“But if you know or take it on faith that God is good and it would be irrdigious
to think differently), then He does no evil. Again, if we acknowledge that God
isjust (and to deny this would be sacrilegious), then, as He bestows rewards
upon the good, so does He mete out punishments to the wicked.” (S.
Augusiine, “The Free Choice of the Will”)

“Is God unrighteous who taketh vengeance? (I speak asaman) God forbid:
for then how shdl God judge the world?’ (Paul, Rom 3:5-6)

“But those mine enemies, which would not that | should reign over them, bring
hither, and day them before me.” (Jesus, Luke 19:27)

The New Testament

Fromthe point of view of an ethic of unconditiona good will, we have found the Old Testament

to be untenable. The credibility of the New Testament collgpses insofar asit endorsesthe
Old—which it does. However, it isdso interesting to see how well the later book faresin its
own right.



The Old Ball and Chain

Inthe larger picture, thereis an inescapable link between the New and the Old testaments.
After dl, the New Testament's chief dam to legitimacy isthat it fulfills Old Testament prophecy,
complete with the Old Testament God sending his son to Earth for this purpose. And thereis
no doubt that Jesus and his disciples support the ways of God dleged in the Old Testament.
The disciple John tells us, spesking with divine authority: “Brethren, | write no new
commandment unto you, but an old commandment which ye had from the beginning. The old
commandment is the word which ye have heard from the beginning.” (1 John 2:7) Thisimplies
that all of God's commandments, including those for genocide, capital punishment if one burns
incense the wrong way, and dl of the rest are eternd. Similarly, Jesus clams that he has not
cometo destroy the law or the prophets, but to fulfill them, (Matt 5:17) implying that dl of
God's laws, based asthey are in apirit of fear and sdf-interest, ill stand. Specific Old
Testament commandments are d o reflected, as when Jesus is asked what one must do to
inherit eternd life, and hereplies: “Thou knowest the commandments, Do not commit adultery,
Do not kill, Do not bear fase witness, Defraud not, Honour thy father and thy mother.” (Mark
10:17-9) Although the last passage does not list dl of the laws of Moses, Jesus nevertheless
upholds the Mosaic law in generd: “Did not Moses give you the law, and yet none of you
keepeth the law? Why go ye about to kill me?’ (John 7:19) Moreover, Jesus Situates himsdlf in
along line of Biblical patriarchs going back to olden times, as Peter testifies: “The God of
Abraham, and of Isaac, and of Jacab, the God of our fathers, hath glorified his Son Jesus...”
(Acts 3:13) Itisthe genocida God, then, who blesses Jesus.

But perhapsit might be objected that while the Mosaic law is acknowledged by
Chridtianity, it isto be interpreted in anew spirit of love, mercy, and forgiveness. The New
Testament itsdlf reved s this objection to be erroneous. Thus, the cruel punishment of innocent
beasts who touch the holy Mount Sinai isrelayed in the New Testament’ s letter to the Hebrews:
“...if so much as a beast touch the mountain [Sinal], it shall be stoned, or thrust through with a
dart [i.e, anarrow or aspear]...” (Heb 12:20) This, of course, assumes that beasts who
ignorantly amble about the mountain terrain are culpable. The unmerciful Old Testament desth
sentence for cursing on€e' s father or mother isdso ill in force: “Full well ye rgject the
commandment of God that ye may keep your own tradition. For Moses said, Honour thy
father and thy mother; and, whoso curseth father or mother, let him die the deeth...” (Mark 7:9-
10) Thissameinjunctionisreinforced by another related passage, with its own implicit threat
thet thingswill not be well with one—or even that one might be killed—if one disobeysthe
commandment: “Honour thy father and mother; which is the first commandment with promise;
that it may be wdl with thee, and thou mayest live long on the earth.” (Eph 6:2-3) Also, this
supposedly ethica prescription tells people to respect their parents not just because that is the
parents due, but out of saf-interest (in response to an implicit threat), so that the person who
obsarves the rule will live along and good life.

Additiondly, there are afew favorable reminiscences about the time of the Exodus.
Paul recalls the terrible punishments that the Jews faced, wandering in the Snal desert, and
warns that Chrigtians can be punished in the same unmerciful way:

..with many of them [the Jews] God was not well pleased: for they were
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overthrown in the wilderness. Now these things were our examples, to the intent
we should not lust after evil things, asthey dso lugted...Neither let us commit
fornication, as some of them committed, and fdll in one day three and twenty
thousand. Neither let ustempt Christ, as some of them were dso tempted, and
were destroyed of serpents. Neither murmur ye, as some of them aso murmured,
and were destroyed of the destroyer. (1 Cor 10:5-10)

So the same implication that God will destroy unbelieversis present in the New Testament, asis
il more advocacy of punishment like that described in the Old Testament:

| will therefore put you in remembrance, though ye once knew this, how that the
Lord, having saved the people out of the land of Egypt, afterward destroyed them
that believed not. And the angels which kept not their first estate, but left their own
habitation, he hath reserved in everlagting chains under darkness unto the judgment
of the great day. Even as Sodom and Gomorrha, and the cities about them in like
manner, giving themsalves over to fornication, and going after srange flesh, and st
forth for an example, suffering the vengeance of eternd fire” (Jude 1.5-7)

The New Testament, then, is thoroughly rooted in the viciousness of the Old, and therefore is
entirely unacceptable, dthough that is not the full account of why it is morally unacceptable,
since the newer book itsdf fals short of the ethical standpoint of unconditional good will.



|s Unconditional Good Will God’ s |deal ?

[Let there be no dout that such an ethical standpoint of unconditional good will properly
gopliesto the New Testament, even on its own terms. Paul, who clams that “we have the mind
of Chrig” (1 Cor 2:16) when he spesks, enjoinsus: “And be not conformed to this world: but
be ye transformed by the renewing of your mind, that ye may prove what is that good, and
acceptable, and perfect, will of God.” (Rom 12:2) In thisinjunction, plainly, is not only the idea
that God has good will, but indeed perfect good will (which must be unconditionaly—or
without qudification—good). God'swill isdso said to be “ acceptable,” dthough many will find
the genocides, punishings of innocents, and so forth, which God, as seenin Part |, to be wholly
unacceptable. Thisisthe most explicit indication that God has perfect good will. There are
other examples which generdly ascribe perfection to God, which would, of course, include his
will: *..God islight, and in him isno darkness a al.” (John 1:.5) Metaphoricdly, thisimplies
that thereisno darkness at dl in God' s will too, or that it is perfectly good, inasmuch as “light”
connotes “good” here, at least in part.

Y et we are chalenged, at times, even in the New Testament’s genera descriptions of
God—Iet done the specific acts ascribed to the divinity—to portray the Creator as possessing
unconditiona good will. Writes John: “Thou art worthy, O Lord, to receive glory and honour
and power: for thou hagt created dl things, and for thy pleasure they are and were created.”
(Rev 4:11) How can dl things be for God' s pleasure? Does God take pleasure in war?
According to this last quotation, he created war dong with everything ese. The* Song of
Moses,” cited in Part |, would seem to imply as much in describing God as a“ man of war.”

Y et teking pleasure in evilsis not expressve of perfect good will, which must inevitably regard
bad things as bad or undesirable, and worthy of being avoided. So God' s taking pleasurein all
thingsis incongstent with the following words from Paul, who, recdl, dlamed to be divindy
insoired: “Abhor that which is evil; deaveto that which isgood.” (Rom 12:9) How can one
take pleasure in what one abhors? The last quote has helped to give rise to the notion,
examined in more detail in Part 111, that God loves the good with perfect love, and hates dl evil
with a perfect hatred. But iseven total hatred of dl evils competible with unconditional good
will? True hatred leads to holocausts, and innumerable other acts of violence and intolerance.
Hatred is not compatible with aloving attitude, although one may certainly resist what is bad or
evil, while not reacting with excess (and we have seen many examples of excessve punishments
inPart1). For hatred inclines oneto do evil things, dthough Jamestdlsus. “...God cannot be
tempted with evil, neither tempteth he any man...” (Jas 1:13) Thisisat direct oddswith God's
earlier actions recorded in the Old Testament, for example, when he “repented of the evil which
he thought to do unto his people,” (Exod 32:14) namdly killing dl of the Jewsfor cregting a
molten calf to worship. His repentanceis clearly for being tempted with greet evil. Moreover,
despite James' testimony that God does not tempt anyone, recall how God baited Job to
renounce hisfaith in the dmighty by afflicting the man through Satan’s agency. Y et Job, from
the beginning, isinnocent, and we recall that even God called Job “perfect,” thus assuming
respongbility (as established in Part | of this book) for tempting an innocent man.

Conggtent with the idea of God hating evil is the supreme being' s taking of vengeance,
Hence Paul’ s |etter to the Romans even reserves dl vengeance to God, denying that mortas
have the right to inflict vengeance (contrary to the Old Testament, again, which instructs people
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to avenge the daying of relatives by killing the murderer(s) in turn): “Dearly beloved, avenge not
yourselves, but rather give place unto wrath: for it iswritten, Vengeanceis mine; | will repay,
saththeLord.” (Rom 12:19) It isaso written, very soon after the last quote, in fact, that we
should “[b]e not overcome of evil, but overcome evil with good.” (Rom 12:21) Vengeanceis
not overcoming evil with good, but with more evilsinflicted upon wrongdoers, and insofer as it
involves being overcome by hatred or maevolence, perhaps it aso involves being “ overcome of
evil,” certainly not expressing perfect good will. 1t isaso not compatible with human rights. So
here we have one of the many contradictions of the New Testament.

Y et Paul consdersthis question of the worthiness of God inflicting vengeance, and has
the following to say: “Is God unrighteous who taketh vengeance? (1 speek asaman) God
forbid: for then how shall God judge the world?” (Rom 3:5-6) Thisisnot a al ahdpful reply,
for we would in turn question why God has to judge the world vindictively. Itisacircular
gatement, implying that there is no other way to be, dthough abeing of perfect good will, |
contend, would not be vengeful, but rather understanding, tolerant, deterring evil actions without
hatefully destroying or eterndly punishing agents who do evil. Such hatred and vengefulnessis
not worthy of true love of one' s neighbor, preached in the New Testament itself: “Love
worketh no ill to his neighbour: therefore love is the fulfilling of law.” (Rom 13:10) Vengefulness
certainly vidtsills on people, so God does not love us dl, as one of unconditiona good will
would (without, of course, loving everyone s actions, or al of our attributes). Also, the latter
quote requires such love as fulfilling the law, which presumably God dso obeys. God isdso
required not to do bad things, whether out of hatred or anything dse, in the following
prescription of James. “Therefore to him that knoweth to do good, and doeth it not, to himis
an.” (Jas4:17) God the al-knowing should have no excuse for not knowing whet isthe
good—even the best—thing to do, athough doing good in every possble indance is
incompetible with the hatred or abhorrence of dl evilsthat has dready been ascribed to God.
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L ocating the Acts of God in the New Testament

Grranted these preliminary—>but dready fata—problems facing the New Testament, how can
we ascribe any acts of God at all to what iswritten in this later book, as we have dready been
doing? After dl, there are plenty of acts done by Jesus Christ and his disciples to report, but
God' s own direct actions are generdly absent. However, it will not be surprising that there are
ample indications that Jesus and the gpostles speak with divine authority. Jesus himsdf is
supposed to be the son of God, bringing the message of the Father, so his caseis not so
problematic. But even the gposties declare such as the following, which is part of the holy writs.
“And I, brethren, when | came to you, came not with excellency of speech or of wisdom,
declaring unto you the testimony of God.” (1 Cor 2:1) So saysPaul. Hegoeson to say: “We
gpeak the wisdom of God in amystery, even the hidden wisdom, which God ordained before
the world unto our glory...” (1 Cor 2:7) Here he clamsto offer God's wisdom, even as he
datestha heis preaching the gospel of Chrigt himsdf. (Rom 15:19) Indeed, he notesin his
letter to the Romans that “I will not dare to spesk of any of those things which Chrigt hath not
wrought by me” (Rom 15:18) In the last quote heis &tributing responsibility for the things he
assertsto Chrigt. He aso asks and answers the following important rhetorica question: * For
whom hath known the mind of the Lord that he may indruct him? But we have the mind of
Chrig.” (1 Cor 2:16) So Paul clamsto have, and to have known, the mind of God and Chri<,
that he may be ingtructed—presumably for the purpose of evangeliam, aswell asfor hisown
enlightenment.

