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Models of Encounter wıth other Religions
Modeles de Rencontre avUec les aulfres Relıgions
odell der egegnung mıt anderen Relıgionen
Henr1ı Blocher, Vaux-sur-Seıine

RESUM charısmatıque, et le syncretıisme, de
LO flot des COoNSAaAcCres [  z  autre cote, relevent du premıer SOUCL.
dıalogue ınter-relıgieux charrıe dıverses TL/excelusıivisme evangelıque tradıtionnel et
proposıtions de modeles’: exclusıvıisme, Iıncelusivisme catholıque eNnCcCcoOore etablı

relevent du deuxıieme. Selon (1Xe duınclusıvıisme, syncretısme, pluralısme
S77l s’agıssalil QUE de classer les SOUCL de verıte, 045 dıstınguons CUX
conceptions du dıvın etranger, le scheme modeles orthodoxes (scolastıque et
de KR, deux foıs trıple, augustınıen-calvınıste) et CUX modeles
superbe d’economıe logıque, l’emporterait. relatıvement relatıvıstes (theocentrıique et
Sur le dıalogue [u:-meme, cependant, ıl chrıstocentrique).
OS ıncombe en esquısser autre Nous suggerons, chemın faısant,

En VvOLCL l’arrangement. Aux Iımıtes, quelques consıderatıons erıtıques, et OUS

concoıt CUNX modeles quı supprıment la melttons enfin relıef les IieuxXx
rencontre I’ıisolatiıonnısme radıcal et le nevralgıques du debat Ia port des
pluralısme total;’ FLl ressemblances, la necessıte d’un erraın
tıent Ces extremes. Dans le champ dont COMMMIMMUN\N DOUFr dıaloguer, la INesure de
ıls SONnLt les pöles 0DpDOSES, OUSs relevons, SAQUVOLF requıse Dar la foL salutaıre, le

FroLs AaXES, FroLs SOUCLS quı rapport ’amour et l’engagement
peuvent predomıner: de la pu1lssance, du relıgıieux personnel, l’usage des themes

chretiens celuL de la kenose, etsalut, el de Ia verıte. T/affrontement des
DULSSANCES’, cher la Troisieme e l’influence du Ze_aitgeist.

USAMMENFAS Modelle, dıe dıe Begegnung Z2anz
unterdrücken: der radıkaleIn der Tut DO  S Werken, dıe dem

ınterrelıgıösen Dıalog gewıdmet sınd, Isolatiıonısmus un der totale
werden verschıedene ‘Modelle‘’ Pluralısmus; ber tatsachlıch halt sıch

nıemand dıese beıden Extreme. Invorgeschlagen: Exklusivismus,
Inklusıvismus, Synkretismus, dem Bereıch, dessen gegensätzlıche ole
Pluralısmus Wenn U darum S1Le darstellen, entdecken wır WLe rel

Achsen dreı Sorgen, dıe vorherrschengınge, dıe verschıiedenen Vorstellungen
des göttlıchen ‘Auslands’ ordnen, hönnen: Diıe Frage ach der Vollmacht,

dıe ach dem Heıl und dıe ach derwürde das Schema DO Wahrheiıt. Dıie Herausforderung derden Sıeg davontragen. Es ıst eın Mächte einerseılts, dıe der drıtten
zweımal dreıfaches Schema UO  \ charısmatıschen Welle vıel bedeutet, und
bestechender logıscher Ökonomıe. Was der Synkretismus andererseıts gehen (mU.
den Dıalog selbst angeht, MUSSCN wır der ersten Sorge hervor Der tradıtionelle
Jjedoch eın anderes Modell ohızzıeren. evangelısche XbIusiıvVisSmus und der

An den renzen erkennen wır zwel och etablıerte khatholısche Inklusivismus
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entsprıingen der zweıten Sorge das Debatte hervor: der Bereich der
Heıl BeLi der Sorge dıe Wahrheit Ähnlichkeiten, dıe Notwendıigkeıt einer
unterscheıiden WLr wel orthodoxe gemeınsamen Grundlage für das
odelle (scholastısch und augustinısch- Gespräch, das erforderlıche Wıssen für
calvınıstisch) und wel verhältnismäßıg den Heılsglauben, der Bezug zU Lıebe
relatıvıstische odelle (theozentrısch und und zU persönlıchen relıgıösen
chrıstozentrisch). Engagement, dıe Verwendung der

Wır em ehlen unterdessen eınıge chrıstlıchen T’hemen, WLEe demjenıgen der
krıtische berlegungen und heben Menschwerdung und Erniedrigung, und
schlıeßlıch dıe neuralgıschen Punkte der schlıeflıch der Eınfluß des Zeıtgeıistes.

salm 18:25—31 Lata by the lexiıcal unıt ın question’.* 'To
ode]’ remaıns fashıionable word, the selection of raıts, it adds kınd of‘Mand MOST. convenıent ONE it. visual, plastıc, assıstance LO the PTFOCECSS

Suggests SOTNE famıllarıty wıth scıentific, of thinkıng. As model 1ın the physıcal,
and EVEeN epıstemologiıcal, talk-by usıng everyday N:  9 1S5 usually mınılature
it 0)81 CSCAaPECS being Judged Boeotıan: ıt. substitute for thıng LOO bıg LO handle,
Iso benefits from aesthetic halo—by model 1ın academıiıc talk 15 stylızed TC-
usıng ıt, OM avo1lds beıng Judged Phıilıs- sentatıon substituting for realhlıties LOO
tine! Among the scholars wh have wrıt- complex for treatment. I$ 1S not far from

LYDE, Idealtypus, and, maybe, from theten the encounter of Chrıistianıty an
other relig10ns, Man y refer to ‘models’ an earlhıer Greek ıdea! metaphorıcal touch
make hsts of such. INaYVy enhance the plastıc qualıity of

Not all, however, g1ıve the term exactly model
Wıth thıs meanıng of model 1n mınd,the Same meanıng; before commentıng

