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The Salvation of Non-Christians

By Fr. Bernhard Blankenhorn, O.P.


At certain times in history, the religious assumptions of succeeding generations can shift dramatically.  Such has certainly been the case in the last 100 years.  Whereas the typical Catholic in the early 20th century probably assumed that heaven is populated mostly by Catholics, today most Catholics probably presume that heaven has a very diverse religious population.  Furthermore, as Westerners have been more exposed to non-Christian religions, they’ve encountered profound teachings and beautiful practices in the members of those religions.  Besides, many of us have Buddhist or Muslim neighbors, friends or acquaintances.  We’ve discovered that these religious yet non-Christian people are often terribly nice and perhaps quite virtuous.  The radical decline of a quasi-sectarian mentality that might have permeated Catholicism a few generations ago along with this intensified inter-religious and inter-cultural exchange has led to new questions.  If lots of non-Christians may well be going to heaven, does it really make sense to say that they are still saved through Christ?  Or would it not be more tolerant and realistic to say that the Hindu is saved through Hinduism instead of Christ, and so on?  The answer to this question has evident and massive consequences for our approach to evangelization, including the way that we relate to our Buddhist or Muslim friends.  Should we even be speaking about Christ to a practicing Hindu, or sending missionaries to China to convert Buddhists?  For that matter, does it make a difference to which religion I belong?


Let me offer a note of clarification.  When I say, “saved through” or speak of “the mediation of salvation,” I refer to teachings and practices of a particular religion enabling someone to attain eternal communion with God.

Part 1: Implicit Faith Leading to Salvation


The possibility of the salvation for members of other religions has remained fairly ambiguous in the history of Christian theology.  While some Catholic theologians have denied the possibility of salvation for non-Christians, their position was never proclaimed the official dogma of the Church.  The solution has often been sought in the idea of implicit faith.  An example of implicit faith is when a Catholic who has learned only a little about his faith says, “I believe whatever the Church teaches.”  He thereby implicitly believes all Church doctrine.
  St. Thomas Aquinas had used this notion of implicit faith to explain how people could be saved before the coming of Christ.  For example, devout Old Testament Jews believed in a future savior, without knowing all that this entailed.

The 16th century Dominican theologian Domingo Soto proposed that an implicit faith in Christ, one that did not involve visible membership in Christ’s Church nor even an explicit act of Christian faith, could suffice for salvation for those who had not heard the Gospel, even after the coming of Christ.
  Soto was not disciplined by the Church for this theological stance.  In the 1940’s, the Vatican excommunicated the Boston priest Leonard Feeney for insisting that only Roman Catholics are saved.  The Holy See noted that an implicit desire for God and the Church could suffice.
  At Vatican II, the Church affirmed that God makes eternal life with him available to each person, even if they do not come to an explicit faith in Christ in this life.
  Thus, we affirm as Catholics that non-Christians can or may be saved.  The truth of this statement was so clear to the bishops at Vatican II that the Council documents barely manifest the need to state it explicitly.

Part 2: Which Salvation?


The burning question is: “how can the non-Christian be saved?”  It can only be answered if we begin with the question, “what do we and other religions mean by salvation?”  When Catholics and other Christians speak of salvation, we mean above all the attainment of eternal life with God in heaven.  Salvation begins here and now in a certain sense, since life with God through grace begins in this life.  Thus, it is correct to say that the Christian’s salvation begins by faith and baptism.  But the fullness of salvation is life in heaven, eternal interpersonal communion with the Trinity, with the God who created and saved us.

It is common today for Christians to assume that the different religions aim at salvation and have a similar understanding of that term.  One popular theory holds that all the major religions ultimately share a common core, a common source and a common purpose, and that differences between the religions stem from diverse ways of describing those common elements or that differences pertain to non-essential aspects of the religions.  According to this theory, Jews, Muslims, Buddhists, Hindus and Christians are essentially after the same goal of salvation, but simply use different terms to describe that common reality.  When they really contradict each other, then they are speaking of elements that are not all that important to their respective religions, but rather temporary aspects that stem from their diverse cultures and languages.