However, there is ameasure of uncertainty in Paul’s claiming to speak for God and/or
Chrigt (and Paul is the apostle who most claims such authority). For Paul gives anumber of
prescriptions regarding marriage, and then declares, “But to the rest spesk |, not the Lord...,” (1
Cor 7:12) which impliesthat Paul is thenceforth presenting his own ideas on sexud relations,
and not God's. At the end of this discourse of—supposedly his own—views, he proclams that
athough awidow can remarry in thefaith, “But sheis happier if she so abide, after my
judgment: and | think also that | have the Spirit of God.” (1 Cor 7:40) Here he seemsto be
having difficulty determining if he can be said to “ have the Spirit of God.” Evenif heisjust
giving his own opinion, after just spesking through Christ’s and God's mind, why would he have
to guess that God agrees with him, or why would he not know? If he cannot even tdl whether
he has the Spirit of God or nat, this undermines his many clamsto spesk for God. But ill,
taking the Bible at its word, we will assume he does speak for God, and thus what Jesus and
the apostles say are in effect acts of God, that is, God acting to express himsdlf through these
people. Paul’s credibility is aso brought into question when he departs from claming divine
authority and gtarts talking about what nature itself supposedly teaches us.

Judge in yoursdves. isit comely that awoman pray unto God uncovered?
Doth not even nature itself teach you, that, if aman hath long hair, it isashame
unto him? But if awomean have long hair, it isaglory to her: for her har isgiven
her for a covering. (1 Cor 11:13-5)
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It further damages his credibility that his so-caled “teaching” is 0 arbitrary, as most peoplein
the modern age would agree. Certainly, “nature itself” permitslonger hair for males, and it is
only human intervention, generaly speaking, which prevents such longer growth.

In any case, surely Christ ismoved by God in what he doesand says. “...Chrigt so
hath once suffered for ains, the just for the unjugt, that he might bring us to God, being put to
death in the flesh, but quickened by the Spirit...” (1 Pet 3:18) This might be taken to imply that
Chrigt was somehow animated by God. We do have the following problematic passage,
however. When Jesusis called “Good Magter,” hereplies: “Why cdlest thou me good? none
isgood, save one, that is, God.” (Luke 18:19) Thisimpliesthat God and Jesus are two
separate entities, and that Jesus himself is not perfectly good, as again God is supposed to be—
evenin hiswill. However, we can gill suppose that dthough Jesus the man is perhaps not
good, as he himsdf says, God acts through him, and so Jesus, no doubt more dramaticdly than
his apostles, is expressve of indirect acts of God as well.
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God' s Ultimate Revenge: Eternal Hell

Wehave aready seen the closest thing in the Bible to ajustification for God' s taking revenge:
how ese shdl he judge the world? (Rom 3:5-6) Thisisatotdly circular justification, as | noted
above. Sowhat could judtify an eternity of revenge for sns committed in an inconceivably
amdl, even infinitesmd fraction of al of thetimein eernity? We are not even given a condstent
account of who will judge usfor our sins. Jesus or God? Already we have seen that these are
not the same beings, namely, in the passage cited above in which Jesus questions why he should
be called good, since only God is good. (Luke 18:19) In one passage, Jesus claims that he will
not judge, but rather God will do so:

And if any man hear my words, and believe nat, | judge him not: for I came not
to judge the world, but to save theworld. He that rgecteth me, and receiveth
not my words, hath one that judgeth him: the word that | have spoken, the same
shdl judge himin thelast day. For | have not spoken of mysdf; but the Father
which sent me...” (John 12:48-9)

Clearly, Jesusisreferring to God, his Father, who will judgein thelast day. But this prediction
does not remain the same: “For the Father judgeth no man, but hath committed al judgment
unto the Son...” (John 5:22) Indeed, in the prophecy about Judgment Day in Reveletion, it is
Jesus himsdlf who judges whether we go to heaven or hdll. (Rev 22:12) Itisinconsstent with
good will to tell people contradictory things, especidly regarding such important matters, and al
the more o if oneisdl-powerful and incapable of error.

What about our own judgment? We are to be punished for using it, Snce Jesus warns
usthat “with what judgment ye judge, ye shdl bejudged...” (Mait 7:2) So if wejudgein anger
that aterrible scoundrel should go to hdll, we will end up there oursalves, even if we never share
that fate with the one upon whom we wish it? Or maybe we need only judge that someone else
go to heaven; perhaps that would save us (no matter how rotten our characters), and we will be
judged as we judge that person. But Jesus does not want us to take hiswords at dl lightly, as
he threstens.  “Fear him, which after he hath killed hath power to cast into hell; yea, | say unto
you, fear him.” (Luke 12:5) It isunclear whether heisreferring to himsdlf or to God in this
passage, dthough either way it is God' s agency that we would ultimately be concerned with.
The passage is indeed unsattling, for it implies that we do not smply die, but God that kills us,
and then throws usinto hel if thet is his—or perhaps Jesus ?—judgment.

A number of things—that one might not guess—are enough to earn one an eternity in
dl-consuming hdllfire. Jesus informs us that whoever is angry without cause isin danger of the
judgment, as is anyone who cals someone a “ good-for-nothing” or “fool” aso “in danger of hdll
fire” (Matt 5:22) Of course, God himsdlf is exempt when he calls someone a“foal,” (Luke
12:20) for it would be foolish to tdl the Almighty to go to hell, especidly given that he is dready
omnipresent. However, one sin, blagphemy—or impiety—is unforgivable: “hethat shall
blaspheme againg the Holy Ghost hath never forgiveness, but isin danger of eternd damnation.”
(Mak 3:29) Since God hatesdl gn, and dl snisimpious, it is hard to think of any sin that
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would not count as blasphemy. But if that is o, then dl sn isunforgivable, which, of course,
runs contrary to New Testament doctrine.

Both widows and the unmarried should beware: “I say therefore to the unmarried and
widows, It isgood for them if they abide even as1. But if they cannot contain, let them marry:
for it is better to marry than to burn.” (1 Cor 7:8-9) Thisimpliesthat if the unmarried or
widows “cannot contain” their sexud urges out of wedlock, then they will burnin hdl. Many
people today are direly condemned, then, since, for example, sex outside of marriage is quite
common. In any event, a the end of the world the

Son of man shall send forth his angels, and they shdl gather out of his kingdom
al things that offend, and them which do iniquity; and sl cast them into a
furnace of fire: there shal be wailing and gnashing of teeth. (Mait 13:41-2)

There likdy would be wailing and gnashing of teeth in thislifetime, too, Since Jesus encourages
people to saf-mutilate rather than go to hell, for reasons that are never made clear:

And if thy hand offend thee, cut if off: it is better for thee to enter into life
maimed, than having two hands to go into hell, into the fire that never shdl be
guenched. Where their worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenched. And if thy
foot...” (Matt 18:8-9)

This repetitive passage peaks of the eye, too, in the same way as the hand and the foot. An
earlier passage aso saysthat if one' sright eye or hand offends one, one should pluck them out,
rather than have the whole body cast into hell. (Matt 5:29-30) Again, it isnot clear how abody
part, by itsdf, could be so offensve that one is destined for hell if one retains those parts.
Perhaps the salf-mutilation would be punishment enough so that hell would not be deemed
necessary? Even if the passageisjust ametaphor, it hardly seemsto be suffused with sublime
benevolence.
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The Key to Heaven's Gate: Works, Faith, or...?

Sowearein danger of being cast into aredm of eternd flames and worms, accompanied by
wailing and gnashing of teeth. It isimportant to know what we are expected to do to avoid this
fate, even if, as dready seen, we do not exactly know who will judge us. Jesus or God. In
various passages of the Bible, we are told that only good works are required to get into heaven
and to keep out of hell, in other passages we are told that faith doneis required, and in other
indancesiit isimplied that both are needed. This hasled to much conflict among different sects
of Chrigtianity, so that Cavinists say that works are irrelevant, and that oneis predestined to
enter heaven or hell, and others recognize, at leadt, the importance of works. Again, divine
uttering of inconggtenciesis manifestly not compatible with acting out of good will.

Many passages of the Bible would lead usto believe that having faith doneis sufficient
to be saved. “Now to him that worketh is the reward not reckoned of grace, but of debt. But
to him that worketh not, but beieveth on him that judtifieth [save?] the ungodly, hisfaithis
counted for righteousness” (Rom 4:4-5) This clearly indicates that one needs faith but not
works. This passage is 0 interesting because “grace’ is often taken to mean an unmerited
favor from God, whereas here it is clear that faith helps one merit grace. And the following
passage indicates much the same thing:  “For by grace are ye saved through faith; and that not
of yoursdves: it isthe gift of God: Not of works, lest any man should boast.” (Eph 2:8-9) It
seems that God will not judge by works, for then people will boast aout how good are their
works. However, people boast over their works anyway, so0 “lest any man should boast”
seems merdly fanciful. Someone who does no good works and yet avoids sinning (to the extent
that doing no good worksis not asin) can aso boast of that accomplishment, or of how greset is
their faith. In any case, someone having faith in Chris mugt have faith in the divine
commandments to love on€ s neighbor as onesdlf (among others), o it is hard to see how one
can have faith without works.

Paul compares him and his felow Chrigtiansto snners: “What then? are we better than
they? No, innowise: for we have before proved both Jaws and Gentiles, that they are dl
under gn; asit iswritten, There is none righteous, no, not one...” (Rom 3:9-10) But ill, it
seems likely that some are more sinners than others, so it is not obvious that snful works should
be ignored. This does not stop Paul, however, from proclaming the law that deeds or works
do not count: “Therefore by the deeds of the law there shdl no flesh be judtified in his sght: for
by thelaw is the knowledge of Sn.” (Rom 3:20) He drives his point hometo diminatedl
ambiguity:

Where is boasting then? It is excluded by what law? of works? Nay: but by

the law of faith. Therefore we conclude that aman is judtified by faith without

the deeds of the law....Do we then make void the law through faith? God

forbid: yea, we establish the law. (Rom 3:27-8, 3:31)

Here, asin the previous passage from Ephesians, reference is made to the rationale of avoiding
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boasting in requiring faith but works not at al. Of course, none of this makes any sense next to
the warnings of Jesus that if one blasphemes one isin danger of hdlfire, and so on with other
deeds or “works’ (discussed in the previous section).

Certanly thisview that faith isrequired is not rare in the Bible, dthough Paul has said
that having faith doneis sufficient to be saved. Jesustellsthe disciplesin thelr saving effortsto
only give peace to ahouseif it is worthy, and to depart from those who do not receive them or
hear their words. (Matt 10:13-4) That is, the disciples are not expressing unconditiona good
will, but only conditiona good will, on the gtrict condition that the potentia beneficiaries have
fath. This pattern, we will see, is characterigtic of all good acts by Jesus and the apostles,
making such actsfal short of perfect good will, which knows no such imposed redtrictions. Not
only isthis acase of not benefiting those without faith; indeed, they will be sorely punished.
Jesus says of those who will not receive his disciples (and are therefore, presumably, not of the
fathful): “Veily | say unto you, It shall be more tolerable for Sodom and Gomorrhain the day
of judgment, than for that city.” (Mark 6:11) He was talking about whether households are
receptive just prior to this statement, so it is quite possible that he means to destroy an entire
city in which there is even one unreceptive household, or perhaps more plausibly, he has
suddenly shifted to discussing unreceptive cities, not just households.

