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Introduction

It is generally agreed that N.T. Wright was the first to speak of a “Third Quest” for the historical Jesus. In his updated edition of Stephen Neill’s The Interpretation of the New Testament, 1861-1986,
 Wright observed that “while the so-called ‘New Quest’ was still cautiously arguing about presuppositions and methods, producing lengthy histories of tradition out of which could be squeezed one or two more drops of authentic Jesus-material, a quite different movement was beginning in a variety of places and with no unified background or programme.” In Wright’s view, this movement of scholarship had become so pronounced that it was “not fanciful to talk in terms of a ‘Third Quest’” for the historical Jesus.
 
Wright went on to suggest ways in which the still developing Third Quest might be provisionally distinguished from the no-longer-new New Quest.
 In his view, the New or now Second Quest “made no real effort to locate Jesus, the early communities, or the evangelists within Judaism itself as we know it from the Scrolls, Josephus, and so on. Indeed it often seemed concerned to keep Jesus at arm’s length from anything too obviously Jewish.”
 The Third Quest, by contrast, considered the Jewish background of Jesus to be “vital”. It recognized the need to plot not only the discontinuities but also the continuities between Judaism and Jesus, and between Jesus and the early Church. 
Wright noted that, for the New Quest, the crucified Jesus was the centre of a theological programme, but added that crucifixion was the theological given which had to be buttressed “by just enough history to prevent it becoming docetic.” For the Third Quest, an historical focus is not peripheral but essential, and one of the central questions is: “why was Jesus crucified?” For Wright, that question indicates a major theme in recent study: “whatever we say about Jesus, we must explain why there were powerful interests which wanted to kill him and were in fact able to do so in just the way they did.”
 Wright further observed that the New Quest still held politics and theology apart, partially in “reaction to the position of those like Brandon who have put them together in such a way as to make Jesus an anti-Roman revolutionary.”
 In seeking ever more to integrate politics and theology (which, in Wright’s judgment, “makes far better historical sense”
), the Third Quest raises “the correct, and enormous, historical questions: “What were Jesus’ aims? Why did he die? Why did the Church begin?”
In Wright’s view, what remains central for the Third Quest is the determination to set Jesus in the context of Judaism on the one hand and of the early Church on the other. That requires working out the relationship not only between Jesus and the Pharisees, but also between Jesus and the political issues of his day, including the Jewish hope of rescue from Rome. It further involves the challenging need to understand the eschatological meaning of Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom of God. Any plausible interpretation should account for why Jesus died in the way he did, and seek to explain “either his own attitude to his approaching death or the ‘theological’ interpretations that were, within a very few years, given to it by the early Church.”  In attending to the relationship between Jesus and the early Church, the Third Quest must carefully consider claims for continuity between the message of Jesus and the message of the early Church versus claims for discontinuity. That must include careful consideration of the role of Easter Faith and the meaning of the Resurrection.

In providing a brief, critical overview of the work of selected scholars within the new movement, Wright identified E. P. Sanders as a Third Quest scholar in a different league from anything offered by the New Quest, precisely because he asks exactly the right questions (why did Jesus die? how and why did Christianity start?).  Sanders was further commended because “he begins not with the sayings but with facts about Jesus that can actually be known as solidly as any facts in ancient history can be known, and argues forcibly that, although Jesus did not in fact offend the Pharisees in the way the Gospels suggest, it was still Jews—specifically the Jewish leaders—who initially convicted him and handed him over to the Romans for crucifixion.”
 By contrast, some pages earlier, and without offering specific analysis to back up his appraisal, Wright characterized  Edward Schillebeeckx’s monumental work Jesus as “perhaps the best example” of the ‘New Quest’ “still cautiously arguing about presuppositions and methods, [and] producing lengthy histories of tradition out of which could be squeezed one or two more drops of authentic Jesus-material.”
 While admiring Schillebeeckx’s industry, Wright declared the conclusions reached, after nearly 800 pages, to be “disappointing.” 
In later publications, Wright pressed his negative assessment of Schillebeeckx’s work even further. In Jesus: The Victory of God, Wright complained of a disconnect between the questions “Who was Jesus?” and “So what?,” which he traced to the legacy of the giants (namely, Schweitzer and Bultmann). Observing that “this has meant a lot of split-level writing about Jesus,” Wright proceeded to cite Schillebeeckx as an example, maintaining that “he spends hundreds of pages investigating a merely human Jesus, only to move at the end
, without much help from the preceding argument, to a conclusion of faith in Jesus as the Son of  God.”
 Wright further argued, (again, incorrectly, in my opinion) that “Schillebeeckx takes a position which is the mirror-image of Bultmann’s: the resurrection accounts are stories from Jesus’ lifetime brought  forwards. His eventual leap from a purely historical Jesus to the incarnate Son of God is based on little or nothing in the main part of the book itself.”
 The latter statement likewise appears, almost word for word, in Wright’s entry in the Anchor Bible Dictionary.
 Claiming that Schillebeeckx “seems to lend considerable tacit support to the notion that history and theology are two worlds which must be kept entirely separate, Wright unabashedly categorized Schillebeeckx’s work as showing “the barrenness of the New Quest in just as devastating, though not as readable, a way as Schweitzer’s did in relation to the Old.”

