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[EDITOR’S NOTE: Regular readers of Reason ¢
Revelation are aware of the fact that, on occa-
sion, we publish articles authored by young
men who have served as interns at Apologetics
Press during their summer break from school.
In December 2000, we ran the first set of such
articles by our two “veteran” interns—Alden
Bass (now a sophomore zoology major at Yale
University), and Joe Deweese (now a junior
biochemistry major at Freed-Hardeman Uni-
versity). Since then, we have printed several
other articles by both Joe and Alden—and al-
ways have received the highest compliments
from our subscribers. In this issue, we are run-
ning articles by two additional young men who
served as interns for the first time in the sum-
mer of 2002. Branyon May is a junior physics
major at Angelo State University in San An-
gelo, Texas. Zach Smith is a sophomore Bible
major at Freed-Hardeman University in Hen-
derson, Tennessee. I have been blessed with an
incredibly talented staff. Kyle Butt, Eric Lyons,
Brad Harrub, and Dave Miller are diligent, ded-
icated coworkers. Each one of these interns is,
too. It is our hope that, upon completion of
their graduate degrees, they will be able to join
us in the work of Apologetics Press. That is
our goal. We are working with them to make
it theirs as well. I commend them to you.]

Evolutionists often use asa proof
of their theory the intriguing case
of fish thatlive in deep-water caves and that
have lost their sight permanently, yet still func-
tion quite well. Are blind cave fish a good ex-
ample of organicevolution inaction?
A Found in the subterranean caverns
of the world are rare, unique, and
sometimes exotic creatures. Numerous va-
rieties of bats, spiders, insects, and other cu-
rious creatures populate these damp, cool
environments. Hidden from the Sun, weath-

er,and intrusion of man, these caverns rep-
resent a truly intriguing habitat. Another an-
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imal also dwells in these cavernous environ-
ments—the cave fish. Restricted to the dark
confines of the globe, cave fish possess unique
qualities that differ from the surfacevariet-
ies generally seen. The most remarkable dis-
tinction between cave fish and their surface
counterparts is a loss of visionary processes.
There are several other interesting differences,
but this particular disparity is the most com-
monly referenced in supportof evolutionary
theory. How did this difference come into
existence? And why has it continued? These
are the underlying questions that need to be
answered.

Lamarckianism (as it is known today) was
the most prominent theory preceding Dar-
winian evolution. Jean-Baptiste Lamarck is
remembered most notably for his theory of
the “inheritance of acquired variations” (Ruse,
1979, p. 8). This theory holds that the acquired
physiological traits of the parent are passed
down to the offspring. This proposal, how-
ever, has been known to be false for more
than a century. The classic evolutionary ex-
ample of this theory is the giraffe. Suppos-
edly, as the scarcity of food increased, the gi-
raffe was forced to extend its neck higher and
higher to reach diminishing food sources.
Over the ensuing generations, the giraffe sub-
sequently developed alonger neck, due to con-
stantstraining and stretching—a ridiculous
1dea, to be sure.

Yetsomein the pastattempted to apply
this same type of “reasoning” to the cave fish
situation in a Lamarckian scenario which sug-
gested that through a natural event (such as a
flood or terrain upheaval), a population of
creatures, including fish, found itself geo-
graphically separated and isolated in a new
environment—specifically, a cave. As they con-
tinued to live in this cave, the fish physically
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lost the use of their eyes, perhaps through
injury or muscle atrophy. When the fish even-
tually spawned, the young possessed the same
physical defects that the parents had acquired.
Although such an explanation made fora
good “justso” story, the Lamarckian theory
eventually was rejected by the scientists after
Darwin’s day because it did not fit the avail-
able facts.

A convenient and rather enlightening il-
lustration to better relate the absurdity (if it
is not already apparent) of Lamarck’s theory
can be made by comparing your father, your
siblings, and you. If, for some unfortunate
reason, your father were to lose an append-
age (a finger or an arm, for instance), this loss
would not be passed along to either your sib-
lings or to you. While the accident would af-
fect your father’s life significantly, it would
not have any bearing on the physical appear-
ance of his future offspring, But the question
then springs to mind, “Exactly howdo chil-
dren obtain theirappearances?”

Certainly, children do possess both ma-
ternal and paternal characteristics. Why is this
the case? Through the study of DNA and its
genetic coding, the process of inheritance
and expression of traits can be described sci-
entifically. The physical appearance of a child
is ultimately the result of his or her genetic
makeup, which itself is the product of the
combined genes received from the parents.
Anold saying correctly expresses the matter:
“If’s in your genes.” Technically, a gene is de-
fined as a “self-replicating unit of heredity;
aportion of DNA (i.e., a sequence of nucle-
otide units) that encodes a protein” (Schwartz,
1999, p. 406, parenthetical item in orig.). As
the definition states, genes are portions of
the DNA strand. Deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA)
contains the genetic coding that forms a sort
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of “blueprint” for the design of the organ-
ism. On asingle strand of DNA, there can be
numerous portions (known as genes), each
of which assists in the design of the body
plan. Gene expression is responsible for the
visible attributes of an organism (known as
the phenotype), which is the end result of the
expression of one’s DNA. Likewise, in cave
fish, the resulting blindness among the pop-
ulations is an effect of genetic mutations,
and not a simple transference of an injury or
organ loss.