Again, Jesus holds conversion to the faith as a prerequisite for heaven: “Except ye be
converted,...ye shdl not enter into the kingdom of heaven.” (Matt 18:3) But he promises great
empowerment to the faithful beyond even this, specificaly, that those who receive Jesus as God
(whichisconfusing in light of remarks cited above which differentiates Chrigt from God) are
given the power to become sons of God, (John 1:12) and those who believe in the Son of Man
“should not perish, but have eternd life.”” (John 3:15) Thisis backed by Matthew’s account, in
which Jesus notes that only one who does the will of Jesus father can enter into heaven. (Matt
7:21) Not only does Jesustdl usthat belief will dlow oneinto heaven, but will spare one from
that other place: “Verily, verily, | say unto you, he that heareth my word, and believeth on him
that sent me, hath everlagting life, and shdl not come into condemnation; but is passed from
degth unto life” (John 5:24)

Jesus spares an adultress, famoudy daring her accusers to cast the first stone against
her. (John 8:3-11) Immediady &fter releasing the woman, he explains. “1 am the light of the
world; he that followeth me shdl not walk in darkness, but shal have the light of life” (John
8:12) Presumably, following Jesus means having faith in him—although perhaps it dso means
performing works of certain kinds. Jesus could aso be referring to deeds, insofar as he
proclams. “If ye keep my commandments, ye shdl abide in my love; even as| have kept my
Father's commandments, and abide in hislove.” (John 15: 10) Since his commandments relate
to practice, good deeds are hinted of here, aswell. Jesus once again uses the metaphor of light:
“I am come alight into the world, that whosoever believeth on me should not abide in
darkness” (John 12:46) Again, only believers shal escape darkness, which likely refersto hell.

Is Jesus offering afase promise for those who keegp his commandments? He suggests.
“If ye shdl ask any thing in my name, | will doit. If yelove me, kegp my commandments.”
(John 14:14-5) How many people have kept Chrigt’s commandments, and loved othersin the
best sense, yet were lost to the world, in spite of their prayers directed a Christ? And then
there is the question of baptism. Jesustdlsus “Hethat bdieveth and is baptized shal be
saved; but he that believeth not shall be damned.” (Mark 16:16) This passage impliesthat one
needs both to believe and to be baptized in order to be saved—the implication isthat the
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unbaptized are in danger of damnation. If one beievesin God, and lives alife full of good
works, one may 4ill burn for eternity if oneis not baptized, a prospect that Stsill with an idedl
of unconditiona beneficence.

At times, though, Chrigt is threstening, perhaps even violent, in his requirement of belief.
He notesthat “...he that believeth not is condemned aready, because he has not believed in the
name of the only begotten Son of God.” (John 3:18) Presumably, this dso applies to people
born many generations after Jesus, who never witnessed him or his miracles, and must believe
on mere faith—or be condemned. Wrath is aso promised to unbelievers. “Hethat believeth on
the Son hath everlagting life: and he that bdieveth not the Son shdl not see life; but the wrath of
God abideth on him.” (John 3:36) A sort of death isaso promised to those who will not
believe, meaning of course that they will not enjoy eternd life (at least not agood eternd life, if
hdl itdf iseternd): “...ye shdl diein your ans for if ye beieve not that | am he, ye shdl diein
your Sns.” (John 8:24) Itisnot clear what differencein the world it mekesif an individua
believesthat Christ is“he” since, presumably, Chrigt is“he’ regardiess, and yet this does
supposedly determine if one is hellbound or not. By contrast, obvioudy good works do make a
difference for the better in our world. But Christ is so opposed to unbelievers that he considers
them to be “enemies,” and wishes only genocide to them, reminiscent of the genocides wrought
and sought in the Old Testament: “But those mine enemies, which would not that | should reign
over them, bring hither, and day them before me.” (Luke 19:27) It is not clear why this latter,
rather startling saying of Jesusis less remembered than certain other pronouncements. In any
cass, it seemsthat faith is necessary, if not clearly sufficient, for sdvation.

But pause. Another, contradictory set of requirementsis available from the New
Testament, to which one can aso subscribe (but at the cost of being inconsstent with scriptura
passages just discussed): that works are required, and faith in itsdlf is not stressed nearly so
much (athough it may dso be referred to a times). Jamestdlsus. “What doth it profit, my
brethren, though aman say he hath faith, and have not works? can faith save him?” (Jas 2:14)

He goes on & length:

Even so faith, if it hath not works, is dead, being done. Yea, aman may say,
Thou hadt faith, and | have works. shew me thy faith without thy works, and |
will shew thee my faith by my works. Thou believest that there is one God, thou
doest well: the devils [who do bad things] o believe, and tremble. But wilt
thou know, O vain man, that faith without works is dead? Was not Abraham
our father justified by works, when he had offered Isaac his son upon the atar?
Seedt thou how faith wrought with his works, and by works was faith made
perfect?’ (Jas 2:17-22)

Here faith doneis not enough, even though it done was sufficient from Paul’ s point of view.
For James, faith is shown or made perfect through works, so the two together are needed,
athough doing works done is stressed. 1t is dso made clear that by faith one merely means
belief “that thereis one God,” not being required to do any deeds—or isthis clear, congdering
the other passages? Again, only works are stressed by James: “he being not a forgetful hearer,
but a doer of the work, this man shall be blessed in hisdeed.” (Jas 1:25) Findly, even Paul
seems to contradict his own meaning, by implying that Sns lead to damnation, athough snsare
aso by deed, not just faith: “the wages of nis degth; but the gift of God is eternd life through
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Jesus Chrigt our Lord.” (Rom 6:23)

There are also afew passages that are ambiguous as to whether works or faith are
needed: “...if by grace, then is it no more of works. otherwise graceis no more grace. But if it
be of works, then isit no more grace: otherwise work is no morework.” (Rom 11:6) This
could imply that work is relevant, perhaps, but faith is necessary (if he associates it with the gift
of grace, as his other passages, cited above, suggest). Again, Paul makes another puzzling
reference to sin, which seems linked to deeds or works: “Blessed are they whose iniquities are
forgiven, and whose sins are covered.” (Rom 4.7)

If thisis not confusing enough, there are dso passages which assume the polar opposite
of Paul’s doctrine that faith—or even faith done—is needed (dlthough again, Paul waffleson
this): works alone, without faith, are sufficient to get one into heaven on Judgment Day. This
seems to be the case, even though so many passages were produced above to show that faithis
required. On that fateful day of judgment, the deed are raised, and “whosoever was not found
written in the book of life was cast into the lake of fire,” with the dead being judged “according
to their works.” (Rev 20:12) So here we have a stress on works aone, even more so than in
James, and Jesus himsdlf is dso quoted as confirming thisin the prophecy of Revelation: “And,
behold, | come quickly; and my reward is with me, to give every man according as his work
shdl be” (Rev 22:12) Despite dl of these contradictions regarding whét isthe key to get into
heaven, we dare not interpret for oursalves which is the sounder doctrine, for as Peter writes:
“...no prophecy of the scripture is of any private interpretation. For the prophecy came not in
old time by the will of man: but holy men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy
Ghost.” (2 Pet 1:20-1) How can we question the word of God, however incoherent it might be
on the whole? To cope, we could ether pursue a*“safe’ course of both faith and works, since
neither is forbidden, and both are quite varioudy stressed, dthough it is not clear what is
required or sufficient to be saved. Otherwise, we can renounce the whole thing as inconsstent,
and therefore fase, at least in part, and perhaps even asawhole. In any case, every
incongstent pronouncement on behaf of God is not congstent with complete good will, since,
after dl, it isnever very kind to confound people.



More Innocents to be Punished

Lesit be thought that punishing the innocent is a practice peculiar to the Old Testament God, it
will be clear that this amogt unbdlievable tradition carries on in the time of Jesus. Jesus hims2lf,
for example, mentions severd cities thet will suffer on judgment day, because they did not
repent. (Matt 11:20-4) He notes, for example, that the city Capernaum will *be brought down
to hel,” dthough it is difficult to imagine that everyone in these citiesisworthy of eternd
damnation. Congder, too, that given the way history has unfolded, Judgment Day would have
to take place agreat many generations after Jesus' pronouncement, when quite innocent people
of anew generaion would be inhabiting these cities, if these habitations even cortinueto exist in
present times, as Capernaum does not. True, acity of that name liesin ruins, on Lake Kinneret
inlsradl, aBiblical area of the world if ever there was one. Whether its “populace” will be sent
to hdl on Judgment Day is | €ft for the reader to decide. And after condemning the lawyers
(upon which | shdl not elaborate), Jesus adds:

Therefore also said the wisdom of God, | will send them prophets and apostles,
and some of them they shdl day and persecute. That the blood of dl the
prophets, which was shed from the foundation of the world, may be required of
this generation; from the blood of Abel unto the blood of Zacharias which
perished between the dtar and the temple: verily | say unto you, It shdl be
required of this generation. (Luke 11:49-51)

Jesus seems to be saying that dl of the prophets hitherto dain will be avenged by exacting atoll
from the current generation, even though this generation is not portrayed as more guilty than any
other, and the present generation isinnocent of any crimes committed againgt prophets of
ealier imes,

On awider scae, recdl that salvation depends—at least in part—on faith in Jesus, a
least according to many passages (dthough not others). Astonishingly, Jesus clams that people
have no choice as to whether they come to have faith in him: “But there are some of you that
believe not,” notes Jesus, with John adding: “For Jesus knew from the beginning who they were
that believed not, and who should betray him.”  Jesus then completes the thought: “Therefore
sad | unto you, that no man can come unto me, except it were given unto him of my Father.”
(John 6:64-5) Thisremarkable passage implies that God knows in advance who will come to
Jesus. So faith is aforegone conclusion, not afree choice, and people are innocent of actualy
making the choice themsdves: it isjust the way things are, or will be. God makes certain
people come to Jesus, and makes certain people stay away, and then punishes al those who
stay away—aclassic case of punishing the innocent (true, it would appear, of most or all
people going to hell). Inagmilar vein, Jesusmuses. “It isimpossible but that offences will
come: but woe unto him, through whom they come!” (Luke 17:1) In other words, he fully
expects people to sin, but will not spare woe unto those who do. Part of this understanding of
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the inevitability of evil must be related to the fact that the devil can compel peopleto sin a will.
Writes Paul:

And the servant of the Lord must not strive; but be gentle unto dl men, apt to
teach, patient, in meekness ingructing those that oppose themsdves;, if God
peradventure will give them repentance to the acknowledging of the truth; and
that they may recover themsealves out of the snare of the devil, who are taken
captive by him at hiswill. (2 Tim 2:24-6)

And if people are ensnared by the devil & will, are they not innocent of what they do, and is not
the devil insteed to blame?

But it goes beyond blaming the innocent. Paul relatesto usthat God actually mekes
people suffer for their being deceived by God himsdf:

And with al deceivableness of unrighteousness in them that perish; because they
received not the love of truth, that they might be saved. And for this cause God
shdl send them strong delusion, thet they should believe alie: thet they dl might
be damned who believed not the truth, but had pleasure in unrighteousness. (2
Thess 2:10-2)

The phrase “received not the love of truth” is apt, for recall that God himsaf makes people seek
Jesus. If he makes them stay away, though, by not giving them the ‘love of truth,” he deludes
them “that they al might be damned,” implying that God's own ddlusion is the cause of ther
damnation. They were not themsalves culpable for being deceived.

Even the unborn and infants will suffer on judgment day, predicted by Jesus asif it is
fully “righteous’

But woe unto them that are with child, and to them that give suck, in those days
[leading up to Judgment]! for there shal be great distressin the land, and wrath
upon this people. And they shall fal by the edge of the sword, and shdl be led
away captive into al nations: and Jerusdem shd| be trodden down of the
Gentiles, until the times of the Gentiles be fulfilled.” (Luke 21:23-4)

In addition, note that innocents shal die by the sword or fal into captivity—or will all of the
people living in Jerusdem be culpable?

In another case, servants are expected to be responsible for things of which they have
no knowledge:

Who then isthat faithful and wise steward, whom his lord shal make ruler over
his househald, to give them their portion of meat in due season? Blessed is
that servant, whom his lord when he cometh shdl find so doing. Of atruth | say
unto you, thet he will make him ruler over dl that he hath. But if that servant say
in his heart, My lord delayeth his coming; and shdl begin to beet the
menservants and maidens, and to eat and drink, and to be drunken; the lord of
that servant will come in aday when he looketh not for him, and at an hour
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when heis not aware, and will cut him in sunder, and will gopoint him his portion
with the unbdievers. And that servant, which knew his lord’ swill, and prepared
not himself, neither did according to hiswill, shal be beaten with many stripes,
but he that knew not [his lord' swill], and did commit things worthy of dripes,
ghall be besten with few stripes. (Luke 12:42-8)

It isthe last-named case of servants who are punished for violating wishes they did not even
know about that is the most deplorable here.

