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GOD’S WAR ON CHILDREN 

By Raymond White 

 

 Any large discussion of the Bible would be less than honest without a frank 

consideration of what I call God’s war on children; that is, the early biblical history were 

God appears to have ordered Israel to kill not only the Canaanite people but all their 

children as well.  

Not everything in the Bible is happy stuff like living a good life and going to 

heaven. There’s unhappy stuff too. And of the unhappy stuff, this subject tops the list. 

You may not approve of my title but what else can I call it? It was war, its victims 

were children, and at first reading, it appears that God ordered this infanticide. So, just 

whose war against children was it if not God’s? And so, my harsh title. Any other title 

would be a disingenuous attempt to hide the facts. 

 

[1] THE REAL ISSUE 

 

There are three vicious realities to consider: 

First: God kills children. Although it is upsetting that any child should ever have 

to die, it is at least manageable; that is, in a theological sense.  By that I mean two things: 

[1] Consider that tsunamis, volcanoes, cancer, car accidents, famine and a whole host of 

other evils kill children all the time. Just because children are innocent does not make the 

immune to disaster. We call such things “acts of God.” Such things do make us angry, 

but they make us angry at our own human helplessness, not at God. And why not at God? 

Because God gave us life and eternal life which he didn’t have to do. So, even if “acts of 

God” are God’s fault, those two gifts, life and eternal life, are so far reaching in their 

goodness that they hugely overshadow all evil done, even to children. Also [2], in all this 

horror, at least we understand that our own duty is to protect children from every evil as 

best we can. That we fail to protect children from, say, an earthquake is not God’s fault. 

 Second: People kill children. This also makes us angry, but at least we know 

what we ought to do about it: [1] protect children by every means possible, and [2] find, 

arrest, and punish murderers who target such innocence. And since God is also upset with 

them ― (he damns them to hell) ― we and God agree. Therefore injustice against 

children is not God’s fault. God gave us justice systems precisely to deal with injustice. 

So if we fail, that is our fault and not God’s ― and at least we know what we ought to do. 

So those two cases are, as I said, “manageable.” But more disturbing than either 

of those and much harder to manage is — 

Third and finally: God tells people to kill children. This is far more disturbing 

than the first and second. If God really did tell people to kill children, that would make 

me angry at God. It is bad enough that anyone would kill a child, but then to transfer guilt 

to God by saying “God told me to do it,” that is a double evil, so egregious that I cannot 

even put a name to it.  

Here’s the truth: We have no choice but to accept that “acts of God” and child 

murder are realities of life, and we do our best to minimize both. But no civilized person 

could ever really believe that God and child murderers are in cahoots, that God tells 

people to kill children. That is a bridge too far. And that is the point of this article. 
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I will tell you frankly, that I believe no such thing. And I think I can persuade you 

to agree with me, that God never ordered the genocide of children. And yet that seems to 

be what the early Bible is insisting that we believe.  

My purpose here is to try to scoot out from under that harsh conclusion, and see if 

we can find other explanations for that early biblical violence against children and 

absolve God. 

I’ll begin by pointing out that the third commandment says: Thou shalt not take 

the name of the LORD thy God in vain. In other words, thou shalt not attach God’s name 

to your evil. Since the early Bible seems to be asking us to believe just that — that God 

ordered evil against children — I, for one, am looking for an escape to not have to 

believe that. Any escape, that is, other than rejecting God.  

Why is rejecting God not an option? First, because God is the only hope we have 

for an eternal future, so even a mean God is better than no God. And second, because the 

converging evidence is that God really does exist ― so, like him or not, we really need to 

be on his good side.  

But still, escape from the dark conclusion that God ordered infanticide would be 

nice. And so I shall try. 

I have two escape strategies. First, I hope to convince you, and myself, that God 

never ordered any such thing. He never told Joshua or anyone to kill children. And 

second, whether he did or not, God has changed, he has evolved and learned and 

repented; so that the God we trust today is a much different God (although the same 

being) than the God who once-upon-a-time destroyed the entire world and all its children 

by flood. God uses drastic means to achieve drastic ambitions. And so a God’s gotta do 

what a God’s gotta do ― for the greater good, (sigh). So be it. 

 

Amos 3:6 shall there be evil in a city, and the LORD hath not done it? 

 

 It is as though, in order to move us along towards godhood, to get us to grow up 

and mature, God gives us problems to solve. Every parent knows that a childhood 

without problems to solve is stagnation, and no parent wants that for their child. So, when 

our child brings us a math problem for help, we might just solve it and give him the 

answer. But that is usually a mistake. It’s better, parents know, to tell the child, “You 

struggle with it, then I’ll give you some hints.” God does the same thing with us, and that, 

I believe, is why God tolerates evil in the world, because, in the grand scheme of things, 

we have to learn how to deal with it.  

 But all of that aside, acts of God and violence against children, are far different 

things than God telling people to kill children. That, I believe, never happened. 

 

[2] DEAL WITH IT 

 

 So, how do I deal with it? As I said, I just do not believe it. Oh, I believe in God, 

and specifically I believe in the God of the Bible. But I do not believe that the God of the 

Bible ordered anyone, Joshua or anyone else, to kill children. He did bring them to a 

situation where infanticide seemed unavoidable to them, but the final choice was theirs to 

make, and not God’s. And at every instance, the infanticide might have been avoided ― 

they did have alternatives as I will now show. 
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Any God that claimed to love people could not order an adult to kill a child and 

follow through with it. Yes, God does allow people to sometimes be trapped in moral 

dilemmas; being trapped, as we say, between the devil and the deep-blue-sea ― as Harry 

Truman was trapped (nuke or not to nuke), as Adam and Eve were trapped (eat or not to 

eat). But even when every option is evil, the choice is still ours and God steps back to see 

how we will struggle to choose the lesser of two evils. Yes, there is this promise ― 

 

1 Corinthians 10:13 … God is faithful, who will not suffer you to be tempted 

above that ye are able, but will with the temptation also make a way to escape, 

that ye may be able to bear it. 

 

But in the real world, doesn’t that at times seem absurdly naive? What? You 

would not lie to a Nazi to save the Jews hiding in your attic? And is lying not a sin? That 

may seem a trivial example, but it is not. That is the very moral dilemma that many 

European Christians found themselves in during World War II. Sometimes you must 

decide which sin you’d be more willing to try to defend before God — in that example, 

lying or letting Jews die. 

How about this dilemma? Once-upon-a-time God did order a parent to kill his 

son. Abraham obeyed and prepared to sacrifice Isaac. But God did not make him go 

through with it and so Abraham was spared from actually doing the evil act. However, he 

was not spared from committing to do the evil act. God’s message to Abraham was (I 

hope) that infanticide is evil and God wants no part of it. In fact, that is the very reason 

that God took Israel out of the land into captivity, to punish them for killing children. 