Wright’s relegation of Schillebeeck’s work to “the barrenness of the New Quest” is questionable, because it does not appear to be supported by the evidence. That will be demonstrated by a comparative study of Sanders, Schillebeeckx, and Wright, on one of the issues that Wright identifies as central for the Third Quest: “why did Jesus die?” It should be noted that such an analysis will not simply aim to refute Wright’s negative categorization of Schillebeeckx, and to show the need for more precision in assigning scholars to a particular “quest.” It will instead serve a broader goal of pointing out the existence of a wide transitional frontier overlapping the borders of the New Quest and the Third Quest, as differentiated by Wright. 
Why Did Jesus Die?

1. E.P. Sanders

In Jesus and Judaism, published in 1985, E. P. Sanders said that Jesus came to his death because of a “threatening gesture” and “statement” against the Temple and because he claimed to speak for God, saying that sinners would be in the kingdom.
 For Sanders, Jesus sought no secular kingship, but his “physical demonstration” in the Temple combined with his “noticeable following” made him appear as a hostile threat to the Jewish leadership and to the Romans.
 The temple action is conceived as symbolizing an “attack,” and hence “destruction,” which “looks towards [eschatological] restoration.”
 Sanders remained cautious about Jesus making any claim to being the “Messiah”, considering both Mark 8:29f. and 14:61f. to be doubtful historically. He assumed that Jesus was condemned to death because he taught about a kingdom, depicted in metaphorical terms, be​cause he certainly did and said something regarding the Temple, and probably because he made a “triumphal entry” into Jerusalem.
 

Sanders was prepared to accept “a degree of popular rejection of Jesus, especially after the incident in the Temple, and possibly more generally from the populace of Jerusalem.” He did not believe that Jesus was “someone who gained truly massive support from the populace and who was executed because he posed a real threat to the Jerusalem leaders.”
 He suggested that the entry into Jerusalem was “deliberately managed by Jesus to symbolize the coming kingdom and his own role in it.” It “was an intentionally symbolic action, performed because Jesus regarded it to be true (he would be “king”, but a humble one) and for the sake of the disciples.” But “it did not attract large public attention.” Rather, “what Judas betrayed was that Jesus and his small band thought of him as ‘king’.” During the entry “someone shouted ‘son of David’ or ‘king’ loudly enough to attract attention.” Judas pro​vided that to the chief priests as the “final weapon they needed: a specific charge to present to Pilate, more certain to have fatal effect than the general charge ‘troublemaker’.”
 That explained why Jesus was executed as king, according to the charge on the cross (Mk 15:26; Mt 27:37; Lk 23:38; Jn 19:19). Such historical reconstruction of Jesus’ motives for the “probable” triumphal entry undoubtedly remains open to question.