Our last example of innocents punished by God is the unlikely example of Herod:

And upon a set day Herod, arrayed in roya appard, sat upon his throne, and
made an oration unto them. And the people gave with a shout, saying, It is the
voice of agod, and not of aman. And immediately the ange of the Lord smote
him, because he gave not God the glory: and he was eaten of worms, and gave
up the ghost. (Acts 12:21-3)

It was the people who praised him as divine, not Herod himself, and yet it is the man who was
killed asaresult. 1t would be extremeto kill him even if only on the pretext that he did not
rebuke others who so praised him. Altogether, it ismerely carrying on the seemingly
inexplicable Biblicd tradition of punishing the innocent.
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How Good It Is For Sinnersto Suffer

Wehave aready seen displayed the conviction that we are al snners—hence Paul’ sidea that
we should not boast of our works. This notion that we are dl sinnersis closdy dlied with the
belief thet it is good, in away, for usto suffer, perhaps as away of atoning for our inherent
sgnfulness. For example, Jesustdlsusto “resst not evil: but whosoever shal smite thee on thy
right cheek, turn to him the other ds0.” (Mait 5:39) Perhapsthisis partly rooted in subjecting
oursdlves to punishment for being snners. Why should Christ be gentle with us? Certainly it is
not intuitive that Chrigt is purely gentle, snce, for example, he sends peopleto hell. This
possibly sado-masochitic tendency continues. Jesus enjoins that if someone sues the coat off
one' s back, one should offer one's cloak, too. (Matt 5:40) And if someone compels oneto go
amile, Jesus urges one should go two miles. (Matt 5:41) Perhapsthisisthe origin of theidea
of “going theextramile.” Jesus states that one should give “to him that asketh thee, and from
him that would borrow of thee turn not away.” (Matt 5:42) This compulsvenessin giving is sure
to lead to one' s being ruthlesdy exploited by the manipulative—until oneis nothing short of
bankrupt—but then this would only be more punishment for our inherent Sinfulness. Perhaps
Jesus' indructing usto love our enemies, (Matt 5:44) if it isnot akind of unconditiona good will
(see below), isdso part of the same pattern, loving what they inflict upon us. Besdes, Jesusdid
not love hisenemies. recal the passage in which he cdlsfor dl of those who do not accept his
reign over them to be dain. (Luke 19:27)

People should aso like to be punished by God himsdlf, as the following passage queerly
suggests:

My son, despise not thou the chastening of the Lord, nor faint when thou art
rebuked of him: for whom the Lord loveth he chasteneth, and scourgeth every
son whom he receiveth. If ye endure chastening, God dedleth with you aswith
sons, for what son is he whom the father chasteneth not? Buit if ye be without
chastisement, whereof all are partakers, then are ye bastards, and not sons.
(Heb 12:5-8)

Interestingly, God is presenting himsdlf as afather figure. Y et as a childbeater, he hardly cutsa
convincing figure as someone who has unconditiona good will. If human rights mean
universdity, that everyoneis dways owed amodicum of good will, then surdly children will not
be treated violently to ingtruct them. The end does not justify the means. He bests us because
we areinherently Snful. Perhgpsthis is what motivated Jesus to teach that it isdl right to eet
with unwashed hands, because nothing can enter a man from without that can defile him; dways
do evil things come from within. (Mark 7:14-23) Evidently Jesus does not agree with the germ
theory. But in any case, this suggestion that evil things dways come from within impliesthat it is
part of our own nature to be evil (this need not a al be at odds with the earlier cited Biblica
assartion that the Devil can get peopleto sin a will).

Paul reflects the ideathat we are dl sinners, when it seems that he compares Chrigtians
to snners. “What then? are we better than they? No, in nowise: for we have before proved
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both Jews and Gentiles, that they are dl under ain; asit iswritten, There is none righteous, no,
not one...” (Rom 3:9-10) He re-emphasizes this theme of our imperfections: “For dl have
sinned, and come short of the glory of God; being judtified fredly by his grace through the
redemption that isin Christ Jesus...” (Rom 3:23-4) Again we have the inconsstent theme of
saving grace. Mysterioudy, however, we get the following from John: “Whosoever is born of
God doth not commit sin; for his seed remaineth in him: and he cannot sin, because he is born of
God.” (1 John 3:9) Whois not born of God, ultimately? Arewe dl incapable of sin, then? Or
let us suppose ingtead that only Jesusis God's offspring. And let us accept what he said, that
the whole of the law islove, or that loveisthe fulfilling of the law. (Rom 13:10) How, then,
can we say that Jesus himsaf—who, among other things we have seen, cdled to have dl of his
enemies dain before him (Luke 19:27)—is incgpable of an?
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A Fresh Crop of Capital Offenses

We saw how, in the Old Testament, capitd punishments were dispensed rather liberdly—or
should | say conservatively? Jesusis anxious to endorse the death pendty for dishonoring
one' sparents. “Full well ye rgject the commandment of God that ye may keep your own
tradition. For Moses said, Honour thy father and thy mother; and, Whoso curseth father or
mother, let him diethe deeth...” (Mark 7:9-10) Thisisjust amirroring of the older book of
Exodus, which sentences to degth anyone who curses his or her father or mother. (Exod 21:15)
In the New Testament, threats are aso extended more broadly, to those who fail to honor their
parents. “Honour thy father and mother; which is the first commandment with promise; thet it
may be well with thee, and thou mayest live long on the earth.” (Eph 6:2-3) Y et what of Jesus
himsdf? His mother tells him that wedding guests have no wine, and the Son’s responseis:
“Woman, what have | to do with thee? mine hour isnot yet come.” (John 2:4) Thisrebukeis
more than mysterious, it is disrespectful, or nat fully honoring the mother, who is till his
mother, even if God is his Father, asiswidely claimed.

A whole miscdllany of infractions are said to be punishable by desth  Men who take to
“leaving the natura use of the woman, burned in their lugt toward one ancther,” (Rom 1:27) and
those who are “filled with al unrighteousness, fornication, wickedness, covetousness,
maliciousness, full of envy, murder, debate, decalt, malignity; whisperers, backbiters, haters of
God, despiteful, proud, boasters, inventors of evil things, disobedient to parents, without
understanding, covenantbreakers, without naturd affection, implacable, unmerciful,” (Rom 1:29-
31) are subject to “the judgment of God, that they which commit such things are worthy of
degth,...” (Rom 1:32) Presumably, then, this biblical passage mercilessy recommends a degth
pendty for homosexudity, adultery, but also such things as debating (or perhaps taking issue
with authority), whispering, boasting, lacking understanding... Thisis, a the very lesst, as
absurd as the minor infractions leading to the spilling of blood in the Old Testament. It is
possibly more understandable that murder is on the list (dthough | think one of unconditiona
good will inflicts the least harm, and so would favor locking up a murderer over killing him or
her). Capitd punishment is till incompatible with humansrights. But what about disobeying
on€e' s parents? Perhaps parents can command wicked things, such as sexua impropriety, theft,
or other things incompatible with ethics. Findly, given the New Testament’s explicit
endorsement of the Old Testament, we can assume that al of the capita offenses from the older
writs &ill hold.
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The Ethic of Love

T'he God of love of the New Testament is and has been a familiar cultural theme in the Wet.
Presumably, thisideaiis part of the “good news’ that Christians are trying to spread. But what
kind of love does Chridtianity actudly expressin its sacred writings? When Jesus ingructs his
disciplesto go on their heding misson, heis explicitly not in favor of soreading love or good will
unconditiondly. Hetdlsthem not to go among the Samaritans or the Gentiles, but rather “to the
lost sheep of the house of Isradl.” (Matt 10:5-6) He showsless than loving discrimination
agang the Gentiles on another occasion, when he gives areason for the following indructions:
“Take no thought for your life, what ye shdl eet, or what ye shall drink; nor yet for your body,
what ye shdl put on.” (Mait 6:25) What is hisreason for ordering this? “For after these things
do the Gentiles seek.” (Mait 6:32) | suppose that Gentiles are like the Philistines of the Old
Testament, who lie at the root of the term “philisinism.” Buit it turns out, upon a sober andyss,
that Chrigians want the very same materididtic things, only not necessarily in thislife. Hence
Jesus reassures Chrigtians that God will add al of these thingsto oneif onefirst seeksthe
kingdom of God. (Mait 6:33; Luke 12:22-31) Hence we seg, like the first Testament, an ethic
of following God out of sdf-interest, asin our previous discusson of heaven and hell: itis
clearly in on€' s sdf-interest to get into the one and to stay out of the other.

Also, heaven is depicted in away that could not possibly be more outrageoudy
materididtic, aswe see in the following passage:

And the building of the wall it was of jasper: and the city was pure gold, like
unto clear glass. And the foundations of thewadll of the city were garnished with
al manner of precious sones. The firgt foundation was jasper; the second,
sgpphire; the third, a chacedony; the fourth, an emerdd; the fifth, sardonyx; the
sixth, sardius, the saventh, chrysolyte, the eighth, beryl; the ninth, atopaz; the
tenth, a chrysoprasus, the deventh, ajacinth; the twelfth, an amethyst. And the
twelve gates were twelve pearls: every severa gate was of one pearl: and the
Sreet of the city was pure gold, asit were trangparent glass. (Rev 21:18-21)

Compare thisto James warning to therich: “Y our gold and silver is cankered; and the rust of
them shall be awitness againgt you, and shdl eet your flesh asit were fire” (Jas 5:3)

Jesus aso condemned Babylon, which was dearly a materididtic city, as when he
spesks of its eventud fdl: “Alas, dasthat great city, that was clothed in the linen, and purple,
and scarlet, and decked with gold, and precious stones, and pearls!” (Rev 18:16) In spite of
this rich materidism which divinely glorifies heaven, love of the same thing on Earth is said to be
wrong, even though it is unclear why one would vaue the same things in heaven if one despises
them here:

Love not the world, neither the thingsthat are in theworld. If any man love the
world, the love of the father isnot in him. For al that isin theworld, the lust of
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the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life, isnot of the Father, but is
of thisworld. (1 John 2:15-6)

It ssems this life-denying passage would forbid “loving” thingsin the only sense thet goplies:
enjoying them greetly. But what iswrong with that, and why would a being of unconditiona
good will redtrict againgt that? No reason isgiven. This*unlovingness’ is supposed to extend
to one sown life, inthewords of Jesus “Hethat loveth hislife shal loseit; and he thet hateth
hislifein thisworld shdl keep it unto life eterna.” (John 12:25) Not only this, but athough one
isto honor one s father and mother or be killed (as we saw), oneis ill obliged to hate them,
plustherest of hisfamily, according to Christ: “If any man come to me, and hate not his father,
and mother, and wife, and children, and brethren, and ssters, yea, and hisown life o, he
cannot be my disciple” (Luke 14:26) Whatever form of contempt is being referred to here
cannot be good, and cannot be consistent with an ethic of complete good will.

Jesus ingructsthet if one gives dmsto others, and oneis seen by others, one will “have
no reward of your Father which isin heaven.” (Mait 6:1) Y et one of unconditiona good will
would smply give to those in need, whether observed or not—it isirrdevant. If oneisnot vain
about it, then it does not matter if others see one do it. Perhapsthe idea here isthat the sdif will
not get anything out of the giving if no one gives credit to onesdf. Yet in the following passage,
the oppositeideaiisimplied, in that charitablenessis coupled explicitly with sdf-reward:

When thou makest adinner or asupper, cal not thy friends, nor thy brethren,
neither thy kinsmen, nor thy rich neighbours; lest they aso bid thee again, and a
recompence be made thee. But when thou makest afeast, call the poor, the
maimed, the lame, the blind; and thou shdt be blessed; for they cannot
recompense thee: for thou shdt be recompensed at the resurrection of the just.”
(Luke 14:12-14)

One of unconditiona good will smply helps others for their own sakes, and does not need
recompense to the sdif, ether in thislife or the hereafter. Such aone would not see helping
others as a“ sacrifice” that needs to be compensated by future gains, but smply asthe thing to
do, regardless of one's own possible gain—here or heresfter.

