the soul, rather than immortality of the 
independent soul, appears to have been their belief. 

Eesurrection would be incomplete without Zidduk Haddin 
(Divine Judgment). The Mishnah examines this concept at length: 
God judges the world four times a year, at Passover, Pentecost, 
New Year's day, and Shavuoth.5? God watches our actions, records 
our deeds in a book,58 and then He judges the world by the stand
ard of tob, the goodness of aan.59 R. Eleazar ha-Kappar, a con
te~porary of R. Judah, the Patriarch,60 averred that the dead are 
destined to be made alive, and that when this happens they will 
stand before God to be judged.61 Cohon summarizes this concept 

as follows: 
Judgment and retribution in the hereafter fora cardinal 
doctrines of Rabbinic Judaism. They are embodied in the 
ZiddµJc Haddin, spoken in the burial service. The bene
diction which is spoken also when visiting a Jewish 
grave reads: "Praised be the Lord our God, King of the 
Universe, who created you in justice, who caused you to 
die in judgment, who knoweth the number of all of you 
in judgment, and at a future time will restore you to 
life in judgment. Praised be Thou, 0 Lord, who quicken
est the dead."62 

The judgment of God determined the fate of those resurrected. 

Cohon says: 
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The completely righteous will enjoy eternal lif e. 
The completely wicked will be consigned to ever
lasting rep!'~ach and abhorrence. The intermediary 
class will descend to Gehinnom, will be purged. 
But the Hillelites hold that God's attributes 
"abund.ant in mercy" means that He inclines toward 
mercy.63 

Thus, according to the rabbis, God could be a merciful judge 
who might be kindly r ather than severe in meting out judgment 
to those resurrected. 

Before leaving the topic of Divine Judgment, it should be 
noted that angels (malakim) have a function here. R. Ishmael says, 
for example, that when a man stands up for heavenly judgment, an 
angel can save him from doom by interceding on his behalt. 64 It 
was seen in a previous chapter that in Philo's thought the Logoi 
could function as angelic aessengers of God. But, whereas the 
Philonic Logos could endow aan. with immortality,65 the angel of 
Talmudic thought lacked such power. 

But what of the world to come ('olam ha-ba) where God will 
render judgment on the resurrected individuals? The Mek1lta 
s tates that God will be there: "It is He who is in this world, 
and He who will be in the world to come •••• "66 The wicked who 
turn away from God will be punished: "He will break them dov.rn 
in this world; and not build them up, in the world to come.116? 
Israel's enemies will lose their portion, not only in this world, 
but also in the world to come: 

Let all men learn proper conduct from the case of 
Amalek. He came to harm Israel but ~od made him 
lose the life of this world and the life of the 
world to come.... Likewise, every nation or king
doa that comes to hara ~rael God always judges 
according to this rule. 
The Misbnnb discusses those who are denied a share in the 

world to come: "The generation of the Flood has no share in the 
world to com.e •••• "69 On the other hand, "All Israelites have a 
share in the world to come, f or it is written, 'Thy people also 
shall be all righteous, they shall inherit the land forever; the 
branch of my planting, the work of 1!fY hands that I may be glori
fied.' "?O The Bertinoro to Saphedrin 10:1 goes so far as to say 

that even Israelites sentenced by the Bet Din will have a place 
in the world to come. Through confession of sins one could merit 
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8 place in the future lif e (§!1!. 6:2). It was felt that during 
our days on earth we should prepare ourselves for what is to 
come : 

R. Jacob said: "This world is like a vestibule 
before the world to come: prepare thyself in 
the vestibule that thou mayest enter into the 
banqueting hal1.n?l 
Another rabbinic problem concerns the nature of the world to 

come, where the resurrected individuals will r eside. It could be 
a heaven or a hell. I first consider heaven (shamayim). In 

Mishnah, Abot 4:11 i t is designated as the place where God dwells. 
And not only God dwells there, but also the Divine Presence 
(Shekinah) that shines forth: "The saints enjoy the light of the 
Shekinaq in heaven •••• "72 Then, too, it is the p~ace where the 
heavenly court (din shel shamartm) metes out punishment.73 The 
various divisions of heaven are summarized by Cohon: 

The seven divisions of heaven are named; Presence, 
Courts, House, Tabernacle, Holy Mountain, Mountain 
of the Lord, and Holy Place.... Rab maintained 
that "in the world to come there will be no eating 
and no drinking, no procreation and no business, 
no jealousy, hatred or competition, but the right
eous shall sit with crowns on their heads enj oying 
t he splendor of the Shechinah."74 
Even as t here is a heaven, so too is there a hell. The 

Mekilta says that in hell (Gehinnam) God has a special ttme of 
the day to punish the wicked: 

And you also find that in the future God will punish 
the wicked ones in Gehinnam only in the morning. For 
it is said: "Morning by morning will I destroy all 
the wicked of the Lord."(Pss. 101:8)?5 

