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HAVING PRESENTED AND ASSESSED three well-known models from

fie church's theological tradition (Christus Vi ictor, satisfaction and moral
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influence), we now turn to ecome the most

pervasive atonement theory: the penal substitution model.
Recent discussion of this model, especially over the last decade, pro-

vides the impetus for beginning our summary and assessment with
some clarity on terminology. This is because sub:
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is a broad category. Many models of the atonement are “substitution-

ary” in the sense that they portray Jesus as having taken our place or
having done something for us that we are unable to do for ourselves,
However, some people mistakenly use the broader term “substitution-
ary atonement” as though it were synonymous with “penal substitu-
tion.” J. I. Packer has helpfully observed that penal substitution is just
one type of substitution.! Here, then, we are focused on the particular
model of penal substitutionary atonement and not on the broader cate-
gory of “substitution.”

The word “model” to describe “penal substitution” is also important,
The question is not whether there is substitutionary and penal language
in the Bible. After all, the Bible uses the legal language of judgment
and legal metaphors. Recognition of legal metaphors in Scripture, how-
ever, leaves open the question of which legal and judicial system we should

'J. 1. Packer, “What Did the Cross
Collection (ed. Alister MeGy
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utilize to shape our understanding of the penal nature of the cross. The
penal substitutionary model of the atonement offers an explanation of how
the death of Jesus functioned as a penal substitute as a means of salvation.
But one could affirm that the cross has both a substitutionary and penal
character yet disagree with the mechanics of how a penal substitution
model of atonement attempts to explain the character of the cross. This
chapter focuses on the model rather than on the terms themselves.

One does not need to go to a theological library to encounter the
penal substitution model of the atonement. Most Christians in the
West have encountered it in Sunday school classes, heard it proclaimed
by pastors and evangelists, sung it in hymns, or read it in tracts or books

of basic doctrines. We can also go to faraway lands where Western mis-
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sionaries have preached
i

places where its legal language and concept of justice are quite foreign—

in Japan for instance or in the jungles of Panama.
Ing £

giving a class to a group of indigenous pastors
in Panama. In response to the question of why Jesus died on the cross,
these pastors responded in a way that communicates the heart of the
penal substitution model of the atonement. They explained that God
would like to be in relationship with humans and dwell together with
us forever in heaven, but human sin does not allow for this since God is
holy and cannot associate with anyone corrupted by sin. It is impossible
for humans to achieve the sinless perfection necessary, and because
God is just, he must punish us for our sins. God, however, provides a
solution. God the Father sends his Son to earth to suffer the punish-
ment we deserve by dying on the cross. Since Jesus has paid the penalty
for us, God can regard us as not guilty. If we believe that we are sinners
deserving of hell, but that Jesus died in our place, then we can be in
relationship with God and go to heaven.

Although the exact legal mechanics of how one person could pay the
penalty for everyones crimes may be a little mind-boggling, the basic
ideas of this model can be communicated even to children. Many of us

[¢]

may remember sitting in a class as a child or vouth and hearing an ex-
ample similar to this one: It is as if God is a judge sitting in court look-
i i book thai fisis aii our sing, and God says, I must punish you
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168 RECOVERING THE SCANDAL OF THE CROSS
for all these sins. If, however, a person accepts Jesus as Savior then Jesus
will say, “No, I died on the cross to pay the penalty of those sins”; then
when God looks at the book again the list of sins is gone, and the page
with your name on it is totally blank.

PR ———. oo

Similarly som L P A
Ulllilially, SULLIL Us iilay ICLHICIIIDCL 1iCal uls ic
an

L
story that compares God to a railroad switchma

who sees that his son
has wandered onto the main track just as a passenger train is ht urtling

toward him. If the man throws the switch, his son will live, but the
train will crash into freight cars parked on the siding, and many people
will die. The father opts to leave the switch open and kill his son in-
stead of killing the people on the train.

The railroad story succeeds in disturbing young listeners but theo-
h more than that God the Father

logically does not commun much more than that God the Father

logicall not commu
was w1111n_g to kill his Son to save others. Adding more theological
details to parables of penal substitution does not, however, lessen the
distress in the minds of listeners. It simply adds further troubling im-

ages. For instance, Shirley Guthrie recounts how the following examnle

left a young listener filled with questions and fear.

The preacher held up a dirty glass. “See this glass? That’s you. Filthy,
stained with sin, inside and outside.”

He picked up a hammer. “This hammer is the righteousness of God.
It is the instrument of God’s wrath against sinners. God’s justice can be
satisfied only by punishing and destroying people whose lives are filled
with vileness and corruption.”

The preacher put the glass on the pulpit and slowly, deliberately
drew back the hammer, took deadly aim, and with all his might let the
blow fall.

But a miracle happened! At the last moment he covered the glass
with a pan. The hammer struck with a crash that echoed through the
hushed church. He held up the untouched glass with one hand and the
mangled pan with the other.

“Jesus Christ died for your sins. He took the punishment that ought
to have fallcn on you He satlsﬁed the righteousness of God so that you

*Shirley Gut}:ric, Christian Doctrine (vev, ed,; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1994), p, 250,
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Models of the Atonement (Part 2)

Anselm would not have approved of either the railroad or pan story,
yet these images grow out of the atonement thought of people who have
taken his basic idea of satisfaction and adapted it to fit the legal systems
of an era far removed from his. The shift away from feudal obligations
to criminal law altered markedly the character of the satisfaction Christ

ted, Anselm does not present a wrathful God pun-

«

owe. In a criminal-justice system such as ours, however, “satisfaction”

has to do with the apprehension and punishment of the guilty. There-
fore, in this context, Christ does not pay a debt humans owe to God but
rather bears the punishment of God against human sin. This shift in
legal framework signals the main differences between Anselm’s satis-

tha nama

faction maodel and the P\,ua,‘l sul

faction model and

This shift is evident already in Luther and Calvin. For instance,
Calvin writes, “God in his capacity as judge is angry toward us. Hence,
an expiation must intervene in order that Christ as priest may obtain

n anr‘ T uf"\pr Innur_

God’s favor for us and annease his wrath”? Cal
F 5§

ever, do not work out a detailed, all-encompassing penal theory. They

also use other images of atonement. For instance, Gustaf Aulén claims

that Luther
penal model. Penal substitutionary thinking became more and more
dominant, however. Many theologians developed models of the atone-
ment in which some version of penal substitution was presented as the
singular explanation of the saving significance of the cross.* As we have
done with other models in the previous chapter, we will take a more
in-depth look at penal substitution by summarizing a classical descrip-
tion of the position. We have chosen Charles Hodge because he wrote
in great depth on the topic, because his articulation of the model has
been so influential and because it closely represents the understanding
of penal substitution held by many at the popular level. Since Hodge’s
day, though, others have developed the penal substitutionary model