Oneisdso impeled to forgive others trespasses for a selfish reason—the fear of
onesdlf being punished otherwise, for if one does not forgive others' trespasses, God will not
forgive one' s own trespasses. (Matt 6:14-5) A game of reciprocity is obvioudy afoot.
Smilarly, Jesus links showing mercy with sdlfishly seeking to escgpe punishment, when he
proclams “Blessed are the merciful: for they shal obtain mercy.” (Mait 5:7) He goesonto
gpesk of heaven asif it isareward for onesdlf, esimating thet the “reward” in heaven is grest.
(Matt 5:12) But wherereward is present, can punishment be far behind? Warns Jesus.
“Whosoever...shall bresk one of these least commandments, and shall teach men so, he shdl be
cdled the least in the kingdom of heaven: but whosoever shdl do and teach them, the same
shdl be cdled great in the kingdom of heaven.” (Matt 5:19) The bdief of Chridtians is summed
up in terms that are self-interested, not unconditiondly loving, in the following: “But we are not
of them who draw back unto perdition; but them that believe to the saving of the soul.” (Heb
10:39)

In this context of the pursuit of self-interest, which merely continues what we have
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dready obsarved in the Old Testament, even the maxim “Thou shdt love thy neighbour as
thysdf,” (Mark 12:31; Romans 13:9) which Jesus calls the second commandment, may be
cdled into question. This notion (which you will recdl isjust arepetition of an Old Testament
saying, (Lev 19:18) dthough often mistakenly described as distinctively Christian) has a self-
centered subtext. How can we redly love others as we love oursdves, when everyoneis
lovable in aunique way, and has needs and desires which one may not share, but ill ought to
respect? The following saying seemsto avoid this egocentric problem: “...love one another: for
he that loveth another hath fulfilled the law.” (Rom 13:9) However, loving othersin order to
fulfill the law must be taken in the context of fulfilling the law in order to go to heaven and avoid
hell, which has dready been established as a background consideration. Paul isaso less than
fully loving when he spesks asfollows. “I am made dl thingsto al men, that | might by all
means save some. And this| do for the gospel's sake, that | might be partaker thereof with
you.” (1 Cor 9:22-3) It soundsloving on the surface, that Paul iswilling to give hisdl just so
that everyone might partake of the gospelstogether. But let us put asde idle pleasantries: we
have seen what the Gospels are like. Partaking of avision where hell awaits those who become
angry or have not been baptized, and where dl of the horrid punishments of the Old Testament
remain intact? If asdesman who daimed to be dl thingsto al peopletried to sl me thisvison,
or way of life, | would tell im to spare me the favor.

Nor isit even out of the question to suggest that we love as Jesus loves, given the nature
of the acts of God that we have been andyzing: “A new commandment | give unto you, That ye
love one another; as| have loved you, that ye aso love one another.” (John 13:34) But Jesus
himsdf does not love people unconditiondly, but only on the condition that others love and obey
him. In hisownwords “He that hath my commandments, and keepeth them, he it isthet loveth
me: and he that loveth me shdl be loved of my Fether, and | will love him, and will manifest
mysdlf to him.” (John 14:21) We are even given arareindght into a least part of the content of
love, that it involves inflicting no harm—despite the many harmful things we have seen Jesus and
God do, describe, or prescribe. Jesus sates: “Love worketh no ill to his neighbour: therefore
loveisthe fulfilling of law.” (Rom 13:10) Indeed, how harmless was Jesus himsdf when he
chased people and sheep and oxen out of the temple with a scourge (i.e., awhip made of smal
cords—a crue instrument indeed), pouring out moneychangers money, overthrowing tables
(John 2:15)—dl needless violence, doing ill unto one's neighbor—or an expression of Christ’s
‘love ?

Y et we are also expected to follow Jesus example of sacrifice“...if God so loved us
[by sending the Son to be a propitiation of sing|, we ought also to love one another.” (1 John
4:10-1) Similarly, Paul writesto the Romans. “by the mercies of God, that ye present your
bodies aliving sacrifice, holy, acceptable unto God, which is your reasonable service.” (Rom
12:1) Does this mean people should die young in order to service others? Not likely. But as
we have seen, there are untoward suggestions that hel ping the needy isitsdf a“sacrifice” and
that, indeed, any sacrificeis pursued for long-term sdf-gain.

How does telling the truth relate to Christian love? Paul describes “...God, that cannot
lig...” (Titus1:2) Yetrecal that he sends delusonsto snners, as cited above, (2 Thess 2:10-
12) and Jesus can be accused of decelt, if not outright lying, when he said: “Destroy this
temple, and in three days | will raiseit up” (John 2:19) Thisisamideading Satement, and the
Bible itsdlf records how people thought he was referring to the temple he had just purged of
moneychangers and animals. Instead, he meant his own body, which conveys the wrong
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meaning, and shows much the same disregard for others' knowledge of the truth that isfound in
lying.

How loving too, isthe following statement by Paul, which is curioudy denied to be alie
beforeit is even fully begun (perhaps because people might otherwise find it to be unbdievable):

| speak the truth in Chrigt, and lie nat;...Let the woman learn in Slence with dl
subjection. But | suffer not awoman to teach, nor to usurp authority over the
man, but to bein slence. For Adam wasfirst formed, then Eve. And Adam
was not deceived, but the woman being decelved was in the transgression.
Notwithstanding, she shdl be saved in childbearing, if they [presumably, the
children or their mother] continue in faith and charity and holiness with sobriety.
(1Tim27,2:11-5)

It is not clear why maes should be given priority just because Adam was born firs. On this
logic, we would vaue awkward prototypes above advanced modes of machines. Also, this
passage imposes yet another blaming of the innocent, in a double sense, because naive Eveis
not to blame for being decelved, nor, certainly, are succeeding generations of human femaesto
blame for anything that Eve did, or failed to do. In any cass, it is blatantly incongstent with
unconditional good will to subordinate women, and only to see them as having redeeming vaue
in bearing children, asthis passage intends to convey. Asif thisis not enough: the children have
to “continue in faith and charity and holiness with sobriety,” for which the woman is not grictly
responsible: yet another trgp for the innocent. This subjection is adso extended to servants, says
Peter: “Servants, be subject to your masters with dl fear; not only to the good and the gentle,
but aso to the froward. For thisis thankworthy, if aman for conscience toward God endure
grief, suffering wrongfully.” (1 Pet 2.18-9) Why isit good that people suffer wrongfully, or that
servants serve anyone, let one people who are not good and gentle? Thus Chritian love for
humans
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Jesus Love for Animals

A truly unconditional good will must extend to animas, and not be limited solely to humans. So
| have argued in Part I. Although, in my andysis of the Old Testament, the practice of not
muzzling oxen in the fields was charitably cited, Paul informs us that this does not directly regard
theanimd:

For it iswritten in the law of Mases, Thou shdt not muzzle the mouth of the ox
that treadeth out the corn. Doth God take care for oxen? Or saith heit
atogether for our sakes? For our sakes, no doubt, this iswritten: that he that
ploweth should plow in hope; and that he that thresheth in hope should be
partaker of his hope. (1 Cor 7:9-10)

While Paul deniesthet thisis done for the animds’ sakes, it isleft unclear how not muzzling the
ox isplowing “in hope.” Perhaps it means hope for a good harvest, and that to conserve corn
by muzzing the ox is too cautious, and does not imply faith in agood harvest? No doubt one
hopes for agood harvest either way, so the meaning is still obscure. If it means hoping for
sdvation, it isnot clear how this act conduces to salvation if it realy mekes no difference to the
animd, but only to people.

A specific act againgt anima's by Jesus occurred when he met two people possessed by
evil spirits. He cast the devilsinto a herd of swine who were feeding, so that “the whole herd of
swineran violently down a steep place into the sea, and perished in the waters.” (Matt 8:28-32;
Mark 5:12-3) In other cases, it is not evident that Jesus needed to transfer evil spirits from one
host to another, o this killing gppears to be gratuitous (and it is doubtful that the disembodied
spiritswere “killed” dong with the pigs, in any case). Also gratuitousisthe caling for a
sacrifice of two turtledoves and two young pigeons on the birth of Jesus, (Luke 2:24) which
presumably means his birthday.

Arguably, unconditional good will towards animals means refraining from egting them,
since meat-edting is not only irrdevant to a hedthy lifestyle, but isaso plainly harmful to the
animaskilled for that purpose. Y et Jesus compares the kingdom of heaven to aking having a
marriage for his son in which oxen and fatlings are killed for dinner. (Mait 22:2-4) Heaven, in
that case, does not seem to be portrayed as a place where divine, perfect good will isthe norm.
Yet Paul, in hisletter to Timothy, even condemns vegetarians as devilish:

Now the Spirit speaketh expresdy, that in the latter times some shdl depart
from the faith, giving heed to seducing spirits, and doctrines of devils, spesking
liesin hypocrisy...commanding to abstain from mesats, which God hath created
to be recaived with thanksgiving of them which believe and know the truth. For
every creature of God is good, and nothing to be refused, if it be received with
thanksgiving: for it is sanctified by the word of God and prayer. (2 Tim 4:1-5)
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If every creature of God is good, and nothing isto be refused, does this dso include human
flesh? Since we are his cregtures too, thislogicaly follows, dthough no doubt Paul would be
embarrassed at this meaning of what “the Spirit” moved him to say.

Dogmaticdly vauing humans above dl animasis dso incongstent with unconditional
good will, which would hold regardiess of species. Yet Jesus says:

Are not five sparrows sold for two farthings, and not one of them isforgotten
before God? But even the very hairs of your head are al numbered. Fear not
therefore: ye are of more vaue than many sparrows. (Luke 12:7)

Again, one of unconditiona good will does not assess others' fundamenta worth according to
ether ability or usefulness, yet Jesus asks usto: “Congder the ravens for they neither sow nor
regp; which neither have storehouse nor barn; and God feedeth them: how much more areye
better than the fowls?’ (Luke 12:24) Theimplication isthat humans are much better than
animals because the latter do not sow, reap, nor store. But these activities only make humams
useful in variousways. What about disabled humans who can do none of these things, and what
about animals themsdves, to one of complete good will?
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Miscellaneous Unseemly Acts of God

Although unconditional good will does pertain to nonhuman animals, it does not
graightforwardly encompass plants. One can assist a plant because they are good for people
and animals for food, aesthetic purposes, and so on, but just for the plant itsdf? In any case, it
was a terrible waste, when Jesus | eft the temple hungry, passing afig tree which he found
without fruit, but only leaves, and he petulantly said, “Let no fruit grow on thee henceforward for
ever,” causng the tree to wither away. (Matt 21:18-9; Mark 11:14) Obvioudy, one of
unconditiona good will would, at the very least, not have done people such a disservice, for
others might have enjoyed the fruits of the tree in later days.

Also inconggtent with unconditiona good will, & afigurative leve, is Jesus parable of a
rich man, who builds greet barns to store fruits, and tells himsdf to eat, drink and be merry.
Jesus adds. “But God said unto him, Thou fool, this night thy soul shal be required of thee: then
whose shdl those things be, which thou hast provided?’ (Luke 12:16-20) This seems excessive
punishment for someone who is Smply enjoying life, dthough perhaps too sdfishly. Inany case,
such parables have less credibility against the background, aready investigated, thet heaven will
satify even wildly maeridigtic desires, as we have seen.

