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Why is it we often encounter the comparison of creationism vs. evolution but rarely creationism vs. evolutionism? Is there no such thing as the word evolutionism? Surprisingly, many English language dictionaries, including even some large unabridged dictionaries, fail to define the word evolutionism and some don’t even list it as a word. For example, the unabridged edition of the Random House Dictionary of the English Language I have in my library weighs ten pounds and has nearly 2,000 pages of definitions yet fails to include the word evolutionism.1 Those dictionaries that do include the word generally leave it undefined and merely list it as a noun related to the main entry “evolution.”

While the current Wikipedia entry for evolutionism concedes that the word exists, it assures us that it is “seldom used in the scientific community” and implies that its continued use is mostly by creationists.2 But a Google search for evolutionism gives over a million results—with the vast majority of uses coming from evolutionists themselves! A search for evolutionism on Google Books gives over 200,000 results and on Google Scholar (generally limited to the academic and scientific literature) about 25,000 results.

So why is there a seeming reluctance to admit the very existence of such a commonly used word as evolutionism? Most likely it involves the shade of meaning that the suffix -ism adds to the word evolution. When the -ism suffix is added to a word it forms complex nouns that often imply a system of belief or worldview, and this is what many evolutionists refuse to acknowledge about evolution. To put a point on it, evolutionists do not want you to associate belief with evolution.

Do You Believe in Evolution?

In the recent video Evolution vs. God, evangelist Ray Comfort asked the faculty and students at several universities if they believe in evolution, and all firmly acknowledged they did believe. But more astute evolutionists resent being asked if they “believe” in evolution because such a question implies that their strongly held evolutionary convictions involve some trace of belief, a fact they adamantly deny. In a lecture at the 2006 meeting of the American Association for the Advancement of Science in St. Louis, evolutionary apologist Dr. Eugenie Scott cautioned her audience about the question, “Do you believe in evolution?” and insisted that the question should always be phrased, “Do you accept evolution?” For her and many other evolutionists, evolution is “settled science” and thus must be accepted as an absolute fact, not merely believed.

But the Word Creationism Is OK

Unlike the word evolutionism, the word creationism is found and defined in almost all dictionaries of the English language. For example, my Random House Dictionary defines creationism as “the doctrine that matter and all things were created, substantially as they now exist, by an omnipotent Creator, and not gradually evolved or developed.”3 This dictionary could have similarly defined evolutionism as “the doctrine that matter and all things evolved over billions of years to their current form by purely natural processes, and not supernaturally created in six days by an omnipotent Creator.” But as we have seen, there can be no evolutionism vs. creationism.

Even the Word Darwinism Is OK

Although the word evolutionism is often left undefined in dictionaries, the word Darwinism is usually found and defined. This might seem inconsistent, but to evolutionists the difference between the two words is significant. Evolution they insist is an absolute observable fact while Darwinism is a theory about the mechanism of evolution. Thus an evolutionist might concede that he believes that Darwin has given us a correct explanation for the mechanism of evolution (Darwinism), but regardless of how it happened, he is dead certain of the “fact” of evolution itself.

Think of Evolution the Way You Think of Gravity

Evolutionists like to use the phenomenon of gravity as an example of how we should view the supposed phenomenon of evolution. After all, we don’t “believe” in gravity, we observe it and accept it as a fact—and indeed it is a law of nature. Evolutionists insist that we should be every bit as confident in amoeba-to-man evolution as we are that a dropped bowling ball will fall to the floor rather than rise to the ceiling. But thus far, evolutionists have stopped short of calling evolution a scientific law of nature. Evolution is much too nebulous and slippery to ever qualify as a law of nature. Unlike a law, no one has ever attempted to reduce evolution to a mathematical statement applicable anywhere in the universe.

Evolutionary apologists can be devilishly clever in glossing over the failure of molecules-to-man evolution to measure up to the observational status of gravity. For example we often hear that “the theory of evolution is as well-established as the theory of gravity.” They apparently hope that the average person will understand this to mean that evolution is as well established as the “theory” that a dropped bowling ball will fall rather than rise. But the theory of gravity must not be confused with the observation of gravity. The theories of gravity attempt to explain the actual mechanism of observed gravitational force. Anyone who troubles to look into the many exceedingly complex theories of gravity may wonder if a testable theory of gravity even exists.

Is Evolution an -ism?

So is evolution a belief system? Evolution is necessarily a belief because molecules-to-man evolution is not observable but rather must be inferred and believed. This is why evolutionists are stumped when asked to give an observable example of one kind of creature evolving into a different kind of creature. If pressed, they inevitably give an example of limited variation within a kind that is not a contested issue between evolutionists and creationists. It clearly takes a lot of credulity (willingness to believe without evidence) for evolutionists to believe that an expanding cloud of hydrogen turned into people over 14 billion years.

Finally, is evolution a worldview? Any belief system that purports to explain the origin of virtually everything that is real is a religion or worldview. Evolution was certainly the worldview of evolutionist Julian Huxley who believed that “evolution is the whole of reality, a single process of self-transformation.”4 Indeed for those who consistently hold the worldview of evolution, nothing can be elevated above evolution because everything that is real must ultimately be a product of evolution, including religion and even God if he is to be considered to be part of reality. And so it is that evolutionism is a widely held, essentially atheistic belief system that dare not speak its name.

Footnotes
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进化论，有没有这样的字？
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为什么我们经常会遇到神创论与进化论的比较，但很少神创论与进化论？请问有没有这样的东西的话进化论？出人意料的是，许多英语词典，甚至包括一些大的删节字典，无法定义这个词的进化论，有些甚至不将其列为一个字。例如，英语的兰登书屋词典的删节版我有我的图书馆重达10磅，有近2000页的定义，但不包括该字evolutionism.1这些字典是做包含单词通常把它未定义而只是列出它作为与主入口名词“进化”。
而对于进化论目前维基百科条目承认，这个词的存在，它向我们保证，这是“很少在科学界用”，并暗示其继续使用的大多是由creationists.2但谷歌搜索进化论提供了超过一百万的结果 - 与用途由进化论者自己未来的绝大多数！一个搜索的进化论对谷歌图书给出超过20万的结果和谷歌学术（一般仅限于学术和科学文献）约25,000结果。
那么，为什么会出现一个似乎不愿承认的存在这样的常用字作为进化论的？最有可能涉及的意思是后缀主义增加了字的演变阴凉处。当主义后缀添加到一个字，它还形成了复杂的名词，往往意味着信仰或世界观的系统，而这正是许多进化论者拒绝承认进化论。为了把一个点就可以了，进化论不希望你的信念与进化相关联。
你相信进化论？
在最近的视频演化与神，传道雷舒适度要求的教师和学生在几所大学，如果他们相信进化论，以及所有坚决承认，他们确实相信。但更精明的进化论者反感被问他们是否在进化过程中，“相信”，因为这样的问题意味着他们强烈地举行进化的信念涉及信仰的一些痕迹，这个事实他们坚决否认。在一次演讲为科学的进步在圣路易斯的美国协会2006年会议，进化辩护士欧仁妮·斯科特博士告诫她的观众约的问题， “你相信进化论？ ”，并坚持认为，这个问题应始终措辞， “你接受进化论？ ”对于她和其他许多进化论，进化是“定居科学”，从而必须接受一个绝对的事实，而不是仅仅相信。
但这个词神创论是确定
不像进化论字，词神创论是发现和定义在英语语言中几乎所有的字典。例如，我的兰登书屋词典创世定义为“重要的教义，并创造了万物，大大因为他们现在存在，由一个全能的创造者，而不是逐渐演变或发展。 ” 3本字典可能也有类似的进化论定义为“说事的教义和所有的东西发展了数十亿年来他们目前的形式通过纯粹的自然过程，而不是超自然的在六天内由一个无所不能的造物主创造的“。但正如我们所看到的，就没有进化论与神创论。
什字达尔文主义是确定
虽然这个词进化论往往是未定义的字典，这个词达尔文主义通常是发现和界定。这似乎是不一致的，但进化论者这两个词之间的差异是显著。进化他们坚持的是一个绝对可观察的事实，而达尔文主义是一种理论关于进化的机制。因此，一个进化论者可能会承认，他认为达尔文给了我们一个正确的解释进化（达尔文主义）的机制，但不管怎么回事，他已经死了一定的进化本身的“事实” 。
认为进化的方式，你认为重力
进化论者喜欢用重力的现象，我们应该如何看待进化论的假设现象的一个例子。毕竟，我们没有重力“相信” ，我们观察它，接受它作为自然的事实，而其实这是一个规律。进化论者坚持认为我们应该每一点信心阿米巴到人的进化，因为我们是一个下降的保龄球球会掉在地板上，而不是上升到天花板。但迄今为止，进化论者戛然而止调用进化自然的科学规律的。进化是太模糊而滑有史以来资格作为自然法则。不同于法律，没有人曾经试图减少进化到一个数学命题在宇宙中任何地方适用。
进化辩护士可过分地聪明的掩饰分子到人进化的失败来衡量高达重力的观测状态。例如，我们经常听到“进化论是作为行之有效的重力理论。 ”他们显然希望一般人都会明白这意味着进化，以及确立为“理论” ，一个保龄球下降球会下降而不是上升。但引力理论不能混淆与观测重力。重力试图解释所观察到引力的实际机制的理论。任何人谁困扰，研究重力的许多极其复杂的理论可能不知道引力的可检验的理论，即使存在。
是进化的主义？
所以是一个进化的信仰体系？进化是必然的信念，因为从分子到人的进化是不可观察的，而是必须推断并相信。这就是为什么进化论者难倒时，要求给一个样的生物进化成不同种类动物的可观察的例子。如果按下时，他们不可避免地在一种不是进化论者和创造之间的争议问题限制变化的实例。这显然需要大量的轻信（愿意相信没有证据的）的进化论者认为，氢气的扩大云变成人超过14十亿年。
最后，进化是一个世界观？任何信仰系统宣称解释几乎一切，这是真正的起源是一个宗教或世界观。进化当然是进化论朱利安·赫胥黎的世界观谁相信“进化是整个现实，自我改造的一个过程。 ” 4的确为那些谁坚持持有进化的世界观，没有什么可以演变以上升高，因为一切是真正的最终必须是进化的产物，包括宗教，甚至上帝，如果他被认为是现实的一部分。因此，这是进化论是一个广泛的，基本上是无神论的信仰体系是不敢说出它的名字。
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1 。 （ ：兰登书屋， 1983纽约）的英文，未删节的兰登书屋词典。后面
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Last week in Bolivia, AiG held some very full days of presenting creation apologetics talks in the city of Santa Cruz. I trust you will be greatly encouraged as you read a summary of the conference that I shared with our AiG staff Tuesday morning.

Dr. Terry Mortenson and I, along with AiG’s Spanish ministry coordinator and translator Joe Owen, traveled to Bolivia last week for a busy round of engagements. We used another translator, Dr. Jim Harriman, who was born and raised on the mission field in Bolivia and today is the director of development (and an international representative) at the Evangelical University of Bolivia (which organized the conference).

After unpacking, Dr. Mortenson and I headed for a press conference. Three secular TV stations and one Christian radio station were there. The press conference lasted much longer than expected, as the reporters continued to ask questions. They seemed genuinely interested and fascinated by our answers. I wish the American media were as friendly and interested!

Here is a photograph taken at the press conference:


On Thursday evening, the organizers were overwhelmed by the response. The meeting was held in a hotel, where nearly 2,000 people packed into the room—with many of them standing at the back and on the sides. Then sadly, the organizers had to turn away about 500 people who just couldn’t get in! If only people in the United Kingdom and USA were as hungry for the truth of God’s Word as we saw in Bolivia!

Here is a photo taken Thursday evening of the crowd:

[image: image1]
On Friday, Dr. Mortenson and Joe Owen spoke at a church in the morning to about 2,000 high school kids from Christian and public schools. Yes, public school students came to hear Terry and Joe, which is virtually unheard of in the USA!

The organizers didn’t turn the air-conditioning on until about 30 minutes before the meeting on this very hot day. But these teenagers, sitting in an uncomfortable room, were amazingly attentive and quiet, as AiG’s Joe Owen and then Dr. Mortenson spoke to them about biblical and scientific aspects of the creation-evolution issue.

