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TOWARD AN EVANGELICAL THEOLOGY OF RELIGIONS

CLARK H. PINNOCK¥*

Religious pluralism is widely recognized to be one of the primary
challenges to theology in our time. The consensus exists for a number of
good reasons, including worldwide communications and large-scale im-
migration that have put us into almost daily contact with people of other
religions, the fact that immigrants to the west have created worshiping
communities in our cities and towns, urgent human needs on a global
scale that suggest the advisability of interreligious dialogue and coopera-
tion, a softening of attitudes since the Second Vatican Council took the
lead three decades ago in advocating a more inclusive approach toward
other faiths, and western guilt stemming from the age of colonialism
affecting people’s attitude to world missions. On another level there is
also what we could call an ideology of pluralism that pervades modern
thinking and urges an end to all exclusivist religious claims. Theology
today is under tremendous pressure to give a reason for its hope in Christ
in the context of world religions.!

Evangelicals so far have tended to ignore this problem, and evangelical
books that discuss it are few. Most seem content to maintain the older
exclusivist attitudes based on a narrow reading of the ancient text in
Cyprian: “Outside the Church, no salvation.” 2 They see little or no hope
for the unevangelized here or hereafter. But in 1989 a sign of change
appeared on the horizon. I refer to the decision of the Lausanne II confer-
ence held in Manila to place the challenge of religious pluralism firmly on
their agenda and to have commissioned Colin Chapman, a British mis-
sionary statesman, to prepare the document. Remarkably the text he
prepared was open to dialogue with other religions and cautiously hopeful

* Clark Pinnock is professor of theology at McMaster Divinity College in Hamilton, Ontario,
Canada.

1 The bibliography on religious pluralism is immense. The following are extremely valuable:
P. F. Knitter, No Other Name? A Critical Survey of Christian Attitudes Toward the World
Religions (Maryknoll: Orbis, 1985); A. Race, Christians and Religious Pluralism (Maryknoll:
Orbis, 1982); G. D’Costa, Theology and Religious Pluralism (Oxford: Blackwell, 1986); G. Rich-
ards, Towards a Theology of Religions (London: Routledge, 1989); L. Newbigin, “The Christian
Faith and the World Religions,” in Keeping the Faith (ed. G. Wainwright; Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1985) 310-340.

2 The position M. Heim calls “imperial particularism” in Is Christ the Only Way? (Valley
Forge: Judson, 1985) 125-127. Cf. also A. Fernando, The Christian’s Attitude Toward World
Religions (Wheaton: Tyndale House, 1987); B. Demarest, General Revelation: Historical Views
and Contemporary Issues (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1982); M. Erickson, Christian Theology
(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1983), 1. 172-173.
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about the fate of unreached peoples.? Though one cannot be dogmatic, it
seems reasonable to hope that this event will mark a turning point in our
thinking and have wide repercussions in the evangelical camp worldwide.
My hope would be that, just as Lausanne I in 1974 placed social action on
its own agenda and subsequently onto the agenda of other evangelicals,
so Lausanne II will become our Vatican II, opening people’s minds up to a
more globally inclusive vision. In any case, the time has come for evan-
gelicals to begin to address the issues surrounding dialogue and a Chris-
tian theology of religions.

Needless to say, I am not suggesting that we respond to the challenge
solely because of cultural pressures or (God forbid) sacrifice something
essential to the gospel. I am only asking that we take a fresh look at the
Biblical good news and ask afresh what it may say on the matter of world
religions. Behind my concern is the lurking impression that we have not
appropriated to the full what the Bible has to say but have reduced the
comprehensive scope of its proclamation. Whether this is true or not,
however, the plan in this essay is to sketch in by way of a bare outline a
proposal for an evangelical theology of world religions that would face up
responsibly to the challenge of religious pluralism and provide a basis for
discussion and research.

My proposal undertakes five theses, which in turn consist of two
axioms and three recommendations.* The goal is to promote interreligious
dialogue while maintaining the NT dictum that salvation is through
Christ alone.