PrFroODOSEC rst LO cast glance at. several'models’, should CommMent briefly
hat INean by the word “mode]!”. hısts of models 1ın OU. lıterature; then LO
Raymond (Raımundo) Panıkkar, fter he dısplay OU OW: choice, arrangement, and

comments; an finally tO TAaW attentionhas defined four maın ‘attıtudes’, offers toO number of sensıtıve 1SsSsues arısıngfour models, he calls them, to assıst from the models and from the confron-1ın dialogue: they ATr e four key metaphors,
which he develops artfully the geographi- tatıon between them
cal, that of the ountaın LOP tLO be reached Sample Iypologiesby Varıo0us paths; the physıcal, that of the
raınbow, of lıght refracted; the geometrI1- Recent interest ın the encounter of othercal, of the topologıcal invarıant, trans- relıg10ns has produced overwhelmingformatıion and homeomorphism: the flood of books and artıcles; the INeTe read-anthropological, of language and lan-
ages, an translatiıon.* But would ıng of reviıew-article, such Schmidt-

Leukel’s,® 1s staggerıng ıthout claımıngnot closely ıdentify models wıth met- CVEeN LO make u of the field,aphors. Although agree that al see1ng
1S see1ıng d that all Janguage (lıving, Wa

present samples have gleaned O the
natural language) retaıns metaphorıcal Panıkkar'’s ‘attıtudes’ correspond to
dımensı1on, model o0es not requıre that hat MOST, other wrıters and we) ould
transfer hıch 1s essent1al to metaphor. call models. As already mentioned, he has
Model 1sS NearTrer LO CONcCepL, ‘that partıcu- four exclusıvısm, hıch he 15 wiıllıng tOo
lar bundle of cognıtıve features, a SSOC1- credıt ıth SOINeEe COUrase, untenable ıt
ated wiıt. the lexical unıt, which makes 1s today ınclusıvism, ıth Hındu
possıble the desiıgnation of all the eno- example; parallelısm , wıth relıgıons
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parallel WaYsS which meet only at. the end; tıans LO the po1n' of ]Jeopardızıng the
ınterpenetratıon, Ven perıichoresıis, which ıntegrıty of the faıth The sSecond 1S
he favours, yet ıth SOINE questions.* 'T’he accommodatıon’s opposıte, isolatıon; ıt
French ıberal Protestant AÄAndre Gounelle has affınıties ıth iıntegralism anı
discerns S1X ‘models’: exclusıvıism, agaın, amounts LO overstatement of COChrı1s-
ıth Jansenists, Evangelıcals (the Franc- tıan ıdentity, LO the poınt of Jeopardız-
fort Declaratıon), Luther, Barth; relıgıons ıng theır responsı1bılıty LO the

preparatıons for the (Gj0spel, from non-Christian world.?
Justin Martyr, the Alexandrıans tOo
Bultmann; multı-storeyed revelatıon, the 'The Chıicago ‚Jesut’s ‘soft’ treatment
MOST classıcal model, which he ascr1ibes LO resembles INOTeEe pastoral exhortatıon
Aquınas, Calvın, Newbıigın, Braaten than r1gorous analysıs.the anoNYyMOUS Chrıst, of Rahner and
Panıkkar: relatıvısm, expressed already The MOST impressıve model of models

from the Lausanne professor arl-by Troeltsch; syncretısm, of which Keller. How o0es gıven STrOUpP egoToynbee Was forerunner, and whiıich
Aourıshes MOST ın America.? The yoOunscr 1e W the relatiıonshıp of theır ‘divine’ to

theologıan ean-Claude Basset, that of another Sroup (alter The ‘divine’
(realıty) 1sS the ultımate reference of thatGeneva, 15 satısthed wıth four divıisıons:

‘Tthe isolationıstic mode]l of the integr- STOUD, ıth prior limıtatıon (Git INAaYy
L allısts, the expansıonıstıic model of the be dialectical 1T64S0ONMN for Marxısts). 'T wo
m1ss1ıonarı1es, the syncretistic model, of maın models emerge: the ON ‘dıvıne’

ıncludes the other, it excludes thethe New Age Lype, and Nne pluralıstic
model which constitutes 1n INanıYy WaVY>S other; but each model 15 found 1ın three
revolution’;° hıs dıstinetion between LWO vers10ns, producıng S1X possıbılıties:
exclusıyıstic LypeS worthwhiıle —Inclusıon by iıdentification: Allah 1s ıden-
insıght, and he 1S of the New Age tical TLO the (G0d of Moses and ‚Jesus
phenomenon. Moltmann expressly calls ('Isa)
models, ‘the tradıtional theologıical mMod- —Inclusıon by hıerarchızation: Shamash
els only the Nature/Supernature scheme, becomes manıfestatıon elegate of
and the suggestion of Hans Küng, that Marduk;Chrıistianıty be cons1ıdered ‘:critical —Inclusıon by relatıvyızatıon: all gods AaTecatalyst’;‘ but, implicıtly, hıs proposal of
mutual vulnerabılıty profile stands for avatara of the ıneffable One;
another model, and probably Iso the —Execelusıion 1ın Juxtaposıtıion: followers of

Yahweh AaTrTe indıfferent LO Kemosh‘prejJudıices’ which dominated prev1ous
ages the Absolutism of the Church’, ‘the (Judges
Absolutism of Faıth’ (of the dialectical —Kxelusıion ın opposıtıon: eıther aal
theologıans, arth et alıı), an ‘the ela- Yahweh, eıther Shıva Buddha:;

—Kxelusıion 1ın negatıon: ‘°only the dıvıne oftıvısm of the Enlightenment)’.® or1g1-
nal attempt, ON MaYy adı to the basket e£0O ex1sts; the divine of alter 1S nothıng
Franz .Jozef Va Beeck’s dipolarıty of °Con- but chımera an human self-justification’;
structiveness’, involvıng afırmatıon and the MOST radıcal and ıntolerant of all

capacıty for aggressıon and outrıght models.*0
hostilıty”, and ‘receptiveness’, EVEIN to the The clarıty, ymmetry, an logıcal full-
poınt of patıent endurıng of persecutıon; ess of Keller’s outlıne ould render
he WAarTrıls of LWO temptatıions: superfluous an y other attempt OU:  —

The first, accommodatıon, has affınıtiıes part—-were it not for the diıfference of
topıcs: AT LO chart, strıictly, not thewıth modern1sm; ıt amounts LO OVerTr-

statement of Christian Accom- relatıonshıps between dıivıine realıtıes, but
modatıon when hrıstlans models of encounter between Chrıistianıty
constructive assoclatıon wıth non-Chris- and other relıg10ns.
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Mapping odels Surmı1ıse that hıs dialectics would provıde
rich 1ESQOUTCES for strongly posıtıve affır-