This presumption for common beliefs and a common goal (i.e. salvation) among the religions needs to be tested in light of the actual teachings of the major religions.  In Christianity, and here I refer to Catholics, Orthodox and Protestants, salvation in the fullest sense of the term means eternal life with God.  It means that a human person will be blessed by an unending relationship of love with the Triune God.  The blessings of heaven are purely spiritual before the resurrection of the body, after which the body also shares in the bliss of heaven.  Salvation is about the eternal communion of immortal persons.  Each human person will remain really distinct from the three divine persons.  Furthermore, the Catholic and Orthodox traditions tend to emphasize the intimate, even spousal nature of communion with God.

Is this what other religions strive for?  The closest cousin to Christianity is Judaism.  Since about the time of Jesus, belief in an eternal afterlife has been widespread in Judaism.  Belief in the abiding existence of the individual human person, distinct from other beings and from God, came to Christianity through Judaism.  Heaven is the dwelling place of a single personal God, a clear teaching found through the Old Testament.  Judaism also posits the resurrection of the body, again influencing Christianity.  Judaism would also affirm the intimate nature of our friendship with God, appealing to the imagery of spousal love in the Song of Songs as well as the prophets Isaiah and Hosea.  Although the Old Testament and the rabbis remain very ambiguous on the specifics of the afterlife, the Jewish conception of the afterlife is quite compatible that of Christianity.  We can mention two possible points of difference.  First, the status of the souls of the dead before the end of the world and the resurrection of the body is ambiguous.  Do the souls of the faithful already dwell in heaven, or are they in some type of celestial antechamber until the final judgment at the end of time, when they will enter heaven reunited with the resurrected body?  The Old Testament does not offer a single clear response, unlike the New Testament.  Second, Jews deny that there is a communion of divine persons within the one God.

The second closest cousin to Christianity is Islam.  Its teaching on salvation is in dispute.  The description of the heavenly garden as a place of physical delights, especially as containing beautiful virgins to be enjoyed by Muslim men is well known (Qur’an 78:33).  However, Muslim scholars do not offer a uniform interpretation of such passages from the Qur’an.  For example, one prominent translator and commentator of the Muslim Scriptures, Abdullah Yusuf Ali, insists on a symbolic interpretation of the very physical and sexual images of heaven found in the Qur’an.  He maintains that they primarily describe spiritual delights, and that heaven’s physical pleasures are completely secondary.
  On the other hand, a more literal interpretation may be quite popular among Muslims today.

Whichever school of interpretation one belongs to, it is undeniable that communion with God and the direct vision of him is a significant part of the Muslim conception of the afterlife.  The emphasis here is also on the eternal existence of a personal God along with the eternal personal existence of human individuals in God’s presence.  Again, human persons are really distinct from God.  Whether the relationship with God is one of intimacy and friendship is another question.  Islam’s Sufi mystical tradition has emphasized relationship with God as a love affair, but Islam’s dominant model for our relationship with God is that of master and servant.

We now turn briefly to the other two great world religions: Hinduism and Buddhism.

Hinduism is theistic, whereas Buddhism is not.  The greatest Hindu God is Brahman, who has had various manifestations throughout history.  The Hindu Scriptures (the Veda, the Upanishads, and the Bhagavad Gita) are ambiguous on the distinction between God and the self.  Are human beings really distinct from God, selves that have a real identity and can enjoy eternal life with God?  Or is the self an illusion that must be overcome, so that the self is just a manifestation of God?  And is God personal or impersonal?  The earliest Hindu Scriptures, the Veda, do not posit a personal God, while the later Upanishads do.  Hinduism's branches have been distinguished in part by their conflicting answers to these questions.


The most influential Hindu master to interpret the Hindu Scriptures was Shankara (8th century).  He held that God is impersonal and identical with the self.  Hence there is no individual immortality, no salvation for you and me, since there really is no you and me, just God.  Shankara taught that intellectual training, meditation and rituals would lead to the soul’s liberation, enabling us to escape the round of rebirths and to be reabsorbed in the one reality of Brahman.

Other great Hindu teachers like Ramanuja (11th century) and Madhva (13th century) insisted on a personal God, that souls are really distinct from him, that God helps the soul in its ascent to him with grace, and that souls can have eternal life with God.  This debate in Hinduism on the distinction or identity between God and the world, including personal beings, continues today.  So some Hindus do believe in the reality of a personal soul, a personal God, and the possibility of attaining unending happiness with this God, aided by divine grace.  But many Hindus would reject such beliefs.