 

2 Kings 24:4 …he [King Manasseh] filled Jerusalem with innocent blood which 

the LORD will not pardon. 

 

Psalms 106:37 They sacrificed their sons and their daughters unto devils :38 And 

shed innocent blood. 

 

Isaiah 1:15 When ye make many prayers, I will not hear: your hands are full of 

blood. :21 The faithful city … was full of judgment; righteousness lodged there; 

but now murderers. In other words, Jerusalem used to be a place of justice, now 

it’s a place of murder. 

 

Jeremiah 2:34 In thy skirts is found the blood of the souls of the poor innocents: I 

have not found it by secret search. In other words, I don’t have to look hard to see 

your guilt, the blood of children is on your clothes, you’re not even hiding it. 

 

Jeremiah 7:31 In the valley of Hinnom to burn their sons and their daughters in 

the fire, which I commanded them not. In other words, this is not God’s doing — 

he didn’t order this so don’t say, “God made me do it.” He didn’t! And note the 

word “Hinnom”. It is a family name, and the place where these evils were done. 

In the New Testament, Jesus used this word to label a horrific afterlife for such 

evil doers. We translated the corresponding Greek word Gehenna to the English 
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word “Hell,” and deservedly so. Killing children then is the origin of the word 

hell. That clues us to what God thinks of killing children. 

 

Ezekiel 16:21 Thou hast slain my children … God takes personal ownership of 

these young victims. They’re not yours to kill, they’re mine to protect. Get your 

damned, genocidal hands off of my children. And finally this verse ― 

 

Proverbs 21:3 To do justice and judgment is more acceptable to the LORD than 

sacrifice. In other words, don’t think your religion impresses God. What he wants 

from you is justice. Do justice first, then God will consider your religion. 

 

That God despised and punished infanticide is exactly what I expect from the God 

I love. That God could ever order Joshua and others to kill children is so opposite and 

uncharacteristic of my loving God that frankly, well, as I said, I do not believe it. Of 

course proving it is a different matter. But I will try. 

We lament the killing of Israel’s baby boys by the Egyptians (Exodus 1:16) and 

the killing of Bethlehem’s children by Herod’s soldiers (Matthew 2:16). But shouldn’t 

we also lament the killing of the Canaanite children by the arriving armies of Israel? 

True, the Canaanites practiced child sacrifice, and for that they should die, and did. But 

the children too? Why should the children have to die at the hands of their deliverers who 

might have saved them from their murderous parents?  

One explanation is that, hey, this was 4,000 years ago and people did what they 

did, and all people were vicious, and that’s what God had to work with. Civility towards 

children would have to wait for a later generation to discover. First create the nation. 

Then we’ll deal with matters of justice. 

America faced a similar conundrum: slavery. The first draft of the Declaration of 

Independence contained an anti-slavery clause which, although it wouldn’t have ended 

slavery, would have at least documented slavery as a great evil. But it was removed at the 

insistence of slave states who basically were saying, “If you keep that verbiage, we’re not 

signing, and you can kiss your revolution good-bye.” So in the next draft, the anti-slavery 

clause was gone. Its removal was evil but unavoidable. For the revolution’s sake, Thomas 

Jefferson had to negotiate with the devil. 

This explanation (God had to start somewhere and he had only vicious thugs to 

work with) is sort of satisfying, I guess, except for one detail: Israel knew better: 

 

Deuteronomy 24:16  The fathers shall not be put to death for the children, neither 

shall the children be put to death for the fathers: every man shall be put to death 

for his own sin. 

 

But maybe they weren’t well read. Maybe they didn’t know that particular verse 

of the law. No. They knew the law, what it said, and what it meant. 

 

2 Chronicles 25:3 Now it came to pass, when the kingdom was established to him 

[king Amaziah] that he slew his servants that had killed the king his father. :4 But 

he slew not their children, but did as it is written in the law in the book of Moses, 

where the LORD commanded, saying, The fathers shall not die for the children, 
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neither shall the children die for the fathers, but every man shall die for his own 

sin.  

 

 So we can be happy for these children who did not die because the king was 

obedient to the law.  

But the dark side is that if it weren’t for the law, Amaziah would not have 

hesitated to kill the children. And that is telling. It gives us an insight into the minds of 

these ancient people (and all ancient peoples) and their disregard for children. They need 

a law to tell them that it’s evil to kill a child? They couldn’t just know that? 

But still, for the law’s sake anyway if not for conscience, they knew that killing a 

child was evil. So how will God judge Moses and Joshua and Samuel? I have no idea. 

That’s not my concern. My concern is: Just what is God’s culpability in all this? 

There’s another possible explanation, not a good one but still I’ll offer it. Perhaps 

they understood the law as being efficacious in intra-nation matters, and not inter-nation 

matters. In other words, Israelite children were protected by Deuteronomy 24:16 but not 

foreign children. 

That reasoning actually has merit. It is, after all, the duty of courts and judicial 

process to protect the rights of its citizenry and not the world. 

 For example: Roman law strictly forbade any Roman citizen from being 

crucified. That’s why Peter, not a Roman citizen, was crucified, while Paul, a Roman 

citizen, was more humanly beheaded.  

American law protects its citizens with the Bill of Rights. Those rights are not 

extended to foreign nationals like, for instance, enemy combatants. America is not 

obligated to police the world and we get into trouble when we try to.  

So it is no stretch to think that ancient Israel saw no need to apply their law 

(Deuteronomy 24:16) to protect foreign children. And since ancient peoples, including 

Israel, never thought of children as people deserving of protection, foreign children were 

fair game.  

Here are a few examples of ancient disrespect for children. 

Under Roman law “patria potestas” guaranteed a father’s absolute right to kill his 

wife and children. I used to have a book (I lost it long ago) that contained a letter from a 

Roman soldier to his wife. He sweetly congratulated her for her pregnancy, then closed 

with these chilling words, “If it is a boy, let it live. If it is a girl, expose it.” In other 

words, leave it on a hillside to die. Ouch! By the way, it was a common practice of 

Christians of that era to search the hillsides and rescue those abandoned babies. 

Hammurabi’s law (which preceded Moses by about 400 years) has a bizarre 

clause that says that if I kill your daughter then you can retaliate by killing my daughter. 

That’s ancient “justice” for you. It was a little tough on the girls, wouldn’t you say? 

