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Week 3 

 
I. Announcements: 

a. Reading for Next week: 
i. Chapters 9-10 
ii. Focus on chapter 9 if you have to pick.  
iii. Chapter 10 is buck wild, though, if you’ve got the time.  

II. Goals: 
a. Overview Chapter 6: The Blood Sacrifice 
b. Overview Chapter 7: Ransom and Redemption 
c. Overview Chapter 8: The Great Assize 
d. Discussion 

III. Review: 
a. Apocalyptic: God’s confrontation with cosmic forces of Death and Sin 
b. We need to focus on the various, operative motifs of the NT’s treatment of the 

crucifixion in order to get a holistic picture of its meaning.  
c. In her analysis of Motif 1 (The Passover and the Exodus), Rutledge is primarily 

concerned with deliverance from bondage (one of the two ways in which Christ is 
addressing the problem(s) of sin/Sin.  

IV. The Blood Sacrifice: 
a. The Blood Sacrifice is the second motif, and Rutledge is primarily interested in arguing 

for the enduring importance of the Church and New Testament’s blood imagery.  
i. She writes, “The motif of sacrifice, and especially blood sacrifice, is central to 

the story of our salvation through Jesus Christ, and without this theme the 
Christian proclamation loses much of its power, becoming both theological 
and ethically undernourished” (233).  

ii. She then breaks down the concept of sacrifice to its two constituent elements:  
1. something of value is relinquished 
2. the purpose is to gain a greater good (239).  

b. Jesus positions himself as an efficacious sacrifice for the whole human race and 
cosmos, for all time (240).  

i. In examining the sin offering in Leviticus, Rutledge insists that we can learn 
that “God himself has provided the means for the continual restoration of the 
people in view of their sinfulness” (244).  

ii. It is God who ordained the way in which justice and mercy would be enacted 
in the hilasmos [expiation/propitiation] for the sins of the whole world (1 John 
2.2).  

iii. God itself would be that hilasmos, Rutledge stresses.  
iv. Because “Sacrifice” can take both verbal and noun forms, Rutledge suggests 

that Jesus does not merely offer a sacrifice; Jesus becomes a sacrifice, as is 
indicated in the High Priestly prayer of John 17.  

c. In a fascinating, though brief, section of this chapter, Rutledge takes up the recent 
feminist/womanist criticism regarding redemptive suffering, particularly as it pertains 
to the crucifixion.  
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i. In a telling overview of the problem, she writes, “There is presently an intense 
reaction, rooted in women’s experience, against the whole concept of sacrifice. 
This is one of the most important challenges to the theology of sacrifice, and 
in some quarters it is now being taken with great seriousness. It is argued that 
women have traditionally been the ones to assume a disproportionate amount 
of sacrificing. Many women have been conditioned to think that they have no 
choices except to be ignored, patronized, exploited, and abused. This has been 
disabling for women, profoundly so in many cases, and it is part of the work 
of the church in our time to rethink this whole matter” (272).  

ii. And nonetheless, Rutledge suggests this is mostly a reductionistic aesthetic 
response.  

1. A more proper understanding of sacrifice, she thinks, can properly 
resolve the issue.  

2. To be fair, though, Rutledge does suggest that whenever a sacrificial 
trope is negatively used for the sake of repression, it should be both 
resisted and condemned (273).  

3. For Rutledge, we can’t simply toss out sacrifice; we must re-think it in 
terms of power so as to more properly avoid its current associations 
with weakness and abjection.  

4. Power comes in two forms, she explains (good and bad), and the 
sacrificial life modeled in Jesus trades in an alternative mode of power 
rather than self-abjection (273-4).  

5. She says this is characteristically true of the New Testament’s treatment 
of sacrifice, and she demonstrates this insight by tying sacrifice into the 
apocalyptic treatment of the crucifixion.  

6. She writes, “[Paul] understood [the crucifixion] as the definitive 
apocalyptic engagement with the forces of the enemy, at the frontier 
of the ages where Jesus’ self-abandonment was the ultimate weapon.  

7. It was the ultimate form of the ‘passive resistance’ that overwhelms 
and routes the enemy” (274).  

8. This rendition leads, she argues, to a direct address of the old-world 
form of legalism and repression that feminists are so rightly worried 
about, Rutledge thinks. 