Yohn Calvin Institutes 2.15.6 (Calmn Institutes of the Christian Reltgzan [ed John T. McNeill;

Vestminster Press, l7UUJ, iz J\u/

tiaiis Lewis Battle

proach that has continued to the present among many mhcr thcnlugmnu




RECOVERING THE SCANDAL OF THE CROSS

CHARLES HODGE: PENAL SUBSTITUTION MODEL
Charles Hodge (1797-1878) was perhap

TlmiEar) Qint e L 1 |
United States during the nineteenth centur taught at Princeton

Seminary for fifty years. His three-volume svstematic thealaoy firet
DJ7?

published in 18721873, had 1
1872 16/5, naa great influence and was repubnsned as

recently as 1981. Chapter seven of the second volume dedicates over
SlXtV pages to the theme “satisfaction of Christ.”
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Hodge states that God cannot simply pardon sin “without a satis-
faction to justice, and He cannot have fellowship with the unholy”
(492).> Hodge acknowledges that some might say that God can do
anything God wants to do, but he argues that God cannot stop being

just. God’s justice, his moral excellence, “demands the punishment of
sin. If
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justice only on the ground of a forensic penal satisfaction” (488 C od
justice “renders it necessary that the righteous be rewarded nd t

vicked mrietol L 1Y anan
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The wages of sin is death, and therefore H Hodge explains that “every
Al

sin of necessity subjects the sinner to the wrath and curse of God”

(016). But through the cross, God acts to save sinners from this situa-

tion and from our alienation from God Hodee allowre chas «
......... FOQ. L10GEE du0WS thnat tne surlei-

ings of Christ may “illustrate and enforce truth, and exert a moral in-
fluence on others; [but] these are all subordinate and collateral ends”
(516). He also states that Jesus’ death on the cross was not a natural
consequence of “subjecting himself to the common lot of humanity.”
Rather, Hodge believes God orchestrated Jesus’ suffering and death on
the cross. In commenting on Galatians 3:13 he writes:

They were divine inflictions. It pleased the Lord to bruise him. He was
smitten of God and afflicted. These sufferings were declared to be on
account of sin, not his own, but ours. He bore our sins. The chastise-

SAll citations in this secti 7
o 1981).1 section are from Charles Hodge, Systematic Theology (vol. 2; Grand Rapids:
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ment of our peace was on him. And they were designed as an expiation,
or for the satisfaction of justice. They had, therefore, all the elements of
punishment, and consequently it was in a strict and proper sense that he

was made a curse for us. (517)

In these few paragraphs we have communicated
position. He writes much more, however. He respo onds to possxblc ob-
jections and has lengthy sections that list v
especially those dealing with the cross in terms of sacrifice, to show
how they support his position. He also explains certain aspects of the
model in greater detail. For instance, he distinguishes between meeting
the demands of justice and meeting the demands of the law and ex-
plains how Jesus does both. “To satisfy justice is to satisfy the demand
which justice makes for the punishment of sin. But the law demands far
more than that punishment of sin.” The law also requires the fulfill-
ment of all righteousness. Therefore, Christ, “by his obedience and suf-
ferings, by his whole righteousness, active and passive, he, as our repre-
did and endured all that the law demands”

(493-94).
In addition Hodge explams how penal substitution provides deliver-
anc f == ﬁd S‘u“u’ wmethlng maore Aun-\rﬂv accnm-

ated with a Christus Victor model of the atonement. In relatlon to lib-
eration from the power of sin, he explains that “deliverance from sin is
a true redemption. A deliverance effected by a ransom, or a sati isfaction
to justice, was the necessary condition of restoration to the favour of
God; and restoration to his favour was the necessary condition of holi-
ness” (518). Hodge states emphatically that the cross delivers us from
the power of Satan, but he refuses to describe it as a direct confronta-
tion and specifically rejects a Christus Victor type of explanation. In-
stead, he attempts to show how Christ’s penal satisfaction of justice and
the law also frees us from Satan. He makes three points. First, humans
“are in a state of bondage through fear of the wrath of God on account
of sin.” Second, “in this state they are in subjection to Satan who has . ..
the ability and opportunity of inflicting on them the sufferings due to
them as sinners.” Third, the death of Christ delivers humans from “the
state of bondage and subjection to the power of Satan . . . by satisfying
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the justice of God, [freeing] them from the penalty of the law; and
freedom from the curse of the law involves freedom from the power of
Satan to inflict its penalty” (519).

Hodge also explains what an individual needs to do to a

4150 explains nat

Christ’s work for his or her life. Again attacking the moral influence
approach, he writes, “It is not enough that we should open our hearts to
all the influences for good which flow from his person and work.” We
must give up the idea “that we can satisfy the demands of God’s justice
and law, by anything we can do, suffer, or experience.” Instead, Hodge
states that we must trust in Christ, “renounce our righteousness and
confide in his for our acceptance with God.” Hodge then explains that
our justification is not a subjective work. “It is not wrought in us either
naturally or supernaturally. . . . But if God, in justifying sinners, de-
clares that w1th regard to them the clalms of JUStICC are satlsﬁed

is 110t o1 Lu\, éluuuu Lua.L u

satlsfactlon, but that Christ has made it in his behalf” (522).

