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GRACE ALONE:

DOES CHRISTIANITY STAND ALONE IN ITS DOCTRINE OF GRACE?
Abstract


The purpose of this paper is to consider the question of whether the Christian doctrine of grace is unique to Christianity as compared with Bhakti Hinduism and Shin Buddhism. the meaning of the term "grace" is common to all three. However, these faiths differ significantly so that the total doctrine of grace in Christianity stands unchallenged by comparable world religions.
Introduction

Hinduism and Buddhism are easily imagined by non-practicioners to be homogenous in their respective theologies so that both represent world-denying, non-theistic, works-based religiosity.
 And one may be able to make an argument for this idea if religion was the type of subject that could be easily gathered up into handfuls and sorted into neat exhaustive categories and hasty generalizations.
 But religion tends to manifest itself more as spilled yolks than as the egg carton. The uninformed "Westerner" may for example read the following lines and believe them to be a Biblical psalm or a meditative proverb:


His form is grace, his attributes are grace


His functions arise from grace, his limbs are grace;


and his grace is all for the souls and not for himself.


However these lines come instead from the Siva Jnana Siddhiyar (1:47), a text of Bhakti Hinduism. That same reader may be surprised to find that there are strong elements of theism, faith, and grace woven into both Hinduism and Buddhism. While these religions are still distinguishable and individual, there is considerable overlap. One should not be surprised at this slippery incorrigibility within religions for those on the outside of Christianity might make the same mistake of labeling all of Christianity according to Roman Catholic categories, or “The Baptist Faith and Message,” or according to process theology. This intractability is generally true of "Eastern" religions, but because they are religions, not simply because they are "Eastern."
 As such, several of the world's religions claim to have a share in the doctrine of grace that may otherwise be understood to be the domain of Christianity alone. 

Grace in Christianity


That grace is taught and believed in Protestant Christianity is beyond debate. Grace is consistently and forcefully asserted in Scripture (Gal. 1-6; Eph. 2; Rom. 1-6; 10:9-10). It could

be said that grace is the color of Pauline soteriology and is painted across the entire Bible.
 The 
doctrine of grace is taught across church history issuing from the text of Scripture itself and spilling out into the latter creeds and councils. It can be clearly seen in the Canons of the Council of Orange (529 AD), the Augsburg Confession (1530), the Geneva Confession (1536), the Geneva Catechism (1545), the Heidelberg Catechism (1563), the Canons of Dordt (1618), the Belgic Confession (1618), the Savoy Declaration of Faith and Order (1658), the London Baptist Confession (1689), Westminster Confession of Faith (1646), the [Episcopalian] Thirty-Nine Articles of Religion (1571, 1801), the Lausanne Covenant (1974), and across contemporary Christian statements of denominational faith including Baptist, Southern Baptist, Evangelical Free, Presbyterian, Episcopalian, and Assemblies of God.


Grace as a doctrine is central to Christianity standing not only on Scripture but sprouting from the intersect of theology proper and anthropology. Sabapathy Kulundran would explain that, "back of everything said in the Bible, are two ineradicable certainties: a Righteous God and a sinful world. In the light of these certainties, it is idle to imagine that God can behave as if there is nothing the matter with man."
 The option is not between the easy path of grace versus the hard path of works. One has either grace or damnation. The holiness of God sets the bar at moral perfection but man’s sinful nature sets men short (Rom. 3:11, 23; Ps. 14; 51:5; 1 John 1:8). Man's sin is not simply a violation of an arbitrary natural law or an amoral principle (such as karma). In Christianity, sin is seen as a personal moral transgression against God (Num. 31:16; Ps. 51:4; 1 John 3:4). Therefore, finite temporal sins are conceived as being eternal and infinite in weight since they are against an eternal and infinitely holy God. The reciprocal however is false. Man cannot do good to God to obligate God to reward him with the infinite bliss of heaven. The standard is not "more good works than bad works" but perfection. Man may perform a mountain of good works but one sin crumbles it all. God's holiness demands no less than moral perfection (Isa. 6:1-7). Moreover, God is in no way obligated to man. He is obligated to Himself alone (Acts 17:25). Man, in any particular case, has the choice of whether to sin therefore his moral sinfulness is not necessary even if it is inevitable. Man then has choice of his consequences but cannot choose whether to face consequences. And since sin’s wage is death, except for God’s grace, all men are forever lost (Rom. 6:23).