When they were done, there was loud clapping from these teens!

Reaching the Evangelical Leaders

While Dr. Mortenson and Joe were talking to the teenagers, I was set to speak at a luncheon to many of the leading evangelical pastors in the area. One of them is a nationally recognized leader, who shared with me that cultural winds are blowing in his nation (similar to those in the USA) regarding a growing acceptance of “gay” marriage and abortion. The pastors affirmed that our conference had come at a very strategic time in the life of the nation.

Dr. Mortenson was able to join us at the luncheon after he had finished speaking to the teenagers.

I gave a “relevance of Genesis” talk to the pastors, and then we held a question time. One of the questions they asked to be answered in detail concerned the gap theory. Sadly we have seen this compromise view of the gap theory taught around the world in seminaries and Bible colleges as a means of trying to account for the supposed millions of years of earth history. Apparently the gap theory also permeates the church in Bolivia. The pastors were thrilled to understand the problems with this compromise position and understood that it undermines biblical authority! Knowing how to counter the gap theory can have a major impact in the Bolivian church.

Here is a photo taken during the luncheon with Christian leaders:

[image: image2]
A Biology Teacher Got Answers

A biology teacher at a local Roman Catholic high school came to all the lectures (at the different locations), and she also brought 100 students from her school to the Friday morning session. On her laptop, she showed Dr. Mortenson some of the evolutionist lies that she had to teach about human origins (and other aspects of evolution) at her school. She was thrilled to receive all our Spanish-language slides on evolution and creation, and said she will put them to good use. Terry told her she may face opposition from Catholic authorities (who are almost totally compromised with evolution and millions of years), but she said she is not afraid to use the information we are providing. She was so jubilantly thankful for the lectures and the slides.

Racism—A Hot Topic

We were excited to see 3,000 people turn out for the two Friday evening presentations. I spoke on the issue of “race” and racism, the six days of creation, and the age of the earth.

Out of all the talks I presented in Bolivia, the one that received applause throughout was the talk I gave on “One Race, One Blood.” I explained to the large crowd that there was only one biological race (but two “spiritual races”), and that all humans are basically the same skin color—just different shades. I challenged the people to stop referring to “races,” but talk instead of “people groups.”

Racism is a hot topic in Bolivia. You see, when the Spanish conquistadors came to Latin America several hundred years ago, they did some horrible things to the Incas and other native tribal peoples. Today, Bolivia is a mixture of Spanish-descent people, Quechua and other Indians, and “mixed race” people. So our talk had a very powerful impact.

AiG Impacting People in the Andes

During my second talk, Dr. Mortenson spent time with a man who attended our International Training Seminar (ITS) at the Creation Museum in 2011. He and his wife have created a beautiful ten-acre retreat center in the Andes Mountains about five hours from Santa Cruz. They can accommodate about 60 students, adults, and teachers for creation seminar weekends—a mixture of lectures and experiences in God’s beautiful creation. They have taught hundreds of people over the past two years, and they have a great vision to expand what they do there.

Sharing the Truth on National Television

On Friday morning, while I went off to be interviewed on Bolivian national television, Dr. Mortenson started a talk at 9 AM at another location. My TV interview lasted 15 minutes, with the interviewer declaring that he was fascinated with the topic of creation and evolution. During the interview he asked me all about dinosaurs and how they relate to what we say about biblical history. In fact, the topic of dinosaurs came up many times while we were in Bolivia. You see, people have been indoctrinated by the evolutionists in this country (as they have around the world). What a great opportunity we had to “de-evolutionize” people’s thinking!

While I was being interviewed on television, Dr. Mortenson began his talk on Noah’s Flood. There were about 500 people at the beginning of the presentation, but then people kept pouring in, and that number soon swelled to around 1,500 people!

Then Creous Ramdath (a creationist missionary originally from Trinidad who lives in Peru with his Peruvian wife Elizabeth) spoke on dinosaurs and the Bible. Creous and his wife have been to the ITS training program at AiG.

Answering People’s Questions

There were times during the conference when the organizers asked people to write down their questions for us to answer. They asked the same basic questions we hear all around the world, especially the following topics:

· The gap theory

· Where the different “races” came from

· Dinosaurs

· Continental drift

· Cain’s wife

· Carbon dating

More Teaching Than They’ve Heard in Years!

In these two days, the seeds of biblical and scientific truth were planted into the minds and hearts of thousands of souls (a large percentage of them were young people or young adults)—people who had never heard anything like the creation-apologetics teaching we were giving them. Altogether, we spoke to 9,000–10,000 people—and many more through the media, praise God.

One conference leader said that most of the Christians in attendance got more “meaty teaching” at this conference than they probably had received in attending church for many years. The Bolivian church is growing rapidly, but there is so much shallow and even erroneous teaching—and emotionalism—in its evangelical churches (indeed, in all of Latin America, I’ve been told). Many people talked to us personally (most of them through an interpreter) to say that they were so thankful for the apologetics teaching. Lots of people (including numerous young people) lined up after our sessions to ask questions, take photographs, and even ask for autographs. Here is a photo taken after one of the meetings:

[image: image3]
This conference was a great opportunity for the Evangelical University of Bolivia to encourage Christians to study there. The EUB has about 2,300 students seeking a diverse number of degrees; half the student body is actually non-Christian. It is clear that this school is a very, very strategic ministry in Bolivia in many ways, not the least of which is that its president (who organized this conference) is extremely influential in higher education in the nation.

Only God knows what the ripple effects of this conference will be, not only in Bolivia, but in the rest of Latin America (some people at the conference were from other countries). That includes the distribution of resources that people purchased and will bring back to their areas. Also, we hope the conference attendees will avail themselves of future resources that AiG will be producing in Spanish. We will build on this momentum in Cancun, Mexico, in January as we conduct a major AiG conference there.

Thanks for your prayers. And may God be praised for all He did in Bolivia.

By the way, please pray for our outreaches in the United Kingdom that start this Friday. You can see my schedule on our outreach site.
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上周在玻利维亚， AIG持有的创作呈现会谈护在圣克鲁斯市的一些非常整天。我相信你会得到极大鼓励，当你阅读我与我们的工作人员AIG周二早上共享会议的摘要。
特里藤森博士和我，以及AIG的西班牙外交部协调和翻译家乔·欧文，前往玻利维亚上周繁忙一轮交战的。我们用另一种翻译，博士吉姆·哈里曼，谁是出生和长大的团场在玻利维亚，今天是发展总监（和国际代表）在玻利维亚的基督教大学（其主办的会议） 。
打开包装后，藤森博士和我走向一个新闻发布会。三世俗电视台和一个基督教广播电台在那里。记者招待会历时更长的时间比预料的那样，记者继续提问。他们似乎真的被我们的答案有兴趣和着迷。我希望美国媒体是友好的和有兴趣！
这里是在新闻发布会上拍摄的照片：
 
上周四晚上，主办方是由反应不堪重负。这次会议是在酒店里，有近2000人挤进房间，其中许多人站在后面和两侧举行。那么可悲的是，主办方不得不转走约500人谁只是不能进去！如果我们在玻利维亚只看到人在英国和美国分别为渴望神的话语的真相！
这里是一个合影留念周四晚间的人群：
 
上周五，藤森博士和乔·欧文在早上教堂基督教和公立学校采访了约2,000高中的孩子。是的，公立学校的学生来听特里和乔，这几乎是闻所未闻的，在美国！
主办方并没有打开空调，直到会议上这个非常炎热的一天前约30分钟。但这些青少年，坐在一个舒服的房间，是令人惊讶的羞涩和安静，因为AIG的乔·欧文，然后藤森博士对他们讲创作演化问题的圣经和科学方面。
当他们做的，有从这些青少年响亮的掌声！
到达福音派领袖
虽然藤森博士和乔在谈论到青少年，我设定在一个午餐会上发言，对许多在该地区领先的福音派牧师。其中之一是全国公认的领导者，谁与我分享的文化风就被越来越多的接受“同性恋”婚姻和堕胎吹在他的国家（类似于那些在美国） 。牧师肯定了我们的会议来了在国家生活的一个非常具有战略意义的时间。
藤森博士能加入我们的行列后，他已经说完给青少年的午宴。
我给了谈了“创世纪相关性”的牧师，然后我们安排了提问时间。其中他们提出的问题进行详细的解答有关缺口理论。可悲的是，我们已经看到了差距理论讲授世界各地的神学院和圣经学院是试图解释该咋办亿万年地球历史的手段这一妥协看法。显然，缺口理论也渗透教会在玻利维亚。牧师兴奋了，了解问题，这种妥协立场，了解它破坏了圣经的权威！知道如何对付缺口理论可以在玻利维亚教会产生了重大影响。
这里是基督教领袖午餐会期间拍摄的照片：
 
生物学教师得到的答案
一个生物老师在当地的天主教高中来到了所有的讲座（在不同的位置） ，而且她还带来了她从学校100名学生到周五上午的会议。在她的笔记本电脑，她表现出藤森博士的一些进化论的谎言，她教约在她的学校人类起源（和其他方面的进化） 。她很高兴地接受进化论和创造我们所有的西班牙语幻灯片，并表示她将会把它们很好地利用。特里告诉她，她可以从天主教当局（谁是几乎完全与万年的进化，并危及数百万）面临的反对，但她说她不害怕使用我们所提供的信息。她是如此兴高采烈感谢演讲和幻灯片。
种族主义-A热门主题
我们很高兴地看到， 3000人变成两个星期五晚上演讲。我曾在“种族”和种族主义，在六天的创造，而地球的年龄问题。
出所有我提出在玻利维亚，接受掌声整个一个会谈中我介绍了“一赛，一血。 ”的演讲中，我解释到大庭广众，有只有一个生物种族（但有两个“精神的比赛” ） ，而所有的人基本上是相同的肤色，只是深浅不同。我挑战了人们停止指的是“种族”，但说话，而不是“人民团体”。
种族主义是一个热门话题在玻利维亚。你看，当西班牙征服者来到拉丁美洲几百年前，他们做了一些可怕的事情，以印加人和其他土著部落民族。今天，玻利维亚是西班牙裔人，克丘亚语和其他印度人，和“混合赛”人的混合物。所以，我们的谈话有一个非常强大的冲击力。
AIG冲击人们在安第斯山脉
在我的第二讲，藤森博士花费了时间与谁参加我们的国际培训研讨会（ ITS ）在创世博物馆在2011年的人。他和妻子创建了一个在安第斯山脉一个美丽的10英亩的禅修中心有关从圣克鲁斯五小时。它们可以容纳约60名学生，成人和创造研讨会周末，一个讲座和经验在神的创造美丽的混合的教师。他们教会了数百人，在过去的两年里，他们有一个伟大的愿景，以扩大他们在那里做。
分享真理的全国电视
上周五上午，当我去了在玻利维亚国家电视台记者的采访，藤森博士开始了会谈上午9点在另一个位置。我的电视采访历时15分钟，面试官宣布，他迷上了创造和进化的话题。在采访过程中，他问了我所有关于恐龙和它们如何与我们说的圣经历史。事实上，恐龙的话题上来很多次，而我们在玻利维亚。你看，人都被灌输了在这个国家的进化论者（因为他们在世界各地） 。我们有什么样的一个很好的机会， “去evolutionize ”人们的思维！
虽然我是被采访在电视上，藤森博士开始了他的演讲对诺亚的洪水。大约有500人在演讲的开头，但后来人们不断涌入，而且这个数字很快膨胀到大约1500人！
然后Creous Ramdath （创造论传教士最初从特立尼达谁住在秘鲁与他的秘鲁妻子伊丽莎白）谈到了恐龙和圣经。 Creous和他的妻子一直在给AIG的培训计划。
在回答人们的问题
当组织者要求人们写下他们的问题为我们解答在会议期间有几次。他们问我们听到世界各地，特别是在以下主题相同的基本问题：
间隙论
当不同的“种族”来自
恐龙
大陆漂移
该隐的妻子
碳定年
更多教学比他们多年以来听到！
在这两天，圣经和科学真理的种子种植到人们的头脑和灵魂数千心中（其中有很大比例都是年轻人或年轻成人）谁从来没有听说过类似的创作，护教什么，我们的人分别给他们。总之，我们采访到9000-10000人，还有更多通过媒体，赞美神。
一个会议领导人表示，大部分的基督徒出席了更多的“肉香教学”在这次会议比他们可能已收到参加教会多年。玻利维亚教会增长迅速，但有这么多的肤浅甚至错误的教学和情绪化，在其福音派教会（事实上，在所有的拉丁美洲，有人告诉我） 。很多人（透过传译员大多）跟我们个人说，他们是如此感谢的护教学。许多人（包括许多年轻人）列队我们的会议后提问，拍照，甚至索要签名。下面是其中一次会议后拍摄的照片：
 