At the core of Buddhism’s teachings we find the conviction that neither god nor any other eternal being exist.
  In fact, belief that a god or individual human beings are permanent entities is considered among the most dangerous.  The self is an illusion that must eventually be overcome.  Numerous Buddhist scholars have pointed out that the doctrine of atman or not-self is absolutely essential for Buddhism.
  Buddhist will speak of gods as existing, but only as temporary beings.  This is why the Buddha could claim that he was above the greatest Hindu god Brahman.  Buddhist liberation is the attainment of nirvana, the complete realization of not-self.  Buddhism offers minimal positive descriptions of nirvana, focusing instead on negations.  Nirvana is a state without any god, without any personal existence, but also a state of peace and harmony.  But there is definitely no eternal “you” in nirvana.  Any notion of communion or spousal love is thus completely absent from the state of salvation.


It therefore becomes clear that Jewish and Muslim understandings of salvation are somewhat close yet still distinct from Christianity, while Hinduism and Buddhism have radically different notions of salvation.  It turns out that Buddhists and most Hindus pursue kinds of salvation which in many ways contradict core Christian beliefs.  A dominant branch of Hinduism and all of Buddhism are not at all interested in fostering personal immortality.  In fact, both of them see the desire for personal immortality as a major problem.  Also, most Muslim schools of thought would be uncomfortable with the Christian language of intimate friendship and spousal love with God.  Can we still say that the members of the various religions aim for the same kind of salvation?


One solution to these clear contradictions among the religions’ teachings on salvation and the afterlife has been to propose that they all have the same general aim, such as becoming reality-centered.  This theory proposes that the different religions’ descriptions of salvation are just human reflection on the goal of life.  Thus, salvation turns out to be something that none of the religions describe.  Salvation consists of being centered on the ultimate reality that is beyond the Trinity, Allah, YHWH, nirvana or Brahman.
  The trouble with this position is that it completely dismisses doctrines that are absolutely crucial to each of the major religions.  The point of Christianity is that the Trinity is the ultimate reality.  If there were something more real beyond the Trinity, then the Trinity would be a creature, and worshiping this God would be idolatry.  Islam clearly teaches that Allah refers to the one true God, the ultimate reality, and that nothing can be above or beyond him.  If Allah were not the ultimate reality, worshipping him would also be idolatrous.  Buddhism clearly teaches that nirvana is the ultimate aim of life, not something beyond it.  To say that the contradictory descriptions of salvation in fact refer to the same reality ends up simply dismissing crucial claims made by each religion, for it fails to take their real differences seriously, imposing agreement where it does not exist.  Instead of affirming all of the religions, all are offended and misused.


A second solution that can often be found in Catholic circles is to say that Buddhism, Hinduism and other religions do not lead people to nirvana or Brahman but to Christian heaven.  Thus, Christianity’s teaching on the nature of salvation is true, but an open-minded Christianity should recognize that God uses many paths to bring people to eternal communion with him.  The advantage is that this position recognizes the contradictions between nirvana and Christian heaven, for example, without dismissing other religions as worthless.


The difficulty with this second solution is that it fails to see the close connection between means and ends.  Each major world religion teaches a set of practices that are designed to lead the practitioner to the attainment of the goal of life.  Thus, Buddhist forms of meditation are designed to help the practitioner come to the realization that the I as a permanent entity does not exist, precisely in order to move the so-called person along toward nirvana.  Similarly, the major branch of Hinduism that denies the permanent existence of human persons teaches yoga as a means to arrive at a consciousness that the supposed I is in fact nothing other than god.
  The practices of Islam are, with the exception of Sufism, designed to lead the practitioner to the constant and full submission to God as master of his servants, and not to an intimate friendship or spousal divine love.  Each major religion promotes certain practices precisely because they are supposed to lead to the specific kind of salvation that the respective religions teach.