When speaking of Nebuchadnezzar, the Mekilta says that God will 
punish him because of his pride. Isaiah 14:15 is quoted to 
indicate that he will be brought down to Sheol, often called 
Gehinnam, to the sides of the pit.?6 In the future God will 
send his wrath against the enemies of Israel and burn the• with 
fire.7? In another t ractate of the Mekilta, Gehipnam is referred 
to as a "smoking turnaee."?B As noted earlier, Gehinnam tll~ be 
called Sheol. The Mishpab tells us that God can bring man down 
t o Sheol, and Be can also raise man up again.79 According to the 
Talmud, $heol was a place where the wicked go.80 It was a place 

of suffering and grief: 
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R. llenahem, son of B. Jose said: "Even when the 
Holy One, blessed be Be, restores the souls to 
the dead bodies, their soul shall grieve them in 
Gehinnaa, as it is written, 'Ye shall conceive 
chaff, ye shall bring f orth stubble: your soul, 
as tire, shall devour you.'"(Isa. 33 :11)81 

The above passage indicates that bodies containing souls exist 
in GehiDAam• This differs from the biblical view of the nether
world as a place or soul-less shades (Isa. 26:19) . 

Before turning to the actual dispute between the Phari-
sees and the Sadducees over resurrection and immortality, a few 
words should be said about Messianism. Rabbinic literature 
abounds with Messianic speeulation.82 However, Messianism is 
germane to our problem only in that it is involved with the Phari
saic notion of resurrection. It is one of the stages in Phari-
saic eschatology. According to Kohler, these stages are as follows: 
fi r st, the travail and distress of the Messianic time; then, the 
coming of a human Davidic Messiah who defeats Gog and Magog ; 
next, the Messiah's gathering tog~ther of the tribes of Israel 
with th~ help of Elijah. Following the age of the Messiah comes 
the resurrection, which is in the world to come. At that time 
the last great judgment of the resurrected souls takes place. 
The soul and body will be reunited and judged. Then, the wicked 
will be punished, and the righteous will be rewarded. 8 ' It is 
important to see that Kohler does ~ mention an independent 
immortali't7 of the soul bound up in Messianism. The Messiah fails 
to herald an age of the soul's immortal~ty. I continue to see 
resurrection as the main concern of the Pharisaic rabbis. 

THE ACTUAL DISPUTE 

It is now clear that resurrection, rather than immortality, 
is basic to Pharisaic Judaism. Evidence is lacking in rabbinic 
Judaism of a doctrine of ~he soul existing apart from the body. 

I now turn to the actual dispute concerning resurrection and 
immortality as it is found in rabbinic literature. To do this, 
I can examine some classical passages which will aid me in inter
preting the controversy. The Mishnah V, to Berakot IX, says as 

follows: 
At the conclusion of every benediction in the Sanctuary 
they used to say "Forever"; but when the Minim (Sadducees) 



perverted the truth and declared that there is only 
one world, it was ordained that the wording should be 
"Froa everlasting to everlasting." 

"Everlasting to everlasting" seems to sugr;est a belief in two 
worlds, that is "from world to world." At first glance it mi ght 
appear that the Sadducees denied immortality in clinging to a 
belief in one world. There is, however, no direct evidence here 
that they reject the idea of the immortality of the soul. All 
they seem to reject is a future world of resurrection as envi
sioned by the Pharisees. Then, too, the passage is open to 
suspicion on another point. Might not the Sadducees, in saying 
there is only one world, mean that they believed there is only 
one physical world? Nowhere does it sa:y in this passage that they 
spec ifically rejected immortality. They might have believed in a 
non-physical world -- a world of immortal souls. 

Further refuta~ion of the Minim (Sadducees) is found in 

Berakot II: 
R. Tabi also said in the name of R. Josiah: What 
means that which is written, "There are three 
things that are never satisfied ••• the grave, and 
the barren womb," etc. (Prov. 30: 15f. ) -- what is 
the connection between "the grave" and "the barren 
womb"? Its intention is to t ell thee that as the 
womb receives and yields up, so the grave receives 
and yields up . And may we not use the ~ fortiori 
argument? As the womb receives (the seed} in 
silence and yields up (the child) with loud cries 
(of lament), yield up loud cries: Hence a refutation 
of t~ose who assert that resurrection of the dead is 
not taught in the Torah. 

Here again one leading rabbi indicates that the Sadducees deny 
resurrection. He does not say that t hey deny illllDortaiity. 

In the Sifre to Numbers 15:31. section 112, is found a 
discussion of the wicked soul and its fate. The Sifre declares 
that there are those who deny that the dead shall live. refer-
ring apparently to the Sadducees who have not correctly inter
preted Numbers 15:31. The cut-off soul filled with iniquity 
will be called to account on the Judgment Day (Tom Ua-ddin). 
Netesh is used here, however, in an all-inclusive sense, that is, 
body and soul. This is seen when the Sifre leads to Sanhedrin 90b, 

.. 