这次会议是玻利维亚的福音大学一个很好的机会，鼓励基督徒在那里学习。该EUB大约有2,300学生寻求度不同的编号;一半的学生身上，其实非基督徒。很明显，这所学校是在玻利维亚一个非常，非常有战略部在很多方面，而不是其中最重要的是，它的总裁（谁组织了这次会议）是高等教育在全国极具影响力。
只有神知道这次会议的连锁反应将是，不仅在玻利维亚，但在拉丁美洲的其余部分（有些人在会上来自其他国家） 。这包括资源的分配，人们购买并带回自己的领域。同时，我们希望与会者将利用那AIG将生产在西班牙未来资源本身。我们将以此为契机在墨西哥坎昆，在一月，我们开展的主要AIG会议有。
感谢你们的祈祷。愿上帝被称赞为他所做的一切在玻利维亚。
顺便说一句，请为我们在英国外展的启动这个星期五。你可以看到我们的推广网站我的日程安排。
Week 5: Part 3
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Abstract

Bill O’Reilly and Martin Dugard have recently produced two best-selling historical books: Killing Lincoln and Killing Kennedy. The third installment of this series is likely to be at least as popular and almost certainly more controversial. In their latest effort, O’Reilly and Dugard attempt to write the history of the most famous person of all time, Jesus Christ.



Introduction

Based on the following transcript of Norah O’Donnell’s interview of O’Reilly, one would expect this book to be fraught with anti-biblical statements:

O’Donnell: You include two quotes from Jesus on the cross, but not the most famous one: “Father forgive them for they know not what they do.” Why not?
O’Reilly: We don’t put in things that we don’t think happened.
O’Donnell: How do you know?
O’Reilly: Because you couldn’t say something like that, audibly that people would hear. He, you die on a cross from being suffocated. That your lungs can’t take in anymore air. You can hardly breathe. We believe Jesus said that, but we don’t believe he said it on the cross, ‘cause nobody could’ve heard it.
O’Donnell: But, Bill, you know what people are going to say. “The Bible says that Jesus said on the cross, ‘Father forgive them,’ but Bill O’Reilly says that’s not true, so I should believe Bill?”
O’Reilly: Well you believe what you want. If you want to take the Bible literally, then that’s your right to do that.
O’Donnell: But you use as your sources for this book the Gospels of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. But you pick and choose.
O’Reilly: Right, but that’s not our only source. I mean, we use Muslim sources, we use Roman sources, we use Jewish sources.
O’Donnell: So is this the Gospel according to Bill?
O’Reilly: This is best available evidence according to Bill. We believe that the oral history in the Bible is largely accurate but we’re not taking it literally.

Does this interview accurately reflect the book? Did O’Reilly and Dugard truly cut words from the mouth of Jesus? These questions and more will be addressed in the following review.

Let me clearly state that Answers in Genesis does not recommend the book Killing Jesus.1 The handful of positive elements mentioned below cannot outweigh the graphic content, erroneous claims, and the number of truths of Scripture that were overlooked or understated. Before highlighting some of the many problems in the critique section, let’s take a look at the book’s stated goal. This will be followed by a brief overview of the book and the short list of its strengths. The critique section will focus primarily on the book, but a few comments will be made about the aforementioned interview.

The Authors’ Goal

In the opening pages of the book, Bill O’Reilly explained their goal in writing Killing Jesus. After citing a journalist who described Jesus as the light in a dark world who offended the men living in darkness, he wrote the following:

And these men succeeded (at least in the short term.) Jesus was executed. But the incredible story behind the lethal struggle between good and evil has not been fully told. Until now. At least, that is the goal of this book. (4)

According to one of the co-authors, the goal of Killing Jesus is to tell the story of Jesus in light of the culture in which He lived. By better understanding the times in which He lived, O’Reilly hopes a person will have a deeper grasp of who Jesus was. He admitted the authors’ bias up front while also explaining part of their methodology:

Martin Dugard and I are both Roman Catholics who were educated in religious schools. But we are also historical investigators and are interested primarily in telling the truth about important people, not converting anyone to a spiritual cause. We brought this dedication and discipline to Abraham Lincoln and John F. Kennedy, and in these pages we will do the same with Jesus of Nazareth. By the way, both Lincoln and Kennedy believed Jesus was God. (2–3)

As Roman Catholics, the authors believe Jesus was (and is) God. But they aim for their book to be purely historical. That is, they want to simply inform the reader about what Jesus really did and said, and what truly happened to Him, but this introduces one of the greatest problems with the book. While the authors have the freedom to investigate historical figures and tell the truth about them, it is disingenuous at best to ignore vital information about that individual’s beliefs. For example, in their efforts to make sure this was not a theological book that would be seen as an attempt to convert people “to a spiritual cause,” some of the central teachings of Jesus were left out. Jesus taught that He was the only way to the Father (John 14:6), that those who rejected Him would die in their sins (John 8:24), and be judged by Him (John 5:27–30). Jesus did want to convert people “to a spiritual cause” (to use the authors’ words), so to largely ignore this aspect of Christ’s teachings is a serious oversight.

As for the theological implications of His life, the authors leave the reader to decide for himself. For example, they wrote, “But this is not a religious book. We do not address Jesus as the Messiah, only as a man who galvanized a remote area of the Roman Empire and made very powerful enemies while preaching a philosophy of peace and love” (2). Jesus did far more than preach “a philosophy of peace and love.” He did show us the ultimate example of peace and love, but He also preached the truth, excoriating religious hypocrites like the scribes and Pharisees (Matthew 23) and calling on people to repent of their sin (Matthew 4:17).

Overview

The book opens with a somewhat dramatic retelling of events surrounding the first few weeks after the birth of Jesus. Although the timeline described by the authors may not be accurate, it does follow the traditional order of events, except for the month in which Jesus was born. The authors place His birth in the spring, reasoning that this is when lambs were being born and it would have been an ideal time for shepherds to be out in the fields at night.

Most of the attention is focused on King Herod and his actions. This helps provide the cultural context into which Jesus was born. Herod’s wickedness is highlighted, as are the physical consequences he allegedly suffered due to a life spent indulging in debauchery.

The next two chapters, along with the seventh chapter, provide some more backstory to help the reader understand the ruthlessness of the Roman Empire and the tensions that existed between them and the Jewish people. These fifty-plus pages provide a good deal of information about Julius Caesar, Cleopatra, Marc Antony, Octavius (Caesar Augustus), and Tiberius Caesar, although many of these details are not suitable for many readers, particularly younger audiences.

Those familiar with O’Reilly’s top-ranked television program probably realize that he doesn’t shy away from discussing and showing risqué topics. After all, especially in modern America, sex sells. These particular chapters are no different. The authors frequently discuss the various affairs of those in power. Several pages are spent describing, in far more detail than necessary, the sexual dalliances of these ancient leaders, including the reported extreme perversity of Tiberius. While the language is not extremely graphic, the content is unnecessary to understand the wickedness of these people.

The remaining chapters are a fairly straightforward, mostly chronological telling of the life of Jesus. The information is drawn primarily from the Gospel accounts with supplemental data about the rulers provided by the records of Josephus and other ancient historians. The retelling is not an exhaustive presentation of His life (nor are the Gospels for that matter), but the authors do recount a fair amount of the life and teachings of Jesus.

The final third of the book revolves around what has traditionally been called the Passion Week. A few details are overlooked, including the statement from the Cross discussed in the interview, but this section is somewhat thorough. Chapters are devoted to the Triumphal Entry, the second temple cleansing, conflict with religious leaders, as well as the betrayal, arrest, illegal trials, crucifixion, and burial of Jesus.

The Afterword explains the scriptural teaching of what happened to the body of Jesus. It was not stolen; instead, the New Testament teaches that He rose from the dead and appeared to many of His followers. The authors then proceed to summarize some of the impact Jesus had on His immediate followers, and ultimately, on the world itself.

Strengths

Killing Jesus is not your typical “dry” history book—although I happen to enjoy reading history. O’Reilly and Dugard’s narrative style makes this book more readable than many history books, since it reads more like a novel than a listing of facts and dates.

It was refreshing that the authors do not follow the extreme skeptics who doubt or deny the existence of Jesus. Nor do they follow the demythologizing practices of the Jesus Seminar and other liberal theologians.2 They do not reject the miracles Jesus performed, although they do treat them in a curious fashion, as will be explained in the next section.

I enjoyed reading many of the peripheral details provided by the authors. Reading about some of the land’s features (i.e., its topography, roads) and descriptions of various buildings helped to make the places where Jesus walked and talked “come alive.” Learning about the historical details of the Roman Empire and some of the peoples mentioned in the Gospels was also helpful in setting the scene onto which Jesus arrived.

Keeping in mind that the Bible is the best and only infallible source one can use on the life of Jesus, the other sources cited by the authors are largely respected among evangelical scholars rather than relying on some of the demythologized versions of Christ’s life often used at the popular level.

On areas where Catholics and most Protestants typically differ, the authors do not automatically adhere to the Roman Catholic position. For example, on page 79 a balanced footnote explains the various positions regarding those identified as the brothers and sisters of Jesus in the Gospels (e.g., Matthew 13:55–56; Mark 3:31–32). However, on page 228, they specifically refer to James as a sibling of Jesus. On the other hand, on a couple of occasions, they tend to favor, or at least mention, the Roman Catholic position. For example, in the Afterword, they identify Peter as “the rock” on which Jesus would build His church (263), and briefly mention the Catholic teaching called the Assumption of Mary—that Mary’s body was assumed into heaven so that it didn’t decay (265).

Perhaps the greatest strength of the book is that many of the details are taken right from Scripture. So whether he realizes it or not, the reader is often reading the Bible (or at least a paraphrase of Scripture), although no other writing should be a replacement for reading the Holy Spirit-inspired Gospel accounts.

Critique

As mentioned earlier, the book contains some graphic description of sexual activity. Also, the “story” style of narrative leads to some minor problems. For example, the authors frequently set the scene of a pericope by describing the weather on that particular day. However, unless Scripture revealed such information, there is no way to know whether or not it was sunny or rainy on a given day. The same point can be made about the authors’ tendency to ascribe feelings to individuals when we aren’t given such information. Also, we do not know if the women heading to the tomb on the first Easter morning stared at the empty cross before turning their attention to walking toward the tomb. These types of details are helpful in telling a story, and in some cases they may have happened, but they cannot be demonstrated from any ancient records so they do not help the book’s claim to present authentic history.

There are a number of factual errors in the book. Here is a listing of a handful of these (page number in parentheses):

· Philistines are said to have conquered Israel in 722 BC (14). It was the Assyrians.

· 26 generations between Abraham and Jacob (58). This is based on Matthew’s genealogy which intentionally skips several generations.

· Gospel of John written in AD 85 at latest, which is said to be as many as 70 years after the death of Jesus (103). Conservative scholars generally place the Lord’s Crucifixion sometime between AD 30–33. If He died in AD 30, as described in the book, then this would be 55 years before the Gospel of John was written.

· The Prophet Isaiah is said to have lived 800 years prior to the time of Christ’s ministry (98), but this is a little too high. 700–750 years would be more accurate.

· Mary Magdalene is identified as a prostitute (144), but there is nothing definitive in Scripture about this. The authors are slightly tentative on this subject, including a footnote in an effort to bolster their claim.3
· The disciples of Jesus attempted to persuade Him to go to the feast in Jerusalem in John 7(171), but the Bible indicates that it was his brothers who did this and are even distinguished from His disciples in this passage (John 7:3). Furthermore, John 7:5 indicates the brothers did not believe in Jesus’s claims. Therefore, the book’s authors incorrectly portray this advice as a sincere effort to have Jesus make His claims public (171).