There was a Saxon ruler in England whose name I’ve forgotten who was called 

“the merciful.” Why? Because he would not engage in the common practice of throwing 

a baby in the air to fall on his sword. It is incredible that humans could be so cruel that a 

king who refused to kill children would earn the name “merciful.” Today, we would call 

that ordinary, but back then, mercy was anything but ordinary. 

Well, surely things are better in the Bible. Ya’ think? Let’s see. 

When Joshua executed Achan for keeping some of Jericho’s treasure, Joshua also 

executed Achan’s children (Joshua 7:24-25). So much for Deuteronomy 24:16.  
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In the Book of Esther, when Ahasuerus hung the evil Haman, he also hung 

Haman’s sons (Esther 9:10). I guess good queen Esther didn’t read Deuteronomy 24:16.  

But then I guess neither did Daniel because when Darius fed Daniel’s accusers to 

the lions, he included their wives and children (Daniel 6:24). Daniel did not object. 

Face it. In ancient times it was tough being a child. As the legendary jazz singer 

Billie Holliday sang, “Mama may have, Papa may have, but God bless the child that’s got 

his own.” Indeed. 

And today? Has anything improved? It’s still open season on children ― only we 

kill them younger. If they’re still in the womb, they’re fair game, and that we call justice! 

So now, for your reading pleasure, or pain, I have documented here God’s war on 

children. Be ready to cry. And the really sad part is that it’s all true because no one would 

have written this self-condemning horror as fiction. 

 

[3] CHILD CASUALTIES 

 

 As we go through this, keep in mind two things: First, I’m documenting the 

crimes against children, but second, I am trying to absolve God of culpability; that is, I’m 

trying to show that on no occasion did God order anyone to kill children. In every case, 

when a child died, it was the doing and the decision of some person, not God. 

 

Numbers 31:17 Now therefore kill every male among the little ones, and kill 

every woman that hath known man by lying with him. :18 But all the women 

children that have not known a man by lying with him, keep alive for yourselves. 

 

 Israel’s first military engagement was with the Midianites (the people of Jethro) 

and it was a war that was not supposed to happen. Moses saw the Midianites as friends 

and allies (his wife was Midianite) but their king, Balak, foolishly opposed Israel and 

found himself on the losing side of a war of his own making.  

 Moses allowed the virgin girls to live and join with Israel. We might see this as a 

courtesy extended to relatives. Mercy was, after all, rare. 

 But there are two important points here: [1] “Kill the boys” was not God ordered, 

it was Moses ordered. So I take some satisfaction that this infanticide was on Moses, not 

God. And [2] “Save the girls” was also not God ordered. My point here is that it proves 

that Moses had a lot of leeway deciding who lived and who died. I can forgive Moses 

because of the times he lived in. I don’t have to forgive God because he had nothing to do 

with it. That’s hopeful. 

 A further point: What did “keep alive for yourselves” mean? Certainly it means 

that virgin girls of marriageable age could be taken in marriage. But what about female 

children? It can only mean adopted, probably with a future marriage or other sexual 

arrangement in mind but adopted none-the-less. Therefore adoption of young war 

orphans was always an option, and that’s the key to this whole discussion. 

 

Deuteronomy 2:5 Meddle not with them [Esau] for I will not give you of their 

land, no, not so much as a foot breadth; because I have given mount Seir unto 

Esau as a possession. :9 … Distress not the Moabites … :19 … the children of 

Ammon, distress them not … 
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 This text points out that not everyone was on Israel’s hit list. Israel had just fought 

an unintended war with the Midianites and they didn’t want another. This is important 

because they are not just cutthroats killing anybody and everybody. They know who they 

were after and it’s not their relatives like Esau and Moab and Ammon. And the war with 

the Midianites would not have happened had the Midianites not been stupid.  

 And the Amorites east of Jordan were also not to be messed with. Israel just 

wanted to pass through (Deuteronomy 2:26-27). But the Amorite king, Sihon, decided, as 

did the Midianites, to do battle instead. As a result, he and his people lost everything. The 

Amorites picked this fight, not Israel (Deuteronomy 2:32). 

 

Deuteronomy 2:34 And we took all his cities at that time, and utterly destroyed 

the men, and the women, and the little ones, of every city, we left none to remain; 

 

 But why kill the babies? That’s just the way things were done. You can’t blame 

this infanticide on God, he didn’t order it ― not the war and therefore certainly not the 

infanticide. Ancient people were just like that. I think it just never occurred to them to be 

any different.  

 That this is not a God ordered infanticide is important, because it exposes the 

viciousness of ancient peoples in general and of Israel specifically. They didn’t need God 

to push them to infanticide, they were already so inclined on their own. So we needn’t 

think that they were reluctant, and we needn’t put it on God. 

Note that Deuteronomy 24:16 hadn’t been written yet. There was still no codified 

legal protection of children. Any idea that children deserved to be protected was an idea 

that had to wait awhile longer. What I’m establishing here is human nature, at least 

ancient human nature. 

Note that the field marshal of this campaign against the Amorites was Moses, not 

Joshua. Sometimes we think the carnage was all Joshua’s. Not so. Joshua took his cue 

from his mentor Moses. 

 

 Deuteronomy 3:6 Utterly destroying the men, women, and children. 

 

 This time it was Bashan’s turn. Which side initiated hostilities is not certain, but 

3:1 indicates that this battle anyway was Bashan’s fault. 

 Now that Israel is done killing friends and relatives, it’s time to turn their gun 

sights on their true enemies. It is Jericho’s turn, and Joshua is the man in charge of this 

genocidal mess.  

 

Joshua 6:21 And they utterly destroyed all that was in the city, both men and 

women, young and old.  

 

How young? Apparently babies too. 

Let’s quickly review the story of Achan. 
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Joshua 7:24 And Joshua…took Achan…and his sons and his daughters :25 And 

all Israel stoned him with stones, and burned them with fire, after they had stoned 

them with stones.  

 

Achan sinned by taking some spoil from Jericho and so paid with his life.  

Well, okay, fair enough. He knew better. But why do his children have to die? 

Bruce R. McConkie wrote that the children of Achan were adult children and were in on 

the crime. But the text doesn’t say that. Achan’s confession, 7:21, implicates just himself 

with the pronoun “I”. The kids appear to be innocent, but die they must because of their 

father’s sin. Where was Joshua’s regard for Deuteronomy 24:16? This is good news to 

me in a dark manner, because it means that, law or no law, Joshua was quite capable of 

genocidal overkill. And, after all, it is not Joshua’s reputation I’m defending but God’s. 

My faith does not ride on Joshua’s civility but God’s.  

 

Joshua 8:26 He…destroyed all the inhabitants of Ai. 

 

 More dead children. “All” means children too. Now the Israelites are on a roll. 