-46-
wh ere R. Eliezer refutes the Minim by showing th.at the concept 
of resurrection is derived from Numbers 15:31: 

R. Eliezer b. Jose said: "I have shown the falsi
fication in the books of the Minim, who used to say 
that there is no hint about resurrection in the 
Pentateuch. And I said to them: 'You have falsi
fied your Torah, but you have nothing in your hand 
to say that there is not a hint of resurrection.'" 

Again, all I find is that the Sadducees deny resurrection. No 
hint is given that they reject immortality. 

Another passage in Sephed.rip 90b discusses the position of 
the Minim: 

There was a Kill who said to R. Ami: "You say 
that the dead will be restored. Does not the 
corpse become dust? How, then, can dust be 
restored?" 

Al though the question raised here shows the doubt of the Sadducee 
that bodies can be raised from the dust, yet he mi ght not have 
been dubious about a soul raising itself to heaven. 

A reference in Sanhedrin 9la continues the controversy: 
A Min said to Gebiha b. Pesisa, "Woe to you, 
ye wicked, who maintain that the dead will 
revive; if even the living die, shall the dead 
live1" He replied, "Woe to you, ye wicked, who 
maintain that the dead will not revive: if 
what was not, (now) lives, surely what has lived 
will 11 ve again!" "Thou hast called me wicked," 
said he, "If I stood up I could kick thee and 
strip thee of thy hump!" "If thou couldst do 
that," he retorted, "thou wouldst be called a 
great doctor, and com'llland large feies." 

This shows the violence of the argument between the Pharisees 
and the Sadducee& over the question of resurrection. But not a 
word is said here about immortality. 

Still another argument arises in a debate between the 
Sadduceee and Rabban Gamaliel. I turn to Sanhedrin 90b: 

.Minim asked Rabban Gamaliel: "Whence do we know 
that the Holy One, blessed be He, will resurrect 
the dead?" He answered them from the Torah, the 
Prophets, and the Hagiographa, yet they did not 
accept it (as c onclusive proof). "From the Torah": 
for it is written, "And the Lord said unto Moses, 
Behold, thou shalt sleep with thy fathers and rise 
up (again)." "But perhaps," said they to him, 
(the verse reads) "and the people will rise up?'' 
"From the prophets": as it is written, "Thy dead 
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men shall live, together with my dead body shall 
they arise. Awake and sing , ye that dwell in the 
dust; for thy dew is as the dew of herbs , 'and the 
earth shall cast out its dead." "But perhaps this 
refers to the dead whom Ezekiel resurrected?" 

The f ore~oing passage shows that the Sadducees were well versed 
in Scripture and were not averse to quoting it to prove a point. 
Once more the Sadducee& deny resurrection, but fail to say how 
they feel about immortality. 

The Pharisees believed that the Sadducees stood in danger 
of losing their portion in the world to come by their denial of 
resurrection. This is seen in Sanhedrin 90b: 

The following are those who have no portion in 
the World to Come: Whosoever says that the 
revivification of the dead is not (proved) from 
the Torah; or the Torah is not from Heaven 
(God) •••• 

However, the Sadducees might not have viewed the world to co~e 
in the same way as did the Pharisees. To the Sadducees, resur
rection was impossible. Perhaps to them immortality ~ po3si
ble. 

In .\bot de R. Naty the Sadducees mock the Pharisees as 

follows: 
The Pharisees hold on to their traditional belief; 
accordingly they deprive themselves of the pleasures 
of this world. But the~ will get nothing in that 
future world of theirs,84 

This passage shows that the Sadducees deni~d the Pharisaic belief 
that man would have pleasures (perhaps earthly enjoyment) in the 
future world. Kohler believes this legend to be incorrect from 

an historical standpoint: 
Obviously neither the character of the Sadducees 
nor that of the Boethians was any longer known at 
the time the stof-y was told in the rabbinical 
schools.85 

Moore. on the other hand, treats the account as historical: 
In the Abot de R. Nathan (c. 5 ) it is narrated how 
the twin heresies of the Sadducees and the Boethus
ians about retribution after death started in the 
schools of the two disciples of Antigonus of Socho 
named respectively Zadok and Boethus. They reasoned 
that Antigonus would never have exhorted men to serve 
God without hope of reward if he had believed that 
there ~as another world and resurrection or the 
dead.8b 



-48-

Setting aside the question of the historicity of the passage, 
it does seem that all that the Sadducees are doing is mocking 
the traditional stand on resurrection. In the passage from 
Abot de R. Iatan the Sadducee& deny the Pharisaic belief in 
resurrection and future delights for the restored body. Again, 
I emphasize that they do not specifically deny the immortality 
of the soul. 