Nonetheless, Church history has had a spotted affair with grace. The church over the course of it's development has manifested, an occasionally balanced sanctity, but also the imbalance of depravity. She has tended to stumble into the legalistic left or the antinomian right. The error may be bold as in the heresies of works-based Pelagianism or antinomian Universalism. Or the error may be subtle, even permitted within Christian traditions, as with baptismal regeneration (a form of works-based salvation) or the teaching of "vicarious faith" atonement of pre-faith infants.
 Yet the doctrine of grace penetrates these and finds source in the Bible itself. Unlike the theo-mythology of Hinduism and the relativistic inclusivism of Buddhism, Christianity is an historically and Scripturally bound religion so that what is found in its roots naturally bears out in its fruit so long as it is a living and true religion.
 And the doctrine of grace is deeply rooted in Christianity.


However, though Christianity is certainly a religion of grace, it is not the only religion to claim a doctrine of grace. Streams of grace theology can be found in both Bhakti Hinduism and Pure Land Buddhism

Overview of Bhakti Hinduism

Bhakti, meaning "devotion" or "loving commitment," is the third wave of Hinduism. It first began about 200 BCE.
 As the marga or "way" of devotion it follows from the previous margas of karma (works) from around 1500 BCE and jnana (knowledge) at around 500 BCE. Bhakti can be traced at least as far back as the Bhagavad Gita, "The Song of the Lord," around 200 BCE. Some have tried to late date the Gita at 200 CE perhaps to explain its resemblance to Christian doctrines of theism, grace, and faith. The earlier date is probably correct.
 Bhakti belief may be traceable as far back as the Svetasvatara Upanishad, though that extension is suspect.


Bhakti very probably arose as a reacationary movement before the common era. This movement should not be understood as basically theological, but rather as a complex response from both culture and faith. Hinduism can and has embraced theologies exclusive to each other such as Sankara's monism, Ramanuja's panentheism, and Madhva's pluralism.
 And this it does with surprising hospitality. Radhakrishnan aptly states, "Hinduism is a movement, not a position, a growing tradition, not a fixed revelation."
 But, in so far as Hinduism is a conglomeration of Indian culture and religion, it can still be exclusive towards that which is not considered "Indian." As such Buddhism and Jainism represented such a distinct break from classic Hinduism that a new development in Hindu thought was called for. The Bhagavad Gita with its expressions of theism, grace, and personal devotion brought Hinduism into a new era, sleek and competitive amidst the popular religions of Buddhism and Jainism. Bhakti maintains acceptance of the four Vedas: Rig, Yajur, Sama, and Atharva Veda (Gita 8:28), permits the caste system (2:31), and includes karma and samsara (reincarnation) within its comprehensive system (4:5). Bhakti represents a religious evolution in that it brings to the laity what was originally reserved for the elite Brahmanic religion. Whereas moksha ("escape" or "redemption") was once reserved only for the highest caste, now Hindu faith can be expressed entirely outside of classic rituals, meditation, sacrifices or mystical knowledge and has its locus in homes where individuals can choose their personal and preferred means of devotion. One is at liberty to not sacrifices animals or grain but instead sacrifice one's self. This self sacrifice is not unlike Paul's words, "I am already being poured out like a drink offering . . . I have fought the good fight, I have finished the course, I have kept the faith" (2 Tim. 4:7, NASB). Bhakti conceives of religion as a relationship, and worship as personal devotion. It holds to a personal God who by grace offers salvation to all who are devoted to him.


This attractive and accessible “grace” teaching has helped Bhakti become the most popular school of Hinduism today. Bhakti is typical of Hinduism in that it is often embraced as a supplementary path rather than as a full substitute for other paths. Today it is a dominant stream in the two main schools of Hinduism, Vaishnavism (which worships Vishnu) and Saivism, (which worships Siva). Thus a grace doctrine can be found most everywhere Hinduism is found. 

Similarities to Christianity

The similarities to Christianity are real and prominent. Rudolph Otto describes the idea of

bhakti as "faith, filled with love, expressing itself in reverence."
 Such a statement, coming from a voice of Christian thought, is quite telling. Before elaborating the differences between Christianity and Bhakti one would do well to consider to what extent they are similar. Otherwise one may bias his critique toward the negative and miss vital bridges for interfaith dialogue.