Encounter requıres 9 matıon of theır value pDOost Chrıstum,
SOINE sımılarıty: ın absolute strangeness, eventu gratıae.
totally foreıgn entitıes cCannot meet, Even In the diırection of pluralısm, which
less than Ca yards and pounds metres cComMentators usually SCeEe the opposıte
and kılograms). At both nds of the SDEC- of Barth’s, the lımıting model Iso would
trum of tendencıes ın the theology of 1InNean non-encounter. Utter (unthiınkable)
relıg10ns, SEr10uUus doubts T1SEe LO the pluralısm dissolves Anı YVy COTININON INEASUTE

possıbılıty of encounter: LWO models of and togetherness; the elements, being
cannot meet. Nonon-encounter Aare thus suggested. No radıcally sıngular,

ONC, TO be SUTC, entertaıns them 1ın PUTC thınker, to knowledge, advocates thıs
form, but they Ca play lımıting role, model However, ıt provıdes sıgnıfıcant
wıth SOINEC profit for orlentation. reference lıne: 0)81 Ca  - SECE the °‘drıve) of

relıg10ns AT utterly devoı1d of INOTeEe moderate posıtıions owards that
value ULS ULS the Gospel that relatıon- lıne, and the tragıc efforts of theır
shıp IMaV be posıted between them and defenders they Lry to avo1d the COI-

Revelatıon, OChristian faıth Ca hardly (followıng Derrida’s claım that
encounter them Karl Barth’s condemna- deconstruection 1S destruction); and, 1ın
tıon of relıgıon ın hıs Church Dogmatıcs, WAaY, OT} Ca SEPE the CONSCYUECIHNC hap-
Dara Jal hıs equı1valence of the ESSEIICcE of pPCN already. When Phillıps refraıns
relıg10n wıth unbelıef, 1s ften interpreted from passıng Judgement child sacrıliıce

extreme of exclusıvısm, and it INaYy ın SOINE remote tribe, 4 1S5 iıt not obvıous
be SEENMN tOo INOVE owards the Airst lımıtıng that pluralısm SUPPTESSCS encounter?
non-encounter model Barth’s zeal for the Such 18 the respect of the other that ıt
freedom of STAaCcCEe LO radıcally results 1n 1solatıon. In pluralıstic SOC1-
all connectijons ıth human relıgıon. eLtY, the feelıng 15 already there that the
Would ıt. not deserve the predıcate ‘“1sS0O- unbrıdled cult of dıfferences breeds Nar-

cissıistıic indıfference. 'T’hıs obtaıns ın relı-latıonıstic”? Or, SCEIN from another angle,
SINCEe the Chrıstıian relıg10n fares bet- g10US matters; Carson quotes
ter, SINCE ıt falls under the QaSS1IVve No 1n Jewısh leader who complaıns that there 1s
the SAaINe WAaY, ıts relatıonshıp toO the other pluralısm: °In publıc school, EeWSs don’t

meet Christians. Christians don’t meetrelıg10ns 18 undefined, and of hıttle inter-
est indeed: there sıgnıficant Hındus. Everybody meets nothing’.1®
encounter. The other models, models of encounter,
Yet, all know, thıs 0€es nOot happen could be arranged 1ın lınear fashıon,
1ın fact, neıther wıth arth hımself 1910148 between the LWO poles. We have found ıt
wıth the Barthıan miıss1ologısts. Com- INOTE convenıent, however, LO classıfy
mentators should nOot overlook the them 1n accordance wıth the domiıinant
dialectical character of Barth’s TONOUNCEC- CONCETT!N eıther 9 salvatıon,
ments: the Aufhebung of relıgıon remaıns, truth Sınce ıt 1S ımpossıble entirely LO

wıth Hegel, two-edged tool, abolısh- dısentangle each from the others, SOTITNE

ıng and assumıng, takıng relıgıon iınto theologıans MaVYy aAaPPCAaTr al INOTE than OIl

Justificatıion. In practice, the Yes and the place 1ın the scheme.
No AT kept 1ın balance-but who Ca  - tell In INanYy relıg10ns, the holy dıvıne 1S
the rıght balance? Apart from AMexıble marked Afirst an foremost by We
control of Scripture (not wıth the ortho- IMaYy recall the Hebrew word f  e  3: used for
dox, indısputable, authority of Revelatıon miıght and abılıty (yesh le’el yäd  L,
ıtself) it Jargely to be intuntıive able) I wo models emphasıze 1ın
matter. Barth applıed hıs dialectics TtO relızı0ns: the “I’hırd Wave’ Power-Encoun-
110O11- Christian relig10ns ın conservatıve, Ler, and, less dıstınctly but effectually,
exclusıyistiec WaYVY (ın spıte of hıs iınclusıv- syncretıism. They AT far apart, but, Ven
ıstıc Chrıstology relatıng to persons); final foes, resemble each other tO
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degree 'The word melee LO M1N: for confronting 1ın LWwO forms maınly. Syn-
eretı1sm affects the so-called independent’both 1ın the of struggle, and 1n the

other (ın French) of MIX1Ng. churches, indıgenous ‘“Christian’ cults,
Power-encounter Alan Tippett 15 sa1d especlally 1ın Afrıca; the search for

LO have bound the LWwO words together) 1s 1S Overt motive there It 1S less obvıous
1n the swarmıng spirıtualıties under thetheological model of encounter ıth relı-

910NS. rallyıng C 1ın the post-charıs- ‘New Age umbrella, but ıt 1S implıed 1ın
matıc movement whose best-known the attempt LO dissolve anxıetles and to
leader 1S .John Wımber, :t has een elabo- gaın mastery of nNne’s  D lıfe
rated by theologıan Peter Wagner.*® It It 1S5 not CasS y to find theolog1an wh:
embodies reactiıon agaınst the intellec- would advocate the syncretistıc model
tualısm of Western, especlally Protestant (Eugen Drewermann?).*‘ Its de facto
Chrıstianıty: spırıtual lıfe 1S not much attractıon, however, should stimulate

question of knowledge, ıt 15 of> reflection. Denıs Müller, of Lausanne,
In non-Chrıistijan makes penetratıng comments the needsupernatural

relıgı10ns, people aAare enslaved by demonıc LO face the underlyıng 1SsSsues and not
POWETS, Holy Spirıt 9 evıdent 1ın sımply despıse an dısmıss strange M1X-
S18NSs and wonders, 15 tO defeat the tures regardıng reincarnatıon and

astrology. 18OPPTESSOS and TtO free theır captıves. In
recent 9 the mode| of spırıtual WAaT- Relıgions INaYy be defined "Ways of
fare has gıven INOTeEe and INOTE ımportance salvatıon., Panıkkar observes,**
tO ‘territorial spiırıts’, wıth strategıes although the soteriological iınterest looms
developed to assault theır strongholds: larger 1ın Chrıistianıty than 1n others.