Still another discussion of the problem is found 1n the 
Sifre to Deuteronomy 53 (Friedmann 86a), where the Pharisees 
answer the Sadducean disbelief in resurrection by quoting from 
the words of Moses: 

Moses said to them, to Israel: "You see the wicked 
ones that they prosper ••• i~ this world, but his end 
is to be pushed aside (struck down) in the latter 
t i me, as it is said, 'for you will see the righteous 
ones that are suffering in this world ••• and their 
latter end is to rejoice at a future time •••• •n 

Thus, t he Pharisees expect, despite the opinion of the Sadducees, 
a future reward to be given to the righteous. Again, no mection 
is made of immortality. 

The controversy is further explored in an interesting story 
of an encounter between a Sadducee and a Pharisee as found in 
Sukkab 48b. The Gemara says: 

A certain l1A (Sadducee ) whose name was Sason once 
said to R. Abbahu: "You ar.? destined to draw water 
for me in the world to come, for it is written, 
'Therefore besason shall ye draw water."'(Isa. 12:3) 
"If," the other retorted, "it had been written 1£
sason (for joy) it would be as you say, but as it is 
written be-sason (with joy) the meaning must be that 
a water skin will be made of your skin, and water will 
be drawn with it." 

Here the Sadducee debates with th~ Pharisee about life in the 
future world. The debate concerns the resurrected body per
forming physical labor (drawing water) in the world to come. 
I do not find the Sadducee denyins immortality of the soul. He 
is silent on his opinion of immortality. But this silence does 
not mean that he rejects immortality. By laughing at physical 
l abor as performed by a resurrected body, the Sadducee •ay be 
implying that he believes in an immortal soul that would ~ 
perform human l abor in the future life . He may be belittling 
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resurrec ti on to imply that it is a lowly concept not in the 
exalted realm of immortality. 

I discussed earlier the New Testament acceptance of resur
rection as the central motif of Christian belief. In Matthew 22 
the Sadducees are described as individuals who reject resurrection. 
Matthew 22, then, is in agreement with the rabbinic sources exam
ined in this chapter of m::f thesis. Acts 23:8 makes it very clear 
that the Pharisees believe in resurrection, while the Sadducees 
reject it: "For the Sadducees say that there is no resurrection, 
neither angel nor spirit: But the Pharisees confess both." Thus, 
I find that both the New Testament and the rabbinic sources are 
in agreement that the Pharisees accept resurrection and the Saddu
cees deny it. 

Neither the Rew Testament nor the rabbinic material tells in 

a positive way what the Sadducees ~believe about the future 
life. Nowhere do I find the statement that the Sadducees believe 
in immortFiity nor that they reject it. But silence by the 
Sadducees on the subject of immortality cannot be interpreted to 
mean that they did not accept the idea. Actually, the accumulated 
evidence of this thesis would indicate that they mi ght very well 
have believed in immortality, while rejecting resurrection. 

Before concluding this chapter, I would like to advance 
the idea that there might have been a good reason for the Saddu
cean silence on immortality. Is it not possible that they were 
afraid to voice an opinion so Greek in nature and so abhorrent to 
the thinking of the Pharisaic rabbis? Perhaps they feared that by 
voicing such a belief they would be too closely ide~tified with 
the theology of the rulers of Palestine. Philo spoke out as a 
proponent of immortality, and my research showed that he influ
enced Sadducean thought. However, Philo was in Alexandria, and 
such Greek-tinged notions were readily acceptable to the Jews 
of his country, who probably we:comed his attempt to harmonize 
Judaism with Greek thought. Philo did not have to contend with 
strongly entrenched Pharisaic rabbis. The Sadducees of Palestine, 
on the other hand, had to confront a powerf ul rabbinical author
ity. It would not have been easy for t hem to preach a new doctrine 
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i n the stronghold of Pharisaisa. Rabbinic authority in Palestine 
was so dominant (in aatters of Jewish belief), that no one felt 
free to express a new heretical doctrine. It was bad enough that 
the Sadducee& opposed resurrection. To take the next step and 
proclaim iamortali ty aigbt have been too dangerous. tight one 
not accept the notion that the Sadducees embraced the concept or 
it'llmortality as a private belief, tearing to profess it ope~? 
~ight not their constant sniping at the Pharisaic doctrine of 
resurrection indicate that since it (resurrection) was impossible, 
some other approach (perhaps immortality of the soul) was more 
logical? If they could discredit resurrection, they might then 
be in a position of later advancing immortality. However, in the 
period of early rabbinic Judaism, they could not successfully 
challenge the Pharisaic rabbis on the matter of resurrection. The 
Pharisaic doctrine was too stron.gly held, to be successfully up
rooted. Still, by their opposition to resurrection, the Sadducee& 
did pave the way for the developaant (at a much later date) of the 
idea of i1Dlllortality of the soul, apart from the body. Today, 
Reform Judaism accepts immortality and rejects resurrection. This 
places the Reform Jew in the Sadducean camp, along with Philo and 
others. Modern ideas of immortality, then, owe a debt to the 
Sadducees who opposed the Pharisees on this very basic issue. 