First, Bhakti and Christianity both admit a personal God who is the supreme being worthy of the highest worship. The Supreme Being is eternal (Gita 2:12), infinite (11:15), changeless (11:18),  incomprehensible (11:17, 42), imperishable (11:18), glorious (11:30), creative (3:10), capable of love (6:71), capable of friendship (4:3), and seeing (6:30). And throughout the Gita he is portrayed as communicative and is described with personal pronouns.


Second, both admit a concept of sin that separates man and God (Gita 6:36; 5:10). What-ever differences may occur over the term "sin," the fact of sin is admitted.


Third, both admit that it is faith in the gracious God that achieves salvation from this world of sin (Gita 12:20). Grace is God’s prerogative for this salvation and faith man’s condition.


Fourth, both define grace as "unmerited favor." The way of devotion does not earn salvation through its loving expressions rather it lays claim to the deliverance that is already offered by the goodness of the divine. In the same way, the Christian view of faith is that it is the surrender that makes victory possible. It is the act that transcends works. It is a condition on the part of humans. But it is God who gives and only to the undeserving. Man's part whether by faith or devotion or both is like emptying one's hands to receive what is offered. 


Fifth, while "faith" and bhakti (“devotion”) are not synonyms both properly set religion in the context of a relationship. Both entail faithfulness in that God is not conceived merely as an idea or a vaporous subject but as a real person with whom one personally covenants.

Differences From Christianity
Theology Proper


The similarities are strong, but the differences between these two religious systems set them apart as ultimately irreconcilable. 


First, Bhakti theism is never truly monotheism. While Siva or Vishnu are the preferred objects of worship, in the practical and popular expressions of the Bhakti faith, any God can suffice. The Christian God however is conceived not just in personal and loving terms but in exclusive terms leaving no room for monistic, pantheistic, panentheistic, pluralistic, dualistic, polytheistic, or henotheistic possibilities. Bhakti may crop up under any of these theological views (hypocritically or otherwise), and its adherents may be radically intolerant of other views such as in the debate between Sankhara's monism and Ramanuja's panentheism.
 However, Hinduism is not just a body of ideas but a religion. And in its practice and popular expressions these differences are embraced in a way that Christianity proper could never accept. For the Christian, to suggest the possibility of any other God existing is not just illusory, ignorant, or false, but morally wicked as well. In the Christian tradition there is no hedging around the fact that "you shall have no other God's before Me" and "before Me there was no God formed, and there will be none after" (Exod. 20:3; Isa. 43:10, NASB). Christian monotheism is necessarily exclusivistic. God's nature is such that no other theological view was, is, will be, could be, or might be adequate. Ironically, while it may be argued that Bhakti possesses a more clear and specific understanding of personal devotion, the object of that devotion is not so critical as it is in Christianity. Bhakti is only accidentally, occasionally, or partially monotheistic. To parallel Christian monotheism, Bhakti would have to decide on the only God, not just a preferred god.


Second, because Bhakti is not exclusive, the glory of God is diminished in salvation. If any God will do, then either the gift is an inexpensive offering or an affordable acquisition. In Christianity however, ultimate salvation can be offered only by the one true God. No one else can afford to offer what cost the infinite sacrifice of Christ (Hebrews 10:12-20). The gift itself is so costly it is beyond any human merit. This gift can only come by grace, only from YHWH God.

Anthropology


Bhakti anthropology differs widely from that of Christianity since it views man in Hindu terms. Hinduism lends a unique understanding of sin, ethics, and human nature to Bhakti thought.


First, in Bhakti sin is fundamentally defined as ignorance, not as moral transgression. The implications of this difference are seismic since man's fallen nature is therefore to be defined not as "totally depraved" but rather "unschooled." The Gita in 7:27 says, "All beings are born in delusion, the delusion of division, which comes from desire and hate." It is for this reason that the achievement of nirvana, "enlightenment," is said to achieve the absolution of sins (Gita 5:25). To solve ignorance, one need only learn. To solve moral transgression forgiveness is necessary or else history would have to be recalled.


Third, the ethical ideal in Hinduism, and Bhakti in particular, is that people are to be wholly without desire (Gita 2:38, 55; 3:19, 34; 6:2, 4; 14:24; 18:27; 7:27). Desire is described as "the powerful enemy of the soul" (3:43). However, this ethical ideal, perhaps carried over from ancient Hinduism or taken from Buddhism, renders the difficulty of how to practice Bhakti, "loving commitment," without having desire for the object of one's love. Love has no home. Without desire one would seem unable to love, that is, "to will the good of another."