I. THE UNIVERSALITY AXIOM:
THE GLOBAL REACH OF GOD’S SALVATION

I begin with the two basic axioms that establish the framework for the
proposal as a whole and (I think) for any seriously Christian understand-
ing of world religions. The first is about the universality of God’s saving
grace, and the second is about the particularity of salvation through
Christ alone. The two axioms are inseparable, and both are primary in
their own way. The universality axiom is theologically first but grounded
in the other; the particularity axiom is epistemologically and redemptively

3 C. Chapman, “The Challenge of Other Religions,” World Evangelization (January 1990)
16-18. Other lenient voices among evangelicals would include J. N. D. Anderson, C. Kraft,
J. Sanders, S. Hackett and myself. C. S. Lewis should also be mentioned because of the respect
evangelicals accord him.

4 An earlier attempt of mine to offer a proposal was entitled “The Finality of Jesus Christ in
a World of Religions” in Christian Faith and Practice in the Modern World (ed. M. A. Noll and
D. F. Wells [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988] 152-168). I was delighted to read this comment
from a prominent evangelical scholar: “What I am proposing here in very embryonic terms is
the beginnings of a Christian theology of the world religions.” W. J. Abraham, The Logic of
Evangelism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989) 222.
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first but intelligible because of the other. They belong together and enjoy
an interchangeability in terms of the order.5

The first axiom lifts up the universal salvific will of God, pointing to
God’s stated (and therefore serious) desire to save the entire race lost in
sin. As Paul put it: “The grace of God has appeared, bringing salvation to
all humanity” (Titus 2:11), and “God wants everyone to be saved and to
come to know the truth” (1 Tim 2:4). To put it in the language of the
synoptic gospels, God’s kingdom has come near, offering hope and salva-
tion to all who repent and believe the good news. The Church has been
commissioned to preach good news to all the nations, announcing that
the Creator of all things has intervened to redeem the human race, his
goal being nothing less than the healing of the nations and the making of
all things new (Rev 21:5; 22:2). The first axiom insists that the promises of
God are not tribal or restrictive. It is God’s good pleasure to bless all the
nations in Abraham and in his seed, Jesus. The gospel has an emphati-
cally global reach.¢

This axiom opposes several strong tendencies in historical theology to
narrow God’s grace down and restrict his redemptive purposes. There are
today, for example, large numbers of evangelicals who, in the extra eccle-
sia nulla salus tradition, seriously maintain and defend the notion that
God will be sending to hell millions upon millions of people who lacked
the opportunity to call on the name of Jesus. I locate the culprit in the
theology stemming from Augustine and Calvin that consigns the majority
of the race to predestined damnation and reserves salvation to a minority
who are the fortunate recipients of an arbitrary and unmerited divine
favor.”

Whatever the reasons for this narrowing down of the grace of God in
the gospel, the Biblical scenario is expansive and inclusive.® It projects an
unnumbered host around the throne of God (Rev 7:9). The picture leads
John Stott to write: “I cherish the hope that the majority of the human
race will be saved.”? God is portrayed as most generous, and we ought to
read the Biblical story in the light of that. If we do not, we are likely to

5 They are the two axioms that feature centrally in K. Rahner’s influential proposal: “Christi-
anity and the Non-Christian Religions,” in Theological Investigations 5 (London: Darton,
Longman and Todd, 1966) 115-134.

¢ The key point to pursue here would be the universal significance of the divine covenants in
the Bible. This is done well in R. H. Drummond, Toward a New Age in Christian Theology
(Maryknoll: Orbis, 1985); K. Cracknell, Towards a New Relationship: Christians and People of
Other Faiths (London: Epworth, 1986). i

7 J. Hick speaks out against this way of thinking in The Interpretation of Religion (New
Haven: Yale University, 1989) 207-208. A similar outrage has led me to mount a protest: The
Grace of God, The Will of Man: A Case for Arminianism (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1989).

8 I would suppose that the history of this narrowing down would reveal some nasty insights
into human psychology: religious and cultural superiority, fear of enemies, self-defense, pride
of election, etc. Drummond offers some insight into this mystery of iniquity in Toward a New
Age, chap. 4.

9 D. Edwards with J. Stott, Essentials: A Liberal-Evangelical Dialogue (London: Hodder and
Stoughton, 1988) 327.
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miss important clues in the text that speak generously to the issues of
other religions. This is important because, if John Hick is any indication,
what drives people more than anything else into the camp of theological
relativism is the impression they have that the God of orthodox theology
is harshly exclusive by nature.!® This mistake then often leads them to
propose revisions (especially in Christology) that are heretical. To counter
this we must make it as clear as possible that classical Christology does
not entail a restrictive soteriological scenario.

