
You can't coherently hold you have a loving God commanding grown men to hack into pieces those he claims to love.

Well, you believe in abortion, so you can't make this criticism.

Irrelevant. My view on abortion does not impinge on the logic of my Claim. 
If I am against abortion, you'll still not accept the Claim.

You must give a scientific definition of "baby" for your Claim 
to be coherent.

Nope. My Claim has nothing to do with the definition of "baby". It has to do 
with whether hacking into pieces an infant you claim to love is coherent.

Claim:

The decisions of God are not explainable.

Then you have no way of knowing and demonstrating your God is not evil. 
If his acts have the appearance of evil, you'll, without evidence, simply call 

it "good". In this you abandoned epistemic honestly.

The Amalekite infants deserved to die due to their sin.

Incoherent. How are fetuses and newborns capable of sinning? 

You are just trying to tell us what an awful God we worship.

Correct. And to suggest a God so awful is not only unworthy of worship, but 
is likely imaginary.

You won't accept any answer we give.

On the contrary. A coherent argument is quite welcomed. But I've yet to see 
one. My standards are rigourous, but not outside commonsensical 

standards of logic and evidence.

Even if we satisfactorily answered this issue, you'll likely just offer 
more criticisms of our God.

Irrelevant. If there is more than one criticism of X, and one criticism of X is 
sufficiently addressed, the other criticisms of X don't disappear.

God's love is so evident in his death for us!

Irrelevant. Hitler's love and sacrifice for his own children does not make up 
for having the children of others painfully killed.

Book X will give you the answers.

If you cannot simply distill the book's contents and coherently post the 
answer, you likely don't understand the book yourself.

You sound angry.

And you sound like you are promoting to little children the worship of a God 
who has asked grown men to hack innocent infants into pieces.  

Might there be a connection?

You are "completely ignorant" of what the Bible means.

Having read through the Bible multiples times, including the Greek NT eleven 
times as an ordained pastor, and subsequently examining arguments on all 

sides for 20 years. I'm not sure you want to make that claim.

Your Claim requires that you be omniscient.

No. The claim requires neither omniscience nor infallibility. In fact, it would 
be nice to be coherently shown I am wrong. But we are clearly not there yet.

Worshiping our God gives us purpose, love, joy, hope and freedom. 
You can't have that without our God.

Both largely untrue and irrelevant. But you do have hope. False hope. The 
emotional satisfaction of thinking you have a $1m inheritance speaks nothing 

to the existence of a $1m inheritance. 

But the Amalekites were such evil people.

Irrelevant. It is the killing of innocent infants we are addressing. You can't 
claim to be loving and have those you claim to love hacked into pieces.

But the Amalekites infants go straight to Heaven. 

After they die in horrible pain from their wounds. Do you think an actual 
loving and intelligent God would have resorted to such a tactic to bring 

infants to Heaven? Can you yourself not think of a better tactic?

But Jesus would not have commanded the infants to be hacked 
into pieces.

You may want to consult your pastor on the relationship between The 
Father and The Son, plus the role of Jesus in the book of Revelation.

Doctors cut people into pieces at times. So your Claim is 
rendered impotent.

I have a degree in philosophy, so if you want to play philosophical games, 
do that elsewhere. No one else is confused between surgical cutting and 

cutting infants into pieces with the intention of killing them.

The passage about killing Amalekite infants is exaggerated.

Then what words would God have used to actually command that infants 
be cut into pieces? Would the Israelites have been right to refused to kill 

infants then? And are you saying that a command to kill infants 
immediately demonstrates that the source of the command is immoral?

You're just looking for a "gotcha moment". 

The "gotcha moment" was in my initial Claim. There is no other big reveal 
on its way. Your "loving" God commanded grown men to hack innocent 

infants he claims to love into pieces. That is precisely the issue.

If a neighbor who claims to be loving kills his children, we can 
legitimately judge him as a liar. But if our loving God painfully 

kills the children he claim to love, we have to give him the 
benefit of the doubt since his ways are inscrutable to us.

That does not follow. There is nothing about how scrutable an agent is 
that eliminates our epistemic responsiblity to assess the coherency of that 

agent. As with humans, when Gods act in a way normally understood as 
unloving, we are fully justified to deem that God unloving. 

You yourself are absurdly an atheist using moral terms.

I'm neither an atheist, nor am I using moral terms.

You use the term "love" which is a moral term.

"Love" is demonstrably not a moral term. You believe amoral animals love.

You don't believe in morality.

Correct. So...?

You're just casting your pearls to the swine, everyone!

Do you want this discussion to be one-sided, or are you engaging in an 
honest discussion where argumentation and evidence are most valued?

Arguments extracted from an actual Facebook 
discussion on the killing of the Amalekite infants.