Second, the idea of sin is couched in the context of karma (works) and samsara (reincarnation), again diminishing the nature of its offense. If sin is imbalance, then one need only work to adjust the karmic weights to restore balance. And if one fails to correct himself in this life, he still may have hope to do better in the next reincarnation. In the light of karma sin looks much less imposing than when sin is conceived as transgression against the very nature of an infinitely holy God. Under a Bhakti view of sin, karma and samsara make the fall look like a stumble on dry ground rather than a plummet into the infinite abyss. True, the bhakta (a bhakti practitioner) might see his sin debt as being so vast as to be unbridgeable in one lifetime of works. But, one's lifetimes are unlimited, and one can still bridge some of the gap in his lifetime since the sin debt is never truly infinite.
 Grace is demeaned unless it is a desperate surrender to the supreme God who alone can bridge the infinite gap between His holiness and depraved man.

Soteriology


Consequently, Bhakti soteriology functions differently from its Christian counterpart.


First, grace does not serve the vital role in Bhakti as it does in Christianity. Bhakti Hinduism is allowed the surname in part because it does not explicitly exclude the other forms, karma marga (way of works), and jnana marga (way of knowledge). Nor does Bhakti require that the object of worship be conceived of as the exclusively ultimate being. The definition of grace is itself gracious since it affords a personal subject of whatever sort (as does Christianity), but also most any divine object, as well as a number of approved paths (which Christianity rejects).


Second, faith serves a more tangential role in Bhakti than it does in Christianity. A rough parallel exists between the synergistic-monergistic debate of Christian soteriology and the two Bhakti schools following Ramanuja’s philosophy, "the ape way" (in the North) and "the cat way" (Southern).
 The "ape way" views the human as holding onto God in cooperative fashion like a baby ape holding onto the chest of its walking mother. The "cat way" sees the person as being carried without cooperative effort, upon the mother's back. However, with either system, Bhakti still allows for at least two other paths of deliverance: works and knowledge. Whether saved like an ape or a cat, one can still climb a tree or hide in a cave and be saved without clinging in devotion to the mother. “Faith” is still personal trust, but it is merely one among many option.


Third, perhaps the most outstanding deficiency in Bhakti theology is the lack of a Gospel. There is no truly Hindu parallel to the Christ story. The incarnation of Christ is not like the Hindu idea of avatars which is couched in the idea of reincarnation. Christ's incarnation is wholly unique, and he holds the position of prominence as the bodily resurrected Christ at the right hand of the Father (1 Cor. 15; Phil. 2:8-11; 3:20-21; Heb. 1:3; Col. 1:15-21). Christ's incarnation did not set history on another spin cycle, it divided time itself. Consequently, the substitutionary atonement so critical to Christian soteriology is foreign to Bhakti thought. Because sin, man, and God are understood so differently in Bhakti, there is no need for atonement as understood in Christianity. 

Overview of Pure Land Buddhism

The Pure Land School of Buddhism is a relatively young form of Buddhism and is noted for its relationship to Bhakti Hinduism.
 Amidst the proliferation of Bhakti, between the 4th and 6th century BCE the school of Ching-t’u would develop in China as an accommodation of the Bhakti path of devotion in its otherwise Buddhist theology.
 This new system arose from the Mahayana school of Buddhism and finds textual source in the larger Sukhavati-vyuha and the Amitaayur-dhyana Sutra both of which describe the western land of bliss, or Pure Land. The shorter version of Sukhavati-vyuha goes so far as to include the promise that for all people, by “merely calling out or thinking [Amitabha Buddha’s] name at the moment of death they would bring about their rebirth in his western heaven.”
  This early form of Pure Land thought represents an increasingly permissive theology. Mahayana, “large raft/vessel,” opens the door of enlightenment to include not just monks but all laity as well. The paths of mystical knowledge, and ceaseless ritual are bypassed for a considerably simpler path of loving devotion. And this way of devotion is simplified to the point of being a confession and pondering of the gracious Amitabha Buddha (Amida). This form of the Pure Land school however was inseparably tied to one’s vow to Amida and the chanting of Namu Amida Butsu (“Hail Amida Buddha”), nembutsu for short. Chanting and meditative repetition is characteristic of Hinduism and Buddhism thus it finds smooth entry into even this schismatic school. The role of chanting was, at this point, vital. The chanting was itself the means of expressing faith in Amida, and therefore, work still found its way into the soteriology of a primarily faith-based system. Upon realizing the promise of salvation one was expected to show worthiness of that salvation through repeating the nembutsu.