They leave a large swath of carnage and dead children. 

 

Joshua 10:28 And that day Joshua took Makkedah…he utterly destroyed them 

and all the souls that were therein; he let none remain. :29 and fought against 

Libnah :30 and he smote it with the edge of the sword, and all the souls that were 

therein; he let none remain in it. :32 And the LORD delivered Lachish into the 

hand of Israel, which took it on the second day, and smote it with the edge of the 

sword, and all the souls that were therein. :35 And they took [Eglon] on that day 

and smote it with the edge of the sword and all the souls that were therein he 

utterly destroyed that day. :37 And they took [Hebron] and smote it with the edge 

of the sword…and all the cities thereof, and all the souls that were therein; he left 

none remaining…but destroyed it utterly, and all the souls that were therein. :39 

And he took [Debir] and they smote them with the edge of the sword and utterly 

destroyed all the souls that were therein; he left none remaining. :40 So Joshua 

smote all the country of the hills, and of the south, and of the vale, and of the 

springs, and all their kings: he left none remaining, but utterly destroyed all that 

breathed, as the LORD God of Israel commanded. 

 

 The brutality just grows and grows without bounds.  

Did God order this? It does say, “as the LORD God of Israel commanded.” But 

this is not the God that we have come to know and love. So how do we escape the darkest 

conclusion? 

Notice that the text does not quote God, we only have the author’s interpretation. 

How do we know just what God commanded?  What we have is second person and is 

therefore hearsay.  

But allowing that hearsay evidence, suppose God did say kill them all? What 

exactly does all mean? Does all really mean every last one of them? I will show you in a 

moment that all does not mean every last one of them, and I will prove it.  
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Therefore, what Joshua did with those cities was more up to Joshua than to God. 

God delivering Lachish (:32) to Joshua was not much different than God delivering the 

Philippines to Typhoon Haiyan (2013) which killed 1,300 people, many of them children. 

Yes, there is a difference. When men cause the destruction, the destruction is willful. But 

it is not God’s will except in the sense that he created a good world and in it bad things 

happen. God’s only other choice was to not create the good world and that would have 

been very bad, far worse than any bad thing that happens in the world. 

Either that or this is a different God than the one we think loves us.  

Or maybe he has changed. In a bit, I will try to convince you that he has indeed 

changed and we are on the receiving end of his newly found goodness. But let’s continue.  

 

Deuteronomy 20:16 But the cities of these people, which the LORD thy God doth 

give thee for an inheritance, thou shalt save alive nothing that breatheth; :17 But 

thou shalt utterly destroy them; namely, the Hittites, and the Amorites, the 

Canaanites, and the Perizzites, the Hivites, and the Jebusites; as the LORD thy 

God hath commanded thee: Why? :18 That they teach you not to do after all their 

abomination, which they have done unto their gods; so should ye sin against the 

LORD your God. 

 

 So the children must be the collateral damage to insure that child sacrifice is put 

to a final end. It’s like God saying, “You want to kill your babies? Okay. But you’ll get 

what you ask for, I’ll kill them all.” 

 But here’s my question: When God said, “save alive nothing,” did he really mean 

it, or did he allow exceptions? Did God give Moses and Joshua any latitude?  

Notice again that God didn’t say “save alive nothing.” Moses said that. What God 

said was “utterly destroy them,” and that may or may not have meant kill every single 

one of them. It may have meant destroy the city, the culture, the people, and not 

necessarily every single person. Fact is, there has not been a single verse so far where 

God said kill every single one of them; that is, kill their children as well. That was their 

interpretation of God’s will and I think they were wrong. 

There is only one verse where God maybe explicitly said kill the children, and it 

wasn’t Moses or Joshua. This occurred centuries later and it was Samuel. 

 

1 Samuel 16:2 Thus saith the LORD of hosts, I remember that which Amalek did to 

Israel, how he laid wait for him in the way, when he came up from Egypt. :3 Now 

go and smite Amalek, and utterly destroy all that they have, and spare them not; 

but slay both man and woman, infant and suckling, ox and sheep, camel and ass. 

 

 There’s no excusing this. They killed babies. The only rational (and it’s no 

excuse) is that 4,000 years ago everybody was brutal. 

 Why did God tell Samuel to do such a thing? I don’t believe God did. I think 

Samuel was acting from precedence. Moses and Joshua killed children so I guess God 

wants us to as well. What God said was “I remember that which Amalek did …” Did God 

then say “Now go and smite Amalek?” Maybe. Did God then say slay the infants and 

suckling? Not necessarily and I don’t think so, I think Samuel added :3 because he 
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supposed that’s what God wanted. If I am correct, then the infanticide was Samuel’s 

doing and not God’s. 

If the infanticide was in fact God ordered, I have to wonder, is this the same God 

who later said, “Suffer the little children to come unto me”? When I get to heaven, I will 

have questions. 

This Samuel episode was the last time God seemed to be complicit in infanticide. 

After this there were two incidents of infanticide (Daniel 6:24, Esther 9:10) but they 

were ordered by Persian kings so they don’t count.  

 Through all this infanticide, it is remarkably consistent that God ordered none of 

it — except maybe Samuel, but not even that for sure, it depends on where you put the 

close quote. I put it at the end of verse :2. So, yes, God ordered the destruction of the 

Canaanite cities, but there is no order from God (no certain order anyway) to kill 

children.  

Now let’s consider some verses that indicate otherwise. 

 

[4] A GLIMMER OF HOPE 

 

Joshua 11:10 And Joshua…took Hazor :11 and they smote all the souls that were 

therein with the edge of the sword utterly destroying them: there was not any left 

to breathe. :12 And all the cities…did Joshua take and smote with the sword and 

he utterly destroyed them :14 every man they smote with the edge of the sword 

until they had destroyed them, neither left they any to breathe. 

 

 Here, possibly, is some hope. :14 Every man they smote…neither left they any to 

breathe. That is close to a contradiction because any is different from every man. Is it 

possible that the any might refer to the men who were smote with the edge of the sword 

and so the children were spared? Indeed, the text does say all the souls and any. But 

maybe all the souls and any mean every man. 

That’s what it says, and it’s ambiguous. And when a text is ambiguous, I take that 

as permission to believe which I like. 

Here’s another example with a similar ambiguity. 

 
    Judges 21:10 smite the inhabitants of Jabeshgilead with the edge of the sword, 

with the women and the children. :11 And this is the thing that ye shall do, Ye 

shall utterly destroy every male, and every woman that hath lain by man. 

 

 Ahah! Now we have some real hope, an undeniable contradiction. :10 says to kill 

the women and the children. But :11 quickly mitigates that to just kill the males and the 

non-virgin women. And that means that female children and virgin girls escaped in spite 

of the first command to kill women and children. 