Agan, a afigurdivelevd, it is a odds with unconditiona good will to reve inimages of
killing people, bloodletting, and cannibalism. God threatened to make people cannibasthrough
the Old Testament prophets, and this was obvioudy aloathsomething. Y et here we have Jesus
declaring: “Whoso eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, hath eternd life; and | will raise him
up at thelast day.” (John 6:54) More acceptable ways can be formulated to describe someone
following another’ sway of life. Y et such gruesome ideas are widespread: “...the blood of
Jesus Chrigt his Son cleanseth usfrom al sin,” (I John 1:7) and Jesus “...washed us from our
gnsin hisown blood.” (Rev 1.5)

Y et another dispelling of the myth of Jesus as purdly loving and gentle occursin the
following:

Suppose ye that | am come to give peace on earth? | tell you, Nay; but rather
divison: for from henceforth there shdl be five in one house divided, three
againg two and two againg three. The father shal be divided against the son,
and the son againg the father; the mother againgt the daughter, and the daughter
againg the mother; the mother in law againgt her daughter in law, and the
daughter in law againgt her mother in law. (Luke 12:51-3)

Whither “Peace on Earth and good will to men”?

A literd miscellany of other acts of Jesus, that are inconsistent with complete good will,
remains. when Jesus feet are rubbed with an cintment by awoman, and it is said thet it could
have been sold for the poor, Jesus calloudy and self-indulgently replies: “the poor [are] dways
with you; but me ye have not dways.” (Matt 26:7-11) Essentidly, thisamountsto adismissa of
the poor, and a betraya of the maxim, “Love thy neighbour asthysdf.” It isawonder why
people do not more often question scripture itsdf, when it contains declarations like the
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following of Jesus  “Verily | say unto you, This generation shdl not pass away, till dl be
fulfilled.” (Luke 21:32) It has been agreat many generations since then, and Christians are ill
waiting for al of the prophecies, such asthose in Revelation, to be fulfilled. All of the societies
and cults predicting the end of the world were too late, by this quote—it dready should have
happened, or &se Jesus was being deceptive.

Whenever sdvation may come, however, Jesus mysterioudy saysthat “...sdvation is of
the Jews.” (John 4:22) Thisisunclear asto whether only Jews are to be saved, or whether they
shall save others, too. In any case, it seems favorable regarding the Jews. But in the same
book, a declamation of Christ to unbelievers, the Jews, treats them in away that is inconsstent
with unconditiona good will, and manifests more aong the lines of anti-Semitiam:

Yeareof your father the devil, and the lusts of your father ye will do. Hewasa
murderer from the beginning, and abode not in the truth, because thereis no
truth in him. When he spesketh alie, he speaketh of hisown: for heisaliar,

and the father of it. (John 8:44)

Here heisidentifying the Jaws with the devil, and dso blaming their “lusts’ on the same entity,
implying thet it is the devil’ sfault, not the Jaws, athough Jews are being condemned judt the
same—more punishing of the innocent, it would seem. But more on biblicaly inspired anti-
Semitismin Part 111.
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Mercy and Forgiveness, New and Improved

Many people consider the New Testament to represent akinder, gentler creed. This
impression is based on the smaller of two digtinct sets of contradictory sayingsin the Bible. Itis
true that Jesus says that dl manner of sin except the blagphemy againgt the Holy Ghost shdl be
forgiven, (Matt 12:31) and this sounds merciful, but perhapsit is questionable that all sns be
forgiven, and the only one that will not be forgiven is disbdieving in the Biblical God. But then,
perhaps forgivenessis not so automatic. Jesustells us, gpeaking of Gdileans dain by Pilate,
“...except ye repent, ye shdl dl likewise perish.” (Luke 13:1-3) So repentance isthe key to
forgiveness:

Take heed to yoursdves: If thy brother trepass againg thee, rebuke him; and if
he repent, forgive him. And if he trespass againgt thee seven timesin aday, and
seven timesin aday turn again to thee, saying, | repent; thou shdt forgive him.
(Luke 17:4)

All of this sounds relatively gentle, in utter contrast to earlier strident, even murderous utterances
of Jesus (such as cdling to day dl of his enemies before him). Consider further: “And the
servant of the Lord must not strive; but be gentle unto all men, apt to teach, patient, in
meekness ingtructing those that oppose themsdves....” (2 Tim 2:24-6) Thisisincongstent with
the Jesus who said: “Think not that | am come to send peace on earth: | came not to send
peace, but asword.” (Matt 10:34) And yet James refersto “...God, that giveth to al men
liberdly, and upbraideth not...,” (Jas 1.5) asif hdl is not promised to unbelievers, as aform of
eternd “upbrading.”

In the New Testament, it is said that God has given us anew and better covenant than
the Old Testament (dthough this new tak of eternd hdll, again, hardly sounds more merciful):

...he [God] isthe mediator of a better covenant, which was established upon
better promises. For if that first covenant had been faultless, then should no
place have been sought for the second. For finding fault with them, he saith,
Behold, the days come, saith the Lord, when | will make anew covenant with
the house of Isradl and with the house of Judah: not according to the covenant
that | made with their fathers in the day when | took them by the hand to lead
them out of the land of Egypt; because they continued not in my covenant, and
| regarded them not, saith the Lord. [Or ese regarded them with ill favor: see
“Punishment Politics’] For thisis the covenant that | will make with the house
of lsradl after those days, saith the Lord; | will put my laws into their mind, and
writethemin their hearts: and | will be to them a God, and they shdl beto mea
people: and they shdl teach every man his neighbour, and every man his
brother, saying, Know the Lord: for dl shal know me, from the least to the
grestest. For | will be merciful to their unrighteousness, and their sins and
iniquitieswill | remember no more [recdl, here, the jealous God of the Old
Testament, in which it was predicted that the disobedient shdl dl bow down to
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the daughter]. In that he saith, A new covenant, he hath made the first old.
Now that which decayeth and waxeth old is ready to vanish away. (Heb 8:6-
13)

Even though the Old Testament God was praised as merciful, you will recal, even in the midst
of his destruction of Sodom and Gomorrha, the once-wrathful God of old times now dams that
people’ s “snsand iniquitieswill | remember no more” This* concesson” seems more than
odd, since recall that people are sent to hell for their sins, and recdl aso that Revelation gives
the picture of a Jesus who judges people according to their works from the Book of Life: why
should God have to remember people ssnsif he hasit dl written down in abook? But the
passage is even stranger in contrast with quotations from the very same chapter: “Vengeance
bel ongeth unto me, 1 will recompense, saith the Lord. And again, The Lord shall judge his
people” (Heb 10:30) Thisdoes not sound like forgetting al sins, nor does: “Now the just shall
live by faith: but if any man draw back, my soul shal have no pleasurein him.” (Heb 10:38)
Thislast suggests thet if one departs, or draws back, even the dightest, from living by the faith,
thiswill incur God' s displeasure. Thisis neither more merciful nor more forgetful than the Old
Tegstament, if it can be described in theseterms at dl.

Also supposed to be “new” isthe dismissal of anima sacrifices “it is not possible that
the blood of bulls and of goats should take avay sins.” (Heb 10:4) If thisistrue, then why did
God command anima sacrificesin the Old Tesament? And why is a sacrifice of turtledoves
and pigeons Hill required on Jesus' birthday? (Luke 2:24) In any case, if humans are animas,
then we are il left with the sacrifice of aman: “we are sanctified through the offering of the
body of Jesus Christ once for all....this man, after he had offered one sacrifice for Snsfor ever,
sat down on the right hand of God...” (Heb 10:10, 10:12; repeated, in part, in 10:16-7)

Says John: “Thereisno fear inlove; but perfect love casteth out fear: because fear hath
torment. He that feareth isnot made perfect inlove. We love Jesus, because hefirst loved us”
(1 John 4:18-9) Y et Jesus coming into the world with a sword, to bring dissension, and
eventudly judgeif people should be cast into eternd flames—no cause for fear? Europeansin
the Middle Ageslived in great terror of hell—as do many of the modern era. Indeed, recall the
following quotation in reference to Jesus. “Fear him, which after he hath killed hath power to
cast into hell; yea, | say unto you, Fear him.” (Luke 12:5) Or again: “It isafearful thing to fdl
into the hands of theliving God.” (Heb 10:31) In any case, thus are the promises of greater
mercy and forgiveness. Now for some additiond biblical materid which suggests just the
opposite.

It issaid that “[God] in times past suffered al nations to walk in their own ways.” (Acts
14:16) Thiswould be more tolerant and peaceful, if it were true, but if we can at dl judge by
the multiple genocides cdled for by God againgt unbdievers, the statement in question does not
appear to betrue. And, once more, far from taking an easy, ‘forgetful’ atitude towards sin, it is
sad: “Hethat commiteth Snisof the devil; for the devil Snneth from the beginning. For this
purpose the Son of God was manifested, that he might destroy the works of the devil.” (1 John
3:8) Actudly, thelegend isthat the devil was once an archangd, so how could he have snned
from the beginning? But the same hateful, intolerant attitude is borne out in the following from
Paul’ s |etter to the Romans. “Behold therefore the goodness and severity of God: on them
which fell, severity; but toward thee, goodness, if thou continue in his goodness: otherwise thou
aso shdt be cut off.” (Rom 11:22) Being “cut off” we have seen to be associated with
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genocide, and indeed, related sentiments are echoed by Jesusin the New Testament: “David
himsdf said by the Holy Ghogt, The Lord said to my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand, till | make
thine enemiesthy footstool.” (Mark 12:36; see dso Acts 2:34-5 for asmilar datement) So far
from being merciful and “forgetful” in rdaion to Snners, when asked how many will be excdluded
from heaven, Jesusreplies:

Strive to enter in at the dtrait gate: for many, | say unto you, will seek to enter in,
and shdl not be able. When once the master of the houseis risen up, and hath
shut to the door, and ye begin to stand without, and to knock at the door,
saying, Lord, Lord, open unto us, and he shal answer and say unto you, | know
you not whence ye are: Then shdl ye begin to say, We have eaten and drunk in
thy presence, and thou hast taught in our streets. But he shdl say, | tell you, |
know you not whence ye are; depart from me, dl ye workers of iniquity. There
shdl be weeping and gnashing of teeth, when ye shal see Abraham, and Isaac,
and Jacob, and dl the prophets, in the kingdom of God, and you your selves
thrust out. (Luke 13:25)

Thiswould seem to involve neediesdy tormenting the damned, so dlienisit to the vaunted
promise of mercy.

Furthermore, it is no temporary torment of those crying outside of Heaven's gates, as
the following reveds

..Jesus shdl be reveded from heaven with his mighty angels, in flaming fire
taking vengeance on them that know not God, and that obey not the gospel of
our Lord Jesus Christ: who shdl be punished with everlasting destruction from
the presence of the Lord, and from the glory of his power... (2 Thess 1.7-9)

The punishment of those who know not God could be congtrued as punishing the ignorant, and
hence theinnocent. The*“new dedl,” then, does not sound as appedling as those few
“promising” passages reproduced above may have made it seem. Perhgps God' staking
vengeance in flaming fire is even redundant: “I am come to send fire on the earth; and what will
I, if it be dready kindled?’ (Luke 12:49) This picture of the Earth ablaze isacrue reminder
that God would never cause another globd flood again—but he never said anything about fire.
Certanly, Jesusis vengeful during the last days before judgment: “For these be the days of
vengeance, that dl things which are written may be fulfilled.” (Luke 21:22) Indeed, an
approving reference is made to the same unmercifulness that we find in the Old Testament:

For if God spared not the angels that sinned, but cast them down to hell, and
delivered them into chains of darkness, to be reserved into judgment; and
spared not the old world, but saved Noah the eighth person, apreacher of
righteousness, bringing in the flood upon the world of the ungodly; and turning
the cities of Sodom and Gomorrha into ashes condemned them with an
overthrow, making them an ensample unto those that after should live
ungodly....The Lord knoweth how to...reserve the unjust unto the day of
judgment to be punished... (2 Pet 2:5-6, 9)
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Why should not the old patterns continue—forevermore? “...the word of the Lord endureth for
ever. And thisisthe word which by the gospel is preached unto you.” (1 Pet 1:25) This, of
course, goes againgt what we have dready read, namely that the old covenant God made was
with fault.