The nembutsu would receive greater emphasis in Japan in the 12th century under Genku or Honen Shin-shu (“Saint Honen”). Genku came across a Chinese Amidist commentary which said, “Only repeat the name of Amitabha [Amida] with all your heart, whether walking or standing, whether sitting or lying; never cease to practice for a moment. This is the very work which unfailingly issues in salvation.”
 Following this statement Genku took up the practice of repeating the nembutsu 60,000 times a day eventually increasing that to 70,000 times a day. Honen’s understanding of the value of the nembutsu diverges from the concept of sola fide in that the reassurance of salvation is built up from superstitious repetitions, regardless of the means of one’s initial salvation. Under Honen, this movement came to be known as the Jodo-shu or “pure land sect.”
 Under Honen Shin-shu’s disciple Shinran Shonen, Pure Land thought would move towards a much clearer doctrine of “faith alone.” The Shinran sect of Jodo, Jodo Shinshu “true pure land sect,” is the most prevalent Japanese sect of Buddhism. In it, “humility and faith in Amida’s love are in themselves true signs that the redeeming grace of that Buddha has already been bestowed, and that therefore the repetition of the Amidist formula. . . should not be regarded as prerequisite to salvation but should be motivated by gratitude; for Amida seeks and saves without first requiring faith and good works.”
 The Shinran form of Pure Land Buddhism thus shows a significant departure from forms even one generation prior, not to mention from Buddhism and Hinduism entirely. The Shinran form, or Shin, will be considered in this paper as it is the most comparable to Christianity in its concepts of salvation by grace alone.

Similarities to Christianity

A number of similarities can be found between the Christian concepts of grace and that of Shin Buddhism. First, Shin has, to its credit, a recognition of a degree of inadequacy among the individual believers. It is an “other-power” faith where salvation is achieved not on one’s own strengths but on the sufficiency of the savior.


Second, Shin also teaches that salvation is available to all, a departure from classical Theravada Buddhism which limits salvation (enlightenment) to monks (cf. John 3:16).


Third, Shin recognizes salvation as a gift, not a reward. No works are done to merit salvation or to maintain it (cf. Eph. 2:8-9).
  Both agree that salvation is not within man’s natural capacity and is, therefore, a gift from the savior.


Fourth, Shin claims that faith is itself a gift from Amida.
 Individuals cannot practice faith in Amida without being enabled by Amida. Christianity likewise asserts that saving faith comes only as a grant from God (John 6:44; Rom. 12:6; 2 Cor. 4:6; Titus 2:11).


Fifth, following from these premises, saving faith is the belief in the sufficiency of the savior. Both Christianity and Shin agree that whatever the size or nature of the gap between man and his blissful goal, the savior is sufficient to get man across it.




Sixth, Shin also hinges upon a compassionate and personal savior, Amitahba (or Amida). The vows of Amitabhba, enumerated in the larger Sukyavati-vyuha, show the remarkable compassion of this dhyani buddha as he swears to ultimately bring all people into the Pure Land of his own creation. Impersonal things do not swear, for lack of will; nor do they show compassion, for lack of emotion; nor do they think of answers to problems, for lack of intellect. The God of Christianity, demonstrates personhood according to this trichotomy of intellect, will and emotion and He is referred to in personal, even anthropomorphic, terms


These similarities are not to be glossed over. Shin is indeed a faith and grace based system. The faith is a gift from its object, the personal Amida. Salvation, then, is achieved entirely by the willful, compassionate, and gracious work of Amida. In reference to these points, the concepts of grace and faith, between Christianity and Shin Buddhism, are identical.