II. THE PARTICULARITY AXIOM:
SALVATION ONLY THROUGH JESUS

This second axiom identifies the basis of God’s generous offer of salva-
tion to all the nations. Salvation has been provided for all humanity
through the person and work of Jesus Christ his only Son. Because he
gave his life as an expiation for sin and rose again there is a basis of a
salvation to offer and the knowledge of the gracious God. Apart from
Jesus we would not have sufficient reason to believe that there is a
generous God with a saving global reach or think to approach him as our
merciful Savior. In this we see that the second axiom is really the basis of
the first. God saves the many through the One.

According to the gospel, God’s grace comes to the world through the
Messiah whom God has anointed. God is known to be the Savior of
the world because he has in fact become the Savior of the world through
the mediatory work of Jesus. Just because he desires to save everybody,
God has provided a mediator between humanity and himself, who gave
himself as a ransom for us all (1 Tim 2:4-6). As God originally promised
to bless all the nations through one man Abraham and through his off-
spring, so God has reconciled the whole world through Jesus the Redeemer
(2 Cor 5:18). Thus the uniqueness and finality of Christ as the Savior, far
from limiting salvation to a small number, makes it available to every-
one. The last Adam, our representative, has died and risen for us all and
brought us into God’s presence. God saves the many through the work of
the One. Grace is universal because it is particular. If Jesus were not Lord
of all, we have no basis for speaking of God’s global reach of salvation.
We could not be sure who God is and whether he is personal and forgiving
love. The space for God would be left largely blank. The two axioms do
not stand in contradiction. The finality of Christ does not impede the
salvation of the world; it makes it possible. In Jesus we find the particular
that functions in a saving way for the whole of our common humanity.!!

10 This is Hick’s primary reason for proposing his Copernican revolution. See for example
God and the Universe of Faiths (London: Macmillan, 1973). See G. D’Costa, John Hick’s
Theology of Religions: A Critical Evaluation (Lanham: University Press of America, 1987)
41-45.

11 The center of the NT proclamation is Jesus, crucified and risen; see J. D. G. Dunn, Unity
and Diversity in the New Testament (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977), chap. 15; Heim, Only
Way, chaps. 3-6; L. Newbigin, The Open Secret (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978), chaps. 7, 10.
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The second axiom opposes the so-called theocentric approach of relig-
ious pluralists such as John Hick and Paul Knitter.!2 Leaving aside their
momentous decision to regard belief in the incarnation as a myth, one
must also question the idea that Christians can be God-centered in a
meaningful way without also being Christ-centered. How can one relegate
Jesus to the margins and still keep the God he reveals in the center? After
all, Jesus is the main reason we picture God as a loving Person wanting
to reconcile the world in the first place. Other religions do not teach this
particular concept of deity. The God of our Lord Jesus is very different
from Baal, Molech, Kali, Zeus, Woden, and so forth. So it is more than a
little misleading to speak of being theocentric as if we still know what
theocentric means once Jesus is marginalized. The “God” of religious
pluralism tends to be completely unknowable like Kant’s noumenon, some-
thing beyond good and evil, beyond personhood, undefinable and an
inconceivable mystery.!3

It is important at this point to stress, however, that the high Christ-
ology of traditional theology does not entail a narrow conception of God’s
grace. One can certainly hold to the finality of Jesus Christ as the Savior
of the world and not sound ethnocentric and petty. After all, the NT
presents Jesus as the representative of all humanity and the basis of the
unification of the race, hardly a limited vision. Jesus is not a Christian
possession; knowing Christ is not the basis of pride or prejudice. It is
rather that Christ is the pearl of greatest price in our eyes, something
very special and infinitely worth sharing with other people, a treasure not
to be hoarded and kept to ourselves. The proclamation of the kingdom of
God, culminating in the Christ event, is a most uncommon announce-
ment. It is not the kind of message one finds lying around almost any-
where in the world. It is not part of a supposed common essence of
religions. But it is a possible fulfillment to the universal hunger for divine
revelation, if not incarnation. The claim about Jesus, whether true or not,
is a unique one in the midst of other claims made in the world’s religions.
At the very least it ought to be preached to all nations alongside the other
claims.'* To use polio vaccine as an example, it is not a boastful or
prideful thing to want to make it known to all the world. On the contrary,

12 Calling this approach “pluralist” has been widely accepted although it is not accurate. A
true pluralist would accept the differences of the various world religions and not try to fit them
into a common essence like pluralists usually try to. It would be better to call them “relativists”
because they argue for the more or less equal validity of any religion as a way to salvation
despite all the contradictions in their truth claims. That suggests it makes little difference
what doctrines one believes in. It is a “relative” matter.