Why is :10 so genocidal and :11 so back peddling? Maybe “the women and the 

children” is idiomatic and does not mean all women and children. And if that is so, then 

maybe “the children” means older children and not babies. And if that is true, then maybe 

virgin girls were saved everywhere else as well, and therefore all never really means all. 
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Joshua 21:12 …and they found four hundred young virgins :13 And the whole 

congregation sent some to speak to the children of Benjamin that were in the rock 

Rimmon, and to call peaceable unto them. 

 

 These surviving virgin girls were saved. This is encouraging. But of course this is 

Benjamin, and they were treated better just because they were family. But still, these 

ancient killers had and used their own discretion, and that absolves God. 

 

[5] CONSPICUOUS EXCEPTIONS 

 

 I will now focus on these burning questions: Were there clear exceptions and did 

God delegate to men the decision of who lived and who died? Or to ask it differently, 

when God said kill them all, did he really mean all? Did God give Joshua opportunities to 

adjust the divine plan of genocide? Maybe all does not mean to the last baby. Let’s see. 

 Here are three stories that prove that all doesn’t mean all.  

First: We have the familiar story of Jericho  although I doubt you’ve ever thought 

about it in this context. 

 

Joshua 2:12 Now therefore, I pray you, sware unto me by the LORD … :13 that ye 

will save alive my father, and my mother, and my brethren,  and my sisters, and 

all that they have, and deliver our lives from death. :14 And the men answered 

her, Our life for yours … It shall be, when the LORD hath given us this land, that 

we will deal kindly and truly with thee. 6:17 … Joshua said … :18 … only Rahab 

the harlot shall live, she and all that are with her in the house … 

 

 This is one of the most familiar stories of the Bible, the killing of Jericho and the 

rescue of Rehab. But no one asks (except me right now), what right did the two spies and 

Joshua have to spare Rehab and her family? Well, they took an oath. Yeah? So? Didn’t 

God say “kill them all?” Yes, he did say that. But didn’t that oath put them in violation of 

God’s explicit commandment? Well, God made an exception. Oh, he did? When? Why 

didn’t God kill Joshua for breaking his commandment? That’s what God did to Achan for 

just keeping some gold and stuff. This was serious. Why was keeping gold a capital 

crime but preserving Rehab alive not? What sense does that make? Well, it’s the oath. It 

was? How does that make a difference? A commandment is a commandment, isn’t it? 

 My point is this: Joshua did have discretion in the field. He was not required by 

God to kill absolutely everyone, and Rehab’s survival proves it! 

Second: We have the story of Gibeon. It’s lengthy, but you should pay attention. 

 

Joshua 9:3 And when the inhabitants of Gibeon heard what Joshua had done 

unto Jericho and to Ai, :4 They did work wilily, and went and made as if they had 

been ambassadors, and took old sacks upon their asses, and wine bottles, old, and 

rent, and bound up. :5 And old shoes and clouted upon their feet, and old 

garments upon them; and all their provision was dry and mouldy. :6 And they 

went to Joshua unto the camp at Gilgal, and said unto him, and to the men of 

Israel, We be come from a far country: now therefore make a league with us. :7 

And the men of Israel said unto the Hivites, Peradventure ye dwell among us; and 
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how shall we make a league with you? :8 And they said unto Joshua, We are thy 

servants. And Joshua said unto them, Who are ye? And from whence came ye? :9 

And they said unto him, From a very far country … :15 And Joshua made peace 

with them, and made a league with them, to let them live … :17 And the children 

of Israel journeyed, and came unto their cities on the third day … :18 And the 

children of Israel smote them not, because the princes of the congregation had 

sworn unto them by the LORD God of Israel … :19 … now therefore we may not 

touch them. :20 This we will do to them; we will even let them live, lest wrath 

come upon us, because of the oath which we sware unto them.  

 

 This is an amazing story. Joshua is tricked into making a peace pact with Gibeon 

and now the Israelites and God are bound by it. Even more amazing is that they’re more 

afraid of wrath for braking an oath than of wrath for braking a commandment. And their 

fear was validated later when King Saul did break this very oath and King David paid a 

heavy price. 

 

2 Samuel 21:1 Then there was a famine in the days of David three years, year 

after year, and David enquired of the LORD. And the LORD answered, It is for 

Saul, and for his bloody house, because he slew the Gibeonites. 

 

 So the Gibeonites found an escape as did Rehab. Just get Joshua and the Israelites 

to take an oath, and that somehow frees them from their obligation to kill everyone.  

Isn’t that telling? That is an awful lot of discretion that God has entrusted to 

Joshua and which Joshua has now misused twice.  

But this is good news, isn’t it? Because it means that God’s commandment to kill 

everyone is not an absolute. Joshua had choices. If a simple oath would let Joshua off-

the-hook, Joshua could have, at any time, simply taken an oath not to kill children and 

God would have honored it without repercussions. That matters! 

Therefore, we must conclude that if Joshua did in fact kill everyone including 

children, that was Joshua’s choice and not God’s imperative. Joshua was the brute, not 

God. God simply tolerated their brutishness for the time being because of the age they 

lived in and because of the task at hand.  

But the real point is that we need not fault God for this infanticide or any other 

because Joshua had choices. He could have, if he had wanted to, created an orphanage of 

sorts for displaced Canaanite children. If he didn’t (and maybe he did, remember the 

Midianite girls) it was his fault and not God’s. And if he didn’t, we can struggle to excuse 

him because he was a product of his vicious times, and mercy was a concept that had not 

yet dawned. Fact is, it hasn’t even dawned today, not on the world’s pro-choicers who 

routinely kill babies. 

Third: We have Jerusalem, the home of the Jebusites. 

 

Joshua 15:63 As for the Jebusites the inhabitants of Jerusalem, the children of 

Judah could not drive them out: but the Jebusites dwell with the children of Judah 

at Jerusalem unto this day. 
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 Now wait a minute. If God ordered Joshua to kill everyone, shouldn’t God have 

enabled them to do that? Yet here, they failed. They just couldn’t muster up the military 

wherewithal to defeat the Jebusites at Jerusalem.  

Later, David (actually Joab) did defeat them,  but they were only conquered, not 

exterminated. And that was a good thing because after all, they were the people of 

Melchisedec who is kind of important. Fact is, Joshua just failed, plain and simple.  

 Why would God allow that to happen? Maybe God had a secret agenda. Maybe 

Jebusite survival was essential because of an old king of theirs, Melchisedec, and his 

perpetual priesthood that Israel didn’t have but needed in order to fulfill its own long 

term Messianic destiny. Just a hunch. 