· Only Mary Magdalene and another Mary are described as visiting the tomb on the first Easter morning (258), but Luke mentions at least five women went to the tomb that morning (Luke 24:10).

While there are many more minor problems that could be examined, many of the major issues with Killing Jesus are not to be found in what is said, but in how some things are said, and what is left out.

First, in treating the miracles wrought by Jesus, the book almost always portrays them as secondhand accounts. That is, the authors discuss some of His miracles, but they are nearly always mentioned as though someone heard about a particular miracle, or it was reported that Jesus performed a miracle. They never come right out and say something like, “Jesus raised Lazarus from the dead.” Instead, they state the following:

Jesus is reported to have left Galilee, destined for parts unknown. Witnesses say he is performing miracles once again. In one startling account out of the town of Bethany, a man named Lazarus came back from the dead. And Lazarus was not recently deceased. He was four days dead and already laid in the tomb when Jesus is said to have healed him before a great crowd. (175–176)4
There are multiple instances where the authors ignore a miracle and mention the other details. Two examples will suffice. First, in highlighting the faith of a Roman centurion, the authors wrote the following: “There, soon after entering the city, a most amazing thing happens: the Roman military officer in charge of Capernaum declares himself to be a follower of Jesus” (143). No mention is made of the fact that Jesus miraculously cured the centurion’s gravely ill servant (Matthew 8:5–13). Second, at the time of Christ’s arrest, Peter cut off the ear of a man named Malchus. This is specifically mentioned (223–224), but no mention is made of Jesus healing the man (Luke 22:51).

So why would the authors refuse to directly acknowledge many of the miracles that were such a large part of the Lord’s ministry? The Bible states, “Then His fame went throughout all Syria; and they brought to Him all sick people who were afflicted with various diseases and torments, and those who were demon-possessed, epileptics, and paralytics; and He healed them” (Matthew 4:24). As Roman Catholics, the authors should certainly believe that Jesus performed miracles, so I don’t think unbelief is the reason miracles are only handled in an indirect manner.5
Earlier it was mentioned that the authors claimed not to refer to Jesus as the Messiah in this book. The rationale given is that Killing Jesus is a history book, rather than a religious one. Presumably, one reason to avoid calling Him the Messiah would be that to make such a theological claim would offend Muslims and unbelieving Jews. While I disagree with the approach, the authors may have thought they were acting on good intentions. However, intentions aside, they did not really neglect to identify Him as the Messiah. Much of the book’s buildup to the Lord’s execution is centered on whether or not Jesus will publicly declare Himself as the Christ (“Christ” means the same as “Messiah”), and the authors do not shy away from showing Jesus proclaiming Himself to be God. In the book, Jesus is indirectly called the Christ multiple times in the chapters on the Triumphal Entry and the scheming of Judas to betray Jesus. Here are a handful of examples where He is identified as the Christ:

· . . . these are the lucky few who can tell their children and their children’s children that they witnessed the grand moment when Jesus the Christ rode triumphantly into Jerusalem (186).

· He has been very specific with the disciples that he is more than just an earthly Christ (187).

· Jesus has made it clear that he is the Christ but that his kingdom is not of this world (187).

· He allowed himself to be anointed like the Christ, and yet he was predicting his death (209).

· [Judas] knows that if he takes the money, one of two things will happen: Jesus will be arrested and then declare himself to be the Christ . . . (211).6
So it isn’t really accurate to say that the authors avoided calling Jesus the Messiah.

Another significant problem in the book is that Jesus is sometimes portrayed as a victim of circumstances rather than being the one in control of the situation. Once again, it isn’t necessarily that the authors come right out and say that He wasn’t in charge, but the way things are stated or left unstated often gives that impression. For example, in describing the actions and concerns of Jesus while He prayed in the Garden of Gethsemane just prior to His arrest, the authors wrote:

It would be so much easier if Jesus could just escape. He could keep on climbing the hill and walk straight back to Bethany. In the morning, he might journey home to Galilee, there to grow old quietly and raise a family. His words have accomplished just enough to give the people hope, but he never planned to lead them in rebellion. Jesus does not believe that is his earthly purpose. So he accepts his coming fate and makes no effort to flee. (221–222)

While Jesus clearly was greatly troubled with all that He would go through (Matthew 26:38), He was always in control of the situation. He knew that He had come to give His life, and He repeatedly told the disciples this during His ministry (Matthew 16:21; 20:17–19). Prior to allowing the soldiers to arrest Him, Jesus secured the freedom of His followers (John 18:8) and demonstrated His power over the guards (John 18:6). He informed Pilate that he would have no power over Him unless it was not granted to him from above (John 19:11). Make no mistake; Jesus was not a victim of circumstances. He was on a divine schedule and He kept it perfectly.

Earlier in the book, the authors also stated that Jesus did not make the “smart move,” as if avoiding controversy and trouble were more intelligent than following God’s plan.

The smart move would be for Jesus to avoid controversy, to remain peaceful, and to let the status quo hum along as smoothly as during every other Passover. A jarring public display of temper would be most unwise.
Jesus doesn’t care. Without warning, he flips over a table and sends coins flying. Then another. And another. . . . He is angry but not out of control. His actions are methodical and every movement shows that he fears no soldier or guard. (192)

The authors may simply be trying to emphasize that what Jesus did was “most unwise” from a human perspective. However, what is truly unwise is to give readers the impression that what the Son of God did was not smart.

The Interview

Let’s revisit the interview cited at the beginning of this review.

O’Donnell: You include two quotes from Jesus on the cross, but not the most famous one: “Father forgive them for they know not what they do.” Why not?
O’Reilly: We don’t put in things that we don’t think happened.

It’s true that O’Reilly and Dugard do not mention these famous words. They do cite His words, “I thirst,” and “It is finished,” but they do not mention the conversation with the two criminals crucified with Jesus, His words to His mother, of His cry about being forsaken. These omissions could have been written off as being due to the abridged nature of the book’s reporting. However, O’Reilly specifically mentioned that he did not think Jesus said, “Father forgive them for they know not what they do”—at least not while on the Cross, since, according to him, one could not say such things loud enough for others to hear.

O’Reilly’s response brings up some interesting points. The two statements that are included in the book are short statements, which according to the authors, “His voice [was] not more than a whisper” when he said “I thirst” (250). So this does seem to truly be O’Reilly’s rationale for leaving the longer statements out of Christ’s final hours.

While it is true that crucifixion victims endured extraordinary pain and often suffocated, such torture would not necessarily prevent people from speaking. If it was common knowledge in the first century that crucifixion victims could not speak loudly enough to be heard or long enough to carry on a brief conversation, many of Christianity’s critics would have jumped all over these statements contained in each of the Gospels. However, to my knowledge, no ancient writer accused the apostles of inventing Christ’s words because people couldn’t speak while being crucified.7 This would have been an easy way to discredit the Gospels, so why didn’t the ancient opponents of Christianity do this? Because people could talk while enduring crucifixion, just as described in the Gospels. O’Reilly is simply wrong on this point.

As it turns out, the interview was more offensive in regards to distorting claims of Scripture than the book was as a whole. To be sure, the book had many problems, but in two short minutes, O’Reilly made several large blunders. He derided those who believe Jesus spoke the famous words on the Cross as those that “read the Bible literally” (read: who are too ignorant to know better). It isn’t about reading the Bible “literally,” but reading the Bible properly. Since the Gospel accounts were written as historical narrative (more specifically, they are like biographies) then they should be understood in a straightforward manner.8
There were plenty of eyewitnesses at the Cross who could have heard anything Jesus had to say, including the Apostle John. The other Gospel writers could have interviewed some of the women who were there, such as Mary (the wife of Clopas), Mary Magdalene, or Mary, the mother of Jesus (John 19:25). Perhaps Roman soldiers could have been interviewed too, particularly the centurion who acknowledged that Jesus was the Son of God (Matthew 27:54). These people would have a far more accurate view of what happened that day at the Cross than Bill O’Reilly or any other person alive today who refuses to take God’s Word seriously. Since the author took a jab at those who do believe the divinely inspired Gospel writers over a 21st century journalist, it is safe to say that O’Reilly does not treat the text with as much respect as he should.

While there is much more that could be said about his interview performance, this review is supposed to focus on his book. That being said, in response to O’Donnell’s question about why he picks and chooses which parts of the Gospels he believes are accurate and which are not, O’Reilly replied with a strange answer. “Right, but that’s not our only source. I mean, we use Muslim sources, we use Roman sources, we use Jewish sources.”

When writing a book about Jesus and the time in which He lived, I think it is perfectly appropriate to use (in addition to Scripture), Jewish and Roman sources. But what Muslim source is going to shed light on whether Jesus did or did not speak certain words on the Cross? Islam did not exist until nearly six centuries after Jesus died. In other words, there were no Muslims until the time of Muhammad (c. AD 570–632). So what good would Muslim sources be in determining what Jesus said on the Cross, especially when Muslims don’t even believe Jesus was crucified? As far as I can tell, the only statement derived from a Muslim source in Killing Jesus was in the Postscript where the authors describe the impact of the life of Jesus in this world. There, a quote from the Koran about Jesus is given. If this is indeed the only statement from a Muslim source, then it is disingenuous at best for O’Reilly to respond to the question by claiming that they used Muslim sources in the book.

I have a strong suspicion that O’Reilly knew exactly what he was doing in that interview. Perhaps I am being a little too cynical, but my guess is that he wanted to stir up controversy and sound provocative. It’s good for business when one is trying to sell a book.

Conclusion

Overall, the book was not as troublesome as it seemed it would be based on O’Reilly’s interview. There were some strengths and it could serve as a decent introduction to some of the historical and cultural setting in which Jesus lived and died (and rose again). However, there are far too many areas of concern for me to recommend it as suitable reading. The perversity and brutality of the Caesars is described too graphically for younger readers, and I certainly would rather not read something like that again. The other problems mentioned above are not exhaustive, but should give interested readers a good idea of what to be wary of if they decide to read this book.

If someone wants to learn more about the life of Jesus, I would encourage them to read and study the Bible. Yes, there are helpful books out there to help us gain a deeper understanding of certain aspects of the time and culture in which He lived. For example, Alfred Edersheim’s highly respected The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah has been a tremendous resource in this area for more than a century. But no matter how helpful a work like Edersheim’s book is, nothing can compare to God’s inspired and infallible Word, which does not shy away from telling us the whole truth about Jesus. He is the Son of God who gave His life for our sins and rose from the dead three days later, and, according to Him, He is the only way by which we can be saved.