13 This is very clear in J. Campbell, The Power of Myth (Garden City: Doubleday, 1988).
Even the term “theocentric” is passe because “God” is too restrictive for those who deny a
personal God. Notice the subtitle of Hick’s book—An Interpretation of Religion, Human Re-
sponses to Transcendence—and the Kantian model in chap. 14.

14 R. F. Aldwinkle considers the nature of salvation as it occurs in various of the world’s
religions and concludes that the Christian conception is distinctive and should not be watered
down to a vapid common denominator. Jesus—A Savior or the Savior: Religious Pluralism in
Christian Perspective (Macon: Mercer, 1982).
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it is a service to all in danger of contracting a dread disease. It would be
difficult to justify keeping it a secret. The possibility that the medical
association in Timbuktu might feel badly that it had not discovered the
serum first is hardly a reason to keep it a secret.

Were we to reduce Jesus to the level of other religious leaders, we would
be sacrificing the possible basis for the unity of the human race. An
unknown God is a poor replacement for Jesus, the light of the world. The
NT does not suggest that he came into the world to add a tidbit to the
religious treasury of humankind. It says that God was in Christ recon-
ciling the world to himself. We insist on that proposition being taken
seriously.

III. THE STATUS OF WORLD RELIGIONS TODAY

Having placed two reference points in position, let us move into closer
range and zero in on the issue at hand: What should our attitude be to
world religions as they stand presently? God desires to save the nations;
what does he think of their faith positions?

We ought to view other religions in the framework in which we view
everything else as Christians—namely, in the context of the kingdom of
God, which has come proleptically into world history in advance of its
final consummation. God is moving in to reign, and his power is chal-
lenging the powers of darkness and entering into conflict with them.
Religions like the political systems that structure human life in the present
age are an important dimension of the powers of this age. As Paul
teaches us, these are powers that God originally created, that now exist in
rebellion against him, and over which Christ has won a decisive victory
in his death and resurrection. Our life in the present age is between the
inauguration of the kingdom and its final victory and is consequently
marked by tension. The religions too, being part of the power structure of
the old age, present us with mixed signals.!® Insofar as they bestow order
and meaning they are not evil. There is much that we can appreciate and
build on. Only as they claim ultimacy for themselves are they demonic.

There is no space for a Biblical theology of religions, but Acts 17:16-34
can serve as a representative text that (I believe) gives us access to the
heart of it.16 On the one hand, when Paul came to Athens he was greatly
disturbed by what he encountered (v. 16). People were worshiping the
unknown God, not the true and living One. Their religious life was not
satisfactory in God’s sight, and they needed to have the gospel preached
to them. On the other hand, we see that Paul was charitable in his
dealings with them and their faith and was not hostile or intolerant of it.

15 T, N. Finger places religions in the context of the Church’s mission in relation to the
powers of this age. Christian Theology: An Eschatological Perspective (Scottdale: Herald,
1989), 2, chaps. 11-12.

16 Besides the standard commentaries on Acts see L. Legrand, “The Unknown God of
Athens: Acts 17 and the Religion of the Gentiles,” IJT 30 (1981) 158-167.
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At Lystra he had said that God did not leave the heathen without a
witness (14:17). So he accepts that the Athenians are worshiping God,
howbeit unknowingly. He was prepared to grant that they are seeking
and feeling after God in their religious life, thanks to God’s providence.
Apparently he saw God’s grace at work everywhere. So he builds bridges
over to them by citing some of their poets favorably. God had been
dealing with them in the times before Jesus was proclaimed. Paul’s ap-
proach in Acts 17 is thus a dialectical and balanced one. We ought to
emulate it.

Paul’s hesitation in this incident shows us not to approach the religious
realm uncritically in an easygoing way as if serious error should be
passed over and contradictions swept under the carpet in the interests of
politeness. This is the danger I see in the otherwise noble remarks of
Vatican II on the subject of other religions—namely, its noticeable ten-
dency to be highly optimistic in all its judgments. These documents were
drafted in the 1960s, and that may be showing up in its rosy optimism. It
is also Catholic comment and therefore relatively less insistent on the
dark implications of sin for the religious life.l” Nevertheless the reality of
dark dimensions in religion cannot be swept under the table. We have to
face the possibility even of complete and radical antithesis. I do not think
with Barth that religion is unbelief as such, but I do think it may some-
times be unbelief or even worse.