At the heart of H ’s e of the
phor that woul have been readily understood by people of hlS day
That may be less true od with the dissolution of an accepted frame-
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work of universal mor:

ge also, however, leans heavily on the
biblical image of blood sacrifice, something very distant from his stu=
dents in nineteenth-century New Jersey. His concern does not appear
to be to develop a presentation that will connect with people’s reality
but to articulate a logical, intellectually sound and biblically correct
theory of the atonement. He cites many scriptural passages to support
his explanations, thus at least giving his position the appearance of
being biblical. Upon closer examination, however, we find that Hodge's
model actually falls short in this regard. Because Hodge read the Bible
through the lens of the criminal-justice system of his era, the Bible ap~
peared to support his explanation. In other words, if readers come to
the blbhcal text with the presuppositions Hodge has about justice,

wiati Juugmcnt, and the mcummcs of DlDllLdl SJ.(.I'IIILC,
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For instance, if one were first to assume that, in the biblical materi-
als, sacrifice was given as a payment to appease God, then one might
quite naturally conclude that the penal substitution model is found
ible. But what of readers who live in a context in which
sacrifices are a means of breaking an evil curse, of renewing a covenant
urifying a sinner? For those readers, using the word “sacrifice”
would communicate something quite different. Of course the fact that
some cultures’ understanding of sacrifice will naturally lead them to
read biblical texts differently than Hodge does not by itself prove that
Hodge is wrong. It does, however, highlight the reality that other pos-
sible understandings exist. Of course, this example is not innocent,
since, as we have already demonstrated in chapters two and four, bibli-
cal notions of sacrifice are not easily correlated with the penal substitu-
tionary theory of atonement. That is, as we have seen, the sacrificial
system did not have for Israel the purpose of appeasing God. At this
point, then, Hodge’s model appears fundamentally flawed because it
imports into the Bible a foreign understanding of sacrifice.

Although Hodge rejects the penitential system and does not partici-

is borrowed from

Anselm, who, as we have seen, based his concept of satisfaction not on
New Testament teaching but on feudalism and penance. Using this
extrabiblical foundation shapes the character of the whole of Hodge’s
superstructure in essential ways. Thus, it distorts biblical words and
phrases to the point that they are no longer recognizable in their bibli-
cal contexts. For instance, Hodge ends up with a God who can only
operate within certain legal confines as determined by a particular con-
cept of justice—in contrast to a biblical understanding of justice that is
covenantal and relational and almost synonymous with faithfulness.®
Hodge explains the penal substitutionary model in a way that makes it
appear self-evident that God must behave according to late-nineteenth-
century American notions of justice. This, however, leads him to depict
God as having no option but to act in ways that do not match up with
the God actually revealed to us in Scripture and ultimately in Christ.

U iichard B, Fiays, “jusiificaiion,” 477 51112
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174 RECOVERING THE SCANDAL OF THE CROSS

Within his penal substitution model, God’s ability to love and relate to
humans is c1rcumscr1bed by something outside of God—that is, an ab-

j
that Hodge presents a God who wants to be in relation-
fi t i h pmblem of lf-sral bat)k,,ccping

that blocks that relationship.

punish God the Son. Rather than presenting a Father and Son ho are
one, Hodge has one member of the Trinity punishing another member

of the Trinity.

His presentation is more likely to lead his readers to picture a God
who has a vindictive character, who finds it much easier to punish than
to forgive. Earlier we demonstrated that a mistaken concept of God’s
wrath as vengcful retribution lies behind this picture of God (see chap-

Ii-_y I\UUul (! J.llllb lldb umuc U.l.C
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same point by inserting the Father described by Hodge’s penal substi-
tution theory into the parable of the prodigal son. When the son re-
turns and recognizes the error of his ways, Collins has the Father re-

ennnr{ “T cannot mmn]v ‘Fnrn'nrp you. ..

it would be against the moral

order of the entire universe. . . . Such is the severity of my justice that

reconciliation will not be made unless the penalty is utterly paid. My

..._...‘.L xr ax o

wratn—imy v'e"s"‘gj'dshuc
a different ending to the parable. The older son offers to do extra work
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in the fields in order to pay his brother’s penalty. “And finally, when the
clder brother died of exhaustion, the father’s wrath was placated against
his younger son and they lived happily for the remainder of their

days.”7

In addition, because of Hodge’s singular focus on penal satisfaction,

Jesus” resurrection is not really necessary according to this model,

Hodge’s presentation of penal substitution falls short not just because it -
distorts or leaves out biblical concepts. It is also problematic because of
its attempt to have one image or model serve as an all-encompassing

theory, the only correct and needed explanation of the atonement. Ag

"Rabin Colling, “Understandine Atonement: A New and Orth,

.messiah. z.du/~ru)llms/Phxlmop ical%20Theology/Atonement/A’l 7hrm> (.mcaucd Decem-
ber 24, 2010).
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we have seen, the New Testament provides a number of images that in
different contexts of the Christian mission were used to proclaim the

Hndcre however, presents one model ag

€I, DIESCTLS ONe TNOCet as

saving significance of the cross

thougn 1twere xplanatlon of the atonement for ail times and places

This annroach reductionistic with respect both to Scripture and our

thanlasian 1

theological tradition, and it also creates significant missiological prob-
lems. It implies both that we have no need to develop a different model
and, indeed, that we would bv wrong to try. Yet the reality is that in

1g to try
many societies—both when Hodge lived and today—different peoples

AITY 1S WAL AR

have different concepts of justice, so that for them penal substitution is
simply unintelligible. The weakness of forcing all atonement thinking
into the mold of one image becomes especially apparent when Hodge
attempted to explam victory over Satan and the power of sin in terms

1
Ti l./uuxu

. the tig
the other sections, in these it appeared he was trying to force a square
peg into a round hole.

Hodge’s penal substitution model takes sin seriously in that it pre-
sents sin as an apparently insurmountable barrier between God and
humans. Yet it is a limited concept of sin that portrays it only in terms
of moral failure or transgression of a law. Even within that concept of

1, the model does not t with day-to-day reality, De-

scribing the atonement as a legal transaction within the Godhead re-
moves it from the historical world in which we live and leaves it uncon-
nected to personal or social reconciliation. And in actuality it only
addresses our reconciliation with God at an abstract level. That is, it is
50 objective, so outside of us (and in a sense outside of God) that what
changes through the cross is a legal ruling. According to the logic of
the model, an individual could be saved through penal substitution
without experiencing a fundamental reorientation of his or her life.
Ethically this model has little to offer; it can do little more than
serve as an example to point to when calling individuals to imitate
Christ. Yet the life of Jesus that this model presents is as disengaged
from his historical reality as the atonement it provides is from our day-
t life in

“l ll’l\l rl‘JIIf\I 1 hl‘ mf\l'l'l ngl‘rlc ll SN EN (\ "\‘l\ll‘ I|\Il‘l‘| a l\l‘r'!'

order to have met the standard of justice and the law. Jesus’ mnﬂicr
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with the powers of his day and their putting him to death is of no sig-

mﬂcance There is no sense that Jesus’ life led to and even culminated

his death. Instead, Hodge portrays God as having to orchestrate

:3

Jjesus” death. What is significant about Jesus’ life is that he did not sin.
In

this madel the onlv y aspect o of Tesus’ life re

JE8USs iiic LllaL is l.ucacuLcu concretely is

his physical suffering, which helps to validate the penalty’s sufficiency.
Unfortunately, then, in calling people to imitate Christ the model too

easily has been misused to glorify suffering and encourage passive tol-
erance of abuse.