People aredso told to live in fear of retribution during their own lifetimes, indeed, in
terror of earthly rulerswho are ministers of God (not that anyone would believe this today, given
widespread cynicism regarding paliticians): “For [the ruler] isthe minister of God to thee for
good. But if thou do that which is evil, be afrad; for he beareth not the sword in vain: for heis
the minister of God, arevenger to execute wrath upon him thet doeth evil.” (Rom 13:4) Any
ruler with asword who thinks that he isa minister of God is afrightening higtoricd redlity to
contemplate. Perhaps this passage was inserted by powerful peoplein order further to
consolidate their power. But the same Bible promises great power to the faithful, to be
mercilesdy exercised, as Jesus voice is heard by John to say after Jesus death: “And he that
overcometh, and keepeth my works unto the end, to himwill | give power over the nations: and
he shdl rule over them with arod of iron; as the vessdls of a potter shal they be broken to
shivers. even as| received of my Father.” (Rev 2:26-7) This remarkable passage not only
endorses harsh rulership, but implies that Jesus was besten horribly by his Father—i.e., God.
Jesus himsdlf punishes, kegping up the cycle of abuse, we might say: “Asmany as| love, |
rebuke and chasten: be zealous therefore, and repent.” (Rev 3:19) Indeed, he promises
punishment to people of various sorts.

Woe unto you that arerich! for ye have received your consolation. Woe unto
you that arefull! for ye shdl hunger. Woe unto you that laugh now! for ye shal
mourn and weep. Woe unto you, when al men shal spesk well of you! for so
did their fathers to the false prophets. (L uke 6:24-6)

An*“iron rod’ is used againg these people for being innocent: sated, laughing, well spoken of ...
Chrigtians will be rewarded with riches in heaven, we have aready seen, but are forbidden the
same things on Earth, and are even expected to despise riches.

There are afew instances in which Jesus behavesin away thet is bereft of mercy. We
have aready seen Jesus rebuke of his mother, and his attacking people with a corded whip in
the temple. Moreover, adisciple wished Jesus to dlow him to go bury hisfather, and the Christ
caloudy replies, “Follow me, and let the dead bury their deed.” (Matt 8:21-2) Thisisas
nonsendcd asit isincondderate. Typicaly, Jesus mercy isfar from unconditiond. If oneis
unmerciful onesdf, one shall not receive it from the superior being: “For he shdl have judgment
without mercy, that hath shewed no mercy; and mercy rejoiceth againgt judgment.” (Jas 2:13)

Y et Jesus is dso merciless to anyone seeking adivorce. He acknowledges that Moses said one
could write abill of divorcement, but according to Jesus: “For the hardness of your heart he
wrote you this precept.” Rather, Jesusthinksthat: “Wheat therefore God hath joined together,
let not man put asunder.” He says that to divorce or “put away” one' s spouse and marry
another isto commit adultery. (Mark 10:4-12) If “adultery” isthe same as “fornication,” then
we have dready seen that thisis consdered an offense worthy of death. (Rom 1:29, 32)

Rather, this view of divorce seemsto be hard- hearted to those married people who find the
need to part.
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The pinnacle of mercilessness, however, is expected on the day of judgment, in which
people will witness the wrath of the lamb: a great earthquake, with every mountain and idand
displaced, the sun becoming black as sackcloth, and the moon becoming as blood. “For the
great day of hiswrath is come; and who shall be able to sand?’ (Rev 6:12-7) On thisterrible
day, seven angds of God will sound their trumpets. the first will cause hall and fire mingled with
blood to fdl to Earth, burning athird of dl trees and green grass; the second angd will cause a
great mountain burning with fire to be cast into the sea, so that the sea becomes one-third
blood, with athird of al sea creatures and oceangoing vessels destroyed; the third angd will
cause adar to fdl from heaven, fdling on athird of dl rivers and fountains, and making them
become “Wormwood’; the fourth angd will cause athird of the sun, moon, and stars to become
“gmitten,” which in turn will cause athird less daylight; the fifth angd will o cause adar to fall,
and be given the key to a bottomless pit, having locusts emerge in order to hurt whomever lacks
the sed of God on their foreheads, which torment will go on for five months, with the locusts
being inescapable, having teeth like lions, and tails like scorpions; the sixth angel will sound his
trumpet, releasing four angels bound in the greet river Euphratesin order to day athird of dl
men over a period of ayear, amonth, and one day, killing by fire and brimstone from the
angels horses mouths, the seventh angd will sound, and from a “little book,” will declare the
prophets in athundering voice, (Rev 8:2-10:7) and will be responsible for a deadly earthquake
that will kill 7,000 people (aswell as other deadly things). (Rev 11:13)

Asif the vicious punishments inflicted by these seven angels were not more than enough
to show the lack of mercy promised in the Chrigtian religion, seven more angels are promised,
bearing seven last plagues, which arein turn released. (Rev 15:1-8) One plague will cause
sores, another will kill dl in the sea, another turn rivers and fountains into blood; another ange
will scorch people with fire from the sun. The sixth angel will inflict sores that are painful, and
findly, the seventh angd will create thunder and great earthquakes, “such as was not snce men
were upon the earth,” so that no idands or mountains shall remain, and aso “great hail.” (Rev
16:1-21)

It isonly fitting, perhaps, that the last declaration of substance in the Bible (besides the
fina platitude that Jesus is coming and may he be with you! (Rev 22:20-1)) is a characteristic
admonition:

For | testify [on behdf of God or Jesus, we can presume] unto every man that
heareth the words of the prophecy of this book, If any man shdl add unto these
things, God shdl add unto him the plagues that are written in this book: and if
any man shall take away from the words of the book of this prophecy, God
shdll take away his part out of the book of life, and out of the holy city, and
from the things which are written in this book.” (Rev 22:18-9)

Evidently, thistypicaly frightful threat worked, since Reveation isthe last book ever to be
added to the Bible.
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Acts of Conditional Good Will
in the New Testament

Having seen thet the Bible fallsits own ethicsin the foregoing, it remains to examine a leest
those acts of God that are at least consistent with some form of conditional good will, which
can be expressed as part of another agenda, or in order to obtain something else (such asthe
furtherance of recognizing Christ as God, etc.). Many people regard the New Testament more
fondly than the Old, perhaps partly with regard to the many hedings and other miracles of the
New Testament. People might think the Bible is overflowing with such acts of God—through
Jesus—that are in keegping with unconditional good will. However, it would be erroneous to
characterize such hedlings as expressive of unconditional good will, benevolent though these
acts might be. The hedlings, as| shdl illudtrate, are dways carried out for an ulterior motive.

Thus, one reason given for dl of the heding is “[Jesug] hedled dl that were Sck that it
might be fulfilled which was spoken by Esaias the prophet, saying, himsalf took our infirmities,
and bare our sicknesses.” (Matt 8:16-7) The heding only took place in order to fulfill a
prophecy. Lest it be thought that the heding did in fact fulfill a prophecy, but was nevertheless
of “pure intent,” the more unequivoca reason why the healings only manifest conditiona good
will isthat they were never dispensed unconditionaly, but only on the condition that the sick
person hasfathin Jesus. Thus, Jesus tells awoman whom he hed's, “thy faith hath made thee
whole” (Matt 9:22) Thisimpliesthat if the woman lacked faith, she would not have been made
whole, and would seem to hold true of anyone heded by him. Similarly, Jesus cures ablind
man, and saysto him: “Recelve thy sght: thy faith hath saved thee” (Luke 18:10)

The good will expressed through hedling is not spread fredy and unconditiondly to both
the faithful and faithlessdike. In keegping with this practice, Jesustdlsthe disciplesto give
peace to a house only if it is worthy, and to depart those who do not receive them or hear their
words. (Matt 10:13-4) Jesus preferentia trestment in healing practicesis epitomized in the
following example: awoman of Canaan begged Jesus to have mercy on her, for her “daughter is
grievoudy vexed with adevil.” He did not answer her, but told hisdisciples, “1 am not sent but
unto the lost sheep of the house of Isradl.” Only following this, when the woman professed faith
in him, did he hedl her daughter. (Matt 15:22-8) The explicit agendain heding is to reward the
fathful. Since God, and hence Jesus, is no respecter of persons, (Acts 10:34; Romans 2:11)
meaning that heisnot partid to individuds, it follows that he did not only require faith of just
these individuas just mentioned, but of anyone who was hedled. Yet if God is omnipotent, he
could hedl those needing faith—he certainly does many other things to those who lack faith.

Another purpose in restoring vitdity is to create faith, and to give God a chance to
glorify himsdf. When someone beseeches Jesus to hedl his son, who is at the point of degth,
Jesus insengtively replies: “Except ye see signs and wonders ye will not believe.” (John 4:48)
Jesus did, in fact, hedl the man’s son from afar, which was called his second miracle. (John
4:54) Asresentful as Jesus sounds of having to use miraclesto indtill faith, he promotes this sort
of thing a the sametime. After ridding aman of an “undean soirit,” Jesusingructs him: “Go
home to thy friends, and tell them how greet things the Lord hath done for thee, and hath had
compassion on thee” (Mark 5:19) Itisjust asthough heison apolitica campaign. Could not
God and his Son smply eiminate diseases out of perfect good will? But God, evidently, wants
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to be glorified, which cannot be gotten from unbdievers. Hence when Jesus hedls ten lepers,
just one person came back to fall on hisface and give thanks, and Jesus answers. “Were there
not ten cleansed? but where are the nine? There are not found that returned to give glory to
God, save this stranger.” (Luke 17:12-8)

Thisdesrrefor glory is expressed esawhere, such as when Jesus gives Sght to aman
who has been blind from birth, dthough neither the man nor his parents has snned—whence the
blindness? Jesusingructs. “Neither hath thisman sinned, nor his parents: but that the works of
God should be made manifest in him.” (John 9:1-7) Thisis reminiscent of what was cited above
from Exodus, to the effect that the Pharaoh’'s heart was “hardened”’ so that the plagues could be
further inflicted upon Egypt, thus glorifying God. Jesus also sought glory in the famous
resurrection of Lazarus. When Christ hears of Lazarus' illness, hedeclares: “ThisScknessis
not unto deeth, but for the glory of God, that the Son of God might be glorified thereby.” (John
11:4) Then Jesus waits for two days before going into Judea just for show, knowing when
Lazarus died, and proclaimed that “...he that believeth in me, though he were dead, yet shal he
live. And whosoever liveth and believeth in me shdl never die” (John 11:25) Again, Lazarus
was saved because he had faith, and aso, of course, in order to glorify God.

But God, through Jesus and the disciples, would as soon harm as hedl in order to secure
fath. Thusdid Paul blind Elymas the sorcerer for trying to turn away “the deputy” from the
faith, and in fact the deputy, “ astonished,” was made to believe by thisless than benevolent
attack. (Acts 13:6-12) Heping only the faithful should come as no surprise to us, Sncewe
have dready seen numerous passagesindicating that it is only the faithful who are to be saved.