The theologians who claim that, for example, the practices of Buddhism by their very nature actually lead people to Christian heaven are essentially saying: you Buddhists think that Buddhist meditation leads to nirvana, but it actually leads to Christian heaven.  Not only does this mean that the Christian who may never have practiced Buddhism now claims to understand Buddhism better than the Buddhist practitioner.  More importantly, the Christian theologian now claims to understand Buddhism better than any Buddhist teacher or scholar in history, including the Buddha himself.  Gautama Buddha thought that his forms of meditation leads to nirvana, but it turns out that he was wrong.  Notice that we are dealing with a broad claim, not just the hope that some Buddhists may come to Christ through some of their Buddhist practices.  Rather, certain theologians are making claims about the intrinsic nature and power of Buddhist practices for all of its practitioners.  This would mean that Buddhist practices would by their very nature lead Buddhists to desire more and more an eternal interpersonal communion with God.  But Buddhism insists that this is exactly what must be avoided.  It maintains that its forms of meditation do not lead to the desire for eternal communion with God, but rather to the realization that neither the self nor any god exist.  Is the effect of Buddhist meditation the exact opposite of what all Buddhist teachers tell us?


We would run into similar problems with Hinduism and Islam, and perhaps also with Judaism.  To say that each of these religions is a sufficiently effective means to salvation would mean that their practices would normally lead their practitioners to Christian heaven, even though each religion has elements in its practices that are designed to lead to a different kind of afterlife.  The Christian theologian would thus claim a kind of total knowledge of other religions that goes well beyond the knowledge that even the most learned followers of those religions have of themselves, including their respective founders!  The theory that says, “other religions are by their nature sufficient means to attain eternal life with God the Trinity,” requires a strikingly arrogant approach to the doctrines and practices of other religions.  That is not to say that the theologians who make such claims are arrogant.  Most of them probably do not realize that they are offending the members of other religions.

Notice that I am not denying that Buddhists could move closer to salvation through some elements of Buddhism’s teachings and practices.  Rather, I am pointing to the inescapable problem that comes with the claim that the normal outcome of the entire set of practices that any non-Christian religion has to offer is the attainment of eternal life with the Trinity.

You may have noticed a certain pattern with the two unworkable solutions I discussed.  To review, 1) all religions aim at the same goal, though none of them really describe it; or 2) all religions are effective means to attain Christian heaven.  In each case, the solution aims for a simple answer to a very hard problem, yet they only end up creating new a set of even bigger problems.  If we choose either of these two approaches, we will actually end up deeply offending each major religion, implicitly demanding that all of them radically revise their central teachings.

I would propose that the better solution is to say less.  Christian theology has a basic principle that is very helpful: all of our claims about God and the spiritual life that go beyond what natural or philosophical human knowledge can tell us must be rooted in divine revelation.  The Christian teaching on heaven is not based on philosophical musings by a few Christian geniuses, but rather ultimately founded on what we believe God has manifested to us.  Christian theologians certainly use philosophical tools and human experience to elaborate on this revelation, but the central Christian claims on the afterlife are ultimately founded on what we Christians consider to be revelation.  Thus, to the question of how non-Christians can be saved, the best answer is: God hasn’t really told us, so we don’t know.  Can a Buddhist be saved through certain elements of Buddhism?  We can respond that it is quite possible that some aspects of Buddhism may dispose a person to be more open to God’s grace and a mysterious encounter with Christ.  Will Buddhism normally lead its practitioners to that point?  We simply do not know.  Revelation is silent.  Revelation does tell us that God wants all people to be saved (1 Timothy 2:5-6).  But it does not say exactly how this can occur.  Will our lovely Hindu neighbors be saved?  We certainly hope so, but we just don’t know.  We pray that, even if they die as practicing Hindus, somehow God’s grace will touch them and lead them to their true home.

Part 3: Scripture on Jesus Christ as the Universal Savior


At this point, someone may respond that Christianity should indeed say less and stop claiming that Jesus Christ is the one path to salvation.  A third solution would thus be to say we do not know how people are saved, so Christianity should stop pretending that Jesus is the one path to heaven.  So let us consider why the Catholic Church, as well as the eastern Orthodox and most Protestants are so adamant that salvation only comes through Christ.


The biblical witness to this question is important.  In the Gospel of John, Jesus says, “I am the way, the truth and the life” (John 14:6).  In the Gospel of Mark (16:15-16), Jesus’ last words to the apostles are: “Go into all the world and preach the gospel to the whole of creation.  He who believes and is baptized will be saved, but he who does not believe will be condemned.”  In the Book of Acts, Peter’s sermon to the Jewish elders and scribes: “There is salvation in no one else, for there is no other name under heaven given to us by which we must be saved.” (Acts 4:12).  By “the name,” Peter clearly refers to the name of Jesus, and implies that it is a divine name.  St. Paul’s first letter to Timothy states: “There is one God, and there is one mediator between God and human beings, the man Jesus Christ,” a statement that ironically follows the beautiful saying that God wills all peoples to be saved (1 Timothy 2:5-6).  