In the first chapter of this thesis ! discussed the fact that 
the scholars avoided the immortality-res urrection problem when 
considering the attitude of the Pharisees and the Sadducees . Now, 
I will briefly summarize my material and r estate my final conclu
s ions about t his controversy in early Judaism. 



CHAPTER FIVE 
Conclusions 

My thesis opened with an attempt to focus on the immortality
resurrection question in early Judaism. At once it became evident 
that the leading scholars have shied away from meeting the issue 
and from defining the very words "immortality" and "resurrection." 
No one seemed willing to try to solve the problem of whether the 
Sadducees {who denied Pharisaic resurrection) might have believed 
in immorta1ity. 

Then, I turned to an examination of the backgrounds of the 
historical situation as reflected in the Old Testament, Philo, 
Apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha, and the New Testament. I found that 
the Old Testament view of the future life was one of r esurrection, 
rather than immortality.1 So, the Old Testament could be utilized 
as a stepping stone to what I would consider a loftier notion -
the immortality of the soul. At a later time, Philo drew upon 
the Old Testament and evolved the notion of an immortal soul that 
would exist after the body peris~ed.2 Goodenough offered con
vincing a r guments to prove that Philo was in agreement with Saddu
cean thought.3 This being the case, both Philo and the Sadducees 
believed in immortality, while apparently r ejecting r esurr ection. 
The Sadducean belief in immortality is also reflected in the 
apocryphal literature of the Greek schools of Alexandria. These 

4 schools, according to Macculloch, reflected Sadducean thought. 
And, s ince Charles and Pfeiffer agreed t~at a ~ork such as 
"7li sdom of Solomon," which teaches the Greek idea of the immortal 
soul imprisoned in the body, is Alexandrian,5 it is but an easy 
step to the notion that the Sadducees espoused immortality (wi th 
Philo and the Greeks), while the Pharisees held to t he older 

tradition of resurrection. 
Turning to the New Testament 1 I f ind that while the Sadducees 

reject r esurrection (Matt. 22; Acts 4), the Pharisees believe in 
it (Acts 23 ). Nowhere in the New Testament does it say that the 
Sadducees accepted or rejected immortality. However, since the 
Pharisees accepted resurrection and the Sadducees rejected it, it is 
not too daring t o say that the Sadducees, influenced by Philo and 
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the Greeks, did espouse immortality. Evidence, as reflected 
in Philo and apocryphal literature, points toward a belief in 
immortality on the part of the Sadducees.6 Since the Sadducees 
of the New Testament period were imitators and admirers of 
Greco-Roman culture , they might have also accepted the idea of 
immortality. 

The issue is further explored in the writings of Josephus. 
Light ley convincingly shows that because Josephus wrote to 
please his Greek audience, we c!illllot accept as valid his notion 
t hat t he Sadducees denied the immortality of the soul, while 
t he Pharisees accepted it.7 Josephus, t hen, fails to solve the 
pr oblem. 

When turning to rabbinic Judaism, which is Pharisaic, I 

f ind t hat resurrection and not i~mortality is the basic concept. 
Ample evidence of this preoccupation with the resurrection of 
the body housing the soul is discovered in the rabbinic sources. 8 

As f ar as the actual dispute between the Pharisees and the Saddu
cees is concerned, all we learn is that the Sadducees mocked the 
Pharisaic concept of resurrection (Abot de R. Natap, chap. 5; 
Su!ckah 48b). The Sadducees do not deny immortality, even though 
they apparently oppose resurrection. The Sadducean silence on 
immortality does not mean that they rejected the idea. Rather, in 
t he light of the evidence considered in this theEis, they proba
bly believed in it. PerhJlPS their silence indicated they were 
afraid to voice an opinion so Greek in nature and so abhorrent 
to the thinking of the Pharisaic rabbis. They may have held to a 
private belief in immortality, fearing to openly oppose the power
ful Pharisaic authorities in Palestine. 

On the basis of all the sources and scholarly opinion 
examined in this paper, I conclude that the Pharisees accepted 
resurrection and rejected immortality; the Sadducees, agreeing 
with Philo and the Greeks, accepted immortality and denied 

resurrection. 