ome models SseEEIN LO focus the ACCessMOST. places, terrıtorıial unıts (small
large), AT e sa1d to be controlled by to salvatıon. So 0€eSs tradıtional exclusıv-
demonıc POWEIS (hence, for example, the ISM , hıch has played ımportant part

results of evangelıstic efforts 1ın 1ın the M1SS10NAary mMoOvement. SO Iso 0es
the mode]l of catholıc ınclusıvısm, takıngthe past) 'The maın Bıblıcal evıdence 1n

SUPPOrT of that 1eW 1S the connection of ‘“catholiec’ 1ın the all-embracıng S  Nn  3 SS

gods wıth cıtıes countrıies-1t c1ated wıth the great Namnlle of Karl
being understood that gods AT Rahner.

St Cyprıan’s exXIira ecclesıam nulla salusactually demons @ Cor.
model 0€eSsT’he Power-encounter has een for centurıes, wıth Councıl Sanlc-.-

TeCOVeTr neglected diımensıons of New 'Tes- tıon ateran 1V, 1215,; refers LO 1t20) the
tament Christianity,** and ıt. 15 ell- formula of Church exclusıyısm. Protes-
known that the convıctiıon tO demonıc tant orthodoxy has maıntaıned parallel

wıtactıvıty ın heathen relıg10ns W as QX10- r1g0ur, ‘Gospel faıth’” replacıng
matıc for mMoOStT Church YFathers. church membershiıp the decısıve factor:
Especıally, they interpreted the S1M1- ın somewhat awkward fashıon, Clark Pın-
arıtl]les between these cults and Biblical nock charges the maJorıty Evangelıcal
relıgıon the frunt of demonıc ımıtatıon. posıtıon ıth being ‘hbased
St Augustine, still, VIEWS such influ- readıng of the ancıent Lext ın Cyprıan
ENCE the ver y soul of pagan plety. *° “Outsıde the Church, salvatıon” "_thıs
Nevertheless, 0)]81 cannot but deplore 'imperl1al particularısm' maıntaıined, he

cıtes, by Fernando, Demarest,strıkıng dısproportion 1ın the WarT-
are model when compared ıth Bıblical Erickson.*1 Evangelıical exclusıvısm, of
relıg10n—so sober, free from demono- 915 INOTE concerned to honour Scr1p-
logıcal obsessı1on. The eviıdence for strıict tural authorıty than Cyprian’s!
iıdentificatıon of gods wıth demons Clark Pinnock 15 ready LO beyond
1S slender-—far from convıncıng.?® hat ‘lenıent vo1ces’ N Evangelıcals

Syncretism, the combınatıon of hetero- have suggested.“% They envısage the DOS-
SCNCOUS, sometımes incompatıble, ele- sıbılıty, the basıs of General Revelatıon
ments drawn from Varıous relıg10ns, 1S5 and of the work of the Holy Spirıt, of
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savıng faıth ın Christ, 1ın the twılıght it mMust be for OCatholıic theologıan LO
were’.23 He buulds debatable inter- CESCAPDEC from that logıc! We ould question

the soc1o-hıstorical emphasıs, and claımpretatıon of the ‘Powers’ ordered by God
and subjugated by Christ LO gıve relıgı10ns INOTeEe transcendence for the iındıvıdual

posıtıve role: (together ıth transcultural ıinvarıants).
As Protestants, would challenge the'T’he relıg10ns LOO, being part of the typıcal notion of STaCce somethıng chan-SLrUCLUFre of the old age, present wıth

mıxed sıgnals. nsofar they bestow nelled by the instıitution, and the under-
order anı meanıng they are not eviıl. Iyıng V1eW of relıgıon the WaYy of

salvatıon—ın truth ‘Tthere 1S5 salvatıon 1ınThere 18 much that Ca apprecılate relıgıon because relıg10ns don’t SAaVe. Notan build Only they claım ultımacy
for themselves aAare they demonic.*4 Ven Israel’s relıgıon saved them)’.% Also,

surely, less indiscreet use (or abuse) of
He, then, praıses insıghts iınto STaCcCEe od’s salvıfic will would be INOTeE
found 1ın Eastern relıg10ns and suggests becomiıng TLO the Chrıstian theologıan.

ultımate salvatıon (won by Chrıst) Truth 15 the thırd Maın CONCETN,
attrıbuted 1001018° the basıs of 1gnorance, knowledge of the Deıty, the Ultimate, the
yearnıng, lovıng behavıour, than of eal 'The antıthesıs of true and false has
faıth.*> He Iso entertaıns the hope of post played great part 1n the constitution of
mortem second chance, hope hıch Gab- relıg10us 1dentities, and ıt 1S not SUurprI1s-
rel Fackre cherıishes likewise.26 ıng ıf Man y models focus truth ın

What Pınnock trıes LO do for KEvan- relıg10ns. On the exclusıve sıde, final an
gelıcal doctrine, 1ın WaYV which faıls LO decisıve truth 1sS denı:ed tO non-Christian
1mpress u Karl Rahner, the doctor sub- relıg10ns; the inclusıve sıde, that of
tılıs of a9gC, has one 1ın the Roman pluralısm, better, relatıve relatıvısm,
tradıtion. W hether nOot Rahner’s teach- truth 1S monopoly of Christianıty.
ıng st1ill] embodıies ‘Tthe maiınlıne OCatholiec We would dıstınguısh LWO ‘“orthodox’
view’2'_we have doubts—we ould be ill- models. The scholastıc OI usSes LWO-
advısed LO dismiıss it hastıly ın contemp level tructure the basıs of General

outrage’.%s Rahner 1S careful not tO Natural Revelatıon, EVEeN sınful 119a  - Ca

infrınge dogma, hıle he radıcally acquıre SOTNE true knowledge of God, and
interprets ıc that hıs work forcıbly chal- Ca diıscern ıt 1ın relıg10ns; but ıt 1S
lenges the orthodox. partıal and 1mprecı1se, nOot Savıng. Opın-