 But for whatever reason, Joshua failed to exterminate the Jebusites. And God was 

not upset about it. Over the long run, the Jebusites had in intertwining history with Israel 

even through and beyond the Diaspora (Zechariah 9:7).  

 So, at some point during Israel’s battle with the Jebusites, some field commander, 

presumably Joshua, made a decision to disengage, to  cut their loses, and give it up.  

So we see again that God delegates battle field decisions to someone, and it 

simply cannot be that God required anyone to kill children for the simple reason that God 

did not require them to destroy the Jebusites, or the Gibeonites, or Rahab and her family. 

If God had required them to kill all the Jebusites, they would have fought to the last man. 

That they didn’t means that they had choices, sensible choices, which means that they 

didn’t have to kill children and never did. That they did kill children is on them, not God. 

 

[6] JUSTIFICATION: WHY THE BRUTALITY 

 

 Having said all that, here is the justification (not mine but the Bible’s) for the total 

war against the Canaanites and other peoples of the land. 

  

2 Chronicles 28:1 Ahaz…did not that which was right :2 he…made molten 

images for Baalim :3 Moreover he burnt incense in the valley of the son of 

Hinnom, and burnt his children in the fire after the abominations of the heathen 

whom the LORD had cast out before the children of Israel. 

 

 Child sacrifice is why God cast them out. It is so evil that it justified genocide, 

even if the genocide produced substantial collateral damage. Killing children had to end. 

But it didn’t end. It was so common and infectious that Israel finally incorporated 

child sacrifice into its own religion. And it hasn’t ended yet. Today, we call it abortion. 

 Looking back on all of it, I have to agree with ― 

 

Psalms 78:2 …I will utter dark sayings of old. 

 

 Even they knew it was an awful time to be living in. They didn’t need our 

hindsight to know that. Life was horrible and there was no way out but through. 

 

Psalms 106:34 They did not destroy the nations, concerning whom the LORD 

commanded them. 
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 That God really did order Israel to commit genocide, I don’t doubt. Those nations 

deserved it. But that’s not the question. The question is, did God order infanticide? And 

my answer to that is I am sure (though not certain) that he did not. God’s purpose in the 

genocide was to eliminate the infanticide. And because Israel didn’t follow through with 

the genocide, they paid a terrible price. There were enough surviving neighbors that their 

evil practices, including child sacrifice, corrupted Israel. And that made God really angry. 

 

Psalms 106:35 But were mingled among the heathen, and learned their works. 

:37 Yea, they sacrifice their sons and their daughters unto devils, :38 And shed 

innocent blood, even the blood of their sons and of their daughters, whom they 

sacrificed unto the idols of Canaan: and the land was polluted with blood.  

 

 The only way to stop Canaan’s infanticide was to commit a genocide against 

them, to destroy them and maybe (or maybe not) their children. Put an end to it once and 

for all. But they didn’t do it and so the evil survived and thrived.  

 

Isaiah 43:3 For I am the LORD thy God, the Holy One of Israel, thy Saviour: I 

gave Egypt for thy ransom, Ethiopia and Seba for thee. :4 Since thou wast 

precious in my sight, thou hast been honourable, and I have loved thee: therefore 

will I give men for thee, and people for thy life.  

 

It does appear that God loved Israel so much that he was willing to sacrifice other 

nations, and maybe their children, to sustain and protect his beloved Israel.  

 

[7] WHY THE MISSION FAILED, MAYBE 

 

Now let’s suppose the worst. Suppose they really did kill children and it was God 

ordered, which I don’t believe but suppose. Let me offer this. I can’t prove it but it seems 

right. Why did Israel not follow through and destroy all the nations of the land? Maybe 

because they were weary of war in general, but more specifically they lost their stomach 

for infanticide. If true, what would it have taken for them to have completed the task of 

cleansing the land? That’s easy. To stop killing children, to adopt them instead, to save 

them from their murderous parents, and also from becoming collateral war casualties. 

That simple change in their mission statement could have given them the moral energy to 

complete their mission and had the entire land all to themselves. That moral high ground 

was always available to them as Rehab and the Gibeonites and the Jebusites proved.  

But they didn’t do that. Instead, they chose infanticide and left to another age to 

discover that the lives of children mattered. That lesson was finally beaten into their 

collective conscience by, of all things, the Diaspora. 

So, in this interpretation, Israel failed not because they were unwilling to kill the 

surrounding nations but because they were willing to kill children. That disheartened 

them and rendered them unwilling to kill their neighbors. So ironically, their willingness 

to do what they thought God wanted, kill children, was their undoing. After all, what was 

the difference between ritual sacrifice and collateral damage?  A dead child is a dead 

child, so what’s the big deal? It’s no wonder then that they just finally gave up the effort 

and adopted child sacrifice into their own religion. Why not?  What’s the difference? 
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Am I sure of this? No, of course not. But it is a possibility and what I believe.  

 

[8] CHANGE IS COMING 

 

 There was a moment when God seems to have changed his mind about all this 

religious carnage. King David wanted to build a temple for God, and God said no, not 

you, your son. Why did God do that? 

 

1 Chronicles 22:8 But the word of the LORD came to me, saying, Thou hast shed 

blood abundantly, and hast made great wars: thou shall not build an house unto 

my name, because thou hast shed much blood upon the earth in my sight. 28:3 But 

God said unto me, Thou shalt not build an house for my name, because thou hast 

been a man of war, and hast shed blood. 

 

 David had always done what God wanted ― well, almost always. He fought 

God’s wars and defeated Israel’s enemies, and now it seems he is to pay a penalty for that 

devotion. David was never one to complain to God so if this is what God wants, that’s 

fine with David. But just what is God thinking? 

 What seems to be motivating God is a desire for peace. Not only peace, but God 

seems to want to have a reputation for peace and he wants the coming temple to be the 

icon. So David, a bloody man of war, would not be the appropriate architect either for the 

temple or for that new age of peace. However his son Solomon would be very suitable. 

So God was asking David to defer to his son, and David did. 

Of course this dream of peace faded fast but still it was well intended, and it 

documented where God’s heart was at. From that time forward, at least the tone changed.  

 

Jeremiah 49:11 Leave thy fatherless children, I will preserve them alive; and let 

thy widows trust in me.  

 

Things do seem to be changing. Now there is some hope. There is some mercy 

anyway for the fatherless children of the Ammonites. 

 But now God turns the tables on Israel and it’s Israel’s children that are in the 

cross hairs.  