The importance of understanding the
role of genetics in this situation is obvious.
First, we need to be accurate scientifically. Sec-
ond, such accuracy lays the groundwork for
understanding the true progression that is
taking place in this example of cave fish. Any
genetic mutation can be classified into one
of three groups: good, bad, and neutral. Bad
mutations, as the name plainly implies, are
detrimental to the affected organism. As long
ago as 1950, Hermann J. Muller, Nobel lau-
reate in genetics, observed: “The great major-
ity of mutations, certainly well over 99%, are
harmful in some way” (1950, 38:35). Fifty years
later, nothing much had changed. The re-
nowned geneticist of Stanford University,
Luigi Cavalli-Sforza, who is head of the In-
ternational Human Genome Diversity Proj-
ect, wrote: “Genetic mutations are sponta-
neous, chance changes, which are rarely ben-
eficial, and more often have no effect, ora
deleterious one” (2000, p. 176, emp. added).

Such harmful mutations affect their host,
leading almost exclusively to its demise. For
an epigean (surface-dwelling) organism, the
loss of sight would be considered a bad mu-
tation. But for a hypogean (underground)
organism, this does not present the same
problematic scenario. In complete darkness,
eyesight is basicallya moot point, and at worst
would be considered simply a neutral mu-
tation. Neutral mutations, however, are of
no use to the evolutionist since they (to use
Dr. Cavalli-Sforza’s words) “have no effect.”
Occasionally, mutations do occur thatare
beneficial to survival. But those are rare in-
deed. Almost thirty-five years ago, Theodos-
ius Dobzhansky, the famous evolutionary
geneticist of the Rockefeller University, ad-
mitted that favorable mutations amount to
less than 1% of all mutations that occur (as
quoted in Davidheiser, 1969, p. 209). Once
again, not much has changed. The man who
is arguably the world’s most eminent evolu-
tionary taxonomist, Ernst Mayr (professor
emeritus at Harvard), discussed this very point
1n his 2001 book, What Evolution Is,when he
wrote (with a bit of understatement): “...[T]he
occurrence of beneficial mutations is rath-
errare” (p.98). Rareindeed!
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Furthermore, the point must be stressed
thatalthough these mutations may be ben-
eficial to the survival of the organism, they
arestill defects in the genetic code—a corrup-
tion that represents loss of information. Ev-
olution does not require “just” mutations; it
requires mutations that produce new infor-
mation. As Dr. Cavalli-Sforza remarked: “Ev-
olution also results from the accumulation
of new information. In the case of abiolog-
ical mutation, new information is provid-
ed by an error of genetic transmission (i.e.,
achange in the DNA during its transmission
from parent to child)” [p. 176, emp. added,
parenthetical comment in orig.]. In theory,
beneficial mutations add “new information.”
But in practice that is not the case. As Jon-
athan Sarfati noted: “If evolution from goo
to you were true, we should expect to find
countless information-adding mutations.
Butwe have not even found one” (2002, emp.
inorig.).

To further establish the genetic mecha-
nism by which cave fish lose their eyesight,
itis interesting to point out that a similar re-
sult can be obtained experimentally. Through
the manipulation of a group of genes known
as the homeobox or Hox cluster, scientists
can induce the mutation of ectopic (abnor-
mally positioned) eyes. The eye structures have
been found to grow in antenna, leg, and wing
tissues. These eyes, like the eye structures of
the cave fish, are non-functioning entities.
These laboratory-induced structures are prac-
tically complete, and are “morphologically
normal with normal photoreceptors, lens,
coneand pigment cells,” according to Wal-
ter Gehring, an evolutionary expert in Hox
gene mutations (see Gould, 2002, pp. 1124-
1125). Although the physical structures are
constructed successfully, the eye fails to pos-
sess the necessary neural “wiring” to function
properly (Gould, p. 1125). Yet, the mutation-
al precedence for such an occurrence is well
documented.

Two scientists, Yoshiyuki Yamamoto and
William Jeffery, have been involved in spe-
cialized research on the eye formation of the
cave fish specimen, Astyanax mexicanus. This
particular species of teleost (bony fish) pos-
sesses both epigean and hypogean forms that
enabled the team to perform experiments on
the blind cave fish, using the surface form as
the control specimen. Yamamoto and Jeffery
have begun to establish some of the steps in
the formation of the fish's eye, from the em-
bryonic stage to the adult stage. “Although
adult cave fish lack functional eyes, eye for-
mation is initiated during embryogenesis.
Thelens vesicle is formed but later degener-
ates,and the cornea, iris, and other optic tis-
suesare absent or rudimentary” (2000, 289:



631). The apoptosis (programmed death) of
the lens cells occurs prior to the degeneration
of any other tissue. Yamamoto and Jeffery
observed:

The optic cup and neural retina are

formed in cave fish, but the retinal lay-

ers are disorganized, growth is retarded,

and photoreceptor cells do not differ-

entiate. The degenerate eye sinks into
the orbit and is covered by a flap of skin

(289:631).