There 18 INOTEe LO ıt than the phrase 10Ns VaTrYy LO the corruption of thıs level
‘anoNymMOUS Christians’. Whıle affırmıng of truth, due LO human sinfi_11ness, but
strongly the unıque medıatıon of Chrıst Demarest’s conclusıon quıte
and the prerogatıves of the Church, Rah- representatıve:
Nner asecr1ıbes hıgh degree of lawfulness general revelatıon affords a ]] peoplean valıdıty toO non-Chrıistian relıg10ns, of a ]] tımes an places rudımentaryWaYS of salvatıon. 'The model produces
thıs result through the interplay of three knowledge of God Creator and moral
factors: first, the unıversal salyvıfıc wiıll of law-gıver. It Iso affords the Chrıstian

evangelıst sıgnıfıcant poınts of ontactGod; then, ın order for thıs wiıll nOot LO be ıth the non-Chriıstian world, therebyEeMPUIY words, the need of salvıfıc, uDeT-
natural, Chrnristiec STAaCE being offered QCTU- serving valuable pre-evangelıstic
ally LO al (and then ıt CAannot faıl tO effect tool General revelatıon, however,. o0es

not yıeld that gher knowledge of (G0dhat iıt Was iıntended LO—Wwe have CVCETYVY that 1s redemptive.**1TeEeaASON to think optimıstically of God);
thırdly, the soc1al and historıical nature of 'T’he radıcal Augustınıan model-ınspired
Man, whiıich requıires that STAaCcCEe be COT- by the eredo ut ıntellıgam-—denıes the
veyed LO hım through the s0Cc1al channels quality of truth LO that dıstorted and
1ın hıs hıstorical sıtuatiıon-through hıs repressıve perception of General Revela-
relıgions.* We Ca feel how diıffcult ıt tıon hıch SiInnNers harbour. 'T’heır images
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of (30d (mental ell metal) ATe ıdols, later that relıgı10ons are the prod-
ucCcts of the ımpulse owards absolutecrystallizatıons of falsehood, not truth At

the Samle tıme, they ATE AaANSWEeTs LO Rev- objectıve truth that they all Aare tend-
elatıon, they ‘retaın’ od’s truth (kate- ing 1ın the SaImnle dırection, and that all
khontes, Rom.1:18), and the sınner cannot SEEIN impelled Dy inner force LO strıve

hıs ‘old man’-the ON  D God CTE@- upwards 730 Hıck trıes tO maıntaın
ated Common 9TFaClEe ENSUTES that sınful CONVeErSCNCE and Tamıly resemblance’,
distortions AaTre kept wıthın bounds. EVEeN 1n reply tOo Robert (Cook’s SECVEeTC

Appeal Ca be made LO the truth critique,*° whiıich Iso Harold Netland has
repressed, nOt confessed. In practıce, developed.®‘ Hıck’s reference poıint and

Cornelhus Van Tl quası erıterıon 15 the ch1 from self-Abraham Kuryper,
centredness LOFrancıs Schaeffer ATre not far from the Reality-centredness-a

prev10us SroOup Calvın hımself uses aoclal-ethical test number of theolo-
imprecı1se, metaphorical language; Luther Y1ans gıve EVEN INOTE weıght LO the eth-
would aflırm natural knowledge, but 1cal, orthopraxıc, reference, they load ıt
the dreadful knowledge of legal condem- wıth INOTE precıse polıtical contents, and
natıon, of the wrathful Deus absolutus, 1n the model becomes, 1n aul Knıiıtter’s
sharp antıthesıs wıth the truth of the words, lıberatıon theology of
Gospel. religions’.*®

Other theolog1ans prefer OChrısto-'T wo maın orJl1entatıons Iso appCar
n ‘relatıve relativists). 'T ’he pıoneer centrıc vers10n, but the central Christ 15
thinker, TNS Troeltsch, followed Dy property of the Chrıstian church. For
Wılfred Smith, and the MOST. eloquent Panıkkar, al least 1n the bulk of hıs work,

“ °’he Ohrıiıst 1s the only medıator’, butspokesman 1ın debate, .John Hıck, favour
theocentrıc model Hıck proclaımed Ne 1S actually present and effectiıive 1ın CVETV
‘Copernıcan revolutıion’: whereas the tra- authentic relıgıon, whatever iıts Namnlle

dıtional model placed Chrıstianıty at the form 'The Chrıst 15 the symbol hıch
Christians call Christ of the always tran-centre, the Ptolemaıiıc system dıd the

earth, an hıle people lıke Rahner Lr y tO scendent, and equally always humanly
salvage the old paradıgm wıth epicycles ımmanent, Mystery’.°” He 1S clearly the

240added, have COINE tO realıze that G0d key tO the ‘cosmotheandrıc experıence
1S the Su. the orıgınatıve of lıght an calls for the ‘dekerygmatızatıon of the
and lıfe, whom al relıgı10ns reflect 1ın theır faıth’.41 Younger wrıters ın the SaIinlle lıne
OWI) different ways’.> ‚Jesus represents sShOow much hıgher degree of sophıstıca-
OTl of the manıfestatıions of the Dıvyıne tıon: they follow the vanguard thinkers of
ultımately Real; the Incarnatıon, aCCOord- post-modern1sm, mostly French, and they

ATe deeply infÄiuenced by Buddhism. avıdıng LO .John Hıck, 1S mythological ıdea,
figure of speech, pıece of poetic ılmagery. Tracy, of Chicago, brilllantly mM1xes Lacan
It 1s WaY of sayıng that ‚Jesus 1S5 OU.  — an Meıster Eckhart, Ehade and Nägär-
lıyıng ontact ıth the transcendent juna.“*% We could call hıs Christ “apo-
G0d’. Hıck Iso uses Kantıan categorıes: phatıc’, and Iso the Chrıist of freedom,
relıgı10ns AT the phenomena of the Iracy strıves LO affırm, from the prophetic
unreachable Noumenon.“* What creates angle, the responsıble agen Joseph
dıfficulty, then, 1Ss the effort tO maıntaın UO’Leary, of Tokyo, unfolds ma)Jor SYIN-
COTININONMN MECASUTC, unıfyıng bond how- thesıs, dazzlıng intellectual feat, 1ın

which he that the °centre 1S5 theEVeTr loose), LO avo1d indefinıte wanderıngs
the SC  Q of boundless pluralıty. Deus ıncarnatus, the incarnate, hıstorical