CHAPTER SIX 

An.a].:rsis of Bibliographical Material 
I shall now briefly evaluate the main scholarly material 

I utilized for this thesis. R. H. Charles's Eschatology proved 
to be an ambitious but contusing attempt to set down in system
atic fashion the history of the doctrine of a future life as 
f olllld among the early Jews and Christians. His monumental work 
was , though, valuable in my consideration of the Apocrypha and 
Pseudepigrapha. Equally disappointing were Solomon Schechter•s 
Some Aspects of Rabbinic Theolog:y and his Studies in Jµd aism, 
Second Series. His writings did nothing to clarify the contro
versy under study. Likewise, R. Travers Herford's The Pharisees 
contributed little to my main concern. All he does is agree 
with Josephus's examination of immortality and resurrection in 
J ewish thought. His Ju4ais m in the New Testament Period, whil e 
,.,·ell-written, adds nothing t o our knowledge of the dispute . 
George Foot Moore's Judaism i s a definitive work but fails to 
of f er ev idence of creative and original thought. Moore compiles 
but does not clarify the rabbinic cont roversy . His treatment of 
Abot de R. Batas, chapter five , s heds no new light on the Saddu
cean posi t ion. Kaufman Kohler writes with greater clarity , 
depth, originality, and conviction than these authors , His 
arti cles in the l.a....l•t "Immortality of the Soul" and "Resur
rection ," are valuable because he s uggests the possibility that 
the Sadducees might have accepted immortality while rejecting 
r esurrection. AM. in another article in the ia....E•t "Pharisees," 
he skillfully limit s Pharisaic theology to a belief in resur
r ection rather than both i t and immortality. These articles in 

t he ~. by Kohler are well-written, but too brief. Kohler 's 
excellent delineation of the stages in Pharisaic eschatology as 
refl ected in Messi anism is to be found in his fine volume, ~ 
Origins of the Synagogue and the Church. His Jewish Theology, a 
classic in its field, discuss es the Pharisaic view of resurrection, 
but fails to clarify tbe Sadducean dispute. 

J acob z. Lauterbac h 's Rabbinic Essays is written in an 
interesting style but is of little help, e. g., he merely r epeats 
Moore 's belief that t he Pharisees believed in both resurrection 
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and immortality. He says nothing constructive about the Saddu
cean approach. He does mention in his article "The Pharisees 
and their Teachings" the Sadducee who mocks the Pharisee in 
Abot de R. Natap; however, he fails to analyze the situation in 
terms of a possible approach to the future life. When consider
ing the material of the biblical period, I found that otto J. 
Baab's The Theology of the Old Testament provides a well organ
ized summary of the chief concepts of biblical eschatology. His 
well-documented and concise use of material lays the basis for a 
better understanding of the controversy in the post-biblical 
period. 

Samuel Sandmel's Philo's Place in Judaism presents, in the 
first thirty pages, a good summation of how the leading scholars 
have handled Philo's ideas. Sandmel's article "Philo's Environ
ment and Philo's Exegesis" gives a fine analysis of Philo's idea 
of man's body and soul as reflected in Scripture. His A Jewish 
Understanding of the New Testam,ent is a pioneer work at a popular 
level. I especially liked bis comparison of Paul's ideas with 
Philo's approach. Wolfson's Philo is well organized and broad 
in sco!)e. He goes out of his way, however, to d eny any idea of 
resurrection to Philo, while crediting him with complete adherence 
to the concept of immortality. Drummond's Philo Judaeus is written 
in a difficult style, i.e. his ideas do not flow smoothly and are 
lacking in direction. I had trouble loca~ing pertinent material 
in his work. Perhaps the book on Philo Qost useful to this thesis 
was Goodenough's By Light, Light. The author is very convincing 
when he places Philo in the s~ream of Sadducean thought. 

Some articles in the E. R. E. were also very helpful. For 
example, J. A. KacCulloch's "Eschatology" gives a fine account 
of how much the Sadducean influence was felt in Al~xandria. Then, 

too, H. Wheeler Robinson's article in the E. R. E., "Soul," 
develops the notion that the origin of the basic ideas of immor
tality in the New Testament can be seen in the Old Testaaent. 
The article in the E. R. E., "Body (Christian)," by J. c. Lambert 
yielded a wealth of material on Pauline resurrection, while c. 
Harris's "State of the Dead" gave a good picture of non-Pauline 
New Testament theology regarding resurrection. 
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0scar Cullman's ''Immortality of the Soul and Resurrection 

of the Dead: The Witness of the New Testament" is an absorbing 
treatment of the New Testament approach to the futui'e life. 
Cullman's lecture is well organized and concise. John A. T. 
Robinson's The Body -- A Study in Pauline Theology is of 
special interest, since it gives a fine scholarly exposition 
of "body" and "flesh" in Pauline thought. Salmond's article 
"Eschatology of the New Testament, 11 as found in A Dictiona.ry of 
the Bible, I, clearly delineates the es chatology of the Synoptic 
Gospels. J. w. Lightley's Jewish Sects and Parties in the Time 
of Ch,rist is an informative volume that presents a convincing 
ar gument for the notion that the Sadducees may have accepted a 
form of immortality. His handling of the Josephus material is 
extremely well done, especially when he challenges the validity 
of Jo3ephus•s views on immortality and resurrection. 