 

 Jeremiah 51:22 …with thee will I break in pieces old and young … 

 

Ezekiel 6:5 And I will lay the dead carcarses of the children of Israel before their 

idols… 

 

Ezekiel 9:6 Slay utterly old and young, both maids, and little children… 

 

Why do the children always have to pay the price? Israel kills its children so God 

punishes Israel by killing its children. Can’t we just have our wars and leave the children 

out of it? I guess not. Collateral damage is unavoidable.  

But this time at least it is not the armies of Israel killing children, these casualties 

are collateral damage, war’s own “acts of God.” And that is a much more tolerable 
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situation. If children must die, at least let it not be us (Israel) who kills them. If a tidal 

wave kills children, I’m grieved, but at least I don’t feel culpable, unless we can ever 

figure out how to stop tidal waves which, I suppose, some researcher is working on.  

I can imagine no worse evil than strapping on bombs and blowing up children and 

doing it for God. But if God kills us or our children, that’s different, that’s his business, 

unless we could have prevented it, then it’s our business. 

 
    Ezekiel 14:23 …and ye shall know that I have not done without cause all that I 

have done in it, saith the LORD God. 

 

God now knows that people need some rational for the carnage, just as parents 

know that when they tell a child, “don’t do that,” they are likely to hear back, “Why not?” 

And wise parents know that, “because I said so,” is not sufficient. Any more, children 

need and deserve acceptable reasons, and so do we. God, in that verse, assures us that he 

has reasons, what he does is not capricious. 

That people need a rational, an explanation, is itself hopeful, because it means that 

people are changing, they are finding a conscience, which is, after all, what this entire 

trail of tears has been about from the beginning ― how does the human race find a 

collective conscience.  

I do hope and expect that one day God will give us a full understanding of why all 

this terribleness was necessary. That is what Ezekierl 14:23 promises. 

 

Ezekiel 18:2 What mean ye, that ye use this proverb concerning the land of Israel, 

saying, The fathers have eaten sour grapes, and the children’s teeth are set on 

edge? :3 As I live, saith the Lord GOD, ye shall not have occasion any more to use 

this proverb in Israel. :4 Behold, all souls are mine; as the soul of the father, so 

also the soul of the son is mine: the soul that sinneth, it shall die.  

 

The great unfairness of life is that children should be punished for their parent’s 

sins. That really is the point of this essay. While the world never really escapes this core 

injustice (e.g., abortion), this text points us in the right direction. The text is saying that 

what God wants from us is to protect children, and for children to not have to suffer for 

their parent’s misdeeds.  

 

Hosea 13:16 …their infants shall be dashed in pieces, and their women with child 

shall be ripped up.  

 

Always, it seems, today as then, it is the children who pay the price. 

 

[9] MY THOUGHTS ON THIS AWFUL SUBJECT 

 

It is simply not possible to write anything that is finally satisfying about this 

horrific subject. The only way to feel any appeasement about this child-cide at all is to set 

it in the context of its chronological time period. Set aside, if you can, our 4000 years of 

experience and conscience building, and try to see the realities that Moses and Joshua 

faced. And remember too that we are on the A.D. side of Christ who gave moral thinking 
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real teeth by rising from the dead which proved that his words were not just words but 

really were the will of God. Until Christ, moral thinking (Socrates, Buddha, and the rest) 

was just theory. But with the advent of Christ, we now know what God wants from us. 

 Joshua did not have that luxury. What is so obvious to us today ― (that there is 

no imaginable circumstance that would ever justify killing a child) ― we just have to 

understand that it was not so obvious 4000 years ago. Heck, it’s not so obvious today. 

You think it is? I wish it were. Let’s consider some dark realities. 

 In 1945, Harry Truman had a terrible choice to make. Invade mainland Japan 

which would result in over a million American dead (to say nothing of Japanese dead 

which certainly would have run into several millions) or drop the A-bomb and put an 

abrupt end to that seemingly endless bloody war.  

Truman chose the latter.  

So, what were the causality totals? Hiroshima: 250,000. Nagasaki: 150,000. 

Cheap ― compared to the alternative. Of the two horrible choices, this was the more 

‘economical.’ 

 Truman had only one choice: victory at any cost, but as ‘economical’ as possible. 

That meant 400,000 incinerated at Hiroshima and Nagasaki was cheaper than the millions 

who would have died had we invaded.  

So, how many of the victims were children? Best answer: Fewer children died at 

Hiroshima and Nagsaki than would have died had we invaded. That’s the grim reality 

Truman faced. It’s bizarre to say that “nuke ‘em” was the more merciful choice. As 

bizarre at that is, it seems to be the truth. 

Does that justify it? Nothing can justify either choice, circumstances just made 

one or the other unavoidable.  

Children have nothing to do with combat. They are just innocent bystanders 

unaware of their parent’s struggle. Still, they must die. Not for any fault of their own, but 

merely because fate picked them to be at the wrong place at the wrong time. 

 The only consolation is that World War II did end and the dying did stop. 

 The concern is: they’ll be another, and another, and another, for as long as men 

hope to control other men by despotic means. When liberals demand, “End the War,” 

they’re preaching to the choir. They should be speaking those words to those who will 

destroy us if they can. Yes, peace, of course. But victory first. For without it, the 

bloodbath would be huge indeed, and the collateral damage far worse.  

 Is there ever a justification for killing children? Only one: to save the lives of 

more children. That was the dilemma that Harry Truman and maybe Joshua faced. 

 

[10] PIVOT POINT 

 

 As often as not, the person who ends a long running evil is a person who is a high 

ranking person in that evil. Boris Yeltsin ended Soviet communism. He was able to do 

that because he was a high ranking communist. Slavery ended only because a slave 

nation, America, fought a civil war and shed its own blood to end it. Such things people 

work through, and finally its high ranking practitioners have a change of heart and use 

their high ranking authority to bring the evil to an end. Not always, but often.  

 Genocide was a common practice 4000 years ago and much more recently than 

that. The first inkling that there might be something morally wrong with genocide was 
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the Bible. While genocide was not forbidden ― (maybe it was commanded) ― it was 

regulated with some very interesting prohibitions, restricting rules for genocide. For one: 

don’t kill your relatives (Deuteronomy 2:5,9,19). For another: don’t kill virgin girls 

(Numbers 31:17-18). So that certainly is different than “kill them all”. 

 But things changed, and that was a good thing. And what was the pivot point for 

that change? The changing conscience of ancient Israel, and that they recorded it in the 

Bible for the world to see and emulate.  

To be optimistic we should understand two things: (1) Israel changed for the 

better, and (2) Israel’s God changed for the better. 