Troeltsch, who, al the en of hıs lıfe, forms of diıvıne revelatıon, not the Deus
eriticized hıs earher posıtıon and realızed nudus, abstract construction the

words ‘Iıberatiıon), evuen 'vacuıty’ COMEethat ‘the actual hıstory of relıgıon knows
nothıng of the COTINIMNMNOIN character of a ]] INOTe easıly than ‘God’, SIınNcCe that
relıg10ns, of theır natural upward trend proper OUunNn has become for DOST-
owards Christianıty', claımed few modern nmen the '1mproper noun’.% But
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O’Leary’'s Chrıist 15 by restricted features of relıg10ns, would first
tOo 1st CeNtury Palestine: °In ach relıgı0on broach the topıc of sımılarıty. Many SEEIN
the divine logos wıshes LO be heard, an LO TeESUPPOSC that the INOTEe alıke LWO
he o0es ın sovereıgn ashıon 1ın SOINE relıgı10ons ATe found to be, the INOTEe homeo-
great realızatıons, lıke those which focus morphic the role of theır ods medi-

the figures of ‚Jesus and Buddha’; the ators, the INOTEe peaceful, cooperatıve,
Ohrıiıst he preaches, he calls the ‘VAaCUOUS unıtıve at. the end, theır encounter wiıll be
COChrıst’. The character of the Christ ın Thıs, however, [0125 not follow from Bıb-

hıcal hınts the whole idea of demoniıcthe “Christocentriec’ model shortens the
diıistance irom the *theocentric’ OTl ımıtatıon, ımportant to the Fathers,

The prımary target of erıtics of relatıve agaınst allurıng lıkeness; ın the
New Testament, the antıkhrıstos themerelatıyısm 15 the self-destructive incoher-
calls for the dıscernment between auth-ENCE of the thesıs. ‘A radıcal pPeTrSPCC-

tıvısm disqualıifies ıts OW: posıtıon entic and counterfeıt, and the ımage of
SEer10USs partner 1in theologıical COMN VeT- wolves under the gu1se of sheep. Personal

loyalty IMaYy SEeeE temptatıon ın-satıon’, wrıtes Fackre; and he sks
th found here there? But ere 1S blances: 1S fallıng ın love wıt

there, there-only ıllusory claıms an mMoOst lıke nes wiıfe somethıng Ise than
interest-laden agendas rıpe for decon- adultery? Ar the Sarmne tıme, dıssımılar-

ıt1ıes do favour presumptıon of essentı]jalstruction'; AT actually fallıng back dıfference, and the unıque features ofiınto ‘“confessjional tribalıism'.®© Irue, OU.
wrıters wısh tO resıist complete relatıvısm: Biblical chrıstianıty IMaYy rıghtly be called

to wıtness.but Ca they? Once breach 15 made ın The need of COMMMOON ground ıfthe dike Craig Gay ably CXDOSCS how frut  S encounter healthy dıialogue 1s TtOthe LO orthopraxy begs the QUCS-
tıon of norms.46 Carson SEES through take place INaYy hardly be dısputed. But

what 1S common ground”? 'T00 often, it 1STracy’s efforts aT. preservıing respons!ı1- assumed that ıt. mMuSt be Op1N10NS, values,bılıty: ‘Despıite the hıgh-flown language of experıences acknowledged and owned byTracy’s moral CONCETNS, do not SEE how
he QaVO1ds the radıcally arbıtrary.”“' One both partners. Diıifficulties T1SEe wıth the

condemnatıons of ıdols and theır cults,
IMaYy discern 1ın ıt. mırror reflection of the wıt. the noetic effects of S1n, the darkenedsociologıcal condıtions of OU.  - secular, COI- mınd, ıts er inabılıty LO recelive the
sumeriı1st, society“®, ‘pıck and thıngs of God Why not recognıze that
facılıty. ome observers note how Western hat al] have 1ın COTNINOMN 15 precıisely(and EeVEeN imperalıstic) 1s the pluralıstic the ground-the H‘eld of General Rev-
agenda.“ At deeper level, contemporary elatıon LO hıch al human beıngsthıinkers remaın remarkably intolerant, respond? It renders conversatıon possıblelonger pluralısts, when thıngs that Eeven ın dıisagreement. hıs ınvolves the
really matter for them ATe at stake, thıngs uUusSe of logıc and the testing of proposıtionsthey really believe.° by facts, Denis Müller has ell PCI-

ceı1ved, an hıch he nds lackıng 1ın the
Knots ppearıng New Age.*}

'The classıcal analysıs of faıth notıtıa,
et fiducıa, ralses the question of

As have approached the models of the aMmMoOount of notıtıa requıred for Savıng
encounter wiıt. other relıgı10ns, SOTINE SC1I1- faıth tO OCCUTIL. ‘We AT nOot Saved by know-
sıtıve 1SSues have surfaced, and nOt all ledge 7152 Debates between harder an
theolog1ans have faced them knots, (iJ0r- softer Evangelıcals hınge uponNn thıs 1sSsue.
dian not Gordıan, TtO Cut toO untie. We T’he basıc argument for the broader VIEW-
would ffer brief comments selectiıon poınt refers LO the Old Testament
of them behlıevers, especlally those of earhest

In the direction of the INOTeEe ‘objective’ tımes. Can sufficıent notıtıa be iınferred
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from (General Revelatıon, including Provı1- fuses between langue and parole, code
dence? In that Casc, Demarest’s model and message.°

Practically al the apostles of dialogue,miıght be expanded. Could thıs knowledge
establishedbe channelled through inclusıvısts and pluralısts, insıst vulL-

pagan) relıg10ns, and would they nerabılıty, the need LO rısk oneself
acquıre degree of awfulness? ind1ıs- entirely, wıth nes MOST cherished
putable 1n Scripture lean the beliefs.” ‘1 °h@ 1ssue 15 complex and delı-
negatıve sıde: the rıghteousness of works cate. Certainly, there 1S5 arrogant
avaıls nothıng; the root of human p.. neurotiıc defensıyveness hıch brıngs
tıon 1S found ın relıgıon (Rom 1):; the honour to the Gospel. Certaınly, 1n WAaY,

of heathen ceremonı1les 1S demonuiıc. always Yrısk’ ourselves 1n authentic
encounters: ATeEe actually there, not'The only reference to PUTC offerıngs beıng