In conclusion, we might say that Hodge’s approach has repeatedly
led him to theological innovations at odds with those suggested in our
biblical study. He has turned to the world around him at those points
where he should have engaged more fully with Scripture and has gone
the Bible when he would have done better to engage his own cultural

contex

o

rowed from the world of his day rather than from the Bible. His por-
trait of God is therefore governed more by concepts of justice among
his contemporaries and not by God’s revelation of himself in Christ. It
is not surprising, then, that Scripture does not shape his fundamental
conception of the saving work of the cross. Then he borrows meta-
phors—like sacrifice, ransom and redemption—from the Bible without
takmg into account that these i images were fnrelgn and l_.rgel s unintel-
ligible to people of his age. The problem, however, is not just one of
communication. In the context of his work these metaphors do not
function as they do in the Bible; indeed, they are set within a frame-
work that is alien to the world of Scripture, and within that framework
they operate with meanings foreign to Scripture.

As we have seen, this sort of penal substitution model too easily
leads to a situation in which we might conclude that Jesus came to save
us from God. Of course, Hodge and current proponents of the penal
substitution model would protest they explicitly state that because God
loved us, he sent his son to die for us. They affirm that God is a God of

love. Yet in the context of Hodge’s model this seems a little like havmg
AL I g

niug it iis lbd.all
say, “Don’t worry, he doesn’t bite.” Maybe it is true, but the combina-
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tion of messages we receive leads us to keep a safe distance from the
dog. In the same way, Hodge’s presentation makes it much easier for us
to conceive of a God who punishes with vindictive retribution—a God
from whom we need to be saved.

HODGE: REPRESENTATIVE OR CARICATURE?

Thus far in this chapter and the last, we have focused on historical,
classical expressions of different atonement models. Just as over time
theologians have developed different versions of the Christus Victor and
moral influence models of the atonement, so too others have developed
different views of the penal substitution approach. Many have in fact
sought to explain this model in ways that avoid some of the very weak-
nesses we have pointed out in Hodge. Therefore, someone might pro-
test that, rather than choosing the best example of penal substitution,
we have chosen a caricature easy to critique. To such protests we reply,
first, by recalling that our concern is not focused solely, or even primar-
ily, on scholarly articulations of the atonement—that is, on the sorts of
nuances that one finds in scholarly discussions of penal substitutionary
t. R

articulations of the atonement. Hodge, in addition to being a classical

rOUr concern 'uxc

expression of penal substitution, has sketched an atonement theory that
continues to be reflected in popumr CXperblOl’lb of pcna1 substitution
that we and many others find as problematic.

In his defense of the penal substitutionary theory of the atonement,
I. Howard Marshall voices his concern with those who criticize only

caricatures of the view:

It is easy for opponents of penal substitution to present the matter as
though it is only because of the cross that God is prepared to abandon
his wrath and forgive sinners. Certainly this is a frequent criticism of
the doctrine. Yet I am not aware that any responsible defenders of the
doctrine would take this point of view, and if there were, I would side

with their critics.®

"I Howard M
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shall, Arp (s a/'l/u' Atonement: Cross and Resurrection in the Reconciling of God and
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Marshall implies that it is inappropriate to dismiss all versions of

penal substitution because of problems found in some of its articula-
tions. We agree Marshall also implies that it is a caricature of the

punisn Jesus on the cross in order to forgive. On this point we do not
agree. Unfortunately, we regularly hear people state that Jesus died on
the cross so that God could forgive our sins. It may be that many care-
fully nuanced versions of penal substitut1on avoid this error, but it con-
cerns us greatly that it is found repeatedly in tracts, sermons, blogs and
Bible studies.’

And what Marshall dismisses as irresponsible and a caricature is not
limited to the lay or popular level. We mention here only four examples
of the many that could be listed. No less an influential Christian leader
than John F. MacArthur Jr., popular pastor and author of many hooks,

writes: “Here’s what was happemng on the cross: God was punishing
His own Son as if He had committed every wicked deed done by every

and treat those redeemed ones as 1f they had hved Chrlsts perfect life
of righteousness.”™® Another renowned pastor and author of numerous

books, Martyn Lloyd-Jones, wrote, “If Christ had not died on the cross
in that way, God could not forgive sin.”"! Thomas R. Schreiner, a New
Testament scholar selected to present the penal substitution model in
The Nature of the Atonement: Four Views, writes: “And yet because of
God’s great love, he sent Christ to bear the punishment of our sins.
Christ died in our place, took to himself our sin (2 Cor 5:21) and guilt
(Gal 3:10) and bore our penalty so that we might receive forgiveness of
sins.”!2 Watchman Nee, another influential Christian leader, especially
at the popular level, obscrved, “Without the blood [Jesus shed] God
could not forgive even if He wanted to forgive.”'> Would Marshall label

For a sampling of these examples, we invite our readers to conduct an Internet search for the
words “so that God could forgive” or “God could not forgive.”

John F. MacArthur Jr., The Murder of Jesus (Nashville: Word, 2000), p. 219.

"Martyn Lloyd-Jones, Lifé in Christ: Studies in 1 John (Wheaton, 111.: Crossway, 2002), p. 437,

2Thomas R. Schreiner, “Penal Substitution View,” in 7%e Nature of the Atonement: Four Views (ed,

: James Beilby and Paul R. Fddy, Downers Grove, I11.: Intch 'ny l’rLss 2()06), pp 67 98 (7'3)

wan Nee, Questions on the Gospel (Anaheim,

26, 27.
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these as irresponsible versions of penal substitution? We wish Hodge’s
position were a caricature, but his understanding is actually representa-
tive of many expressions of penal substitution today.