Sanders emphasized the synoptic portrayal of Jesus as a law-abiding Jew. In his view, Jesus “did not seriously challenge the law as it was practiced in his day, not even by the strict rules of observance of pietist groups”- despite his “one-time-only” requirement that discipleship came ahead of burying one’s father (Mt 8:21-22; Lk 9:59-60).
 “Prior to the attack on the Temple [Sanders] cannot find a single issue which would have been the occasion of a serious charge.”
 According to Sanders, “Jesus seems to have offended many from various walks of life,” but Jesus’ probable opponents were “the pious,” who were found among “the leaders and the populace.” In the eyes of the normally “pious,” who were presumed to include many Sadducees as well as Pharisees, Jesus’ message to sinners discredited him. The so-called pious “would have resented being told that the wicked would precede them in the kingdom.”
 Sanders thus reconstructed the original conflict between Jesus and the Jewish leaders: “If Jesus claimed that those who followed him, even though sinners by the standard of the law, would be first in the kingdom, and demonstrated the nearness of a new order by his gesture against the temple, he would have been seen as presenting a challenge to the rest of Judaism in a way that cannot be called just ‘religious’ or ‘political’. If he claimed, in effect, that he, rather than the acknowledged leaders of Israel spoke for God, he challenged the leadership in all respects. A blow against the temple, even  if a physically minor one, was a blow against the basic religio-political identity.”

In Jewish Law from Jesus to the Mishnah Sanders argued that, “if we accept Mark’s account as it stands, Jesus was not arrested for giving himself titles and that he was at first accused of threatening the temple.” When this charge failed, the high priest got Jesus to confess to two titles and then cried “Blasphemy”. For Sanders, the only reasonable construal of the account was that the high priest was looking for an excuse to execute Jesus.
 He was struck by the fact that Jesus was not executed until after the demonstration in the temple and the implied claim that he had the right to make that demon​stration (Mk 11:15).
 He did not ex​clude that some may have seen Jesus’ behavior in the temple as “denigrating and thus blasphem​ing God”: “Emphasis on the temple threat does not require us to reject the charge of blasphemy. If a group of Jewish jurists actually concluded that he committed blasphemy, it was probably because of the substance of his behavior- which was highly presumptuous- rather than because of any titles to which he may have admitted.”

Later, in Jesus and Judaism, Sanders, discounted the charge of “blasphemy” as it appears in Mk 14:53-72 and Mt 26:57-75 and considered the trial scene historically unlikely on all counts. He declared that the evangel​ists did not really know why Jesus was executed. According to Sanders, the one point that will not go away is the attack (by word and deed) against the temple.
 In The Historical Portrait of Jesus, Sanders held that Caiaphas had Jesus arrested “because of his responsibility to put down trouble-makers, especially during festivals.”
 Having said that, Sanders also offered “a reconstruction of what Mark’s account would mean if it gave a verbatim report of a trial.” His hypothetical reconstruction reprised the scenario earlier proposed in Jewish Law from Jesus to the Mishnah: Caiaphas “had decided that Jesus had to die” and was frustrated by the conflicting testimony which rendered the Temple charge untenable under law. “He asked Jesus to say something about himself and then cried ‘blasphemy’, rending his garments. The rest of the court went along.”
 Sanders then reiterated that he did not, however, consider Mark’s trial scene a transcript. In his view, Caiaphas acted lest Jesus cause a riot which would lead to Roman intervention and a great loss of Jewish lives. The Temple scene  decided the issue, along with the contributing factors of Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem and his teaching about the kingdom.
   
 Sanders acknowledged that the Pharisees largely disappear from the last chapters of the Gospels,
 Since “the Romans did not act entirely on their own initiative,” the priestly aristocracy, the chief priests, are identified as the prime movers in the death of Jesus: they “play the prime role in all the Gospels.”
 Their access to Pilate and their enduring hostility against the followers of Jesus after the resurrection  provide further evidence. Noting that Jesus was arrested and condemned to death around the time of Passover, Sanders concluded: “Many fac​tors- Jesus’ extraordinary self-claim; the gathering he attracted; the nervousness on the part of Jewish leaders not to give the Romans occasion for punishment of the people generally; the Romans’ own anxiety about prophets and about crowds at feasts- doubtless help account for the fact that Jesus was crucified.”
 