made to (30dnthe natıons, 1n Mala- part of ourselves only. Certaıinly,
ch1 LD 155 best understood eschato- should remember the fraılty of OU.  — Srasp
logical promise.°® But boundarıes ATe nOot of Revelatıon and be ready LO be taught by

an yvOoNC. But 1S nOot the INeTe thought thatCas V LO TAaW.
c  could’ orsake OU.  — ord breach ofOther poınts T1SeEe 1ın connectijon wıth

subjectıve commıtment. Is love 1ncompat- loyalty owards hım? Would not the
ıble wıth polemiıcs? Panıkkar feels that - thought, when encounterıng SOMCONC, of

beheve that OU.  — ne1ghbour 1S5 EeENIMMNE- possıble change of marrıage partner
shed 1ın EeETTOT an superstitıion, Ca already be betrayal of the vows?
hardly love hım ourselves 7054 (Giran- Symmetry ın the encounter wıth 110O11-

ted that, ın the weakness of OUT DaSs- Chrıstian friend ould 101e 4a1 the annul-
s1ıonate natures, all find ıt difAfcult to ment of the gıft of STaCce MONStrOUS

ingratitude. Maybe the solutiıon hes 1ın thestrengthen personal relatıonshıps hıle
AT fighting the other’s ıdeas. Yet, 1ın realızatıon that AT not OUT OWI)l POS-

princıple, an confusıon ould be TrUu1lNOUS. SEeSS10NS, that Chrıiıst’s hold of has full
It 1S5 possıble LO separate. there 15 an Yy prlor1ty OVeTr OUT hold of hım We Ca

subjects, only testify to the victor10uscallıng to truth, then to fight the
that dısfigure and destroy neighbour STaClCEe of hıch ATe the objects.
unawares 15 the WaYy of love. Lewıs 'T ‘hıs leads LO the use made of ma)Jor
remarks somewhere that he used tOo thınk Chrıstian themes ın the construction of
that the formula ‘lovıng the person/hatıng SOINlE theologıes of relıig10ns. 'The praıse of
the person’s S1N. WwWas bıt artıfic1al—-until the final, unfathomable Mystery, the CONMN-

he realızed that he W as doing the SaIne all sequent relatıyızatıon of proposıtıons,
the tıme, ıth regard TLO himself! doctrines, belıefs-human, all 1K019 human-

Panıkkar ften STresses Iso that OT  D indeed have appearance of wısdom,
ıth theır delıberate pIety, theır humilıtyCa understan relıgıon wh 0eSs nOot

belıeve 1ın it.° 'T '’hıs looks lıke replıca of but they lack an Yy value ın restraınıng
Augustine’s dıctum, but ıt 15 not: ıt the arrogancdce of 1645011 Craıig Gay takes
ınvolves beıng Chrıstıan, Hındu an off the mask
Buddhıist al the SAamne tıme (he claıms ıt ıt 15 al best kınd of mıstaken humıilıty
for himself>®©) 9 ould COIN- that has the effect of rendering ınvul-
mend empathy and imagınatıve efforts 1n nerable LO revealed truth because Al

the endeavour to know the other, but the 1O LOO modest to beheve that ould
princıple stated would make ıt 1MpoOS- know truth EVEeNN ıf ıt. WEeTeC revealed LO

ussıble tLO brand anı y ETTOTNL. Verıtas
ındex S7211 et falsı! Only 1ın the lıght of God (30d 1S5 subtly forbıdden to ınform 1n the
do Judge rıghtly works of darkness Strong S  Nn  9 actually tO rule OUT mınds.
(Ephes. 5:13) Panıkkar’s confusıon tıes ın (30d 1S5 ‘gagged’.

Sımilarly, OT 18 SUSPICIOUS of inter-wıth hıs V1CeCW of relıgıon Jlanguage the
iınterpreter must belıeve the relıgıon he pretatıon of the ncarnatıon the
must speak the language.*‘ But thıs COIN- tO bınd the ord Christ LO finıtude, LO the
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invıncıble relatıvıty of hıstorical plural- Franz Jozef °Chrıstian al
1SM); of the henösıs and the Cross the Theology 1ın Encounter ıth Non-

hrıstlans Profession? Protestation? Self-LO EMPLY the Chrıistian message of
Maintenance? Abandon”?, Theologıicalıts afırmatıions of judgement an reıgn; of

eschatology, the to welcome, 1n Studzıes 55 (1994) 55f. (whole art. 46—65:;
ıts not-havıng implıcatıons, the allurıng 5108 BAl for poınts cıted).

Carl-A O Iieu des chretiens et.
emptiness of Buddcha.©1 'Thıs takes les dieux des rel1iz10ns’, La Communica-
abstract turn which STOWS aWAaY from the tıon VUVec ’ultime (Geneve: OTr et Fides,
concrete hıstorıcıty of the o0d News. DA TE

15What MaVy be deepest, and vet quıte “Christian Wıtness 1ın
obvıous, 1ın the procedure of the advocates Age of Pluralısm’, an
of iınclusıve an relatıvıstic (or pluralıstic) .John WOODBRIDGE, eds., (iod and
models, 1S the 111 to conform: LO conform (ulture Essays ın Honor of 'arl

Henry Tan Rapıds Eerdmans, anLO the modern and postmodern mınd-set, arlısle Paternoster,and sensıibility.°* It 15 inescapable, the
only Wa Y. Here, ould suggest, 1sS the 152 Ibıd., 36 quoting Denniıs Prager)
radıcal cho1ce: eiıther the Zeıtgeıst, wıth 13 See especlally etier AGNER, Warfare

Prayer Ventura, Regal Bks,ıts tıtles an credentials, the of etier an Douglas PEN-
the NMawless Word, takıng hold of us-—for: NOYER, ed., Wrestlıng ıE ark AngelsWho LS ock besıdes OU (iod? entura ega. Bks,

See Clhinton ARNOLD’s thesıs, Ephe
S1LANS! Power and agıc. T’he Concept of
Power ın Ephesians LNM 1E of Its Hıstor-Raimundo PANIKKAR, TAns. ınto French ıcal Setting Tan Rapıds aker, 1989,by ‚.Josette Dialogue ıntra- the chapters Dy avıdrelıgieux (Parıs Aubıer, 30—46 Quo

atıons from that, book ave had LO be GILL, Orsten MORTTZ, Bruce
translated back ınto Englısh from the WINTER, AÄAndrew CLARKE