Chmeo heinf A~ nte A 2 mara nitancad rarel AafFtha nanal anhotd
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tution model may help to clarlfy our approach A number of people
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appropriately so.! It differs from
acknowledges that theologians advocating penal substitution have often
explained it poorly, and that at the popular level many descriptions of
penal substitution merit the adjective “crude” (98, 115). He further as-
serts that many advocates of the penal substitution model were overly
rationalistic. They got too caught up in trying to explain the mechanics

of the atonement, the “how,” and borrowed too heavily from the world
i ht (110, 115). Packer also

points to the error of turning one v1ta1 truth about the cross, penal sub-
stitution, into the only truth. In contrast he argues that the C/mstus

Vicior motif, the moral influcnce model and the penal substitution
model are not mutually exclusive and that all contain truths (112, 115).
As one would expect from an advocate of the penal substitution model,
Packer strongly and clearly affirms that justice demands a penaity for
human sin, as well as the necessity of God’s carrying out this retributive
justice. Yet he carefully nuances his discussion and avoids creating the
sense of a vindictive God who must be placated.

We affirm Packer’s insightful critique of other articulations of the
penal substitution model and how he has sought to avoid those mis-
takes, but it is unclear whether his carefully qualified version of the
model has sufficiently addressed the very concerns he raises. It appears
to us that some of the fundamental elements of the penal substitution
model continue to exert their negative influence even though Packer
acknowledges the problems and seeks to correct them. For instance,
Packer explicitly names the problem that, in typical expressions of the
penal substitution mode, the resurrection is not central, or even neces-

sary. Accordingly he argues that the resurrection is essential and an or-

"Packer, “What Did the Cross Achieve?” All page numbers in this section refer to this essay.
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ganic element, and offers a brief explanation to support that point (112).
It is telling, however, that when he turns to describe penal substitution
he does not include the role of the resurrection, nor does he mention it

& menal sobatiaiiia odel (127).
as one of the main ingredients of the penal substitution model {127

Although Packer correctly affirms the centrality of the resurrection for
our salvation, in the end it appears that the fundamental logic of penal
substitution wins out and the resurrection is not included.

Although Packer resists so fully utilizing the legal models of the day,
at a fundamental level his articulation of the atonement is nonetheless
built on concepts of moral law, guilt and retributive justice that are
more at home in his time and place than in the biblical materials (114).
Rather than bringing a framework of morality and justice to the Bible

and interpreting it through that framework, we have argued for seeking

to let the hiblical narrative ehanp the framewark an which we hui

atonement thinking. One aspect of that is a covenantal and relatlonal
concept of justice. In the legal system of Packer’s world the fundamen-

or innocence and punish accordingly; in the Old Testament, judges also

evaluated guilt or innocence and meted out punishment, but within a
covenantal context. Judges evaluated whether people were faithful to
their covenant commitments. The judge’s essential role was to restore
relationships and rectify situations. As we saw in chapter four, these
two legal frameworks lead to different understandings of how God’s
justice is revealed at the cross and what it means for a sinner to be justi-
tied through the cross. In the world portrayed by Israel’s Scriptures,
God’s justice is nothing other than his covenant faithfulness. It is not
his adherence to an impersonal code of law that demands he punish
those who break that law. God works through the cross to save and set
aright the world of injustice. “Justification” would not just refer to being
declared “not guilty” but to God’s embracing believers, Jew and Gen-
tile, as members of God’s own people, full participants in God’s com~
munity. For those who believe, God does this because their sins have
been wiped clean through the sacrificial death of Jesus. If Packer more
fully embraced this alternative concept of justice, it would change as-
pects of his atonement theology.
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As we have already seen, the legal framework of penal substitution
raises missiological concerns. For instance, Packer states that our con-
science affirms the appropriateness of God’s demands and God’s law of

) e wl LY s |5 19 aledoe thar oie
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sins have already been judged and punished” (119). We do not chal-
hetaining
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lenge the reality that all have sinned, but we doubt ¢
peaceful conscience through punishment is a universal experience.
Packer’s statement is rooted in a particular cultural context in which
guilt and punishment are common means of influencing behavior. As
we will see in the next chapter, in cultures where shame, exclusion and
separation are more common, a guilt-based explanation of the cross can
be difficult to grasp and experience as good news. This is not to say

that an image of atonement that relies on guilt and punishment is nec-
1

essarily wrone: it en
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problem comes when a model like penal substitution, built on a par-
ticular cultural understanding, is presented as #be universal explanation

the cross. Although Packer does not rep-
resent the penal substitution model as the one exclusive theory of atone-
ment, he does call it comprehensive (112); indeed, he places so much
emphasis on its centrality that it is unclear whether he has allowed
room either for the range of atonement images found already in Scrip-
ture or for the ongoing work of theological reflection on the signifi-
cance of the cross in missional contexts.!®

Sensitive to the criticism that the logic of penal substitution splits
apart the Trinity, Packer strongly affirms the loving motivational unity
of Father and Son. Yet as part of his description of the great extent of
God’s love for humanity, Packer describes the depth of the Son’s suffer-
ing that he was willing to go through for us. And what “made all the
sufferings of Christ the more terrible to him, [was that] they were from
the hand of this Father” (126). Irrespective of Packer’s intentions, we
wonder whether this portrait of the Godhead is not open to the very

"In a more recent writing, Packer again affirms that we “must not define atonement in single-
category terms.” Yet even more stmngly than in his earlier essay he argues that penal substitu-
tion is the foun lmnn 1 cs 3 s evident that this category cxplams all the others” (“The

e Glory of the dtonement jed. Charles . Hill and

Frank A. James I11; Downers Grove, 111.; InterVarsity Press, 2004, pp. 409-25 [416]).
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interpretation Packer wants to avoid. Does it not allow a picture of the
Father and Son at odds?‘ Even when able theologlans hke Packer ex-

the essential logic of ti
in ways that OIVC the appearance of ?r\]m--nnhnr. war st hatse

with one member placating another. Unfortunately, this undurstandmg
is often pressed with no nuance at all at the popular level. One of our
students recently reported to us that a Bible study speaker asked an
audience: “What did Jesus save us from?” People offered various an-
swers including “sin” and “hell,” but the speaker replied, with all appar-
ent sincerity, “T'hose are all true, but when you think about it, Jesus
really saved us from God.” The speaker then went on to outline a ver-

sion of the penal substitution model of the atonement, stating that be-
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1ave to destroy us, but jesus took our piace
on the cross so that God could forgive us instead.