2. Edward Schillebeeckx

Leaving room for specific differences, the “Third Quest focus” on the historical reasons for Jesus’ death, found in Sanders, is not absent from Edward Schillebeeckx’s Jesus. In his view, the passion predictions in Mark (8:31; 9:31; 10:33-34) may show signs of post-Easter reflection, but they also enshrine a core memory wherein Jesus realized that he was becoming `the rejected one.' He went to Jerusalem conscious of a "plain lethal threat posed by `official Jerusalem'."
 Schillebeeckx maintained that early Christianity handed on the tradition of the cleansing of the Temple precisely because of its consequences, namely, "Jesus' conflict with the representatives of the Sanhedrin."
 Rejecting S.G.F. Brandon's suggestion that Jesus sparked a Zealotic mob demonstration, Schillebeeckx argued that Jesus did not intend to assault the Temple or its cult. He was led to the prophetic act of cleansing the Temple by his call to an eschatological programme of conduct. In Schillebeeckx's view, the cleansing was a purification not of the Temple but of its praxis, since it took place in the "court of the Gentiles." Jesus thereby protested the gulf between theory ("orthodoxy") and practice ("orthopraxis") in the Temple, which had become divorced from its proper purpose. As an attack on Temple praxis the cleansing was intended "to engender penitence and the conversion of Israel, in the latter days!" But Jesus' call for an escha​tological metanoia touched off a conflict between him and Israel's leaders.
 


For Schillebeeckx, what is clearly historical is that one of the reasons for Jesus' arrest has something to do with this cleansing of the Temple. For him, this conclusion is not only supported by Mark (11:15-16, 18a; 28-33) and the other Synoptics but also by the separate tradi​tion of John (2:18) where it is joined to a logion about the Temple (2:19).
 Schille​beeckx concluded: Jesus' unassuming gesture in cleansing the Temple, to which in fact not a single allusion is made in the account of his Passion and trial, acquired- in view of the situation- an  enormous `political' significance... In the historical  situation the cleansing episode may perhaps have served to make Jesus into a popular hero-figure with a people long frus​trated and bitterly hostile towards the Temple rulers (who controlled Israel's currency and economy) and the Romans. This would explain the `messianic' ambience surrounding Jesus. In an atmosphere of popularity and governmental suspicion, various utterances of Jesus (for instance, about the destruction and rebuilding of the Temple) would assume unprecedented and unforeseen proportions (Mk 14:56, 59; Mt 26:60-61; Mk 13:1-2; Mt 24:1- 2).

Schillebeeckx saw the `popular report' of Jesus' utterances which made him `national news' as the reason for his arrest. What made Jesus a messianic hope for the people made him a dangerous individual to Israel's rulers, identified as the Sanhedrin, who from then on kept watch on him: "The gospels do after all get it right when they establish (though perhaps too directly) a connection between Jesus' arrest and the cleansing of the Temple." Jesus' prophetic act, which was a spiritual threat and indictment, became, via the prism of popular opinion, a mortal threat against the official establishment whose grave suspicion and hostility ultimately enveloped Jesus.

Schillebeeckx observed that the Temple was a stronghold of the policing authorities who saw any individual that became a messianic hope for others as dangerous. "Jesus' attitude to the Law, the sabbath and the Temple was turned (partly via the prism of popular opinion) into a mortal threat against the official establishment." "This flame of messianism which flared up in connection with Jesus in Palestine, however briefly, would certainly seem to have been the reason for the fateful disquiet of Israel's rulers, who from then on really did keep a watch on Jesus- as the gospels repeatedly suggest."
 The fact that Jesus aroused messianic expectations among the people became reason for grave suspicion and hostility among the authorities. 


For Schillebeeckx, Jesus' execution by crucifixion demonstrated that the Romans acted on grounds of possible or alleged Zealotic reactions to Jesus among the people. The tone of Jesus’ proclamation was not focused on  resolving the problems of Roman occupation, but certain admirers attributed a political interpretation of messianism to him. His appearance in Jerusalem with ex-Zealots or Zealot sympathizers among his disciples, when joined to the Temple cleans​ing incident  and the "apparently authentic saying" about "demolishing the Temple," would alert the rebellion-conscious occupying power antagonistic towards anyone who aroused the feelings of the people. "Coming from someone who proclaims the kingly rule of God over Israel, this may appear, directly or, even more, indirectly, after the complaint registered from the Jewish side with the Roman authorities, as provocation."
 