Jesus and the apostles do not qualify these statements.  They do not mention that these claims only apply to Christians.  In fact, they are the very reason for the mission of preaching that Jesus and the apostles undertake.  Christ sent the apostles to all the world precisely because he is the path to salvation for the Gentiles as well, and not just the Jews.


How are we do interpret such strong biblical claims?  Some theologians suggest that they need not be understood as literally true for all time.
  Here, it is helpful to recall Vatican II’s teaching on Scripture and revelation.  The Council tells us that the Gospel of Jesus “was to be the source of all saving truth and moral discipline” which the apostles faithfully committed to writing.
  But the ultimate author of Scripture is God himself, so that “since all that the inspired authors affirm should be regarded as affirmed by the Holy Spirit, we must acknowledge that the books of Scripture firmly, faithfully and without error teach the truth which God, for the sake of our salvation, wished to see confided to the sacred Scriptures.”
  This means that when the biblical text makes claims about the nature of God, his intervention in history, salvation or moral truths, Scripture is infallibly true.  The truth of Scripture reaches its high point in Jesus Christ.  Vatican II states that it was Jesus himself who completed and perfected God’s revelation, a revelation that manifests who God is as well as his eternal decrees.
  Vatican II thus separates the Bible’s culturally conditioned temporary truths, such as the practices of women covering their heads in Church or the eating of pork, from those eternal truths such as the identity of Jesus and the nature of salvation.  When Scripture speaks of who Jesus is or how God saves, it speaks permanent truths that are essential to the Christian faith.  Our understanding of those truths may grow, but we cannot reverse the basic biblical claims at hand.  If such changes were possible, then the Bible would no longer be a reliable source of revelation, and all of Christianity falls apart. That is why Vatican II was so insistent that the Bible contains permanent truths.


The consistent message of the New Testament is that salvation comes through Christ alone, the Jesus who is both God and man, the one person of Christ.  We find this claim in the Gospels, the Book of Acts and several other texts, some of which I’ve mentioned.  The third solution mentioned previously would respond that the New Testament simply claims too much.  A more tolerant, updated Christianity should realize that Jesus may not be the one path to salvation.  This third solution would thus offer a program for the promotion of inter-religious tolerance and peace by demanding that we Christians give up some of our Scriptures as divinely inspired.  But this means that we would also make the same demand of other religions.  Will we demand that Muslims to drop part of the Qur’an, or ask Buddhists to reject some of the Buddha’s cherished discourses?  What would the Muslim response be to such a project?  How would devout Buddhists react?  The third solution essentially constructs a philosophy of religion that places itself above Christian revelation and the sacred texts of every major religion.  A new religious philosophy would thus trump the Qur’an, the Hebrew Scriptures and so on.  Would such a philosophy actually lead to peace and harmony among the religions?

Part 4: Vatican II on the Salvation of Non-Christians


For Christians, the teaching of the Bible is inescapable: the only sure way to salvation is through faith in Christ and baptism.  But this creates a major problem: how can any non-Christians possibly make it to heaven?  The best framework for a modern solution to this question is found in the documents of Vatican II.


First, Vatican II affirms that God calls all peoples to life with him.  The Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World (Gaudium et Spes) 22 states that “the Holy Spirit offers to all the possibility of being made partners, in a way known to God, in the paschal mystery.”
  Second, the Dogmatic Constitution on the Church (Lumen Gentium) 16 specifies how this might happen even for those who do not explicitly believe in God, a group that would include Buddhists:

Nor shall divine providence deny the assistance necessary for salvation to those who, without any fault of theirs, have not yet arrived at an explicit knowledge of God, and who, not without grace, strive to lead a good life.  Whatever good or truth is found amongst them is considered by the Church to be a preparation for the Gospel.