Asaresult of their research, these two scien-
tists have concluded that thelens plays adomi-
nant role in the subsequent development of
the eye’s entire structure. To prove their hy-
pothesis, alens from the “eyed” variety was
transplanted into the eye of the blind vari-
ety. After 8 days “a larger eye was detected on
the transplant side,” and after 2 months “a
large eye (restored eye) with a distinct pupil
was present.... Sections of the restored eye
showed an anterior chamber, cornea, iris, and
lens” (289:631, parenthetical item in orig.).
In the final analysis, Yamamoto and Jeffery
concluded: “[TThe results show that the cave
fish lens has lost the ability to promote eye de-
velopment” (289:632). In other words, the
data show that the blindness found in cave
fish is a product of a genetic mutation affect-
ing the fish’s lens. Peter Mathers, a develop-
mental biologist, summed up the results well
when he said: “It’s possible you are looking at
asingle gene defect that has caused a dras-
ticdevelopmental change” (as quoted in Pen-
nisi, 2000, 289:523, emp. added).

But that has not kept some evolutionists
from claiming that the concept of blind cave
fish supports their theory. As one news re-
port stated: “Millions of years ago it had
eyes; but now, soon after it starts growing
in the egg, the eyes start to degenerate and
the fish are born blind” (see “Blind Fish...,”
2000, emp. added). However, nowhere in the
scientific experiments is there evidence that
lendsitself toan ancient timeline of descent.
The small genetic changes (microevolution)
that can be observed are wrongly assumed
to be the foundation from which macroev-
olution emanates.

First, notice that no new speciation has
occurred due to this mutation: the species
Astyanaxmexicanus can be either the “eyed”
form or the “eyeless” form. It is refreshing to
note that even biological taxonomy plainly
supports the fact that the fish with which we
beganisstill afish. Neither the genus nor the
species has changed between the epigean and
hypogean forms. Second, there is the prin-
ciple of progression versus regression. Here,
information is the key. Evolution demands
progression, and with it there must accom-
pany an increase of new information. Regres-
sion can be described by theloss or corruption

of genetic information. Harvard’s Ernst Mayr
defined macroevolution as the “evolution
above the species level; the evolution of high-
ertaxa and the production of evolutionary
novelties, such as new structures” (2001, p.
287). Heincluded in his definition the require-
ment for the “production of evolutionary
novelties, such as new structures.” The ques-
tion then becomes, “What new structures has
the cave fish evolved?” Here is where progres-
sion comes to a screeching halt. The cave fish
actually falls into the category known as “dev-
olution,” which isa category of regression
on a downhill slope, where information is be-
inglost—not gained (Wieland, 2001, p. 47).
Organic evolution cannot be sustained us-
ing examples of “downhill” change. The ba-
sic tenets needed by evolutionists are not met,
and thus cave fish cannotbe touted as an ex-
ample of evolutionary hypotheses.
Organisms are affected greatly by the hab-
itats in which they live. Within their specific
environments, they perform all the functions
of life—feeding, procreating, etc. Thus, en-
vironmental changes and fluctuations have
the potential to affect every aspect of their
lives. Above ground, the sense of sight is a

Blind cave fish (compliments of
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service)

widely used, extremely beneficial trait. Un-
derground, however, sight takes on a com-
pletely different role. Whereas above ground
the loss of sight very likely would spell doom
for most creatures, beneath theearth it is far
less detrimental. When viewing the hypogean
populations, mutated eyes characterize the
vast majority. How can the mutation spread
(and spread quickly) if it is completely neu-
tral? In this setting and environment, the loss
of sight for the cave fish could be beneficial,
presentingitselfasagood mutation.
According to Yamamoto and Jeffery, Astya-
nax has undergone certain changes, “includ-
ing enhanced lateral line [sense of touch—
BM/BT] and gustatory systems [sense of taste
—BM/BT]” (289:631). These enhancements are
part of a well-documented occurrence known
as plasticity. Plasticity refers to the brain’s
ability to change. For instance, take the ex-
ample of the father who lost his limb. Emo-
tionally, this would be an extremely tragic
situation that would require some mental ad-
justment to overcome. Neurologically, there
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also would be some adjustments that would
have to take place. To use a somewhat sim-
plified explanation, the human brain con-
tains “maps” of the body. When something
islost, like a limb or even a digit on the hand,
the brain adjusts the neural network and the
mental “map” accordingly. For the hand, the
adjacent digits’ representative image will ex-
pand to include the missing finger. This pro-
cessworks on varying timescales, but nowhere
near an evolutionary timescale. According
to the textbook, Neurobiology, “these changes
take place over varying time scales; in some
cases the shifts in representations are slow,
developing over weeks, but in other cases
they may be surprisingly rapid, beginning
within adayor so, or even a few hours” (Shep-
herd, 1983, p. 290, emp. added). For amputee
patients, this is an established fact, and pro-
vides an extraordinary example of the amaz-
ing adaptive nature (and incredible design!)
of thehuman brain.

This neurological process applies to the
cave fish, as evinced by Yamamoto and Jeff-
ery’s aforementioned conclusion regarding
enhanced touch and taste. Fora fish in com-
plete darkness, the lateral line (which is the
sensory network for touch) would be essen-
tial, since it would guide the fish through the
cavern. The gustatory system (which is pri-
marily responsible for taste) would aid in the
location of food. As scientific studies have
documented, there are “compensatory im-
provements of the sense of taste in the blind,
cave-dwelling fish’ (Boudriot and Reutter,
2001, p.428). These enhancements, duetoa
mutation, would confer an advantage for the
blind cave fish over the non-mutated variety.
However, notice that this is an advantage on-
ly to this highly specific environment, and
would become of ill effect outside of these
parameters.