 

[11] ISRAEL CHANGED 

 

Deuteronomy 9:4 Speak not thou in thine heart, after that the LORD thy God hast 

cast them out from before thee, saying, For my righteousness the LORD hath 

brought me in to possess this land: but for the wickedness of these nations the 

LORD doth drive them out from before thee. 

 

 This is important to understand. God chose Israel and gave them a homeland, not 

because Israel was so good but because their enemies were so bad. Also, their ancestor 

Abraham had extracted a promise from God, so they benefited from divine nepotism. 

Israel, in its genocidal advance, at least had laws that prohibited the killing of its 

own children however they dealt with foreign children. This was better than their enemies 

who routinely killed their own children in ritual sacrifice. Israel wouldn’t do that, or 

wasn’t supposed to. When they did, they paid a heavy penalty as did their predecessors. 

So while Israel’s “goodness” was at best questionable, their enemies’ evil was 

never in doubt. And that’s why God ordered the Canaanite extermination. And when 

Israel imitated them, they too were destroyed as a nation. But when Israel finally did 

return, they were changed. No Jew would ever again worship an idol or even think of 

sacrificing a child. They had learned, finally, the true value of children. That shows us 

where God’s mind is at, or at least is now. 

 

[12] GOD CHANGED 

 

 But what I was really looking for and finally found was evidence that God has 

changed. Considering the whole of biblical history, it’s clear that the God who destroyed 

the world by flood and ordered Joshua to kill the Canaanite children (if he did, which I 

doubt) had to have changed his attitude considerably to come to earth and die on a cross.  

 Are these really two different Gods? No, they are the same being, but something 

has changed, in him. Let’s deal with that now. 

 

Exodus 3:12 And he said, Certainly I will be [ehyeh] with thee…:14 And God 

said unto Moses, I AM THAT I AM [ehyeh asher ehyeh]: and he said, Thus shalt 

thou say unto the children of Israel, I AM hath sent me unto you. 

 

 The problem with :14 is that it is badly mistranslated. The “I Am” of :14 ,ehyeh, 

is the same incomplete tense as :12 …I will be…which is correct. In other words, God’s 
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true name is not I AM but I WILL BE or I AM BECOMING. God is saying in effect, my 

fate is tied to Israel as much as Israel’s fate is tied to me. I am still becoming, and what I 

become has everything to do with Israel’s becoming. As Israel changes, I change. 

This matters, because it means that God is changing. It allows us to make sense of 

the God who killed everyone (nearly) in the days of Noah, and who changed into the God 

who saves everyone (or tries to) by dying on Calvary’s cross. And somewhere in between 

we meet the God of Joshua who kills children but who is rapidly changing into something 

kinder and gentler who gets really angry with people who kill children. The Bible is not 

just a history of Israel and its evolution, it is a history of God and his evolution. And that 

God is dragging the whole human race along for the ride. 

 On the Mount of Transfiguration, Jesus had a conversation with Moses and Elijah. 

 

Matthew 17:3 And, behold, there appeared unto them Moses and Elias talking 

with him. 

 

 What did they say to Jesus? The Bible doesn’t tell us. But if they had something 

to say to Jesus, and they must have, it was probably well intended advice. Now, we know 

a lot about these two men and about how they took care of business 

 

Numbers 16:31 And it came to pass, as he [Moses] made and end of speaking all 

these words, that the ground clave asunder that was under them. :32 And the 

earth opened her mouth and swallowed them up, and their houses, and all the 

men that appertained unto Korah, and all their goods. 

 

2 Kings 1:10 And Elijah answered and said to the captain of fifty, If I be a man of 

God, then let fire come down from heaven, and consume thee and thy fifty. And 

there came down fire from heaven, and consumed him and his fifty. 

 

 God had a very direct way of dealing with Moses and Elijah’s enemies. God just 

killed them. That’s the kind of thing that Moses and Elijah were used to. 

 So, what advice might these two prophets have given Jesus? How about: “Jesus, 

you’re surrounded by enemies. Just kill them all like you did for us back then.” And I can 

imagine Jesus replying with something like, “Thanks for your concern, but no thanks. 

That’s not why I’m here, not this time. I’m here not to kill but to save.”  

I expect that when we can read the minutes of that meeting in heaven, it will have 

been something like this ― 

 

John 3:17 For God sent not his Son into the world to condemn the world; but that 

the world through him might be saved. 

 

We’ve come a long way to even have the capacity to be troubled by murdered 

children. In times past no one much cared. Now, at least, we do care. God has changed, 

and we with him. Thank God. 

 

[13] BELIEVE ANYWAY 
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 But the final necessary answer is this — 

 

John 7:67 Then said Jesus unto the twelve, Will ye also go away? :68 Then Simon 

Peter answered him, Lord, to whom shall we go? Thou hast the words of eternal 

life. 

 

 Indeed, Peter. Where else is there to go? Nowhere. Jesus, and Jesus alone, offers 

us the hope and promise of eternal life. Whatever problems humanity has had with God 

in the past, he is still the only God in the universe that can and is willing to save us.  

If you don’t like this God because he didn’t save children from some maniac’s 

shooting spree, or from Allied bombs in Germany and Japan, or the Canaanite children 

from Israelite sword’s, who else are you going to turn to? God created it all, and that is 

the highest act of love that there could ever be. That we live at all is the great blessing. 

And remember too that he is the only hope of rescue, for us and for all those poor 

children. 

So, believe anyway.  

And that takes us all the way back to Abraham’s sacrifice of Isaac. Abraham so 

desperately loved God that he would do anything to keep God, even sacrifice his own 

son. But Abraham did hope for an escape ―  

 

Hebrews 11:19 Accounting that God was able to raise him up, even from the 

dead. 

 

That was Abraham’s escape. He hoped there was a way out. And that has been 

my model to follow in writing this article.  

Do I really love God? Yes. Okay. But how much? Enough to believe that God 

really did order Joshua to kill children, and that I should love him anyway? Yes, I 

suppose, and maybe that’s my Abrahamic sacrifice.  

But still, like Abraham, I really do hope for an escape. Abraham’s escape was a 

ram in the thicket.  My escape is that I don’t believe God ever did any such thing, and I 

think I’ve proved it. I do not believe God ever ordered infanticide. But if he did, then he 

is a changed and repented God. 

 

Jeremiah 42:10 If ye will still abide in this land, then will I build you, and not 

pull you down, and I will plant you, and not pluck you up: for I repent me  of the 

evil that I have done unto you. 

 

Joel 2:13 And rend your heart, and not your garments, and turn unto the LORD 

your God: for he is gracious and merciful, slow to anger, and of great kindness, 

and repenteth him of the evil. 

 

Since he allows us to repent, shouldn’t we offer him the same courtesy? 