Paul’s openness in Acts 17 is also instructive. Obviously he does not
think that the grace supremely revealed in the Christ event, decisive
though it was, is discontinuous with divine activity in the whole world.
On the contrary, he views the gospel as the fulfillment of all genuine
human seeking after God. For this reason he sought to build bridges and
establish common ground for his preaching.18

Even from this brief foray into Biblical thinking we have to conclude
that rosy optimism and dark pessimism are both unwarranted in relation
to world religions. Many factors enter into their existence and formation:
God’s love, which seeks all people; human resistance and flight from God;
human seeking after God, which God rewards (Heb 11:6). This means that
there can be no a prioris in this area, no shortcuts to dialogue and to
discernment through the Spirit. We do not know what we may find when
we encounter other faiths, whether good or ill. This can even be true with
Christian faith.

IV. PROSPECTS FOR WORLD RELIGIONS TOMORROW

It is not enough to ask about the status of other religions as they are at
present because history is not static but is always changing. Even Chris-
tianity is not what it was centuries ago. Religions and cultures are dy-
namic, changing entities. One cannot be certain that what a religion is

17 Rahner displays a highly deductive approach to other religions, seldom pausing to notice
how evil much human religion is, in the essay I cited earlier in n. 5.
18 See “Dialogue in the New Testament” in Cracknell, New Relationship, chap. 2.
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today it will be tomorrow.!® This becomes especially important when we
consider that God’s kingdom is in conflict with the powers of this age and
moving them in the direction of change. Christ has won a victory over the
strong man (Mark 3:27). He reconciled all things through the cross (Col
1:20). Therefore partial victories are surely possible in history prior to the
parousia. How many victories we cannot be sure, but we can all agree
that some victories are possible. None of the powers is safe from or
beyond possible transformation. Finger comments: “When the church
considers its relationship to other institutions, religions, or philosophies,
it should ponder not only their present actual form, but also their potenti-
alities for change. The church should ask not only how similar or dis-
similar to itself they now are, but also how similar or dissimilar they
might become.” 20

We need to recognize that the situation with religions is analogous to
the human cultures they are parts of. If cultures can change and if Christ
can transform them, then why not religions? If we grant the possibility of
Christ transforming culture, we should grant the possibility of Christ
transforming religions as well. Why should we become dualists all of a
sudden when it comes to religion? Why balk at transformation in the
sphere of religion? Why turn up our noses at the bhakti tradition in
Hinduism or the insights into grace in the Japanese Sin-Shu Amida or
other positive changes in Buddhism?%

These are not predictions. We are speaking about hope for the future
that is grounded in the victory of Christ. It is a matter more of having the
proper attitude and orientation to God’s sovereignty over history than
having claims to specific knowledge. Christianity is in a situation of
conflict and contest with competitive religious truth claims.?2 This means
dialogue at the round table and engagement on all fronts. It means
rational contests and spiritual encounters (like Acts 17:2-4 and 19:17). We
are pluralists and not relativists, and therefore we want to engage the
various truth claims openly and hopefully.23 It also means renewed life-
styles in churches to present alternatives and become channels for love to
break down the old patterns.

Why are we so pessimistic in these matters? Reflect on the quasi-
religion called Marxism. For seventy years and until recently, it seemed
impregnable—yet it fell like a stone and nonviolently once people had
had enough. Satan exercises real power through the religious and political

19 W. C. Smith is fond of making this point. The Meaning and End of Religion (San
Francisco: Harper, 1978 edition).

20 Finger, Christian Theology, 2. 297-298.

21 D’Costa, Theology and Religious Pluralism 60-64, refers to such examples.

22 | appreciate Pannenberg’s approach at this point. See S. J. Grenz, “Commitment and
Dialogue: Pannenberg on Christianity and the Religions,” JES 26 (1989) 196-210.