In conclusion, blind cave fish are just that
—blind (by mutation) and isolated to a cave
environment. As they have been from the be-
ginning, theyare still just fish.. Genetic mu-
tations and variations are found throughout
nature, occurring in all populations. In many
cases, they represent a defect—i.e., the cor-
ruption or loss of valuable genetic informa-
tion that results in a “downhill” change or
devolution, which is in direct opposition to
the required demands of macroevolution.
The incredible design and complexity of life
is seen by its ability to survive. Whether chang-
ing behavior due to environmental strain, or
re-networking a neural interface, life is dy-
namic, and 1s filled with remarkable intrica-
cies. One cannot help but wonder: whence
camesuch design?—Branyon Mayand Bert
Thompson, Ph.D.
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I have heard it stated that in the
New Testament book of James, the
writer referred to a quotation from the Old
Testament that actually does not exist. Is there
a “missing quote” from the O.T. to which

Jameswas referring?
A In addressing the passage found in
James 4:5 (to which this particular
question refers), Albert Barnes wrote in his
commentary: “Few passages of the New Tes-
tament have given expositors more perplex-
ity than this” (1972, p. 70). Those hostile to
Christianity often try to find anything they
can to discredit the Bible. The slightest “dis-
crepancy” or “contradiction” is considered
as solid proof that the Bible is inaccurate and
therefore unreliable. The passage in James
4:5 1s one such instance where skeptics and
infidels have taken a verse and tried to use it
to discredit the Scriptures. In context, the pas-
sage reads as follows (the highlighted section
is the particular portion in question):

Ye adulterers and adulteresses, know ye
not that the friendship of the world
is enmity with God? Whosoever there-
forewill bea friend of theworld is the
enemy of God. Doye think that the
scripture saith in vain, The spirit that
dwelleth in us lusteth to envy?But
he giveth more grace. Wherefore he sa-
ith, God resisteth the proud, but giveth
grace unto the humble. Submit your-
selves therefore to God. Resist the dev-
il,and he will flee from you (James 4:
477KV).
Unfaithful creatures! Do you not know
that friendship with the world is en-
mity with God? Therefore, whoever
wishes to be a friend of the world makes
himselfan enemy of God. Or do you
suppose it is in vain that the scrip-
ture says, “He yearns jealously over
the spiritwhich he has made to dwell
in us”? But he gives more grace; there-
fore it says, “God opposes the proud,
but gives grace to the humble.” Submit
yourselves therefore to God. Resist the
devil and he will flee from you (James
4:47RSV).

The KJV and RSV separate verse five into
two sections. The first introduces a supposed
quote with the phrase “the scripture says,”
and draws attention to the second section,
which seems to highlight the quotation ei-
ther viaquotation marks (asin the RSV) or
by capitalizing the first word of the quote
(asintheKJV). According to those attempt-
ing to discredit the Bible, this verse “proves”
that the Bible is false since the supposed quo-
tation is found nowhere in Scripture. If it were
true that there is a missing quote in the Bible,
then some would perceive it as bringing into
doubt thevalidity of the book of James. If the
Bible is legitimately called into question, then
Christianity’s foundation crumbles. Thus,
there is a need to answer such charges brought
against the Word of God.

With some careful study, one finds that
the controversy can be explained fairly sim-
ply. When James’ comment is considered in
its context, and is translated correctly, it be-
comes apparent that he did not intend for
the second half of the verse to be taken as a
direct quotation from the Old Testament.
The translations provided by the King James
Version, Revised Standard Version, and oth-
ers that render the verse as a quotation, are in-
correct. [It is important to realize that the man-
uscripts with which translators work contain
little or no punctuation. Thus, the transla-
tors must exercise some discretion when im-
plementing punctuation marks in the text.]

Such a suggestion raises the question as
to what the correct translation is for the pas-
sage. Several solutions have been presented,
the most likely of which being that James did
notintend to quote a specific verse butin-
stead was referring to ideas and concepts
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found throughout the whole of the Old Tes-
tament. In his commentary on the books of
Hebrews and James, R.C.H. Lenski wrote:

Many pages have been written regard-

ing the different interpretations of v.

5 and the discussions of these interpre-

tations. We confine ourselves to two

points. We are not convinced that the
question is a formula of quotation.

Such a formula has never been used:

“Doyou think that the Scripture speaks

inan empty way?” Ifa quotation were

to follow, we should certainly expect

theaddition “saying that.”

What follows has never been verified

as being a quotation; nothing like it

has been found in any writing as all ad-

mit. The fact that the Scripture does
not speak in an empty way refers tov.

4 which presents as a teaching of Scrip-

ture the truth that friendship of the

world is enmity against God, etc. The
idea is not that this is a quotation, but
thatitisateaching of Scripture and by

no means empty (1966, p. 631, emp. in

orig.).

Thelate Bible scholar, Guy N. Woods, sup-
ported the idea of James’ reference being, not
to a specific quote, but rather to a general con-
ceptwithin the Old Testament writings. He
cited Genesis 6:3-7, Exodus 29:5, Deuteron-
omy 32:1-21, Job 5:12, Ecclesiastes 4:4, and
Proverbs 27:4 as verses where the thought be-
hind James 4:5 is conveyed (1972, p. 214). Sev-
eral commentators believe that James’ state-
ment represents a “condensation” of the Old
Testament rather than an exact quotation—
a position that fits the context of the verse,
and solves the problem of the “missing quote.”