In other words, by recognizing elements of the moral law whose author is God, and by a mysterious reception of Christ’s grace, someone who does not explicitly believe in God can move towards salvation.  Thirdly, the Council also recognizes that other religions may include elements that help some of their members along this path to salvation.  In the Declaration of the Church to Non-Christian Religions (Nostra Aetate 2), Vatican II states that “the Catholic Church rejects nothing of what is true and holy in these religions … the precepts and doctrines which ... often reflect a ray of that truth which enlightens all.”  Christians are exhorted to “preserve and encourage the spiritual and moral truths found among non-Christians.”  In other words, non-Christian religions can play a positive role in preparing the way for the gift of salvation.  However, the Council refuses to acknowledge other religions as true mediators of salvation in the full sense.  This is because the “elements of truth and grace which are found among peoples” also must be “purged of evil associations,” as the Declaration on the Church’s Missionary Activity (Ad Gentes 9) states.  It is undeniable that this warning includes non-Christian religions.  It is noteworthy that the same Vatican II document also insists that “Everyone ought to be converted to Christ” (Ad Gentes 7).


Non-Christians can enter into communion with God through Christ by reaching what the tradition has called an implicit faith.  They can accept an offer of eternal life in the depth of their minds and hearts whose specifics largely escapes them, attaching themselves to God and Christ without fully realizing it.  Secondly, in their desire for unending communion and liberation, the person can attain a kind of baptism by desire.  Both this faith and this baptism by desire may be attained in part with the help of non-Christian religions, but in a way that will escape our understanding.  The 2000 Vatican document Dominus Jesus, which was authored by then-Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, notes that “some prayers and rituals of the other religions may assume a role of preparation for the Gospel, in that they are occasions or pedagogical helps in which the human heart is prompted to be open to the action of God.”
  Vatican II implies a similar function for the doctrines of other religions, especially their moral doctrines (see Nostra Aetate 2).  As one example, Pope John Paul II has proposed the practice of ancestor worship found in China and other parts of the world as a kind of preparation for the doctrine of the communion of saints.
  Notice the difference between these cautious affirmations and the exaggerated claim that non-Christian religions are normal, sufficient means to salvation for their members.

The Dalai Lama & True Tolerance

All the major world religions disagree on the nature of salvation and how to attain it.  It turns out that if one religion has a true understanding of salvation, then others have at best bits and pieces of that truth.  In fact, each of the major world religions maintains that it has discovered the path of liberation or salvation and that the other religions are, at best, imperfect or partial paths.

This fact surprises many in the West today.  We are used to hearing, for example, the Dalai Lama encouraging Christians to practice their religion.  This is because he recognizes that some elements of Christianity might help a person develop certain spiritual disposition that will make liberation possible in future lives, liberation which, in his view, is nothing other than the attainment of nirvana.  Central to the Dalai Lama’s beliefs is that all, absolutely all, is dependent or relative.  The Dalai Lama’s form of Tibetan Buddhism clearly teaches that it has recognized the ultimate truth, namely, the emptiness of all things.
  How does one attain nirvana?  The Dalai Lama tells us that it is a state “that only Buddhists can accomplish.”
  Thus, Christians are fine practicing their religion in this life, because it may help them to become Buddhists in future lives, which will then enable them to attain liberation or salvation.  In this, the Dalai Lama is perfectly consistent with the teachings of the Buddha and all other great Buddhist masters through the ages.  The Buddhist doctrine of rebirth means that there is lots of time for conversion.  For us Christians, the belief in a single earthly lifetime means that evangelization has a real urgency.

In claiming Christ as the one path to salvation, Christianity takes its place at the table of the major religions, each of which also claims to have discovered the path to fulfillment.  The one Christian doctrine that might seem intolerant turns out to be a source of commonality with the other great world religions.  Today, Christian theologians continue their search for the ways in which other religions may play a role in the drama of salvation.  And just as it would be intolerant to force a Buddhist monk to stop bringing his message of liberation to non-Buddhists, so it would be intolerant to expect the baptized Christian to stop evangelizing.  A truly open-minded Christianity looks for the rays of goodness and truth in other religions.  A truly loving Christianity also brings to others the message of the God who is Love, that is, Love Incarnate, Jesus Christ.

As Christians, we are called to live in tension between two realities: mercy and mystery.  We trust in God’s infinite mercy, that he offers his love to everyone, no matter who they are.  We therefore should never lose hope in anyone’s salvation.  Secondly, salvation is a mystery.  We cannot see the presence or absence of grace in the hearts of others, for grace is invisible.  Therefore, we do not presume that everyone is saved.  Rather, we trust in divine mercy and live with the ambiguity of mystery.  We evangelize everyone, and hope in God’s love.
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