Footnotes

1. The sensationalist, crass title may indicate that the authors view Jesus more as a victim rather than the Son of God who was in complete control of every circumstance, even those surrounding His arrest and Crucifixion. We recognize that they use “Killing” to have it fit with their two other historical books, Killing Lincoln and Killing Kennedy. Back
2. See also How Do We Know the Bible Is True? Volume 2. Back
3. Although Mary Magdalene is often thought of as a former prostitute and it is possible that she was one, the Bible never identifies her as such. This tradition apparently started when Pope Gregory announced this idea in a homily in AD 591. This may have been an honest mistake made by conflating the sinful woman who washed Christ’s feet with her tears at the end of Luke 7 with Mary Magdalene, who is mentioned early in Luke 8. Back
4. The raising of Lazarus is mentioned later in the book too. “The legend of Jesus’s raising of Lazarus from the dead became so widespread that it was a main component in the Temple priests’ plotting against Jesus” (199). Back
5. Perhaps the reason miracles are handled this way is based on O’Reilly’s claim that Killing Jesus “is not a religious book” (2). In their effort to write a book on history, the authors have apparently misunderstood what is and is not historical when it comes to miracles. 
The Bible records numerous miracles as having occurred in the past. While many today would scoff at such a notion, and some have argued that these cannot be part of history, this really says more about their presuppositions than it does reality. For example, a modern skeptic can deny that Jesus raised Lazarus from the dead, or that Jesus Himself was raised from the dead. But these denials do not make these events non-historical. In both cases, multiple eyewitnesses affirmed that the person was dead, and many of these same eyewitnesses saw the person alive again. 
Now, when it comes to the historical recording of such an event, it is not outside the realm of history to claim that Lazarus was dead for four days before Jesus arrived and called to Lazarus, commanding him to “Come forth!” (John 11:43). Moments later, the man who had previously been dead, exited the tomb alive and well. 
If those events truly occurred (which we can be sure that they did since God’s infallible Word tells us they did), then the events can be reported as such. What may possibly be beyond the realm of historical investigation is the how or the why of the miraculous. Claiming that Jesus was able to raise Lazarus from the dead because He was and is God, or that God’s Spirit empowered Jesus to raise His friend from the dead are theological statements, and are perhaps beyond the realm of historical investigation. However, when Jesus Himself states before the event that He is going to raise Lazarus, claiming to be “the resurrection and the life” (John 11:23–26), then the historical fact that a dead man was raised to life now has the how attached to it. That is unless Jesus was just lucky that shortly after commanding Lazarus to come out of the tomb, the man just happened to come back to life. Of course, claiming that such as set of circumstances was merely coincidental would be more than absurd, since such would have to be said for every miracle witnessed by others. The why of this miracle is also provided in the Gospel of John. Jesus said that Lazarus would be raised so that His disciples would believe (John 11:14–15), and many other believed in Jesus as a result (John 11:45). In fact, this miracle had such a profound effect on the people who saw the formerly dead Lazarus that the Jewish leaders sought to kill him too (John 12:9–10).
So O’Reilly and Dugard could certainly have mentioned the miracles in a direct manner and still been perfectly historical, since the witnessing of miracles is not beyond the reach of historians, even if the how and why may be in many circumstances. Back
6. Killing Jesus uses a popular idea behind Judas Iscariot’s decision to betray Jesus—to force the Lord’s hand to act and free the Jews from the Romans. This is not stated in Scripture, nor is it out of the realm of possibility that this was one of the reasons Judas used to rationalize his treachery. Back
7. When I first heard O’Reilly deny that Jesus asked the Father to forgive those who crucified Him, I thought that he would appeal to the dispute whether the first half of the verse was part of the original. Most Bibles include a textual note indicating the questionable nature of the statement’s inclusion since many early manuscripts do not have it, which is found only in Luke. The NET Bible includes a helpful translator note explaining the dilemma. After citing the many early manuscripts that do not have the verse and those that include it, the note states that the verse “also fits a major Lukan theme of forgiving the enemies (6:27–36), and it has a parallel in Stephen’s response in Acts 7:60. The lack of parallels in the other Gospels argues also for inclusion here. On the other hand, the fact of the parallel in Acts 7:60 may well have prompted early scribes to insert the saying in Luke’s Gospel alone. Further, there is the great difficulty of explaining why early and diverse witnesses lack the saying. A decision is difficult, but even those who regard the verse as inauthentic literarily often consider it to be authentic historically.” Biblical Studies Press, The NET Bible First Edition, (Biblical Studies Press, 2006), Luke 23:34. Back
8. The precise classification of the Gospels is disputed, but scholars generally acknowledge that they are usually meant to be taken in a straightforward manner, and bear many hallmarks of the ancient Greek bioi. Bioi is the Greek term for “lives” and it is used to describe a general category for ancient biographical accounts that are largely composed of a person’s own words and deeds. Back
(下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。)
第五周：第3部分
杀害耶稣：一个由比尔·奥赖利和马丁·杜加尔德历史
由蒂姆·查费， AIG中美。
二○一三年十一月二十○日
外行
•作者添 - 查费
•圣经史
•历史
•耶稣 - 基督
•检讨
摘要
比尔O'Reilly和马丁·杜加尔德最近产生了两个最畅销的历史书：杀林肯和肯尼迪杀害。本系列的第三部分很可能是至少为流行，几乎可以肯定更多的争议。在他们的最新努力， O'Reilly和杜加尔德尝试写最有名的人的所有时间，耶稣基督的历史。
________________________________________

介绍
基于奥赖利的诺拉·奥唐奈的采访下列成绩单，人们期待这本书是充满了反圣经的语句：
奥唐奈：你包括耶稣两个引号在十字架上，但不是最有名的一句：“天父，请原谅他们，因为他们不知道他们做什么。 ”为什么不呢？
奥莱理：我们不摆在那，我们不认为发生过的事情。
奥唐奈：你怎么知道？
奥莱理：因为你不能这样说话，可听的人会听到。他，你死在被闷死交叉。那你的肺不能采取在了空气中。你几乎不能呼吸。我们相信耶稣说，但我们不相信他说这在十字架上， “因为没有人会听说过它。
奥唐奈：但是，比尔，你知道什么人会说。 “圣经说，耶稣在十字架上，说： ”天父，请原谅他们，“但比尔O'Reilly说这不是真的，所以我应该相信比尔？ ”

奥莱理：那么你认为你想要什么。如果你想利用圣经的字面意思，那么这是你的权利这样做。
奥唐奈：但是你为你的源代码使用这本书马太，马可，路加和约翰的福音。但你挑选。
奥莱理：对，但是这不是我们的唯一来源。我的意思是，我们使用穆斯林的来源，我们用罗马来源，我们用犹太来源。
奥唐奈：所以这是根据比尔福音？
奥莱理：这是根据比尔最佳证据。我们相信，在圣经中口述历史在很大程度上是准确的，但我们并没有把它从字面上。
难道这次采访准确地反映这本书？难道O'Reilly和杜加尔德真正从耶稣的口中断绝的话？这些问题和更多的将在下面的评论中加以解决。
让我明确指出，答案在创世纪不推荐这本书杀害Jesus.1下面提到的积极因素的极少数不能大于图形内容，错误的说法，和圣经被忽视或低估了真理的数目。前突出一些在批判节的诸多问题，让我们来看看这本书的既定目标。这之后，将书的简要概述和它的优势的短名单。批判部分将主要集中于这本书，但也有少数评论将发表有关上述采访。
该作者的目标
在这本书的开头几页，比尔O'Reilly解释他们的目标以书面杀害耶稣。理由是谁形容耶稣是在黑暗的世界谁得罪了生活在黑暗中的人的光的记者后，他写道：
而这些人成功（至少在短期内）。耶稣被处死。但善恶之间的斗争致死背后的令人难以置信的故事还没有完全告知。直到现在。至少，这是这本书的目的。 （4）
根据共同作者之一，杀害耶稣的目的是告诉耶稣的故事在光线中，他居住的文化。通过更好地了解了他所生活的时代，奥赖利希望一个人将有耶稣是谁更深的把握。他承认作者的偏见了前面，同时也说明他们的方法的一部分：
马丁·杜加尔德和我是谁是就读于教会学校两个罗马天主教徒。但是，我们也历史研究者和主要在讲述重要人物的真相，不转换任何人一种精神的事业感兴趣。我们把这种奉献精神和纪律，亚伯拉罕·林肯和约翰·肯尼迪，以及在这些页面，我们会做同样的拿撒勒人耶稣。顺便说一句，无论是林肯和肯尼迪相信耶稣是神。 （2-3）
作为罗马天主教徒，作者认为耶稣是（现在也是）神。但他们的目标是为他们的书是纯粹的历史。也就是说，他们想简单地告诉读者关于耶稣真的做到了和说了，什么是真正发生在他身上，但这个引入的最大的问题用书之一。虽然作者可以自由地探讨历史人物，说实话对他们来说，这是虚伪的最好忽略有关该个人的信念的重要信息。例如，在他们的努力，以确保这不是一个神学的书，会被看作是试图转换人“的精神原因，”一些耶稣的中央教导被排除在外。耶稣教导说，他对父亲（约翰福音14:6）的唯一途径，那些谁拒绝他会死在他们的罪（约翰福音8:24 ） ，并通过他（约翰福音5:27-30 ）来判断。耶稣并希望人们转变“的精神原因” （用作者的话） ，所以在很大程度上忽略了基督的教导这方面是一个严重的疏忽。
至于他的生活的神学意义，作者让读者来决定为他自己。例如，他们写道， “但是，这不是一个宗教的书。我们不解决耶稣是弥赛亚，只是作为一个男人谁镀锌罗马帝国的一个偏远地区，取得了非常强大的敌人，而鼓吹一种哲学和平与爱“（2 ） 。耶稣所做的远远超过鼓吹“一个理念，和平与爱。 ”他没有告诉我们和平与爱的终极例子，但他还鼓吹的真相，谴责某个宗教伪君子像文士和法利赛人（马太福音23 ），并呼吁民众忏悔自己的罪恶（马太福音4:17 ）的。
概观
这本书打开，周围的前几个星期，耶稣出生后发生的事件有些戏剧性的复述。虽然作者描述的时间表可能不准确，但它确实遵循事件的传统秩序，除了在耶稣出生的月份。作者把他的出生在春天，理由是这是当羔羊出生，这本来是一个理想的时间为牧羊人是在晚上的字段。
大部分的注意力都集中在希律王和他的行动。这有助于提供文化背景变成了耶稣诞生。希律王的邪恶被突出显示，因为是物理的后果，他声称遭受因生活花费沉溺在花天酒地。
接下来的两章，随着第七章，提供一些更多的背景故事，以帮助读者理解罗马帝国，并将其和犹太人民之间存在的紧张局势的无情。这五十多页提供了大量的关于凯撒大帝，埃及艳后，马克安东尼，屋大维（奥古斯都） ，和提比略凯撒的信息，虽然许多这些细节并不适合许多读者，尤其是年轻观众。
那些熟悉O'Reilly的世界排名第一的电视节目可能意识到，他没有从讨论和展示淫秽话题回避。毕竟，尤其是在现代美国，性销售。这些特定章节并没有什么不同。作者经常讨论这些权力的各项事务。几页都花了描述，在更详细的比必要，这些古老的领导人，包括提比略的报道极端反常的性调情。虽然语言不是非常图形，内容是不必要的，了解这些人的罪恶。
其余的章节是耶稣的生活非常简单，主要是按时间顺序讲述。该信息是从福音书有关于约瑟夫的记录和其他古代历史学家提供的统治者补充数据主要是绘制。复述是不是他的生命的详尽介绍（也不是福音为此事） ，但作者并叙述耶稣的生平和教训相当数量。
这本书的最后三分之一是围绕什么历来被称为受难周。一些细节被忽略，包括从十字架上的陈述在采访中讨论，但这一节是有点透彻。章节致力于凯旋进入，第二圣殿洁净，与宗教领袖的冲突，以及背叛，逮捕，非法审判，被钉十字架，耶稣的埋葬。
后记解释发生了什么事耶稣的身体圣经的教导。这不是偷来的，而是新约圣经教导说，他从死里复活，并出现了许多他的追随者。作者然后进行总结出一些影响，耶稣对他的直接追随者，并最终对世界本身。
优势
杀害耶稣不是典型的“干”的历史书，虽然我碰巧喜欢读历史。 O'Reilly和杜加尔德的叙事风格，使这本书比很多历史书更易读，因为它读起来更像是一个较新的事实和日期的列表。
这是令人耳目一新，作者不遵循极端怀疑论者谁怀疑或否认耶稣的存在。他们也不跟从耶稣研讨会和其他自由派theologians.2他们不拒绝耶稣所行的神迹的神秘化的做法，尽管他们并把他们在一个奇怪的方式，这将在下一节中解释。
我喜欢读很多的作者提供周边详细信息。阅读有关的一些土地的功能（即，它的地形，道路）和各种建筑物的描述有助于使耶稣边走边谈的地方“活了过来。 ”学习关于罗马帝国和一些提到的人民的历史细节在福音也是在设置上，耶稣来到现场帮助。
请记住，圣经是最好的，唯一无误的源可以对耶稣的生平使用，由作者引用的其他来源在很大程度上尊重福音派学者中，而不是依靠一些基督的生命demythologized版本常用于的火爆程度。
对地方的天主教徒和新教徒最典型的不同，作者不自动附着在罗马天主教会的立场。例如，第79页上的均衡注脚解释关于那些被确定为耶稣在福音的弟兄姐妹各个位置（例如，马太福音13:55-56 ，马可福音3:31-32 ） 。然而，第228页，它们具体提到了詹姆斯作为耶稣的兄弟。在另一方面，一对夫妇的情况下，他们倾向于，或至少提到，罗马天主教会的立场。例如，在后记，他们确定彼得为“岩石” ，耶稣会建立祂的教会（ 263 ） ，并简要提及天主教教学叫玛丽，玛丽的尸体被假设成天堂，这样它didn '升天吨衰减（ 265 ） 。
也许是本书的最大的优势是，很多细节都直接从圣经措施。所以，他是否意识到与否，读者往往读圣经（或至少圣经的意译） ，虽然没有其他字迹要更换阅读圣灵启发的福音书。
批判
正如前面提到的，这本书包含了性活动的一些图形描述。此外，叙事的“故事”的风格导致了一些小问题。例如，作者经常通过描述的是，当日天气设置选段的现场。然而，除非圣经透露这样的信息，也没有办法知道它是否是晴天还是雨天在某一天。相同点可以在关于作者的倾向，感情归于个人，当我们没有得到这样的信息。此外，我们不知道，如果妇女前往坟墓上的第一个复活节早上盯着空交叉把注意力转移到走向坟墓前。这些类型的细节是有帮助的讲一个故事，在某些情况下，它们可能已经发生，但他们无法从任何典籍记载证明，使他们不帮这本书的说法提出真实的历史。
有许多事实错误在书里。这里是一个极少数的这些（括号内页码）的列表：
非利士人据说在公元前722年（ 14 ）征服了以色列。这是亚述人。
 26代亚伯拉罕和雅各（ 58 ）之间。这是基于马太的家谱而故意跳过几代人。
约翰福音在最近写于公元85 ，这被认为是耶稣（ 103 ）死亡的多达70年后。保守的学者一般把主的受难一段公元30-33之间。如果他死在公元30年，在这本书中描述，那么这将是55年约翰福音写之前。
先知以赛亚说已经住之前，基督的工作（ 98 ）的时间800年，但是这是一个有点太高。 700-750年会更准确。
马利亚被识别为一个妓女（ 144 ） ，但并没有什么明确的圣经这一点。作者是稍微试探性的在这个问题上，包括在努力加强其claim.3注脚
耶稣的门徒们试图说服他去过节耶路撒冷在约翰福音7 （ 171 ） ，但圣经指出，这是他的兄弟谁做了这一点，从他的这段话弟子甚至杰出（约翰福音7:3 ） 。此外，约翰福音7:5表示兄弟不相信耶稣的说法。因此，本书的作者错误地描绘这个建议作为一个真诚的努力，有耶稣作他的索赔公众（ 171 ） 。
只有抹大拉的马利亚和另一个马利亚被描述为来访的墓上的第一个复活节早上（ 258 ） ，但卢克提到至少有五名妇女来到坟墓那天早上（路加福音24:10 ） 。
虽然还有很多小问题，可以进行检查，许多与杀害耶稣的主要问题是没有在说什么被发现，但在如何说了一些东西，还剩下什么了。
首先，在治疗由耶稣所行的神迹，这本书几乎总是描绘它们作为二手账户。也就是说，作者讨论一些他的神迹，但他们几乎总是提到，虽然有人听说过一个特别的奇迹，或者有报道说耶稣创造了一个奇迹。他们从来没有直截了当地这样说， “耶稣从死里复活的拉撒路。 ”相反，他们声明如下：
耶稣被报道已经离开加利利，往未知的地方。目击者说，他再次创造奇迹。在一个令人吃惊的账户出伯大尼镇，一个名叫拉撒路人从死里复活。并拉撒路没有最近去世。他是4天死了，已经奠定了在坟墓时，耶稣说一大群人之前已经治好了他。 （ 175-176 ） 4