When evaluating the rabbinic material, I found that A. 
Cohen ' s Ever:rman 's Talmud presented a good summary of rabbinic 
thought on many of the concept s concerning the future life. 
Samuel Cohon's Man and. His pestin:y was very helpful in that 
the author organized much of the pertinent material on rabbinic 
eschatology. The rabbinic references cited by Cohon were of 
great aid in preparing my thesis, and his summaries of l eading 
concepts of rabbinic thought were particularly valuable. 
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NOTES TO CHA.PrEB OBB 

ID thia thesis the opinions on the controvers7 of 
scholar• such as Charles, Schechter, Kohler, Moore, 
Berfort., and Lauterbach •ill be ez•mined. 
~he Tannaitic aaterials will be examined in detail 
in chapter tour of this thesis. 
"Antiquities," ;~ Works of Jl,viua J9sephut (trans. 
Willi- Whistoa London, 1828 , IV, Bk. XVIII, chap. l, 
..,. ••• 3, 4. 

See note l. 
"fte Jewish War," Thi Jorg of llariua Joaephu, 
Bk. II, chap. Tiii, vaa. 14. 
Matthew 22:23-33; Mark 12:18-27; Luke 20:27-40. 
~eta of the ~postlea 4:13; 23:?, 8. 
Robert llenr.r Charle•, 4 Critical Biatorx gt tbl 
Doctriv of a 11Uf!• Lift ~ ~,ratl. ip .Ty4,1i1a, 
la Qhriati•p1ty, London, l 1 , 164, 165. 
na., 56. 
n.14· t 241-243. 

Dli•t 78. 
n,a., 19. 
~ .. so. 
na .• 354. 
D.14· 
n;a. t 354, 355. 
It I asauae that Josephus (see note 4) believed that 
the soul survived in Sheol after death and is either 
reborn or tortured, according to our original definition 
the Pbariaees would be atfiraing iDlorta11t7 rather than 
resurrection (deapite the opinien o! Charles). 
Xautaan Kohler, "I-ortalit7 of tb.e Soult" Tr ~ah 
1ngxclop1411, \.••• York and London, 1904 J, V , • 

Xaufaan Kohler~ •Resu.rr$ction,• '~ itlri•h Epcxclopedia, 
(11ew York and LOndon, 1905), X, • 
Kautaan Kohler, Jlwish Theolog:r, (Cincinnati, 1943), 28?. 

Dia· 
Soloaon Schechter, Soae Aspects of R•bbini.c T}leologr, 
(Bew York, 1923), 124. 
Soloaon Schechter, Studies iD Judaiaa, Second Serita, 
(Philadelphia, 1908}, 76. 
s. H. 11e11one, •1-ortalit7t• '!Flo~•e41• ot Beligioa 
em Jthica, (!few York, 1918J, V , 84 • 
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26 
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32 

ii. 

nli•t 842, 843. 
R. 'l'ravera Herford, fhl Ph!riaees, (London, 1924), 171. 
ll. TraTera Herford, Judaisa in the lew Testyent Ptr19d, 
(London, 1928), 115. 
DW,. 
George !Poot Moore, iudaiaa t,n th@ lirst Ce~ea of 
th• Chri~f:' Ira -- Th! 41' of the T•ppeti;claabridge, 
llaaa., l , I, 68. 
na,., II, 317. 

~· 
Jacob z. Lauterbach, i•bb'n'c 111171, (C1ncilmat1, 1951), 
151. 
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BOTP'.S TO ClUP.l'ER TWO 
l Otto J. Baab, The Theolo2Y ~~ the Old Teatyent, 

(Bew York an4 1'aahrtlletl9 ). 39. 
2 

3 
4 

5 
6 

nil• . 
n,a., 41. 

DJ.i. t 64-. 

DJ.I· 
na., 65. 
DK· 
Da· 
~ •• 66. 

1 
8 

9 
10 ~. I prefer the transliteration aetesh, even though 

Baab .follows a different a7stea which results in nephesh. 
11 
12 
13 

na. 
DJ.I· 
~· 

14 ~. 

15 Dii· 
16 llllA• Again I differ with Baab on transliteration. Be 

eapl07a J.1%, while I prefer lilll• 
l? Dii· t 
18 1ld4• . 
19 nli•t 
20 Ba· 
21 Dli•t 

DJA., 
nu .• 
Dli· 
Dli•t 
nli· 

67. 

62. 

62, 
63. 
68. 

209. 

na .. 212. 
rul•t 210. 
~ •• 212. 

Dli· 

63. 
22 

23 
24 

25 
26 

27 
28 
29 
30 
31 llUA•t 218. See also the deeds of Bli3ah and Elisha, 

discussed b7 Baab, 21?. 

32 
33 

Dii· 
Dli· 
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40 
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44 

45 
46 

4? 
48 

49 
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51 
52 
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56 
5? 
58 

59 
60 

61 
62 6, 
64-

65 
66 

iv. 