Bearing this context of conditiona good will firmly in mind, with no indication thet
healings are a so to be bestowed upon the faithless, or that God has lost sight of his overarching
god of glorifying himsdf, we can now explore other hedling acts of God. (Of course, even if
they are interpreted, implausibly, as unconditionaly benevolent, this does not do anything to
diminish, in any way, the huge, inddible mar of the many acts of God incons stent with good
will.) Many sorts of ailments are dedlt with. In some casesit is hard to tell when the apostles
are referring to the same acts of hedling anonymousindividuads, but in other cases, the hedlings
are quite digtinctive. In certain cases, even theillnessis not named, such aswhen Christ issad
to have hedled aruler’ s daughter. (Matt 9:18, 9:23-5) Jesus headls awoman who is “ diseased
with an issue of the blood,” (Matt 9:20-2) mends a man with awithered hand on the sabbath
day, (Matt 12:10-3; Mark 3:1-5; Luke 6:6-10) and aso cures alunatic child. (Matt 17:14-8)
He gives Mary a son (Luke 1:31-5) and does the same for Elisabeth, mother of John, (Luke
1:59-60) both of whom serve to further faith in God. Christ helps a man who foams at the
mouth, gnashes his teeth, and cries out, possessed by a deaf and dumb spirit which the disciples
could not remove. (Mark 9:17-27) Jesus also finds an old woman—again on a sabbath day—
bowed over with infirmity, who cannat lift hersdf up, and after his cure, “immediately she was
made gtraight, and glorified God.” (Luke 13:11-3) Peter and John hed alame man, (Acts 3:2-
8) and Paul by himsdlf hedls alame man “perceiving that he had faith to be hedled.” (Acts 14:8-
10) Thislatter act again confirms that the gpogtles, too, hed only the faithful, making their
hedling misson less than unconditiondly benevolent. Jesusis sad to hed an anonymous sick
man, (John 4:50) and two anonymous crippled men. (John 4:8-9; John 5:5-9) On another
sabbath day, Christ hedls a man with dropsy. (Luke 14:1-4) Thisisyet another of the
miscelany of illnesses and conditions treated by Jesus, dthough many other hedingsfdl into
broader groups.
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A number of other cases of hedling the blind are reported, which may be reported
repeatedly by the gpostles but which | shall number separately in order to give afair, or rather
generous, andyss. (Matt 9:27-30; Matt 20:30-4; Matt 21:14; Mark 8:22-5). Also, Jesus
hedled of fever Peter’ swife's mother, (Matt 8:14-5) Smon’' s wifeé s mother, (Mark 1:30-1)
and Simon’s mother (who immediately arose and ministered to Jesus and company as guests).
(Luke 4:38-9) | am charitably assuming that the reporters here are not mixing up who had the
fever, even though the cases are most smilar. Four cases of Jesus curing palsy are mentioned,
dthough it isimpossible to determine if the same cases are referred to in anonymous cases,
(Matt 8:5-13; Matt 9:2-7; Mark 2:3-12; Luke 5:18-25) and Peter is dso said to have cured a
man stricken with palsy for eight years. (Acts 9:32-3) A few cases of leprosy being cured are
mentioned. (Mark 1:40-2; Luke 5:12-3) One other leper in particular is said to have
worshipped Jesus, and was immediately cleansed—dill further evidence of the faithful being
rewarded. (Matt 8:2-3)

Casting out evil spirits was another specidty of Jesus, as seen in one instance aready
cited. Jesus helped many on the evening of the Sermon of the Mount * possessed by devils”
(Matt 8:16) He aso assisted a dumb man who was possessed by a devil, but who spoke after
the devil was cast out. (Matt 9:32-3) He helps another who is possessed, dumb and blind.
(Matt 12:22) He dso gave his disciples the power to cast out unclean spirits, and to hed dl
manner of sckness and disease. (Matt 10:1; Mark 6:7) A few other anonymous cases of Jesus
casting out unclean spirits are dso reported. (Mark 1:23-6; Mark 7:24-9; Luke 4:34-5)
Besides Lazarus' resurrection reported above, he dso helped a man's daughter who died,
(Mark 5:23) and Peter resurrects Tabitha, (Acts 9:36-41) while Paul revived an unnamed man
who died after dozing on athird-storey loft while being preached to and then plummeting to the
ground. (Acts 29:7-12)

Severd cases of hedings and/or exorcisngs of multitudes are reported in the case of
Jesus (Matt 4:23; Matt 15:29-31; Mark 1:32-4; Mark 6:53-6; Luke 4:40-1; Luke 6:17-9) and
in the case of hisdisciples. (Acts 5:16; Acts8:7) Also affecting multitudes were his miracles of
feeding them, by multiplying bread and fish in order to nourish thousands (Matt 14:15-21; Matt
15:32-8; Mark 6:35-42; Mark 8:1-9) No doubt this too was conditiona good will, intended
only for the faithful, such as when he said that “ he that cometh to me [evidently in terms of faith]
shdl never hunger; and he that believeth on me shdl never thirst.” (John 6:35) At another point,
Jesus turns weter into wine. (John 2:6-9)

Not afew miracles are recorded that were intended to save the disciples, which
perfectly fits the magter plan of furthering the faith. When he and the disciples are caught in a
storm aboard a ship, he makes the seas cdm. (Matt 8:23-6; evidently, the same incident is
recounted in Mark 4:37-9) Jesus even walks across water to sill another storm at sea and save
his disciples adrift on aboat. (Mark 6:48-51) He gives Paul avision to the effect that the latter
should do preaching in Macedonia, (Acts 16:9-10) and earlier appears to Paul in the form of a
blinding light on the road to Damascus, converting him, and—reveding the underlying agenda—
sending “far hence unto the Gentiles” (Acts 22:3-21, 26:12-8) God causes an earthquake
which frees the disciples from prison, and causes the startled guard to worship God. (Acts
16:25-34) In another case an angd frees Peter from Herod' s prison, (Acts 12:6-10) and an
angel of God is said to have freed the gpostles from a common prison. (Acts 5:19)

God reassures Paul and his storm-tossed shipmates that they will makeit to land, with
the familiar reason of conditiona good will, extended in order to further the faith, and never the
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wefare of the faithless: “Fear not, Paul; thou must be brought before Caesar...” (Acts 27:24)
When Paul, shipwrecked on an idand, was bitten by a viper, he did not succumb to any
poison—presumably he was saved, yet again, for work in Rome. (Acts 28:3-6) The apostles
generally were even made to spesk in different tongues by God so that others could understand
the twelvein their own languages. (Acts 2:4-11) But perhaps the strangest miracle of dl, which
redlly would have been something to see, pertainsto Paul. God caused “specid miracles by the
hands of Paul,” so that he not only had the already familiar power of casting out evil spirits, but
aso, from his body were brought forth handkerchiefs or aprons to the sick. (Acts 19:11-2)
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Unconditiona Good Will?

I doubt that any acts of unconditional good will are to be found in the New Testamen.

However, in order to be asfair as possible, | have charitably interpreted afew passages that
might be included here, eveniif, as| believe, it isnot plausble to believe they are genuindy
expressive of unconditional good will, given the background of the rest of the New Testament
(e.g., the promises of going to heaven or hell, depending on how one acts). There are certain
ethica imperatives given by Paul in hisletter to the Romans, which, if taken out of context, can
fit into this noble category, dthough we have seen that the Chridtian ethic of the Bible
emphasizes the seeking of one's own sdlfish reward in heaven (with a paradoxica hatred of this
world and its wedth, while anticipating arichly opulent heaven), and quite possibly God prizes
belief in himsdf over good works (dthough the Bible is notorioudy inconsistent on this point). |
have endeavored to include al possible candidates for divine acts of complete good will—if the
reader believesthat he or she has found such an act, | would appreciate being notified, care of
the publisher.

In any case, Paul enjoins:

Let love be without dissmulation. Abhor that which isevil; cleave to that which
isgood. Be kindly affectioned one to another with brotherly love; in honour
preferring one another; not dothful in business; fervent in spirit; serving the Lord;
rgoicing in hope; patient in tribulation; continuing ingtant in prayer; distributing to
the necessity of saints; given to hospitdity. Bless them which persecute you:
bless, and curse not. Rejoice with them that do rgjoice, and weep with them
that weep. Be of the same mind one toward another. Mind not high things, but
condescend to men of low estate. Be not wise in your own conceits.
Recompense to no man evil for evil. Provide things honest in the sght of dll

men. If it be possble, as much aslieth in you, live peacegbly with dl men. (Rom
12:9-18)

However, immediatdy following thisis the following, more suspect passage:

Dearly beloved, avenge not yoursalves, but rather give place unto wrath: for it
iswritten, Vengeanceis mine; | will repay, saith the Lord. Thereforeif thine
enemy hunger, feed him; if he thirst, give him drink: for in so doing thou shalt
hesp coas of fire on hishead. Be not overcome of evil, but overcome evil with
good. (Rom 12:19-21)

Could these verses conform to an ethic of complete good will? It should be noted, however,
that abhorrence of al evil can lead to hateful violence asaresult. Moreover, the injunction to
love others as God does is a variance with the present prescription not to mete out evil for evil,
dthough it is dear that God intends to do just this when he declares, “Vengeance is mine | will
repay, sath the Lord” (which itsdlf is arguably inconsstent with complete good will,
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compounding evil upon evil).

Additiondly, the idea of helping one' s enemy s0 asto “hegp cods of fireon hishead” is
atogether incongstent with unconditiona good will, et done loving one's enemy. (Matt 5:44)
However, the rest of the passage is consgstent enough with perfect good will, if taken
completely out of context from the rest of the New Testament. For instance, the passagein
question isimmediately followed by a chapter which urges subjection to authority, daming that
if one ressts the ordinance of God, one will receive damnation, (Rom 13:2) so therefore, one
should fear doing evil lest one fdl to the sword of oneruler. Theruler is depicted asaminister
of God here, “arevenger to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil,” which iswhy “ye must
needs be subject [to rulerg], not only for [their] wrath, but aso for conscience sake.” (Rom
13:4-5) An ethic of unconditiona good will would not urge blind subjection to rulers—it would
have to be agood ruler, a the very least, but even thisis inadequate if unquestioning serviceis
required at al.

A second long passage regarding ethics can aso be entertained as a candidate for this
section:

Render therefore to dl their dues: tribute to whom tribute is due; custom to
whom custom; fear to whom fear; honour to whom honour. Owe no man any
thing, but to love one another: for he that loveth another hath fulfilled the law.
For this, Thou shdt not commit adultery, Thou shdt not kill, Thou shat not sted,
Thou shdt not bear false witness, Thou shdt not covet ; and if there be any
other commandment, it is briefly comprehended in this saying, namely, Thou
shdt love thy neighbour asthysdf. Love worketh noiill to his neighbour:
therefore loveis the fulfilling of the law. And that, knowing the time, that now it
is high time to awake out of deep: for now is our savation nearer than whenwe
believed. The night isfar spent, the day is a hand: let us therefore cast off the
works of darkness, and let us put on an armour of light. Let uswak honestly,
asintheday, not in rioting and drunkenness, not in chambering and wantonness,
not in drife and envying. (Rom 13:7-13)

It isnot dlear if, after lidting five of the ten commandments, and then asking if there be any others
(implicitly, by noting, “if there be any other commandment”), whether skepticism of the other
fiveisbeing expressed. Moreover, the cal to wake out of deep may be seen as related to the
injunction to love others, and since the reason one should awaken is because sdvation is a
hand, we can seg, in dl of this, the familiar face of sdf-interest in Biblical ethics. Indeed, that
sdvation is a hand is the reason (hence the “therefore”) for casting off works of darkness, not
just for doing good so that others may smply benefit and not be harmed for their own sakes.

So it isunlikely that unconditiondl good will isintended in this last passage.

Another injunction from the same book (and hence with the same logic of self-
promotion, in the last analyss) is dso worth including here, “We then that are strong ought to
bear the infirmities of the weak, and not to please oursaves” (Rom 15:1) Also, we should note
the genera injunction to love thy neighbor asthysdf, (Mark 12:31; Rom 13:9) this last precept
being a carryover from the Old Testament’ s identical commandment. (Lev 19:18) Similarly, the
commandment, which admirably makes no reference to the salf, and so risks less egocentricity,
isasfollows “...loveoneancther: for hethat loveth another hath fulfilled the law.” (Rom 13:9)
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If only the acts of God—throughout the Bible—Ilived up to so fine an ided, despite thair being
embedded in so damning a context. Instead, there are no acts of God that live up to
unconditiona good will, dthough dl his acts are supposed to, and in the nothingness that
remains, the Bible's own credibility is annihilated.
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Conclusion

Many people believe that the New Testament is much better than the OId, for aGod of Love
supposedly replaces a God of Wrath. However, this bdlief is based upon anilluson. Perhaps
the mistake revolves mostly around the acts of hedling, and so forth, which, when placed in their
explicit context, do not, in fact, condtitute acts of pure love, or unconditional good will. Those
acts of unconditiona good will which might be identified are either of questionable character, or
elseremind us of how far short the mgority of the acts of God fdl of perfect good will (which
God issad or implied to have in the writings of Paul, and many others). Let us not forget the
hellish torments, the punished innocents, the abused animals, the hypocrisy over materid
pursuits, and so many other damning aspects of the New Testament. Let us not forget, too, that
the New Testament endorses the Old Testament, as | have shown, so the New Testament
cannot be less harsh, but only adds to the harshness of the Old. The Bible stands discredited in
itsdf, by itsdlf. I1ts mora implications, to be examined next, further savage its credibility—if any
yet remains.
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