有多个实例，其中的作者忽略了一个奇迹，并提及其他细节。两个例子就足够了。首先，在突出的罗马百夫长的信心，作者写道： “有，进城后不久，一个最令人惊奇的事情发生了：负责迦百农的罗马军官宣称自己是耶稣的跟随者” （ 143 ） 。没有提到一个事实，即耶稣奇迹般地治好百夫长的重病缠身的仆人（太8:5-13 ） 。其次，在基督被捕时，彼得切断一个叫马勒古人类的耳朵。这是特别提到（ 223-224 ） ，但没有提到耶稣医治的人（路加福音22:51 ） 。
那么，为什么作者拒绝直接承认许多是主的事工如此大的部分奇迹？圣经说， “那他的名声就传遍了叙利亚，他们带来了对他的所有生病的人谁是患有各种疾病和痛苦，和那些谁是鬼附的，癫痫的，瘫痪，他就治好了他们” （马太福音4:24 ） 。作为罗马天主教徒，作者当然应该相信耶稣所行的神迹，所以我不认为不信神迹是在间接manner.5只处理的原因
此前有人提到，作者声称不提及耶稣是弥赛亚的这本书。给出的理由是，杀害耶稣是一本历史书，而不是一个宗教之一。据推测，其中一个原因，以避免调用他的弥赛亚将是做出这样的神学主张会冒犯穆斯林和不信的犹太人。虽然我不同意这种方法，作者可曾想过，他们分别作用于良好的愿望。但是，意图不谈，他们并没有真正忽视认出他是弥赛亚。很多书的建设，以主的执行是围绕与否耶稣会公开宣布自己为基督（ “基督”的意思等同于“弥赛亚” ） ，作者不从显示耶稣自称是回避神。在这本书中，耶稣被间接调用基督多次在凯旋进入犹大的心机出卖耶稣的章节。这里有极少数的地方，他被确定为基督的例子：
 。 。 。这些都是少数幸运谁可以告诉自己的孩子和他们的孩子的孩子，他们见证耶稣是基督骑着胜利进入耶路撒冷（ 186 ）的盛大时刻。
他一直非常具体的门徒说，他不仅仅是一个尘世基督（ 187 ） 。
耶稣已经说得很清楚，他是基督，但他的国不属这世界（ 187 ）不可。
他允许自己被膏抹像基督，但他预言他的死亡（ 209 ） 。
 [犹大]知道，如果他收了钱，两种情况之一会发生：耶稣会被拘捕，然后宣称自己是基督。 。 。 （ 211 ） .6

因此，它是不是真的准确的说是作者回避称耶稣是弥赛亚。
在这本书的另一个显著的问题是，耶稣有时被描绘成的情况下，受害者而不是那个在控制局面。再次，它不一定是作者直截了当地说，他不是负责人，但事情陈述或左未声明的方式往往给人这样的印象，例如，在描述耶稣的行动和关注，而他在客西马尼园之前，为了他的被捕祈祷，作者写道：
这将是容易得多，如果耶稣可能只是逃离。他可以继续爬山和徒步直背到伯大尼。当天上午，他可能踏上归途加利利，有白头到老悄悄地和养家。他的话已经完成刚够给人民希望，但他从来没有打算带领他们造反。耶稣不相信这是他在地上的目的。于是，他接受了他的未来命运，没有努力逃离。 （ 221-222 ）
虽然耶稣清楚大为烦恼的一切，他都过不去（马太福音26:38 ） ，他总是在控制局面。他知道，他来给他的生活，他反复告诉门徒这在他的部（马太福音16:21 ; 20:17-19 ） 。在此之前，允许士兵逮捕他，耶稣抵押他的追随者的自由（约翰福音18:8 ），并展示了他的能力在后卫（约翰福音18:6 ） 。他告诉彼拉多，他就没有权力对他，除非它不给他授予以上（约翰福音19:11 ） 。请不要误会，耶稣是不是环境的牺牲品。他是一个神圣的时间表和他保持它完美。
在本书的前面，作者还指出，耶稣并没有使“聪明之举”，仿佛避免争议和麻烦比下面的神的计划更加智能化。
聪明的举动将是耶稣，以避免争议，维持和平，并让现状跟着哼唱的那样顺利，因为每个其他逾越节期间。脾气的不和谐公开展示将是最不明智的。
耶稣不关心。没有任何警告，他的翻转表，并发送硬币飞行。然后另一个。而另一家。 。 。 。他很生气，但没有失控。他的行动是有条不紊，每一个动作表明，他担心没有士兵或卫兵。 （ 192 ）
作者可能只是想强调一点：耶稣所做的是“最不明智的”，从人的角度来看。然而，什么是真正不明智的是给读者的印象是什么神的儿子所做的是不聪明。
面试
让我们重温引用在本次审查的开始了采访。
奥唐奈：你包括耶稣两个引号在十字架上，但不是最有名的一句：“天父，请原谅他们，因为他们不知道他们做什么。 ”为什么不呢？
奥莱理：我们不摆在那，我们不认为发生过的事情。
这是真的， O'Reilly和杜加尔德不提这些著名的话。他们引用他的话， “我渴了”，并且“成了”，但他们没有提到的两个罪犯钉在十字架上的耶稣他自己被遗弃的哭泣，他的话给他的母亲，谈话。这些遗漏可能已撇销为由于本书的报告的删节性质。然而，奥赖利特别提到，他不认为耶稣说， “天父，请原谅他们，因为他们不知道他们做了什么” ，至少不是在十字架上时，因为，据他说，人们不能说这样的话不够响亮让别人听到。
O'Reilly的回应带来了一些有趣的观点。包含在书中的两个语句是短语句，根据作者， “他的声音[是]不比耳语更”时，他说： 「我渴」 （ 250 ） 。因此，这似乎确实是真正的离开了较长的发言出基督的最后几个小时O'Reilly的理由。
虽然这是事实，受难灾民忍受痛苦非凡，往往窒息，这种折磨不一定会阻止人们说话。如果是在耶稣受难灾民不能大声说话足以被听到或足够长的时间来进行一个简短的谈话一世纪的常识，许多基督教的批评者会跳遍包含在每个福音这些语句。不过，据我所知，没有古代作家指责发明了基督的话，因为虽然是crucified.7这本来是一个简单的方法来诋毁福音书的人不能说的使徒，所以为什么没有基督教的古做对手这个？因为人会说话而持久的十字架，就像在福音书描述。奥赖利是完全错误的在这一点上。
事实证明，面试是比较反感的问候扭曲圣经的主张比书被作为一个整体。可以肯定的是，这本书有很多问题，但短短两分钟，奥赖利提出了几项大的失误。他嘲笑那些谁相信耶稣在十字架上的讲的名言为那些“阅读圣经字面意思是” （阅读：谁是太无知更好地了解） 。它不是关于阅读圣经“字面”，但正确阅读圣经。由于福音书被写成历史叙事（更具体地说，它们就像传记），那么他们应该在一个简单的manner.8理解
有很多目击者在十字架谁可以听到什么耶稣说的话，包括使徒约翰的。其他福音书的作者可能已经采访了一些谁在那里的女性，如玛丽（革罗罢的妻子） ，马利亚，或玛丽，耶稣的母亲（约翰福音19:25 ）的。也许罗马士兵可能已经采访过，特别是谁承认耶稣是神的儿子（马太福音27:54 ）百夫长。这些人将有那一天发生的事情在十字架比比尔O'Reilly或任何其他人今天还活着谁拒绝接受神的话语严重了一个更为准确的看法。由于作者采取了戳那些谁相信这也是神圣的福音书的作者在21世纪的记者，可以有把握地说，奥赖利不与尽可能多的尊重，他应该把文本。
而还有更多的可以说对他的面试表现，这次审查是应该把重点放在他的书。话虽这么说，为应对O'Donnell的他为什么挑选，并选择其中的部分福音书，他认为是准确的，哪些不是问题，奥赖利回答一个奇怪的答案。 “是的，但是这不是我们的唯一来源。我的意思是，我们使用穆斯林的来源，我们用罗马来源，我们用犹太人的来源。 “