This brings us back to the questions with which we began this sec-
tion. Have nuanced versions of penal substitution like Packer’s made
our critique of Hodge irrelevant? Unfortunately the answer is no. In
spite of commendable efforts like Packer’ s, the problems we pointed to
in Hodge's presentation continue both at the popular and formal levels.
For instance, in an essay titled “Why Did Christ Have to Die?” David
Clark spends almost a third of his article describing Jesus’ physical suf-
fering on the cross.!® Clark apparently highlights Jesus’ suffering in
order to demonstrate that his suffering was equal to the punishment
demanded. Yet Clark acknowledges that others have suffered similar
physical torment, and some, like Jesus, have suffered it unjustly. He
asks whether this physical suffering would be enough to save us. No, he
concludes, and then argues that Jesus’ spiritual suffering and his expe-
rience of God’s wrath were even greater than the physical agony, and
these were sufficient.

But when the Lord suffered, the wrath of God was poured out in such
measure upon him, that the Father was satisfied. His sufferings were

¥David Clark, “Why Did Christ Have to Die?” New E ngland Reformed Journal 1 (1996); 35-
36.
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sufficient for all the sins that his elect would ever commit! Who can
even begin to grasp the “width and length and depth and height” of the
true spiritual suffering of our Lord and our God as his Father turned his
back upon him. Who can begin to comprehend the love that drove a
Father to pour out his unmitigated wrath upon his dearly beloved Son
for such rebellious worms and wretches as us? . . . Perhaps now we can
begin to understand why God had to die for man. Surely only God the
Son could bear the unmitigated wrath of God the Father !

We acknowledge that Hodge is not representative of some of the best,
and finely nuanced, work being done on penal substitution by contem-
porary theologians. Yet Hodge continues to be representative of much
that is written and said about penal substitution.

In order to see changes happen in atonement thinking at the popular

level, theologians who teach and write must go beyond nuancing the
A A allsr wlha
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essential logic of the model. We see encouraging signs of this happen-
ing. For instance, Hans Boersma acknowledges, “It is true that particu-
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tended to exclude others. . . . It seems to me that without allowing it to
dominate, we should let penal substitution have a voice in the choir.”!8

To view penal substitution as one voice among others in a choir of
atonement models and images is an important step. Boersma, however,
does more than that. In his recent book he takes seriously concerns like
those we have voiced and presents a version of penal substitution that at
key points builds on a fundamentally different logic.!’ Similarly Ste-
phen Holmes is a strong advocate for the penal substitution metaphor
but is just as strongly an advocate for using many metaphors to talk
about the cross. Rather than seeing penal substitution theory as the one
right way of talking about the cross and reading the Bible through that
lens, he reads the Bible while asking how it informs and shapes the way
we understand penal substitution. Seeing it as one among many meta-

YIbid., p. 36.
"Hans Boersma, “The l)muppcurnnu of Punishment: Mu.lphors Models and the Meaning of

"’l lans Bncrnnm, Violence, Hospitality and the Cro, Rmppro/)rmlmg the Atonement Tradition




Tr——

184 RECOVERING THE SCANDAL OF THE CROSS

phors frees him from the pressure of attempting to explain the cross
fully in terms of penal substitution.? Kevin Vanhoozer provides an-
other example of this type of work, and we will look at his work in more

KEVIN VANHOOQZER. PENAL SUBSTIT UTIONARY ATONEMENT
IN POSTMODERNITY
In 2004, Kevin Vanhoozer, now Blanchard Professor of Theology at
Wheaton College, published a lengthy essay on the atonement in I;—c)st—
modernity.?! For three-quarters of the essay he summarizes and ana-
lyzes criticisms of the penal substitution model and alternative articula-
tions put forward by postmodern theologians. He highlights three
significant concerns.

First, he observes, postmoderns protest that advocates of penal sub-
stitution have reduced the articulation of the atonement “f;‘om many

1 i€ otie metaphor to a single concept” (371).

They decry the tendency of modern theologians to reconcile annoe
- . . - - =

tions and differences and strive for 4 single, comprehensive vision (368).

Varbaanas adevti.
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DD ser admits, A doctrine of the atonement that pretends to ex-
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plain fully the saving significance of Jesus’ death is probably guilty of

....... Pic

preferring the clarity of unifying concepts to the messiness of multiple

N fanan

metaphors” (401).

Second, Vanhoozer recognizes the problem of violence as a funda-
mental concern of postmodern thinkers, who have expressed concerns
that the doctrine of penal substitution might legitimate a violent cycle
of retribution and retaliation. They protest against the character of re-
taliation and the economy of exchange that lie at the heart of penal
substitution. “Does God need to be placated before he can love and

»Stephen R. Holmes, 7% Wondrous Cross: Atonement and Penal Substitution in the Bible and His-
tory (London: Paternoster, 2007).

*'Kevin J. Vanhoozer, “The Atonement in Postmodernity: Guilt, Goats and Gifts,” in The Glor
of the Atonement: Biblical, Historical and Practical Perspectives (ed. Charles E, Hill,and Frank Ay
James I1T; Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 2004), pp. 367-404. Unless othcrwiu.
noteld all citatio(rils in this section are from this essay. Vanhoozer used the atonement as an ex-
emplar case study in his 7%e Drama of Doctrine: A Canoni inguisti hristi
Theology (Louisville: Westminster Johfn Knox, 2005), ::”’;’::\i;’;ﬂ;;‘i’fz/ﬂi::: Wb,

t it in this summary.
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forgive? Is God party to an economy of retaliatory exchange?” (372).
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oster practices that perpetuate suffering
and abuse. Vanhoozer concludes that “those who wish to commend the
doctrine of the atonement to postmoderns must henceforth demon-
rather than abusive practices” (373).
llenges postmodern theologians at a num-
ber of points, he also recognizes that “theologians need to think hard
about the merits of the postmodern protest” (371). Indeed, in his own
constructive proposal, he demonstrates how seriously he has taken their
protest. “The postmodern challenge requires us to develop a nonreduc-
tive doctrine of atonement that perceives the saving significance of
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nie
(401). Vanhoozer’s depth of commitment to do just that is displaved by
his repeated use of the concept of “excess.” For example:
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y economies of exchange”

The operative concept in postmodern theological understandings of the
atonement is excess, niot exchange. The death of Jesus exceeds our at-
tempts to explain it. (396) . . . Jesus was a master of excessive metaphors
long before postmodernity. (397) . . . Jesus’ death thus exceeds the leviti-
cal provisions for atonement. (398) . . . The triune God is excessive, SO
much so that God shares his overflowing love with creatures who are
not God. (400) . . . The gift of Jesus’ death . . . is itself excessive. No eco-
nomic or external constraint coerced God to give himself for us. No econ-
omy mandates that God return our evil with a greater good. (401) . . . In
the final analysis, what exceeds the confines of theory is nothing less
than the searing white heat of God’s holy love. . . . God pours himself
out for us, not in an economic exchange, but in an excess of justice and
love. (403) ... God did 7oz merely compensate for human sin; he did more.
He did not simply make up sin’s deficit; he destroyed it. The New Testa-
ment, of course, knows this “excess” by its proper covenantal name: grace.