Schillebeeckx recognized the complexity of identifying which branch of Jewish leader​ship was responsible for the death of Jesus. In asking whether the Sanhedrin with its power to inflict death by stoning was a threat to Jesus, he noted that the Sadducees who were the strongest party in the Sanhedrin are not mentioned as opponents of Jesus until the account of the Passion (except for Mt 16:1,6,11,12 and the Gospel of John). He added that the Pharisees sometimes appear well disposed to Jesus but in New Testament documents after 70 their hostile attitude has become a cliché.  Although he believed that the Pharisees had a voice in the Sanhedrin, Schillebeeckx made clear that they acquired the leading position ascribed to them in the gospels only after the Jewish War of 70 A.D., when the tragic destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple removed the Sadducees and the high priests. He likewise acknowledged that the New Testament antagonism between Jesus and the Pharisees is "up to a point" colored by the later situation of the Church. 


Schillebeeckx assumed that the tension between Jesus and the Sadducees dated from a period earlier than the story of the Passion  would suggest, and likewise acknowledged that "except for Mt 27:62, the Pharisees are nowhere mentioned in the account of the Passion." But he went on to theorize that the opposition to Jesus came not so much from just one particular group but from the two most important ones at the time, "the Pharisees and, especial​ly towards the end, the Sadducees." In Schillebeeckx’s hypothesis of a two stage session of the Sanhedrin, the Herodians, Sadducees and Pharisees finally reached a consensus: despite their great differences, all parties were agreed that in view of rumors among the people the `Jesus affair' was potential​ly dangerous for the Romans. They handed over a compatriot for allegedly political reasons.
 


Schillebeeckx explained the complete absence of any mention of the Pharisees in the trial and condemnation by arguing that many Hillelites were probably sympathetic to Jesus in the time before a uniform Pharisee orthodoxy. But he then came to an unexpected conclusion: "All the same, even for the liberalizing notions of the Hillel Pharisees, Jesus really went too far; so much so that he manages to bring upon himself the odium of this not wholly unsympathetic Pharisaic wing." 
 Problematically, no specific evidence is offered here. Earlier, in discussing "Jesus and the Law", Schillebeeckx argued that Jesus relativized the Sabbath laws by interpreting the Sabbath rest as a ‘time for doing good', not one for ‘not being allowed'. He concluded: "By his liberating conduct, which is an indictment of prevailing circumstances and conditions of life, Jesus is bringing about what for himself is indeed an explosive situation."
 
Schillebeeckx remained  rather circumspect, however, about the role of the law in Jesus' condemnation. He acknowledged that there was so much differentiation among ‘Jewish parties' within the Sanhedrin that it was difficult to get a consensus on condemning to death a ‘renegade' Jewish teacher on the basis of Deut. 17:12. That is the reason why many were simply exiled or voluntarily left Jerusalem (like the Qumran Essenes). Not raising any questions about the historicity of the "Trial", Schillebeeckx simply maintained that "all parties in the Sanhe​drin had, of course, fundamental objections to Jesus' teaching and public ministry." But there was no common mind. Because the Law, not their objections or grudges, was still both norm and guideline they could not pass the sentence of death. 
 

Schillebeeckx postulated a "Jewish impasse" in a first phase of the hearing which he apparently accepts as a trial. He described the Sanhedrin as "Law-conscious" which means they are not out to "do Jesus in"―unless Jesus of Nazareth was attacking the heart and centre of Jewish faith in Yahweh. "Every party in the Sanhedrin, therefore, had fundamental objections to Jesus; but there was no common view about the question whether Jesus' message and actions came under the condemnation of Deuteronomy 17:12." For Schillebeeckx, the Law was protecting Jesus.


But Schillebeeckx further held that Jesus' silence before the Sanhedrin (Mk 14:60-61), because he refused to submit his teaching and praxis to this Jewish court of appeal, was a form of diplomatic opposition, for which he did come under the judgment of Deuteronomy 17:12. True to his prophetic mission, Jesus would not be held accountable to any human authority, but only to the God he called Abba.  Thus, according to Schillebeeckx, contempt for Israel's highest authority seems to be "the Jewish legal ground for Jesus' condemnation."
 