当写一本关于耶稣和他居住的时候，我认为这是使用完全适当的（除了圣经） ，犹太人和罗马来源。但穆斯林源是要阐明耶稣是否做了或没在十字架上说某些词的光？伊斯兰教并不存在，直到近六个世纪的耶稣死后。换句话说，没有穆斯林，直到​​穆罕默德（约公元570-632 ）的时间。因此，将穆斯林的来源是在确定什么耶稣说在十字架上的什么好，尤其是当穆斯林甚至不相信耶稣被钉在十字架上？据我所知道的，在杀害耶稣来自穆斯林源中的唯一语句是在后记当作者描述耶稣在这个世界上生活的影响。在那里，从古兰经关于耶稣的报价给出。如果这确实是从一个穆斯林源中的唯一语句，那么它是虚伪的，充其量为O'Reilly来，声称他们使用的穆斯林来源书中应对的问题。
我有一个强烈的怀疑，奥赖利确切地知道自己在做什么在那次采访。也许我是有点太愤世嫉俗，但我的猜测是，他想挑起争论和声音挑衅。这是很好的生意当一个人试图出售一本书。
结论
总体来说，这本书是不是嫌麻烦，因为它似乎它会根据O'Reilly的采访。有一些优势，它可以作为一个像样的介绍一些在耶稣生活和死亡（复活了）的历史和文化背景的。不过，也有关心的太多领域我推荐它为适合阅读。凯撒的变态和残暴的描述过于生动的年轻读者，我当然宁愿不看了一遍类似的东西。上面提到的其他问题，并非详尽无遗的，但应该给有兴趣的读者什么要警惕，如果他们决定要读这本书的一个好主意。
如果有人想了解更多关于耶稣的生命，我会鼓励他们阅读和学习圣经。是的，有帮助的书籍，以帮助那里我们获得的时间和文化，使他生活的某些方面有更深的了解。例如，阿尔弗雷德爱德生的备受推崇的生活和时代的耶稣弥赛亚已经在这方面一个巨大的资源用于一个多世纪。但无论怎样帮助像爱德生的书一个工作，没有什么能比神的默示和无误的话语，不从告诉我们关于耶稣的全部真相回避。他是神的儿子，是谁给了他的生命为我们的罪，并从死里复活三天后，而且，据他介绍，他是通过它我们可以得救的唯一途径。
脚注
1 。该煽情的，粗鲁的标题可能表明作者认为耶稣更象是一个受害者，而不是神的儿子，谁是在任何情况下完全控制，即使是那些围绕他的被捕和钉死在十字架上。我们认识到，他们使用的“被害”将它与自己的两个历史书籍适合，杀害林肯和肯尼迪杀害。后面
2 。另请参阅我们怎么知道圣经是真的吗？第2卷。后面
3 。虽然马利亚是通常被认为是一个前妓女，这是可能的，她是之一，圣经从来没有确定她是这样。这个传统显然开始时，教皇格里高利在公元591宣布这一想法在讲道。这可能是由于混淆了有罪的女人谁洗基督的脚用她的眼泪在路加福音7月底与抹大拉的马利亚，谁是在路加福音8月初提到的做一个诚实的错误。后面
4 。拉撒路的复活是在本书后面提到过。 “拉撒路从死里复活，耶稣的饲养的传说变得如此普遍，以至于它在寺庙祭司的控告耶稣绘制主要成分” （ 199 ） 。后面
5 。也许奇迹是这样处理的原因是基于O'Reilly的说法，杀害耶稣“不是一本宗教书” （ 2 ） 。在他们写一本关于历史的努力，作者显然误解是什么，是不是历史，当谈到奇迹。
圣经记载了无数奇迹视为发生在过去。虽然许多今天会嘲笑这样的想法，有的人认为，这些都不能成为历史的一部分，这真的更多的是讲他们的预设比它的现实。例如，一个现代化的怀疑论者也不能否认，耶稣从死里复活的拉撒路，或耶稣自己从死里复活。但这些否认不进行这些活动的非历史。在这两种情况下，多个目击者证实，此人已经死了，再人活着许多相同的目击者看见。
现在，当涉及到这样一个事件的历史记录，它不是历史的领域之外声称拉撒路死了四天之前，耶稣到了，叫拉撒路，命令他“你出来吧！ ”（约翰福音11 ： 43）。过了一会儿，这名男子谁以前死了，退出了墓活得很好。
如果这些事件发生的真正的（我们可以肯定的是他们没有因为上帝的万无一失的话告诉我们，他们所做的那样） ，那么该事件可以被报告为此类。什么有可能是超越历史调查的境界是化腐朽为神奇的是如何或为什么。声称耶稣是能够提高拉撒路从死里复活，因为他是和是上帝，还是上帝的灵有权耶稣从死里复活他的朋友是神学陈述，并可能超越历史调查的境界。然而，当耶稣自己在活动开始前指出，他将拉撒路复活，自称是“复活和生命”（约翰福音11:23-26 ） ，那么历史事实，死者是现在复活了该如何连接到它。也就是说，除非耶稣只是幸运，指挥拉撒路出来墓后不久，这名男子只是碰巧回来的生活。当然，声称如组情况仅仅是巧合将超过荒谬的，因为这样会为每一个被别人见证奇迹可说的。这个奇迹的原因还提供在约翰福音。耶稣说拉撒路会提高，使他的门徒会相信（约翰福音11:14-15 ） ，并在耶稣许多其他相信结果（约翰福音11:45 ） 。事实上，这个奇迹对谁看到了以前拉撒路死了的人如此深远的影响，犹太人领袖想要杀他太（约翰福音12:9-10 ） 。
所以， O'Reilly和杜加尔德以直接的方式肯定会提到的神迹，仍然是完美的历史，因为奇迹的见证是不是超出了历史学家的范围，即使如何以及为什么可能是在许多情况下。后面
6 。后面
7 。后面
8 。后面
Week 5: Part 4

What’s a Moonpool?

November 22, 2013

Layman
· ark-encounter
· noahs-ark
Anyone interested in the topic of Noah’s Ark sooner or later will encounter the term “moonpool.” Although the concept has been around a long time, it wasn’t used much until recently with the arrival of drill ships designed for oil exploration.
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What is a moonpool? Well, picture a ship with a hole in the bottom of the hull and a wall surrounding the hole all the way up through the top deck—in the Ark’s case, the roof. Water won’t enter the ship because it’s contained inside the moonpool’s walls, moving up and down like a piston as the ship rides the waves.

Why may Noah have put a hole in his ship on purpose? There are several sound engineering reasons.

First, a hole in the bottom of a long ship, as was the Ark, would help relieve hull stress as the vessel crested a wave.

Second, the rising and falling water within the moonpool could be used to draw in fresh air and also extract stale air.

Third, recent research has shown that moonpools induce resistance to movement.1 For Noah’s ship, this may have dampened wave motion, making the voyage more tolerable for man and beast.

Did Noah include a moonpool into the Ark’s design? We can’t be certain, but if the Ark is ever found (doubtful), it will tell us much about man’s engineering ability before the Flood and God’s provision for Noah, his family, and the animals. Until then, you will be able to see a moonpool in action at the future Ark Encounter, south of Cincinnati.

Help us build a full-scale Noah’s Ark! AiG’s part in the Ark Encounter project is raising $24.5 million in donations for an all-wood Ark, the centerpiece and first phase of the whole multi-attraction complex! A finished Ark will be a great testimony to the historicity of the Bible and will proclaim the gospel. For an explanation of the funding of the entire Ark Encounter, go toArkEncounter.com.
Footnotes

1. Riaan van ‘t Veer, Haye Jan Tholen, Added Resistance of Moonpools in Calm Water(Proceedings of the ASME 27th International Conference on Offshore Mechanics and Arctic Engineering, June 15-20, 2008, Estoril, Portugal). Back
(下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。)
第五周：第4部分
什么是月池？
2013年11月22日
外行
•方舟遇
•诺亚 - 方舟
有兴趣的诺亚方舟的主题迟早会遇到术语“月池”中虽然概念已经存在了很长一段时间，它不是用多少，直到最近用钻探船设计用于石油勘探的到来。
 
什么是月池？好了，图片的船舶，在船体底部有一个洞，穿过甲板在顶部方舟的情况下，屋顶孔周围所有的方式在墙上。水不会进入船，因为它包含在月池的城墙内，上下移动像一个活塞作为船舶骑浪。
为什么会诺亚已经把一个洞他的船在目的是什么？有几个音响工程的原因。
首先，一个洞长船的底部，因为是方舟，有助纾缓压力的船体作为容器凤头一浪。
二，月池内部的上升沿和下降沿的水可以用来抽入新鲜空气，还可以提取浑浊的空气。
第三，最近的研究表明， moonpools诱导抗movement.1对于诺亚的船，这可能会挫伤波动，使航行更加容忍对人类和野兽。
挪亚包括月池进入方舟的设计？我们不能肯定，但如果方舟是迄今发现的（可疑） ，它会告诉我们很多关于前的洪水和神的供应诺亚人的工程能力，他的家人和动物。到那时，你就可以看到一个船井在行动在未来方舟邂逅，南辛辛那提。
帮助我们构建一个全面的诺亚方舟！ AIG的一部分，在遭遇方舟项目筹得2,450万捐款为全木方舟的核心和整个多的吸引力复杂的第一阶段！一个完成的方舟将是一个伟大的见证圣经的历史性，并传扬福音。对于整个方舟遭遇资金的解释，去toArkEncounter.com 。
脚注
1 。里安面包车'T德维尔，海耶月托伦， Moonpools的在平静的水添加电阻（美国机械工程师协会第27届国际会议近海力学与极地工程， 6月15日至20日， 2008年，埃斯托利尔，葡萄牙论文集） 。后面
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Did Archaeopteryx Evolve Flight and Then Get Grounded?

News to Know
by Dr. Elizabeth Mitchell

November 21, 2013

Layman
· author-elizabeth-mitchell
· dinosaur-bird-evolution
· flight
· news-to-know
Scientific American: Did Iconic Archaeopteryx Lose Its Ability to Fly?
Archaeopteryx gets its walking papers at Los Angeles conference.
Archaeopteryx, an extinct bird represented by at least eleven excellent feathered specimens, has been the topic of many debates in evolutionary circles. Bird versus dinosaur? “Proto-bird” or transitional form? The first bird to evolve or a late-comer? Able to take off or limited to gliding? Evolving the ability to fly or completely flightless? A prototype for analyzing the origin of bird flight, or an insignificant bystander? The Los Angeles annual meeting of the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology just heard a new one, though. University of Southern California biologist Michael Habib proposed that Archaeopteryx had previously evolved flight capability but was making the transition back to flightlessness.

To Fly Or Not To Fly

Habib said the idea that Archaeopteryx was “secondarily flightless” occurred to him while he was comparing the degree of feather asymmetry and the limb ratios of Archaeopteryx to living birds.

Fossils of course do not fly. Since the modern world offers plenty of flying and flightless birds to study, paleontologists trying to determine the likelihood that an extinct creature like Archaeopteryx could fly and how must compare the fossilized details to the anatomical parameters of modern creatures. Habib says the Archaeopteryx anatomy is quite similar to the anatomy of modern flightless island-dwelling birds like rails and grebes.

“We know Archaeopteryx was living on an archipelago during the Jurassic,” Habib says. “And with its feathers and bones looking so much like modern flightless island birds, it just makes me wonder.” Habib found the idea somewhat surprising and in his blog notes that he still isn’t fully convinced. “I pitched the idea that Archaeopteryx might have been secondarily flightless, instead of incipiently flighted,” he writes. “It's not something I'm convinced of, but I do think it should [be] considered in our range of hypotheses.”1
[image: image5.jpg]


The modern appearing feathers of Archaeopteryx attest to the fact it is an extinct bird, though it also has some unusual features like claws on its wings and teeth.2 Its German name means “first bird,” reflecting the fact that for a long time evolutionists thought it was the first bird to evolve. Paleontologists debate whether Archaeopteryx, conventionally dated at about 150 million years, could truly fly. Many suspect on the basis of its skeleton that it could not flap and had to confine its aerial activities to gliding. Because it shares some features with modern flightless birds, a new evolutionary proposal suggests its ancestors evolved the ability to fly and then lost that ability by the time Archaeopteryx evolved. Image: Wikipedia Commons
Archaeopteryx fossils combine some unusual traits with many features of modern birds including asymmetrical feathers such as would be needed to generate lift. However, some experts suspect its aerodynamic maneuvers were limited by its skeletal structure to gliding due to the low likelihood that it could have flapped its wings upward. Debate about the aerodynamic capabilities of Archaeopteryx is ongoing.

