. One characteristic way of looking at history views religious belief as the
chief obstacle to tolerance. Dogmatically secure religious believers, so the story goes,
have inflicted untold suffering on those they consider outside the moral and religious
pale. When religious believers of one stripe come into contact with religious believers of
another stripe, strife is inevitable. Expressions of intolerance are often exacerbated by the
mere proximity of members of diverse religions. The mixing of ethnic (hence, in many
cases, religious) communities places religious believers of one sort in contact with
religious believers of very different sorts. Increasing religious diversity within a
community is a predictor for increasing intolerance. Ridding the world of religious
belief, to bring this caricature to conclusion, will rid the world of intolerance.

In this essay, I shall argue that religious commitment can and should provide
ample justification for religious tolerance. Religious beliefs, at least a great many of
them, contain the conceptual resources for the flourishing of tolerance. Although
religious believers are often intolerant, specific religious beliefs can and should motivate
practitioners to principled tolerance.

I will make my case for religiously-grounded tolerance within the context of
religious diversity. I shall argue that certain skeptical understandings of religious
diversity are not adequate for the grounding of tolerance. In addition, these skeptical
views are not genuinely pluralistic. I will briefly present various understandings of
religious diversity in contrast to the, I believe, skeptical views of John Hick. I don’t
intend this paper to be a critique of Hick. Rather I take Hick to be the best representative
of a skeptical understanding of religious diversity motivated in part by the sincere desire

for tolerance. The non-skeptical explanations of religious diversity provide, I shall argue,
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'This summarizes a much longer and more thoroughly developed argument in Kelly James Clark, Perils of
Pluralism, Faith and Philosophy Vol 14, No. 3, July 1997, 303-320.

"For this section only, | will usetheterm religious diversity asaroughly descriptiveterm. | prefer the term
religious pluralism but Hick s understanding of r eligious pluralism is both explanatory and evaluative. Since we are
discussing Hick sview here, it isimportant to separate the clearly descriptive from the less clearly explanatory.

""This terminology occurs regularly in Hick s writings. See, for example, John Hick, Disputed Questions (New
Haven, CT: Yae University Press, 1993), 144.

"John Hick, Problems of Religious Pluralism (London: Macmillan Press, 1985), 39. The Kantian distinction between
phenomena and noumena s apparent. | shall continue to refer to this as a Kantian view, although | don t believe that
itis Kant sview. Kant contends that we ought to and can have true beliefs about God as he isin himself. To live as
we ought to live, according to Kant, we must have realist beliefs about God. | shall argue that to be tolerant, we must
have realist views both about God and about human nature.

Y The Red isthe ultimate divinereality. Inthe west, the Real is often called God.

“Hick, 41.

¥ John Hick,

ViiSee my Perilsof Pluralism, Faith and Philosophy Vol 14, No. 3, July 1997, especially pp. 305-317.

™For agreat portion of religious believers, it is more reasonable for them to believe that their beliefs are true (of the
divine Reality and not simply of appearances). Suppose that one is brought up in a particular religious tradition to
hold certain beliefs about God, or that one comes to hold certain beliefs about God on the basis of a putative religious
experience, or that one makes the considered and sober judgment that the best explanation of a variety of factorsis
that God, as described by a specific religious tradition, exists. In any of these cases one s belief in God as specified
will be prima facie justified, or so it seemsto me. Relevant justifying conditions include accepting things on the
testimony of those whom one trusts, on the basis of experiences, or on the basis of inference to best explanation of a
variety of data. In the case of religious belief, one typically affirmsthat God or Ultimate Redlity really isor islike the
way he or it have been described by one tradition or another. That is, most religious believers are realists concerning
their beliefs about God or Ultimate Reality.

*My understanding of religious belief does not preclude atheism.

XTolerance can and should be extended to groups of people. Our intolerant practices often involve groups rather than
individuals.

x| am aware that raises a complex set of nesting issues. There is no theory-free, religiously neutral understanding of
the indifferent and the intolerable. Thisissue is addressed, at length, in Kelly James Clark and Kevin Corcoran,
Pluralism, secularism and tolerance, under consid eration.

Xl am grateful to Drew Hinderer for his critical and constructive comments throughout this entire section.

XV| argue for the latter in my When Faith Is Not Enough (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1997), chs.
8-9.

*She may also leave the question about whether there may be other paths to salvation an open one and extending

respectful appreciation to those who have responsibly chosen a different path. One finds in many traditions the claim
that some worshipers are beset with misunderstanding, confusion, small mindedness and error, and the gods to whom
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they pray may be no more living than a stone. One may hope, as | do, that still God may recognize even garbled
transmissions as meaningful and honor the relationship expressed in them with transformative influence.

“Hereis at |east one place where Hick s Kantian view departs from Kant s view.
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