Schillebeeckx presumed that there was a session of the Sanhedrin, and that Jesus apparently went too far even for the "sympathetic" liberal party of Hillel. In a second, or morning, phase of the discussions of the Sanhedrin after Jesus' arrest, even they finally voted to hand him over to the Romans when no consensus could be found on juridical grounds for condemning him under the Law of Juda​ism, despite the pressure very likely exerted by the Sadducees and Herodians. The impasse of the Sanhedrin under Jewish Law was broken by their decision to "Let the Romans decide," in regard to the implications of Jesus' public activity. According to Schillebeeckx, that move, "even from a Jewish point of view constitutes the error and the manifest guilt of the Sanhedrin in condemning Jesus."
 


Schillebeeckx believed the Sanhedrin was guiltless until its members' doubts metamorpho​sized into a solid consensus that Jesus was to be delivered to Pilate (Mk 15:1b; see 15:1a). He connected the Sanhedrin's "majority vote for condemnation" to a second sitting of the "trial" and cited Mk 15:1a: "In the early morning the high priest with the elders and lawyers, the whole Sanhe​drin, came to a decision: namely that Jesus was to be handed over to Pilate, the Roman procura​tor (Mk 15:1b)." The Sanhedrin overcame its earlier impasse in finding valid grounds for condemning Jesus by resorting to a legal shift: "owing to the political implications of his public activity let us make over the "Jesus affair" to the Romans. Let the Romans decide!" Schille​beeckx proposed that Herodians, Sadducees, and Pharisees thereby reached a consensus despite their lack of adequate juridical grounds for condemning Jesus to death. Jesus is condemned outside the Law as it were: “The unhistorical cry of the Jewish populace: `Crucify him!' (Mk 15:14)- elaborated in Jn. 19:15b to the (historically inconceivable): ‘We have no king but [the Roman] Caesar' - reflects unhistorically, but in the end truthfully enough, a historical state of affairs, namely, that the Jewish Sanhedrin found no adequate juridical grounds for condemning Jesus to death.”

Schillebeeckx did not substantiate his claim that the Pharisees were in complicity with the high priest and the Sadducees in pushing for the death of Jesus. (There is a lack of historical data for determining who constitut​ed the Sanhedrin at that time.) In a later paper, Schillebeeckx noted that further historical research led him to recognize that the Pharisees had adopted the tactic of attacking Roman collaborators, "especially the priestly caste in Jerusalem" led by the high priest who was a Roman appointee and lackey. He further maintained that, “safeguarding Jesus' original, particular, and creative traits, the Pharisaic movement made the "Jesus phenomenon" historically possible."
 Given such a shift, his earlier hypotheses about the Pharisees’ role in the "trial" would need to be reconsidered. 
3. N. T. Wright

For Wright, the question “Why did Jesus die” involves a fivefold answer in relation to the Jewish authorities. They sent Jesus to Pilate on a capital charge: “1) because many (not least many Pharisees, but also, probably, the chief priests) saw him as ‘false prophet, leading Israel astray;’ 2) because, as one aspect of this, they saw his Temple-action as a blow against the central symbol not only of national life but also of YHWH’s presence with his people; 3) because, though he was clearly not leading a real or organized military revolt, he saw himself as in some sense Messiah, and could thus become a focus of serious revolutionary activity; 4) because, as the pragmatic focus of these three points, they saw him as a dangerous political nuisance, whose actions might well call down the wrath of Rome upon Temple and nation alike; 5) because, at the crucial moment in the hearing, he not only (as far as they were concerned) pleaded guilty to the above charges, but also did so in such a way as to place himself, blasphemously, alongside the god of Israel.”