V. Ransom and Redemption 
a. Rutledge is most interested in examining the concept of “redemption” by way of 

“ransom,” and she’s particularly concerned with the question of whether or not these 
ideas refer to some price paid or a general deliverance (285).  

i. After noting the frequency of ransom language in the patristics and middle 
ages, she goes with Farrar’s interpretation of the “parable” nature of the 
ransom metaphor (287).  

ii. In the end, she urges us to understand “redemption” as both a mode of general 
deliverance and, more particularly, “deliverance at a cost” (288).  

iii. To remove the idea of cost, she argues, deprives us of the core of gospel’s 
narrative, which is that God is actively, intimately involved in our deliverance 
(291).  

b. While it seems we can imagine all sorts of engagement and relational encounter that 
doesn’t involve exchange, Rutledge worries God’s too removed and passé if there’s no 
cost to God.  
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i. The imagery we’ve been given is that of God giving Godself as a ransom 
precisely because it comes as a cost to god (291).  

ii. Rutledge also thinks she side-steps the popular “divine child abuse” criticisms 
by noting that all three members of the Trinity undertake the cross together 
(297).  

iii. She insists we can’t phrase this ransom as a new, change of plan that caught 
God off-guard; rather, God’s response follows the pattern of self-giving love 
that is essential and pre-temporal, which means that it’s no new thing (299).  

iv. In the end, she argues, “the redemption wrought by God in Christ was indeed 
a mighty deliverance and points ahead to the glorious future of the reign of 
God. The ransom imagery reminds us that this great liberation involved no 
only a loosing from bondage, but also an atonement for sin; not only a cosmic 
victory but also an ultimate price. The cost of our redemption was the 
crucifixion of the Son of God. Otherwise we cannot find a place within our 
understanding for the sheer horror and godlessness of such a death” (302). 

VI. The Great Assize 
a. Rutledge argues that law-court imagery is indeed much less prioritized and common 

in the NT than apocalyptic imagery, and yet it is both present and important.  
b. Seen from the perspective of the end, the binary of guilty/innocent loses its meaning.  

i. There is, after all, none righteous.  
ii. All are in bondage to forces much bigger than any individual.  

c. And so Rutledge turns to the apocalyptic promise of God’s coming judgment of the 
powers and the full instantiation of the coming kingdom.  

i. The Day of the Lord thus contrasts with and confronts our present.  
ii. This is why the forensic imagery shouldn’t be allowed to overshadow the 

apocalyptic motifs: “The declaration in the courtroom, ‘Not guilty!’ is properly 
grasped only when we recognize that the categories of guilt and innocence 
simply do not exist as such in the new age of God, but are rendered 
meaningless by the apocalyptic gospel of the justification of the ungodly” 
(346).  

iii. Even now, God’s at work in invisible, transforming ways. So Rutledge, then, 
is phrasing reconciliation in the larger category of dikaiosis 
(reconciliation/justification).  

iv. “Although signs of reconciliation in this life are always proleptic parables of 
what God will do and therefore much to be sought, its fulfillment is a work of 
the end-time—the gift of the Judge who is to come in the Great Assize” (346).  

v. This is justification and reconciliation as part and parcel of the larger 
apocalyptic struggle.  

vi. As such, “The imagery of rescues and victory places the themes of 
reconciliation and forgiveness into another context altogether, where they are 
brought in under the heading of God acting to make right what has been 
wrong (rectification).  

vii. Then, and only then, can the whole complex of ideas and images be located 
where it belongs, on the battlefield of Christ against the Powers” (347). 

VII. Takeaways: 
a. Jesus positions himself as an efficacious sacrifice for the whole human race and 

cosmos, for all time. 
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b. It is God who ordained the way in which justice and mercy would be enacted in the 
hilasmos [expiation/propitiation] for the sins of the whole world (1 John 2.2).  

c. Whenever a sacrificial trope is negatively used for the sake of repression (as so many 
feminist and womanist theologians have insisted this one has), it should be both 
resisted and condemned (273). For Rutledge, we can’t simply toss out sacrifice; we 
must re-think it in terms of power so as to more properly avoid its current associations 
with weakness and abjection.  

d. Rutledge is most interested in examining the concept of “redemption” by way of 
“ransom,” and she’s particularly concerned with the question of whether or not these 
ideas refer to some price paid or a general deliverance 

e. The imagery we’ve been given is that of God giving Godself as a ransom precisely 
because it comes as a cost to God. 

f. Rutledge argues that law-court imagery is indeed must less prioritized and common in 
the NT than apocalyptic imagery, and yet it is both present and important.  

g. And so Rutledge turns to the apocalyptic promise of God’s coming judgment of the 
powers and the full instantiation of the coming kingdom.  

VIII. Questions? 
a. What’s not clear? 
b. Do you see how the sacrifice language/logic could be used to keep people in 

problematic social settings in those problematic social settings? 
i. Do you like Rutledge’s response? 