James Coffman offered another possibil-
ity along the same line. He suggested that the
verse is referring to the New Testament writ-
ings, particularly those of Paul, instead of
those from the Old Testament (1984, p. 87).
However, it appears highly unlikely that, as
Coffman maintains, James’ comment refers
to the Pauline epistles, since New Testament
Scripture is referenced only twice in the New
Testament—once where Paul (in 1 Timothy 5:
18) quotes the words of Christ as written by
Luke in Luke 10:7, and once where Peter (in
2 Peter 3:15-16) mentions as a whole the writ-
ings of Paul. The remainder of the citations
in the New Testament come from the Old
Testament, except for a quote from an Athe-
nian poet in Acts 17:28, from Epimenides in
Titus 1:12,and possibly from a now-lost hymn
or poemin Ephesians 5:14.

Whether it is a reference to Old or New
Testament concepts, the KJV and RSV both
have done an inadequate job of translating
the verse. The late, respected Greek scholar
J-W. Roberts was correct in saying that the
1901 American Standard Version provides the
closest match to the true meaning (1977, p.
129).



Ye adulteresses, knowye not that the
friendship of the world is enmity with
God? Whosoever therefore would be

a friend of the world maketh himself

an enemy of God. Or think ye that

the scripture speaketh in vain? Doth
the spiritwhich he made todwell in

us long unto envying? But he giveth

more grace. Wherefore the scripture

saith, God resisteth the proud, but giv-
eth grace to the humble. Be subject there-
fore unto God; but resist the devil, and

he will flee from you (James 4:4-7, ASV,

emp.added).

Hugo McCord, in his independent trans-
lation of the New Testament, rendered James
4:5 very much like the American Standard
Version, with aslight updating of language.
His translation reads: “Do you think that the
scripture speaks emptily? Does the Spirit liv-
inginuslusttoenvy?” (1988, p.442).

Regardless of which version is used, itap-
pears that James did not intend this verse to
be taken as a quotation. The most likely an-
swer is that James did indeed refer to ideas
and thoughts expressed throughout the en-
tire Old Testament, rather than quoting a spe-
cific verse.— Zach Smith and Eric Lyons,
M.Min.
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In Acts 7, Stephen had been ac-
cused of advocating the overthrow
of the Lawof Moses and speaking out pub-
licly against the Temple. The Sanhedrin con-
vened to discuss his fate, and to hear his de-
fense. During his discourse, Stephen made
the following assertion: “And Jacob went
down into Egypt; and he died, himselfand
our fathers; and they were carried over un-
to Shechem, and laid in the tomb that Abra-
ham bought for a price in silver of the sons
of Hamor in Shechem” (7:15-16). Various crit-
ics of the Bible have accused Stephen of hav-
ing made two blatant errors. First, he appar-
ently stated that Jacob had been buried in
Shechem, whereas Genesis 49:29-30 states
that Jacob was buried at Machpelah in He-
bron, fifty miles away. Second, Stephen sug-
gested that Abraham bought the tomb in
Shechem, while the Old Testament notes that
itwas Jacobwho did the buying (Genesis 23:
16-18; 33:18-19; 50:13; Joshua 24:32). Who is
right—Stephen or Moses?

==
== AHING SCHEDOLES

gaaan

Dr. Bert Thompson

December 6-8 Glen, MS (662) 286-5409
January 13, 2003 Bedford, TX (817) 282-6526
January 17-19 Van Nuys, CA (818) 765-2623
January 24-26 Ruston, LA (318) 255-0417

January 31-February 2
February 7-9

Dr. Brad Harrub
December 6-8

Valdosta, GA
Ovilla, TX

Cookeville, TN

(229) 242-1069
(972) 617-7447

(931) 526-2661

February 14-16, 2003 Paris, TN (931) 642-2861
Dr. Dave Miller

December 8 Hope Hull, AL (334) 281-6020

January 13-15, 2003  Bedford, TX (817) 282-6526

January 19 Leeds, AL (205) 699-2447
Kyle Butt

December 27-29
January 3-4, 2003

Huntsville, AL
Haleyville, AL

(205) 833-1400
(205) 486-9247

DECEMBER 2002 REASON & REVELATION 22(12):93

A In order to understand the situa-

tion thatarose in Acts 7, some back-
ground information is necessary. The church
in the city of Jerusalem was growing by leaps
and bounds—as is evident from the fact that
“the number of the disciples multiplied in
Jerusalem exceedingly; and a great company
of the priests were obedient to the faith” (vs.
7). Stephen, as a dedicated worker in the Je-
rusalem congregation, was providing a great
service for the church. But as a preacher, he
also was having a powerful influence on non-
Christians. The account recorded in Acts 7
indicates that he “wrought great wonders and
signs among the people” (vs. 8), and must
havebeen both logical and eloquentin his
oral presentations, since the people “were not
able to withstand the wisdom and the Spirit
bywhich he spake” (vs. 10).

Some of the Greeks from the local syna-
gogue—unable to refute his arguments de-
fending Christianity—became jealous and
bitter. Unable to disarm his magnificently
stated case with reason, they decided instead
to resort to false testimony and to violence.
Asaresult, the text indicates that they

stirred up the people, and the elders,

and the scribes, and came upon him,
and seized him, and brought him in-

to the council, and set up false witnes-

ses, who said, “This man ceaseth not

to speak words against this holy place,

and the law: for we have heard him say,

that this Jesus of Nazareth shall destroy

this place, and shall change the customs
which Moses delivered unto us.” And

all that sat in the council, fastening their

eyes on him, saw his face as it had been

the face of an angel (Acts 6:12-15,KJV).