(403-4, emphasis added)

Another key word in Vanhoozer’s constructive proposal comes not
from postmodern thinkers but from the biblical text. “The one NT
word used more than any other to express the significance of Christ’s
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death is Ayper, the Greek word for ‘on behalf of;” or simply ‘for” (397).
Jesus used the setting of the Jewish Passover feast to tell his disciples,

“This is mv bodv aiven for (Ausas) veas” (T 1. 99.10\ 17 1 4
=S 25 PVS) pavEil IOT \Wyper) YOU \LK 24117). VANNOOZEr reacnes

pack to Lrenaeus and borrows the idea of recapitulation, but like Jesus
he intentionallv develons it b}’ n

sin
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understand the meaning of Christ’s dying for us. He writes,
“Jesus recapitulates—repeats differently—the history of Adam and the

historv of Teraal Te ic shic -
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is this recapitulation of central events in the drama
of redemption—exodus, exile, entry to the promised land—that ulti-
mately provides a framework for understanding the saving significance
of Jesus’ death.”?2 “The exile, of course, was Israel’s punishment for
covenant disobedience. As such it had both penal and interpersonal

implications: Israel’s exile was a humiliating obstacle to the fulfillment

P S T * £ el & F i iz =7 i
Uit covenant promise ot iiie 1n God’s presence.” In the context of
first-century Palestine it is

1ik‘_‘;l‘_! that Tesud’ mescacs of f
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“carried the connotation [of] ‘return from exile”” and included the hope

of covenant renewal (397). “God reconciles the world to himself by
providing his own Son ac a cubetitute far the ) PR TSRS TN i 717
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been ours” (399). Vanhoozer thus uses covenantal language to include
and qualify both the legal and relational aspect of the atonement. He

writes: “Taciia’ daath cavec hana
ywiitto. jJOoUsS G4t Saves pecal

i

o
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use it achieves covenantal (not mere legal)
rightness and covenantal (not mere interpersonal) relationshis.”’23
i L3 P §
Vanhoozer turns next to explore the theme of the temple and how
that relates to Jesus’ body having been broken “for us.”

Jesus’ words during the Last Supper suggest that he substituted his own
person and work for the temple and its sacrificial system: “This is my
blood of the covenant, which is poured out for many” (Mk 14:24). . . .
What Jesus is claiming in the Last Supper is that his broken body and
shed blood are the place where sin is dealt with (as it was in the temple on
the Day of Atonement), making possible life in the presence of God. . . .
The shed blood is a sign that God has proved this covenant faithfulness

22Vanhoozer, Drama of Doctrine, p. 388.
BIbid., p. 391. Vanhoozer acknowled

N T WY,

t{)is section (see Wright's Jesus and the Victory of God [Christian Origins and the Question of
God 2; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996], pp. 243, 26R-70, 416-17, §77).
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precisely by undergoing the sanctions, legal and relational for covenant disobe-
dience. . . . Not only does Jesus’ death make possible a return from exile
(the foreiveness of sins), but the cross of Christ somehow becomes the

COIiict

oae for a new, living temple in which the Spirit of God dwells

iy (in the church as the body of Christ). (398, emphasis original)
“bodily” (in the church as the body of Lrist. 578, €5 Iy

God worked through the exodus to deliver Israel and lead them to
o

the Promised Land. God worked through jesus

’

/ 7 Td=9:231) ¥ 1V
(exoados, 1.K 7.51) U

The “wonderful exchange” is thus not economic but thorough?y eschato-
logical: Jesus gives his body and blood for us, and in return we receive the Holy
Spirit, the operative principle of the new covenant and of tfje new age. e

Jesus’ death on the cross is at once an exodus and an exile, t.be. condition of
the possibility of our entry to the promised land of the Holy Spirit. (399, em-
phasis original)

e e il £ila nramiced Snirit -
Vanhoozer ODSEIves il

camised Spirit “made pos-

sible by Tesus’ horrific exodus” both inaugurates and enables the prac-
tices of forgiving and peacekeeping that are to be distinctive of the

of “a new kind of
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church. It is the end of exile and the cons
oIt by God’s own Spirit” (400). In this emphasis on prac-
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tices flowing from the atonement he makf:s clear t}.lat tl.le crj)_ss is Tlii}:
more than an example; it enables a new objective sItUATION tROUSH HA
iving of the Spirit.

glv;;;ihoozcr :xplicitly states that “the logic of penal substitution . . .
has a legitimate place” (404), yet he also explicizly states t.he cross- does
much more than compensate for human sin. “[God] did not simply
make up sin’s deficit; he destroyed it. . . . The e.conf)mz of covenantal
grace is not exhausted by the logic of penal substitution (404).

In his elegant final paragraph, Vanhoozer weaves together Postmod—
ern themes with New Testament imagery rooted in the Jewish cove-
nantal context he has utilized in this constructive proposal:

We struggle to understand adequately, yet we are fed the answer every
Lord’s Day when we take Communion. Postmoderns or not, we gather
around the Lord’s Table as we have been instructed (“Do this in remem-

brance of me”), awaiting the elements that signiiy
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ing theories. Then, like the five thousand, we discover that after our
centuries-long banquet of atonement theology, there are still more frag-
ments of the cross left over. As we seek to understand the atonement in

postmodernity or at any other time, let us fill our baskets and keen the
feast. (404) eep the

KEVIN VA NHQOOZER: PENA

(EVIN VANH R Y ATONEMENT IN
POSTMODERNITY: AN ASSESSMENT

In a number of ways, Vanhoozer avoids many of the problems we see in
Hodge’s work as well as in popular expressions of the penal substitution
model. For instance, rather than making a legal transaction, or in his
words “an economic exchange,” both the foundation and the’ frame of

his ef(planatlon of the atonement, he purposefully makes the excess of
God’s love and orace the fo i d £ He

1

describe penal substitution and label it as motivated by love; rather, he

piaces penal substitution within a descripti ’ i \%
ription of GOd S \%
s P €xcessive 10 C.
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cally different character.
‘ Als-o, rather than following the modern drive to explain comprehen-
sively in év‘ia):_ fha:t ties up all the l-oose ends and produces a list of clear
. §, vannoozer accepts the postmodern invitation to embrace
complexity, use metaphors and acknowledge that the cross exceed
u‘nderstanding. This move helps him avoid the error of communicating
that penal substitution is the one and complete explanation of the
atonement. It also brings him in line with the way Scripture uses a va-
riety of metaphors to proclaim the broad and profound significance of
the cross: “We discover that after our centuries-long banquet of atone-
ment theology, there are still more fragments of the cross left over”
(404).