Differences From Christianity
Theology Proper

Yet, Shin is quite different than Christianity. First, Shin operates on a different theology than Christianity.
 Shin Buddhists worship Amida, a dhyani buddha whose status was achieved through numerous reincarnations. He vowed to suspend nirvana until he succeeds in delivering all but the most wicked into the Pure Land. His accumulated merit is offered generously to mankind for their entrance. But, Shin stems from Mahayana Buddhism which recognizes countless buddhas and bodhisattvas of arguable divinity without really maintaining loyalty to a single creator God. And, because of the considerable diversity within Buddhism, the ultimate worldview of a Mahayanan Buddhist can range from atheism, to pantheism, to polytheism.
 And a Mahayana Buddhist, even if he were to worship only one god, this worship would likely be more akin to henotheism than to monotheism. Thus, the object of faith in Shin is not the ultimate being, nor the creator, nor is he the lone God (if a god at all). He is a reincarnated being who achieved buddha status over time and relates to humanity from an ontological position that is humanly achievable. His saving power is limited by his accumulated merit. And he answers to authorities beyond himself. For example, if Amida has delayed his attainment of the “highest perfect knowledge” then he is not currently omniscient, perfect, or immutable.
 He is not, as Saint Anselm would say, “that which no greater can be conceived.” He answers to the laws of samsara and karma, thus he is not sovereign over all nor does he possess all powers. Despite the universal scope of Amida’s vow, he lacks the power and knowledge and status to ensure its ultimate fulfillment. Christian theism however holds to a God who is perfect, ultimate, all-knowing, all-powerful, necessary, and immutable.
 He has no superior. He is one of a kind without beginning or end, and none can compare to him much less become God like him. God possesses all that is needed to ensure the fulfillment of his promises. The object of faith in Shin can offer no such guarantee. Shin cannot justify ultimate faith because its god is not ultimate.

Anthropology


Shin also operates on a different anthropology than Christianity. All of Buddhism assumes the premise that man’s fundamental problem is not depravity but that  “mankind first went astray from ignorance.”
 Desires fueled by the illusions of material reality and dualistic distinctions perpetuate man’s dilemma. But these elements are problematic only as they relate to ignorance. Man’s struggle against karma, sin, and evil are all but efforts to be free of ignorance and lay claim to enlightenment. Conversely, Christianity asserts that man’s nature is corrupt and inclined to evil. Man is separate from God, undeserving of salvation, and unable to win deliverance. Ignorance is but a part of the problem of sin. Sin is absolved only by Christ’s atonement. Atonement is the goal, not enlightenment. Depravity is the problem, not ignorance. Buddhism shares some terms with Christianity like “sin” and “evil.” But these are equivocally rendered.
  In Buddhism, sin is ignorance and its results. And where Shin adheres to classical Buddhism, evil reduces to good since distinctions are ultimately denied.

Soteriology


Consequently, because of the exalted status of pure knowledge, the ultimate goal in Shin Buddhism is beyond even the Pure Land.
 After entrance into the Pure Land a person may become a bodhisattva, or a buddha, or attain the highest and most perfect knowledge in nirvana. This highest of goals is understood as a state of absolute unity so that existence cannot even be distinguished from non-existence.
 In Christianity heaven is the final destination for the righteous, and its defining characteristic is eternal unmitigated fellowship with God (John 17:3). There is no greater state for men than this relationship with God. Heaven is the end, not a means. Knowledge, for the Christian, has significance because of the relationship in which it is entailed. Knowledge is a means towards the greater goal of relating with God. Whereas in Shin, the relationship with Amida has significance because of the knowledge in which it is entailed. Amida is the means toward the greater goal of knowledge (enlightenment).


Furthermore, implicit in Buddhism is the idea that there are multiple paths towards the soteriological goal of enlightenment.
 There is considerable religious latitude in this category at least as long as one stays within the philosophical framework of Buddhism. Even within Pure Land schools different routes to salvation are recognized. Shoshen argued for the combination of faith, vow and practice while Shinran asserted that faith alone is sufficient for salvation. In contrast, Christianity allows no such inclusion (John 3:3,16; 14:6; Acts 4:12).

Conclusion

Shin and Bhakti schools may share some common elements with Christianity in regards to their doctrines of grace, but the differences are significant enough to set these two at odds with Christianity. Both Bhakti and Shin maintain a religious context of reincarnation, sin as ignorance, and karma. In this context, the doctrine of grace is infused with a different meaning than in Christianity. Both Bhakti and Shin lack a significant parallel to the doctrine of atonement. Both Shin and Bhakti magnify imperturbability thus issuing in the difficulty of how one can be devoted to a deity with having some sort of desire for the well-being of that deity or want of relationship with that deity. Devotion seems to necessarily entail desire. Perhaps this latter argument could be explained away with a sophisticated study of linguistics or a deeper probing into the doctrine of religious devotion, but the dilemma nonetheless merits observation and address.


Christianity therefor stands alone in the fuller picture of its doctrine of grace. Grace is not an option, it is the option. Faith is not a way, but the way. Between the dual truths of man’s inadequacy and God’s sufficiency, only by the grace of God can man be saved from eternal condemnation.
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