During his defense before the Sanhedrin,
Stephen made the statements alluded to in
the question above. Stephen knew his subject
matter, and knew it well. His speech—which
ultimately was intended to show the rebel-
lious spirit that had been so prevalent during
the Israelites’ entire past history—was full of
illustrations from the Old Testament that
would have been dear to the heart of anyone
professing Judaism. Consider, for example,
his mentioning JacoBs death. Everyone pres-
ent would have been intimately familiar with
the story of Jacob's funeral, which was a re-
markable event involving the two nations
of Egyptand Israel (Genesis 50:1-13). It was
then, and is now, an established fact that Ja-
cob was buried at Machpelah in Hebron (Gen-
esis 49:29-30).

What is the answer to the critics’ sugges-
tion that Stephen erred when he mentioned
Shechem asJacobs burial place, since it was
common knowledge that Jacob had, in fact,
been buried in Machpelah? And how do we
respond when critics allege that Stephen com-



mitted a second error because he suggested
that Abraham purchased the tomb in which
Jacobwasburied?

First, the question needs to be raised about
why no one in Stephen’s audience pointed
out his alleged “mistake.” Remember that
Stephen was speaking before an extremely
hostile crowd that was filled with knowledge-
able Jews who composed the Sanhedrin—men
whowould have been desirous of proving him
wrong since he had impugned both their
motives and their integrity. But they never
got their chance, as is evident from the fact
that they had to suborn perjury via false wit-
nesses (vss. 11,13) and eventually take up stones
to kill him. That, then, leaves only two op-
tions as to the nature of the alleged contra-
dictions: (1) The things Stephen said really
were true, but only appear to us to be mis-
takes; or (2) Stephen’s statements were accu-
rate, but subsequently were recorded or cop-
ied incorrectly.

On occasion, when the English text seems
unclear or appears to contradict itself, it of-
ten is beneficial to be able to examine the orig-
inallanguage in which the passage was writ-
ten. This is one such instance. One of the lead-
ing biblical scholars (some have suggested he
was the leading biblical scholar) of his day
was J.W McGarvey, whose knowledge of both
the languages and the customs of the bibli-
cal lands was without peer. His 1881 volume,
Lands of the Bible,was considered a classic, ev-
enin its day, and remains so today. In his com-
mentary on the New Testament book of Acts,
McGarvey provided an excursion into the
Greek text that helps immensely in explain-
ing the “contradiction” posed by Stephen’s
statement.

Asthe two clauses stand in our version,
“he died, himself, and our fathers; and
they were carried over into Shecham,”
there can be no doubt that “himself”
and “fathers” are common subjects of
oneverb “died,” and that the pronoun
“they” before “were carried” refers to
both alike. Butitis notso in the origi-
nal. The construction is different. The
verb rendered died is in the singular
number, efelentasen, and it agrees only
with autos, himself. The plural substan-
tive “fathers” 1s not the subject of that
verb, but of the plural eteleutasan un-
derstood. The construction having been
changed with the introduction of the
plural subject, it follows that the plural
verb metetéthasan, “were carried,” be-
longs to fathers, and not to Jacob. The
two clauses, properly punctuated, and
with the ellipsis supplied, read thus:
“and he died; and our fathers dzed,
and were carried over into Shechem.”
With this rendering and punctuation,
which are certainly admissible, the con-
tradiction totally disappears; and if the
passage had been thus rendered at first

into English, a contradiction would

not have been thought of (1892, p. 121,

emp.added, italicsin orig.).

McGarvey’s point was this. If Jacob was
buried at Machpelah in Hebron (and of that
there 1s no doubt, since Genesis 49:29-30 so
states), then Stephen must have been saying
that it was the fathers alone who were bur-
ied in Shechem, not Jacob. This is quite pos-
sible. We know that at least one of the fathers
—Joseph—was buried in Shechem (Joshua 24:
32). And while the Old Testament does not
record the burial places for many of the oth-
er patriarchs, we can glean some informa-
tion from secular history on the subject. In
his discussion on Acts 7 the well-known com-
mentator Albert Barnes mentioned that some
Jewish historians (e.g., Kuinoel) held to the
view that the fathers were buried at Shechem
(1949, p. 124). In addition, Jerome, a fourth-
century writer from Palestine, stated: “The
twelve patriarchs were buried not in Arbes
[Hebron—AB/KB], but in Shechem” (as quot-
edinBarnes, p. 124).

On occasion, when the
English text seems
unclear or appears to
contradict itself, it often
is beneficial to be able
to examine the original
language in which the

passage was written.

[The idea that the patriarchs were buried
in Shechem, however, was neither popular
nor representative of the common Jewish
thought of the day. In fact, Josephus and oth-
er Jewish historians suggested that the fathers
were buried at Hebron. And there is a very
good reason why they would say such a thing.
The Samaritans—the Jews’ bitterest rivals—had
seized Shechem. The proud Jews, therefore,
would have done anything—perhaps even go-
ing so far as to falsify history—to keep from
having to admit that their ancestors were
buried in their enemy’s land. This actually
lends credibility to Stephen’s statement. Giv-
en the choice of two answers, one popular
but untrue, the other true but unpopular,
Stephen doubtlessly would have chosen the
latter.]