One might be tempted to say that learning from postmodern think-
ers and taking their concerns seriously led Vanhoozer to an articulation
of the atonement that avoids the mistakes we have observed in others
and that follows the guidelines listed at the end of chapter four that we
garnered from the New Testament writers. However, this is not simpl
a postmodern move but rather an attempt to root atonement rhm!e]:".}:

in Israel’s story rather than in medieval society or a Western cour.t'-
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room. Israel’s story, and Jesus’ story within that story, leads Vanhoozer
to multiple metaphors and multiple layers of meaning.?* Placing penal
1 in this context also gives it a corporate character not usu-

ally found in this model. Also, by explaining penal subst

of a living history, past, present and future, the element of practices fits
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integrally int
Because penal substitution is a legal image, the most significant
out Vanhoozer’s use of Tsrael’s story as an explanatory context

place. Images of the Western courtroom might lead to thoughts about
how justice is satisfied through the paying of a penalty—thoughts that
easily translate into an understanding of a just God’s demand for satis-

faction through punishment. But in the context assumed by Vanhoozer,
. . o BT o) |

itments and covenants, and

the role of the judge is to rectify and reconcile. If this judge demands

payment or punishment, the purpose is restorative. This translates into
s that ha minhe

iiai v

an image of the God who works through the <o 1t
be appeased but so as to set things right by remaining faithful to his
covenant promises to save and bless.

We affirm Vanhoozer’s placing his expianation of the atonement in

covenantal context and stating that covenantal rightness is more than

a
a venantal conicxt ana siailll

just legal rightness. We wish, however, he would have more explicitly
stated that, when the term /lega/is used in relation to the covenant, it hag
an essentially different character than the word /egal as used in relation
to our judicial system today. It is not just an issue of avoiding reduction
but also of redefining the concept in relation to its covenantal context.

Whether proponents of penal substitutionary atonement will find in
Vanhoozer's proposal a way to reenvision this atonement model remains
to be seen. Throughout the remainder of the book, though, we will
continue to refer to penal satisfaction and penal substitution as a model
of the atonement with characteristics similar to those seen in Hodge

MVanhoozer draws on additional metaphors from the Old Testament, including mercy seat and
scapegoat,
1t is noteworthy that in 7he Drama of Doctrine Vanhoozer inciudes a whole section on per

forming, or living out, the doctrine of the atonement (pp. 426-44),
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and Pdoleat abdfila o P14 6 AT TN e . iz
and Facker, while hoping that others will join Vanhoozer in the worth-
while task of critically engaging and revi

a engaging and revising the basic logic of the tra-
ditional model of penal satisfaction.

CONCLUSION
The lanouace of “cithatitrstinn? amd € 19 1 1 1 .. .
PR SEHpRegt U SUDSUTUNON and penal is nardly alien to the Bible,

yet we have observed how easily articulations of the “penal substitu-
. 1

tionary model” can deviate from t

ment, or as the basis for all other models. The second is to interpret
what we might call the “legal” language of Scripture as though it de-
rived from Western judicial systems. This second error often leads to

two further distortions of biblical atonement teaching. The first com
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that God had to punish Jesus in order for God to be able to forgive and

be in relationship with God’s people. The second relates to the charac-
tor PRl (g P

of God'’s punishment. It is true that God is angered by sin and in-

justice and that God judges and punishes. It is a distortion, however, to
portray God punishing as recompense or revenge.

True, not all articulations of the penal substitution model of the

atonement are the same. We have seen the above errors and dictortiame
ave seen hy Uve C1101S 4nia aistoruons

clearly at the popular level and in some scholarly presentations. We
have also seen that, in other articulations of the penal substitution
model (represented by J. I. Packer, for example), these distortions can
be present to a lesser degree or even explicitly acknowledged as prob-
lematic. Although this is an improvement over the model as articulated
by Hodge and others, the penal substitution model requires more than
nuancing if there is hope of correcting now-pervasive popular distor-
tions. Vanhoozer’s work models what is needed. To return to the choir
metaphor, Vanhoozer goes beyond stating that we need a choir, not just
a penal substitution soloist; he actually lets the other voices in the choir
sing. Moreover, rather than simply doing some remodeling to lessen
some of the problematic features of the penal substitution building,

Maodels of the Atonement (Part 2)

% . 1 SN 1: S ETRAP ) |
Vanhoozer reconstructs the penal substitution edifice using an aito-
Lon cnn nezrnsle pensindad in
I1AINCwuln sluuuu\.«u 111

gether different architectural framework. Itisa
the biblical story of Israel rather than in modern Wester
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concepts of

law and justice.
N. T. Wright makes a similar point about frameworks. He argues
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nal” we must root ourselves not in an arbitrary law court,
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[srael.26 Certainly articulations of the penal substitution model, like we
bserved in Hodge, use many biblical passages, but Wright argues that
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by putting them in the wrong framework they become systematically
misleading. Rather than a building, he uses a drawing metaphor. When
doing a connect-the-dots puzzle, if one does not draw the lines accord-
ing to the sequence of the numbers, one may still end up with a picture,

and one may even have used the dots to make the picture, but it will not
. it .
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be the picture envisioned by the puzz
use manv biblical verses to construct a penal substitution picture, but

this would not make it biblical. Wright argues that the penal substitu-
tion picture will be biblical not only when we aliow the Bible to provide
¢he dote hut alen when we allow the biblical story to guide our sequenc-
ing of the dots. We think Kevin Vanhoozer has done that.

In the chapters that follow we turn to look at some contemporary
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examples of presentations of the
people who, like the New Testament writers, have wrestled with how
‘to I;resent the message of the cross within the context of mission to
differing audiences. They have attempted to learn from the strengths
and weaknesses of the work of others and sought to present models of

the atonement that both communicate to and challenge the society

around them.
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