What’s the Problem?

Of course, plenty of modern birds are flightless. So why would a flightless Archaeopteryx be surprising or controversial? And why does Habib propose that it was secondarily flightless? Why not just flightless from the beginning?

Evolutionists generally believe that flying birds evolved and later diverged independently into several flightless lineages. Conventionally dated at about 150 million years, the Archaeopteryx was once considered the first bird to evolve. For it to have lost its flight capability would beg the question of when birds really did evolve, since the usual evolutionary scenario demands flying birds evolved first. But since most evolutionists now believe Archaeopteryx has abdicated its claim to being the oldest bird, in favor of Xiaotingia, the secondarily flightless business isn’t quite as much of a stretch as it once would have been.

“Just because Archaeopteryx was the first feathered dinosaur found, [a reference to the deceptive and convenient reclassification of birds as dinosaurs based on evolutionary beliefs, not observable biology] doesn’t mean it has to play a central role in the actual history of the origins of birds,” explains palaeontologist Thomas Holtz of the University of Maryland in College Park. “We have to remember it appears 10 million years or so after the oldest known bird-like dinosaurs and so our famous ‘first bird’ may really be a secondarily flightless one.”

Others are less sanguine about Habib’s proposal. “I am wary to call Archaeopteryx secondarily flightless,” says biologist Ashley Heers of the Royal Veterinary College in Hatfield, UK, “since we do not yet know if its ancestors could fly. Living birds use their wings for so many different things, like flap-running up slopes and rowing across water,” says Heers. “We really need an improved understanding of how anatomy relates to these diverse behaviours, so we can better interpret the fossil record.” Others even point out that there are some modern birds that fly as juveniles and diminish or lose the ability to fly with maturity. “Perhaps young Archaeopteryx flew,” Holtz suggests, “but adults were more ground-based.”

The latter possibility—the idea that a bird’s behavior and abilities might change as it matures—has nothing whatever to do with evolutionary ideas. In fact, the possibility that Archaeopteryx was flightless for part or all of its life might rattle some evolutionary paradigms or alter its position in the evolutionary effort to trace the evolution of flight, but it is not a particularly earth-shaking concept from a biblical creationist point of view.

Must flightless birds necessarily come from flying ones? Evolutionists for instance believe that primitive penguins had hollow bones and were therefore able to fly. But even the deepest penguins in the fossil record had solid bones, just like living penguins today. There is no reason to claim that flightless birds only developed from flying ones.

We see several flightless designs in today’s birds. The penguin is of course well suited for its life as a seabird. Some flightless birds have short wings, an unusual distribution of feathers, feathers with greater symmetry than that those of flying birds, and in some cases a lack of the bony keel in the chest. But there is no reason to assume these birds started out as flying birds and then got grounded. These birds appear to be designed to be flightless and fill a specific niche in the world.3
God created many kinds of birds on the 5th day of Creation week, just 6,000 years ago, all fully fitted out with feathers and the abilities and anatomy that suited the habitats and lifestyles for which He designed them. That some were designed to be flightless is not a problem.

For more information:

· Flap-running
· Penguins
· Ancient Aerodynamics
· Is the Dawn of the Early Bird Too Good To Be True?
· Dino-bird Confusion: Xiaotingia
· Were Birdbrains on the Dinosaur Pre-flight Checklist for Evolution?
· Did Dinosaurs Turn Into Birds?
· Queries About the Little Feathery “What's it”
· Tiny Dino?
For more information: Get Answers


Remember, if you see a news story that might merit some attention, let us know about it! (Note: if the story originates from the Associated Press, FOX News, MSNBC, the New York Times, or another major national media outlet, we will most likely have already heard about it.) And thanks to all of our readers who have submitted great news tips to us. If you didn’t catch all the latestNews to Know, why not take a look to see what you’ve missed?

(Please note that links will take you directly to the source. Answers in Genesis is not responsible for content on the websites to which we refer. For more information, please see our Privacy Policy.)

Footnotes

1. https://plus.google.com/+MichaelHabib/posts Back
2. “While there are no living birds with teeth, other fossilized birds such as Hesperornis also had teeth. Some modern birds, such as the ostrich, have fingers on their wings, and the juvenile hoatzin (a South American bird) has well-developed fingers and toes with which it can climb trees.” From Dr. David Menton, “Did Dinosaurs Turn Into Birds?,” in New Answers Book 1. Back
3. Some birds may have been designed to fly but over time lost that ability. Back
(下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。)
第五周：第5部分
难道始祖鸟进化飞行，然后得到接地？
新闻知道
由伊丽莎白·米切尔博士
2013年11月21日
外行
•作家伊丽莎白 - 米切尔
•恐龙 - 鸟类进化
•飞行
•新闻方知
科学美国人：那标志性的始祖鸟失去飞行能力？
始祖鸟得到它的行走篇论文在洛杉矶会议。
始祖鸟，由至少11优异的羽毛标本代表一种已经灭绝的鸟类，一直是许多辩论进化界的话题。鸟类与恐龙？ “始祖鸟”或过渡形式？第一鸟进化还是后来者？能够起飞或仅限于滑翔？不断发展，以飞或完全不会飞的能力？原型分析鸟类飞行，或微不足道的旁观者的由来？中国科学院古脊椎动物学会的洛杉矶年会刚刚听到一个新的，虽然。南加州大学的生物学家迈克尔·哈比卜提出，始祖鸟之前已经演变飞行能力，但使过渡回flightlessness 。
以飞还是不飞
哈比卜说的想法，始祖鸟是“次要飞”发生在他身上，而他的羽毛不对称的程度和始祖鸟的肢体比例比较活鸟。
当然，化石不靠谱。由于现代社会提供了大量的飞行和不会飞的鸟，研究，古生物学家试图确定的可能性，一种已灭绝的动物像始祖鸟能飞和僵化细节必须如何比较现代生物的解剖参数。哈比卜说，始祖鸟解剖结构非常类似于现代的飞岛栖鸟类，如导轨和grebes的解剖结构。
“我们知道始祖鸟是侏罗纪期间住在一个群岛， ”哈比卜说。 “随着它的羽毛和骨头看着这么像现代飞岛的鸟类，它只是让我不知道。 ”哈比发现这个想法多少有些令人惊讶，在他的博客中指出，他仍然是不完全相信。 “我把想法始祖鸟可能是继发飞的，而不是incipiently flighted ， ”他写道。 “这不是我相信的，但我不认为它应该[被]在我们的范围内假说认为。 ” 1

 始祖鸟的现代羽毛的出现证明一个事实，这是一种已经灭绝的鸟类，但它也有一些不同寻常的功能，如对翅膀的爪子和teeth.2它的德国名字的意思是“第一只鸟”，反映了一个事实，在相当长的时间进化论者以为是第一只鸟发展。古生物学家争论是否始祖鸟，约1.5亿年传统过时，才有可能真正飞。许多人怀疑它的骨架的基础上，它不能拍打，不得不限制它的空中活动，以滑翔的。因为股票的一些特征与现代化飞的鸟，一个新的进化提案建议其祖先进化而来飞翔的能力，然后失去了这种能力的时候始祖鸟进化而来的。图片：维基共享
始祖鸟化石结合一些不同寻常的特质与现代鸟类的许多功能，包括非对称的羽毛，如将需要产生升力。然而，一些专家怀疑它的空气动力学演习是由它的骨骼结构，以滑翔由于低可能性，它可能向上拍打着翅膀限制。辩论关于始祖鸟的空气动力性能是持续的。
有什么问题？
当然，很多现代鸟类是不会飞的。那么，为什么会一飞始祖鸟是令人惊讶的或有争议的？又为何哈比卜提出，它是次要飞的？为什么不从一开始飞的？
进化论者普遍认为，飞鸟演变，后来独立分化成几个飞的谱系。约1.5亿年传统日，始祖鸟一度被认为是第一只鸟发展。因为它已经失去了飞行能力会乞求当鸟确实进化的问题，因为通常的进化情景要求飞鸟进化第一。但由于大多数进化论者现在认为始祖鸟就已经放弃了其自称是最古老的鸟类，有利于Xiaotingia的，经二次飞的生意是不太一样舒展，因为它曾经本来。
“就因为始祖鸟是第一个找到的带羽毛恐龙， [参考鸟类的欺骗性和方便的重新划分为基于进化的信念，没有观察到的生物恐龙]并不意味着它在的实际历史中发挥核心作用鸟类的起源，解释说：“马里兰学院公园大学的古生物学家托马斯·霍尔茨。 “我们拥有它时10万年左右的已知最古老的似鸟恐龙之后，所以我们的著名的”第一只鸟“可能真的是一个次要飞的难忘的回忆。 ”

其他人则不太乐观哈比卜的建议。 “我很担心打电话给始祖鸟其次飞，说：”英国皇家兽医学院在哈特菲尔德，英国生物学家阿什利Heers ， “因为我们还不知道它的祖先能飞。活鸟用自己的翅膀这么多不同的东西，比如瓣运行了斜坡和整个水划桨， “ Heers说。 “我们真的需要如何解剖涉及到这些不同的行为，更好地理解，所以我们可以更好地解释化石记录。”其他人甚至指出，有一些现代鸟类，作为未成年飞，削弱或丧失，到期飞行能力。 “也许年轻的始祖鸟飞过， ”霍尔茨建议， “但成年人更地基。 ”

后者的可能性 - 的想法，一只鸟的行为和能力可能会改变，因为它的成熟，有没有什么事物是与进化的想法。事实上，这个可能性始祖鸟是不会飞的部分或全部其使用寿命可能会嘎嘎一些进化范式或改变其在进化努力追查的飞行进化地位，但它不是从圣经的创世特别惊天动地的概念的观点。
必须飞的鸟一定来自飞的呢？进化论者比如认为原始的企鹅有中空的骨头，因此是能飞。但是，即使在最深的企鹅在化石记录中有坚实的骨骼，就像今天生活的企鹅。我们没有理由要求从飞行的人只开发了飞的鸟。
我们看到在今天的几个鸟不会飞的设计。企鹅当然是适合以及其作为海鸟的生命。一些不会飞的鸟有短翅膀，羽毛，羽毛以更大的对称性不同寻常的分布比那些飞鸟，在某些情况下缺乏在胸前骨龙骨。但没有理由认为这些鸟开始了作为飞翔的鸟儿，然后得到了接地。这些鸟似乎被设计成飞和world.3填补一个特定的利基
上帝创造了许多种类的鸟在创造周的第5天，刚刚在6000年前，所有的完全列装用羽毛和一个适合的栖息地和生活方式为他设计他们的能力和解剖。这部分被设计为飞是没有问题的。
欲了解更多信息：
皮瓣运行
企鹅
古代的空气动力学
是早期鸟类的黎明太好了，是真的吗？
恐龙鸟困惑： Xiaotingia

被Birdbrains上的恐龙飞行前检查表进化？
难道恐龙变成鸟？
查询关于小羽毛状“它是什么”
微小的恐龙？
欲了解更多信息：获取答案
________________________________________

请记住，如果你看到有一个消息，可能会有些值得关注，让我们知道吧！ （注：如果故事从美联社，福克斯新闻， MSNBC ，纽约时报，或其他全国各大媒体插座起源，我们将最有可能已经听说过它），并感谢我们所有的读者是谁提交伟大的新闻线索给我们。如果你没赶上所有latestNews知道，为什么不来看看，看看你错过了什么？
（请注意，链接将直接带您到源。答案在创世纪是不负责给大家引用的网站内容。欲了解更多信息，请参阅我们的隐私权政策。 ）
脚注
1 。 https://plus.google.com/+MichaelHabib/posts返回
2 。 “虽然没有住鸟的牙齿，其他化石鸟类，如黄昏鸟也有牙齿。一些现代的鸟类，如鸵鸟，有手指放在自己的翅膀，和少年麝雉（南美洲的鸟）有发达的手指和脚趾，它可以爬树。 “从大卫·门顿博士说， ”难道恐龙开启成鸟？ “，在新的答案书1 。后面
3 。有些鸟可能已被设计成飞，但随着时间的推移失去了这种能力。后面