But what may be said regarding the sec-
ond mistake that Stephen is supposed to have
made—that Abraham bought the tomb in
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Shechem, whereas the Old Testament states
that it was Jacobwho did the buying? The
possibility exists that this is a case which falls
into the second category mentioned above—
Le,, that Stephen’s statements themselves were
accurate, but subsequently were recorded or
copied incorrectly. Various scholars (Adam
Clarke,].W. McGarvey, Albert Barnes, et al.)
have presented a good case for the idea that
the mistake should not be attributed to Ste-
phen, but rather toa copyist’s error.

However, there are other possibilities that
areequally plausible. McGarvey correctly ob-
served: “Two statements are contradictory
notwhen they differ, but when they cannot
both be true” (1886, 2:31). Here we have just
such an instance. These two accounts do not
conflict; rather, they only differ. Consider
all the facts as we know them: (1) Abraham
bought a field and a cave in Hebron (Genesis
23:17);(2) Abraham bought a sepulcher in
Shechem (Acts 7:16); (3) Later, Jacob bought
a parcel of ground or a field (Joshua 24:32)
also in Shechem (Genesis 33:19). It could be
that Jacob merely bought the land whereup-
on the sepulcher of his grandfather stood.
Thisexplanation certainly is feasible.

Yet there is still another prospect. We know
that Abraham lived for a time in the land of
Shechem, even building an altar there (Gen-
esis 12:5-6). We also know that Jacob went
toShechem and set up his tent there about
185 years later (Genesis 33:18). Perhaps in the
intervening time period, the native people
had taken back the land, and, rather than
fighting to reclaim what already was his, Ja-
cob simply bought the land back peaceably.
Thus, the land would have been purchased
twice—first by Abraham, and then, almost
two centuries later, by Jacob. This, too, ap-
pears to be a logical reconciliation of the

facts.—Alden Bass and Kyle Butt, M.A.
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H ow did Judas actually kill him-
self? Did he perish from hanging,

or from falling?
A In speaking of what can be called ac-

curately the most dastardly betrayal
of all time, Luke records in the book of Acts
two prophecies from the psalms regarding
Judas Iscariot: “Let his habitation be made
desolate, and let no man dwell therein; and,
his officeletanother take” (1: 20). Judas was
one of the main participants in the foulest
plot in human history, but did not live long



enough to deal with the weight of the guilt
resulting from his sin. From Matthew’s ac-
count, we read where he committed suicide
shortly after his betrayal of the Lord. Con-
sider the following apparent contradiction:
And he cast down the pieces of silver
into the sanctuary, and departed; and
he went away and hanged himself (Mat-
thew 27:5).

Now this man obtained a field with

the reward of his iniquity; and falling

headlong, he burst asunder in the midst,

an)d all his bowels gushed out (Acts 1:

18).

Some have used this difference in the ac-
counts to suggest a contradiction exists. Mat-
thew states clearly that Judas “went away and
hanged himself” (27:5). On the other hand,
Luke records in Acts 1:18 that “falling head-
long, he burst asunder in the midst, and all
his bowels gushed out.” Matthew mentions
only ahanging; Luke mentions Judas falling
headlong (i.e., headfirst) and bursting open
in the middle (i.e., at his midsection). Is there,
then, a contradiction here?

First, as EM. Zerr correctly pointed out,
“they [the two passages in Matthew 27:5 and
Acts 1:18—JD/BH] should not be taken as a
contradiction if it is possible for both to be
true” (1952, 5:272).Is this a possibility in the
current case? Albert Barnes offered the fol-
lowing observation in regard to this alleged
discrepancy: “Matthew records the mode in
which Judas attempted his death by hang-
ing. Peter speaks of the result” (1998, 9:300,
emp.inorig.).

There are many types of bacteria that live
inside the body. These bacteria are the first
to begin the process of decomposition after
an organism dies. Saprobic bacteria invade
every inch of the dead body, and begin de-
composing and digesting the organic tissue.
(Saprobic bacteria are heterotrophs that live
on decaying material, like a dead body.) As
they decompose organic material to produce
energy, these microorganisms help recycle
nutrients such as nitrogen and carbon back
into the environment. In accomplishing this,
the bacteria produce significant quantities
of gaseous by-products. Ifabody had been
dead for several days, the gases present would
begin to exert considerable pressure on the
abdomen, causing the midsection to burst
open easily upon hitting the hard ground.
AsWayne Jackson observed:

The language necessitates no conflict.

Either he hanged himself fromavery

high place—with perhaps the rope break-

ing; or else, no one removed his body
for awhile, it eventually fell under its
own weight, and the decomposing

corpseburstopen (2000, p. 13).

J.W.Haleywrote inasimilar fashion:

Neither of these statements excludes
the other. Matthew does not deny that
Judas, after hanging himself, fell and
burst asunder; Luke does not assert that
Judas did not hang himself prior to his
fall (1974, p. 349).

Haley continued by offering a possible sce-
nario:
Probably the circumstances are much
as follows: Judas suspended himself
from a tree on the brink of the preci-
pice overhanging the valley of Hin-

nom, and the limb or the rope gave way;

and he fell and was mangled as described
in Acts (p. 349).