“On all counts [Jesus] had to die. . . . but [the Jewish authorities] needed Pilate to ratify and carry out the sentence.”
 In Wright’s reading of Matthew’s account, “[w]hat emerges from the records is not that Pilate wanted to rescue Jesus because he thought he was good, noble, holy, or just.” Rather, “Pilate wanted to do the opposite of what the chief priests wanted him to do because he always wanted to do the opposite of what the chief priests wanted him to do. . . .[He] realized that the Jewish leaders had their own reasons for wanting Jesus executed, and were using the charge of sedition as a convenient excuse.” Pilate “put cynical power games before justice,” but lost in the end “because it was pointed out to him that if he did not execute a would-be rebel king he would stand accused, himself, of disloyalty to Caesar.”
 Although Jesus was handed over and executed on some sort of revolutionary charge, Wright emphasized that “both parties knew he was not guilty of it, or not in any straightforward sense.”
 

In Wright’s view, Jesus was condemned because he was considered guilty of the offense or crime described in Deuteronomy  13: “leading Israel astray.”
 That did not mean that he was regarded as a serious revolutionary threat, either by Pilate, or by the chief priests. Rather, Deueronomy 13 and similar passages were invoked by the Jewish leadership “because Jesus was following, and advocating, an agenda which involved setting aside the most central and cherished symbols of the Judaism of his day, and replacing them with loyalty to himself.”
 That is especially evident in Jesus’ cleansing of the Temple, which, according to Wright, interrupted its system of sacrifices and symbolized its imminent destruction.

Conclusion

The Third Quest begins from the fact that Jesus was a devout first-century Jew living in the politically complex and religiously diverse Jewish world  of late Second Temple Judaism.
 Yet, alongside that consensus, one finds a broad diversity of opinions regarding such matters as Jesus’ eschatological perspectives, and his viewpoint on and relationship to Israel, the law, and the Pharisees. Specifying which positions, beyond the basic consensus, validate or invalidate one’s credentials as truly a Third Quest participant is not an easy matter. As Tom Holmén has noted the Third Quest intends to rectify the previous emphasis on the distance and difference of Jesus from Judaism.
 The challenge it faces involves portraying Jesus within the “variety of Judaism” or the “many Judaisms” of his time.
 The emergence of many differing views about the Jewishness of Jesus has in some cases “made the designation ‘the Jewishness of Jesus’ into not much more than a slogan which leaves the impression of representing something good and enlightened but under the veil of which many things can happen.”

Schillebeeckx’s Jesus obviously confronted the question which Wright considered central to the Third Quest: why did Jesus die? Given that Schillebeeckx’s work likewise gave attention to Jesus’ sayings and practice (or deeds), and their religio-political context, one may ask whether it truly represents the “barrenness of the New Quest” as attributed to it by Wright. Is Wright’s meta-narrative of  the true remnant’s “return from exile” or a “new exodus” truly more third quest than Schillebeeckx’s position that Jesus opposed the notion of a “holy remnant” achieved through separation and selection?
  Schillebeeckx’s perspective does not seem to be incompatible with Wright’s view that Jesus was inviting his hearers “to a new way of being Israel,” in which Israel was “called to be the light of the world,” and “functioned to the rest of the world as the hinge to the door.”
 One might further ponder which positions are really more sensitive to the Jewishness of Jesus. Does maintaining that the Jesus could be condemned under the law of Deteronomy 13 (Wright) better establish the Jewish context of Jesus than holding that the law protected Jesus (Schillebeeckx)? Does saying that Jesus symbolized the destruction of the Temple (Wright) make him more Jewish than saying that Jesus prophetically called for its reform and renewal (Schillebeeckx)? Given the above, might one dare to ask whether Schillebeeckx’s Jesus was actually dawning Third Quest?
 In accepting the differentiation of a Third Quest beyond the New or second Quest, it is important to recognize that the boundary between the quests is not a sharply delineated line drawn across a map. Rather, it is better conceived to be like the overlapping cultural frontiers that one encounters as one journeys north from Rome through Verona to Trent, and then through Bolzano/Bozen and Bressanone/Brixen in the German-speaking (but bilingual) South Tirol within northern Italy, before finally coming to the Brenner Pass and the border of German-speaking Austria. German-speaking has been going on for many miles (and for many years) before the border (that was later established). Analogously, many of the historical issues considered to be central by those formally identified with the Third Quest are not simply matters that were previously unconsidered. 
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