23 Examples of such productive intellectual contests include H. Kiing et al., Christianity and
the World Religions: Paths of Dialogue with Islam, Hinduism, and Buddhism (Garden City:
Doubleday, 1986); A. Camps, Partners in Dialogue: Christianity and Other World Religions
(Maryknoll: Orbis, 1983); S. C. Hackett, Oriental Philosophy: A Westerner’s Guide to Eastern
Thought (Madison: University of Wisconsin, 1979).
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structures of the old age, but his power is not nearly so great as he would
like us to believe. I urge the reader to view religions eschatologically, as
we Christians view history in general. They are all being affected by the
Spirit who is moving everything toward consummation. So let us be alert
to what God is doing and join in as he loosens up the doctrines and
practices and fashions them into something different. Again, we cannot
know what God will do. I do not know whether the bastion of Islam will
soon fall to the gospel of Jesus. But we can hope and pray that it will, and
we can do things within our power to make it possible.

V. THE CONSUMMATION OF THE KINGDOM

Finally, there is fresh thinking to be done in the area of the last
things. As mentioned above, we need to entertain the larger Biblical hope.
The gospel does not let us remain complacent with the scenario that
consigns the majority to hell and expects the salvation of only a pitiful
few. (Make no mistake, this harsh expectation is precisely what the tradi-
tional view entails.) The God and Father of our Lord Jesus is far more
generous than that, and his promises are much larger than that. Like
Jesus we ought to relish the prospect when the multitudes without number
will come from east and west, from north and south, and sit at table in
the kingdom of God (Luke 13:29). God’s promise to save the race requires
the redemption of innumerable people. We must recognize this without
falling into the opposite mistake of absolute universalism. Surprises there
will be on the day of judgment, but not (I think) this one.24

Second, beyond an optimism of salvation there are some ideas we need
in order to understand this larger hope. Most will not be able to be like
John Stott—that is, agnostic about the means of it.25 I will just list a few
items of useful insight that help me in this matter. (1) The concept of
inculpable unbelief or anonymous faith. How can anyone deny the essen-
tial truth of these words: “Those also can attain to everlasting salvation
who through no fault of their own do not know the gospel of Christ or his
church, yet sincerely seek God and, moved by grace, strive by their deeds
to do his will as it is known to them through the dictates of conscience” 726
(2) Surely God judges the heathen in relation to the light they have, not
according to the light that did not reach them. Of course God condemns
those who really are his enemies. But his judgment will take into account

24 Adopting universalism is a mistake made typically by neo-orthodox exclusivists such as
E. Brunner: The Christian Doctrine of the Church, Faith, and the Consummation: Dogmatics
IIT (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1962), chap. 10. The attraction is that it allows one to be
exclusivist with no eschatological losses. Unfortunately it seems to be wishful thinking. See
R. A. Morey, Death and the Afterlife (Minneapolis: Bethany, 1984), chap. 9. Perhaps we should
heed Newbigin when he tells us that the Bible is much less interested in the question of the
salvation of individuals than we are (“Christian Faith” 333-336).

25 Stott and Edwards, Essentials 327.

26 Dogmatic Constitution of the Church, Vatican 11, par. 16.
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what people are conscious of, what they yearn for, what they have suf-
fered, what they do out of love, and so forth. There are many hints in the
Bible that we need to make use of here, not the least of which is Peter’s
generous comment: “Truly I perceive that God shows no partiality, but in
every nation anyone who fears him and does what is right is acceptable
to him” (Acts 10:34-35).27 (3) The hope of an opportunity to accept Christ’s
salvation after death, only hinted at in 1 Pet 4:6 but based on the reason-
able assumption that God would not reject the perishing sinners whom he
loves without ever knowing what their response to his grace would be.
One does not need many texts to figure that one out.28

VI. CONCLUSION

- Here is an outline, then, for an evangelical theology of religions that
tries to face up to the challenge of religious pluralism without sacrificing
things essential. I think it responds to the current discussion, and I hope
it stimulates others to work on this as yet unsolved problem.

If I were to position my proposal on the spectrum of contendlng posi-
tions, I would liken it to the thinking done by the bishops at Vatican II,
with a major qualification. Rosy-eyed optimism has tended to lead Roman
Catholic scholars down the path toward relativism, whereas I want to be
more realistic about the good and the evil in religions and not be naive
when it comes to building bridges and engaging in dialogue.

27 See J. Sanders, “Is Belief in Christ Necessary for Salvation?”, EvQ (1988) 241-259.
28 See Aldwinkle, Jesus 211.