Therefore, the verses actually supplement,
rather than contradict, each other. Matthew
gives the mode, while Luke gives the result.
Of course, when dealing with this same
topic, skeptics likely will bring up the argu-
ment that Judas could not have “obtained”
a field as Luke recorded that he did (Acts 1:
18).]J.W. McGarvey and Philip Y. Pendleton
presented and refuted three “contradictions”
intheaccountof Judasand the field:

His [Luke’s—JD/BH] account of Judas’
death varies in three points from that
given by Matthew, but the variations
are easily harmonized. 1. Evidently Ju-
das hung until his abdomen was par-
tially decomposed; then his neck giv-
ing way, the rope breaking, or some-
thing happening which caused his body
to fall, it burst open when it struck the
ground. 2. Judas is spoken of as pur-
chasing the field, and so he did, for the
priests bought it with his money; so that
legally itwas his purchase. 3. The field
was called “The field of blood” for two
reasons, and each evangelist gives one
ofthem (n.d., p.722).

Once again, God’s Word can be seen to
be internally consistent. Additionally; the ex-
planations offered above form a pattern that
can be used in answering such charges—i.e.,
whenever two seemingly contradictory ac-
counts are under consideration, they could
actually be complementary to one another.
—Joe Deweese and Brad Harrub, Ph.D.
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Have you ever considered including Apologetics
Press in your will? A number of years ago, an el-
derly Christian woman did just that—completely
unaware of the fact that, as she was making out
her will, she was dying of incurable cancer. One
year later, she had gone to her heavenly reward.
But, thanks to her foresight, Apologetics Press
has been able to produce a number of valuable
publications. She, “being dead, yet speaketh.”
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ANNOUNCING: REASON & REVELATION/DISCOVERY 2002 BOUND VOLUMES

When we first began publishing Reason ¢ Revelationin 1981,
we realized that many of the articles would remain relevant far
beyond the time period during which they were authored. We
therefore decided to produce a bound volume of all twelve issues
at the end of each calendar year. Twenty- two volumes later, we
still remain dedicated to that initial commitment.

For over two decades, many of our sub-
scribers have made it a regular habit to pur-

: "'.. FHHI]” : 1:-. Hlt | H] ”"‘l chase personal copies of each year’s bound

volume of Reason ¢ Revelation. No doubt

BRI WOLLIHE 5300 7 20 they have benefitted from having the articles

available in a permanent format that allows
continued study of the themes covered with-
in the various articles. If sales of bound vol-
umes through the years are any indicator, [
m_ believe it certait.ﬂy 1s safe.to say tha.t our read-
ers have appreciated their availability.
Previously, we have carried in stock bound
volumes of Reason ¢ Revelation for 1994-2001.
With the collating and binding of all issues
for 2002, we now have available a total of nine years’ worth of
bound volumes. Each volume contains all twelve issues for the year,
aswell as an author/subject index and an attractive cover.

The bound volume of Reason ¢ Revelation for 2002 now is
available from our offices, and contains articles on such impor-
tant topics as: “An Examination of the Medical Evidence for the
Physical Death of Christ”; “Jesus Christ—Dead or Alive?”; “In
the ‘Tmage and Likeness of God’ ”; “Human Evolution and the
‘Record of the Rocks’ ”; “The Length of the Israelites’ Sojourn in
the Wilderness”; “How Long were Adam and Eve in the Garden
of Eden?”; “Is the Seventh Day of Creation Still Continuing?”;
“The Inherent Value of Human Life”; “The Origin of Language
and Communication”; “Creationists Fight Back!”; “The Origin
of Gender and Sexual Reproduction”; etc. You may purchase the
2002 bound volume (as well as those from 1994-2001) for only $8
each. Or you may purchase the entire set of nine at the special
price of $65. Whenever the bound volumes go out of print, they
are gone forever; we do not reprint them.

We also would like you to know that the 2002 bound volume
of Discovery, our monthly magazine on Scripture and science for
children, now is available. In addition, we have in stock bound
volumes for 1996-2001 (unfortunately, the 1990-1995 volumes are
out of print permanently). Individual bound volumes of Discovery
cost just $12 each. The entire set of seven (1996-2002) costs only
$75. Each bound volume of Discovery provides a veritable store-
house of knowledge for children on scriptural and scientific mat-
ters—much of which is difficult or impossible to find elsewhere.
Each issue generally contains articles (written by faithful Chris-
tians) on both science and the Bible, and is heavily illustrated with
beautiful, professionally produced artwork as well.

During 2002, Discovery contained articles on such topics as: how
to recognize and become a member of Christ’s church; the Grand
Canyon; the age of the Earth; the Bible as God’s inspired Word;
prophecy; archaeology and the Bible; weird and wondrous ani-
mals; tornados; the Great Flood of Noah; the miracles of Jesus;
science and technology; amazing ancient achievements; the mean-
ing of ancient foot washing; marriage customs
and the Bible; the importance of plants; how [
we got the Bible; and many others.

You may order any, or all, of these bound
volumes via credit card by calling us toll-free
at 800/234-8558. Or, you may order them by
mail if you prefer. [Please calculate shipping/ |
handlingat $1.75 for the first volume, plus
$0.50 for each additional volume.] Bound
volumes of both Reason ¢ Revelationand Dis-
covery make extremely useful additions to per-
sonal, church, or school libraries. They also
make valuable gifts for youngsters, men who
are attending a preacher training school, or =
students in college (especially those majoring in either Bible- or
science-related fields).

Why not consider giving a single volume (or, better yet, an en-
tire set) to someone for their future study and edification? If we
may assist you in any way, call on us. We are here to serve, and ap-
preciate your use of our products and services.

Bert Thompson
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