Bruce INTER, eds., One God, OneFrench We acknowledge that, recent ord ın Oor| of Relıigious Pluralısm
VCAaTISs, Panıkkar has moved beyond the (Cambrıdge: Tyndale House,posıtıions of thıs book, the direction of See the well-researched art. by Goulvenpluralısm.
Eugene IDA meanıng, hıs Com MADEC, Christ des palens d’apres le
ponential nalysıs of Meanıng (1979),; 26, De euangelıstarum de saınt

quoted by Moi1l1ses 2Q Words Augustin Recherches Augustinıennes
(1992) 55657and theır Meanıng. An Introduct:on O
In spıte of WIN:' Op1n10n, °In PublicLexical Semantıcs Tan Rapıds: Zonder-

V 134 an Prıvate arly T1SL1AN nterac-
Perry SCHMID’I-LEUKEL, ‘Das Pluralıis- tıons ıth el1ig10us Pluralısm)’, One Lord,
tiısche odell der eologie der Relıg10- 6Ll 131 AaTe not convınced Dy the
e  5 Kın Literaturbericht’, Theologısche simple 1ıdentifcatıon In Cor., the Verses

MaYy INeAan only that demons meddle wıthRevue (1993) 303—93064, plus revl1eWw, the worshiıp of false gods It o0es not365—3 70
warrant the transfer of ttrıbutesPANIKKAR, 6 3 D

Andre GOUNELLE, “”T’heologıes des reli- Cl 255 ould favour inclu-
g10NS NO  - chretiennes’, Autres emps Cah- S10N through hierarchizatiıon (252. hıs
Lers du chrıstianısme socıal n.2  s Aut. defence of gnNnOost1c1SM).

18 Deniıs MUELLER, ‘L/’Ethique du dialogueBa LL
ean-Claude BASSET, KEnjeux du dialogue l’epreuve du defi religıeux contemporaın’,
interrelig1eux. Sept proposiıtions gu1lse Autres emps n.2 Aut 24—28; cf.
de es LOLG.., 31 Gerard SIEGWAL/T’'s unusual OPCNNESS LO
Jürgen TAaAans by argare parapsychology and eEeven the occul (under
KO T’he Church Lın the Power of the Jung’s infiluence) hıs ogmatıque DOUT
Spirılt. Contribution O Messıanıc CcCclie la catholıcıte evangelıque. Systeme MYSLC-
sıology London SCM, 157159 gogıque de Ia fOL chretienne. 2 les Fonde
Ibıid., ments de Ia foı  ealıte et Revelatıon
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Geneva Parıs: OTr Fides Cerf, Joseph Stephen O’LE La Verıite chre-
64{ff£, dı &° tiıenne age du pluralısme relıgieux

arıs Cerf,19 PANIKKAR, O, CLE 139; 1401 homeo-
morphısm of Nırana and Söter1a. 35 TNS TROELTSCH, "T'he ace of Chris-
ccordıng LO the Enchiridion symbolorum tianıty Among OT elıgz10ns’, 1n rıs
of DENZINGER Nthe 31st ed tianıly, Readıngs, CH:; 16 and
(1957); n.430; Cyprıan  S words (EpD 73) AaTre COOK, ‘Postmodernism, pluralısm
y1Ven: Salus XLra Ececlesıiıam nNnO  < est; cf. and .John 1C Themelıos 19/1 Oct
avıd RIGHT, ”C he Watershed of Vafs 10—12; ‚.JJohn HICK, ‘Response’, Themelıos
1can I1 atNnolıc Attıtudes Towards er 19/3 (May
Relig10ns’, 1ın One Lord, €16., 158ff. 37 Harold ‘Relıg10us Pluralısm

B ar PINNOCK, "Toward Evangelical an Truth’, ınıly .Journal (1985),
Theology of Religions’, Journal of the 714—81, CS QIff£. iıck
Evangelical Theological Socıety (1990), raıg GAY, “Pluralıty, Ambiguity, an
359 (wıth n.2) Answer an crıtique by Despaiır 1n ontemporary Theology’, Jour-
Bruce DEMAREST, ‘General Spe-
c1al Revelation Epistemologiıical Founda- nal of the Evangelıcal Theologıcal Socıety
tıons of elıg10us Pluralısm)’, One Lord, 36 (1993) 219; RIGHT, 0} CL,, 168f.

PANIKKAR, CLlcıt Ibıd., 52Ibıd., Pinnock trıes to reduce the diıstance
between elr pos1ıtions an hıs HKor Ibıd., 115
rev1IEeW of Evangelıcal choices, Malcolm 49 avıd TRACY, zalogue wıth the er.
CVEIGH, "The Fate of ose Who’ve T’he Inter-Relıgious ıalogue (Louvaın

Peeters Press,Never Heard? It depends’, Evangelıcal
43Missıonary Quarterly 21 (1985), O’LEARY, cıt. Z2U. then 216

AL 9 (‘le NO PTOPTITC Dar excellence est devenu le
ANDERSON, Chrıstianıity and NO ımpropre Dar excellence’).

World Relıgıons, 102, ASs quoted, ıb Ibid., 29 (ef. 265 ‘Ja figure hıstorıque de
378 ‚Jesus peut Stre ul percee
PINNOCK, CLt., 364 evolutionnıste de la realıte humaıne S11 le
Ibid., 366—368 plan du 0g0S } then, the VAaCUOQOQUS

Gabriel Ecumenical Faıth Lın rıst, 294, 297
Evangelıcal Perspective ran Rapıds 45 CL., 108, then
Eerdmans, 451, an especlally for GAY, CL., DA
Israelıtes, 14716567 Cil., 58

B Paul quoted DYy Kevın '’AN. "The OT Well
cıt. 163 Staged? Theology, Culture, Herme-
RIGHT, ıbıd., 166, after fine eXpOSI1-

tıon of Rahner’s VIEeWS. neutics’, (iod and Culture, Cil., 23,
referring LO Co Lash: and GAY, GLL.,

S  r/ RAHNER, ‘Christianıty an the Non- and the burden of hıs ole art.,
T1st1an elıg10ons’, ecture gıven 209—227)
1961, publiıshed Theological Investiga-
H0oNns an quoted as reproduced John O Cil., Öl BASSET, GLt..
ICK an! Brıan EBB  ATTE, eds., 33; accordıng LO O’LE GEl:; 3Ö,

Kenneth Sur1ın has eritic1zed Hick’s West-
Christianıty and er Relıgıions. Selected
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