Dii· 
E. B. Beraarcl, "B••urrectioa,• A D~~tiop•ry ot th,e 
libJ.t, (Bew York, 1911), IV, 231-2 • 
Dli· 
Dii· 
Dii· 
Dli· 
lW· 
Dii· 
Dii· 
~· 
J.. B. DaTidsoa, •Eacbatologr,• 4 Dictiop•ry ot thl 
Biblt, (Bew York, 1909), I, 734 tt. 
n.ia. 
iw. 
Kohler, Thlologr, 392, 393. 
na., 393. 
J. 4. llacCulloch, "Escbatolos:T," t;cflopa~ia ot 
Religioa eP4 Jthic1, (1'ew York, 1 18 , V, 71. 
na. 
Davidaoa, 738. 
D.a· 
llli•t 739. 
Dli.· 
C. A. Brigg• and B. G. Briggs, .A, Critical em 
~•gltiCal C~nt117 on the Book ot P8•1••, 

Bew Tork, 1 , I, 121. 
Davidson, 739. 
lW· 
Kautaan J:ohler, "Immortality," T4%i11rish Enczclope<lia, 
(Iew York and London, 1904), VI, • 
n,a. 

~-
~- Xohler referred to Psallla 16:11 and 1?:15. 

Dii· 
S. B. Driver and G. B. Gray, 4 ~itical am mgetic~ 
Cgp•ntart oa the look ot i9b 1 w York, 19, I, • 
Kohler, Th!olog, 287. 

WA· 
l.W· 
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68 
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11l14., 288. 

Georg• B. Gra7' 4 Criti{I! and EgHll'''l cwntan 
op the loot ot I••llh, • York, , I, • 
However, Kohler does discuss this poas'ible dualiea ill 
014 Teataaent thought in his Jewish Thtologr, 28?. 
I do note that in Eccl. 12:? the ~ i!oes have a 
separate existence. This could lead t io the idea 
that the Atttah, too, sight survive on its own. See 
Kohler's Jtwiah Theologr, 28?. 
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Baauel S•nd•l 1~10 • ~ Place in Judais11, 
{Ci11c1rmati, l'J , 1- O. 

vi. 

11.arrJ' .&.. 1foltson, Philo, (Caabridge, llalss., 194?), 
I, 404. 

Dli• See 404, footnote 66. 
It waa natural tor the Greeks to have iJ!lfluenced 
Philo on ~h• idea of the dua1 nature of bocq and 
soul, becauae h• (Philo) wu receptive ito concepts 
that he could haraonize with Jewish thec>logy. 
Wol1'ao11, I, 395, 396. 
Dii· 
Brwia R. Goodeno~, r. Iatrod.uctioa to Philo Jud11p, 
(Bew Haven, 1940), 14 • 
na. 
Wolfson, I, 395, 396. 
Jaaes Druwnd, Philo Judaep, {London, 1888), I, 322. 
Goodeaough, AP IDtro4uction, 152. 
Samue~ Sa.ndael, "Philo'a BDTiromaent &ml Philo'a 
Exegeaia," ~ Jo~p•l ot Bible em R@l2Lg1QA, 
(Octo~er, l ), 51, 252. 
Ibid. t 249. 
Wolfson, I, '~. 
Drummond, I, 323. 
Wolfson, I, 416, 41?. 
n,a., 396. 
na., 416. 
Dj4., 41?. 

Dli· 

" , 

Ibid. ID the saae Toluae, 411, Wolfson s~s that 
i.Inough 11Ml1 vldual aen and lnd.1 Yidual •ricked souls 
might perish, there is in Philo' a philo11opby a tn>e 
ot uni veraal iaaortali ~: • ••• the i~J~tali ~ ot 
the universal idea of the aind as well 1l8 the iamortalit;J' 
ot the iaage of the univeraal idea in tl!Le hwun species 
as a whole." Thi• idea is found in Ar111totle, s~s 
Wolfson (411). Since Philo could foreee1e the possible 
destruction of wicked souls, it would fc1llow that he 
con.eel ved of reward and pWlishaent attez~ death. The 
Bible, on the other hand, held generally that reward 
and punishaent was administered to the living (Ezek. 18:4). 
An extensive discussion of the Logos in Greek thought 
is found in Druamond, Philo Judaeus; I, 2?-4?, II, 
156-2?~. 
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Druamond, II, 160. 
DJ&., 157. 
Dii·· 280. 

vii. 

Sauel Sand•l, .l i!Yieh ~,r1tam1pg of th! leJ[ 
Z••t•••nt, . (Cincizmati, l , 50. 
Wollaon, I, 376 ff. While angels do act as God's 
114Yiaore (Job 1) and ••sengers (Gen. 22), they are 
not pictured. as the means Goel eaploys to bring maD 
iaaortality. Therefore, angela as Logoi is a Greek 
oriented notion. 
S&Ddael, Philo'• P1ac•• 25. 
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