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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
A.P. Summer Interns and Professional Staff

[EDITOR’S NOTE: Regular readers of Reason &
Revelationare 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.]

Q Evolutionistsoftenuseasaproof
of their theory the intriguingcase

of fish that live indeep-watercavesandthat
havelosttheirsightpermanently,yetstillfunc-
tionquitewell.Areblindcavefishagoodex-
ampleoforganicevolutioninaction?

A Foundin the subterraneancaverns
of the world are rare, unique, and

sometimes exotic creatures. Numerous va-
rietiesofbats, spiders, insects, andothercu-
rious creatures populate these damp, cool
environments.HiddenfromtheSun,weath-
er,and intrusionofman, these caverns rep-
resenta truly intriguinghabitat.Anotheran-

imal alsodwells in these cavernous environ-
ments—the cave fish. Restricted to the dark
confinesof theglobe, cave fishpossessunique
qualities thatdiffer fromthe surface variet-
ies generally seen. The most remarkable dis-
tinctionbetweencave fishandtheir surface
counterparts is a lossofvisionaryprocesses.
Thereare severalother interestingdifferences,
but thisparticulardisparity is themost com-
monlyreferencedinsupportofevolutionary
theory.Howdid thisdifferencecomeinto
existence?Andwhyhas it continued?These
are theunderlyingquestions thatneed tobe
answered.

Lamarckianism(as it isknowntoday)was
the most prominent theory preceding Dar-
winianevolution. Jean-BaptisteLamarck is
rememberedmostnotably forhis theoryof
the“inheritanceofacquiredvariations”(Ruse,
1979,p.8).This theoryholds that theacquired
physiological traitsof theparentarepassed
downtotheoffspring.Thisproposal,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 scarcityof food increased, thegi-
raffewasforcedtoextenditsneckhigherand
higher to reach diminishing food sources.
Over theensuinggenerations, thegiraffe sub-
sequentlydevelopedalongerneck,duetocon-
stantstrainingandstretching—aridiculous
idea, tobesure.

Yet some in thepast attempted toapply
this same typeof“reasoning” to thecave fish
situationinaLamarckianscenariowhichsug-
gested that throughanatural event (suchasa
floodor terrainupheaval), apopulationof
creatures, including fish, found itself geo-
graphically separatedand isolated inanew
environment—specifically,acave.Astheycon-
tinued to live in this cave, the fishphysically

lost the use of their eyes, perhaps through
injuryormuscleatrophy.Whenthefisheven-
tually spawned, the youngpossessed the same
physicaldefects that theparentshadacquired.
Although suchan explanationmade for a
good“just-so”story, theLamarckiantheory
eventuallywas rejectedby the scientists after
Darwin’s daybecause it didnot fit the avail-
ablefacts.

Aconvenient andrather enlightening il-
lustrationtobetter relate theabsurdity (if it
is not already apparent) of Lamarck’s theory
canbemadebycomparingyour father, your
siblings, andyou. If, for someunfortunate
reason, your father were to lose an append-
age (a fingeroranarm,for instance), this loss
wouldnotbepassedalongtoeitheryoursib-
lingsor toyou.While theaccidentwouldaf-
fect your father’s life significantly, it would
nothaveanybearingon thephysical appear-
anceofhisfutureoffspring.Butthequestion
thensprings tomind,“Exactlyhowdochil-
drenobtaintheirappearances?”

Certainly, childrendopossess bothma-
ternalandpaternalcharacteristics.Whyis this
thecase?Throughthestudyof DNAandits
genetic coding, the process of inheritance
andexpressionof traits canbedescribedsci-
entifically.Thephysical appearanceofachild
is ultimately the result of his or her genetic
makeup, which itself is the product of the
combinedgenes received fromtheparents.
Anoldsayingcorrectlyexpressesthematter:
“It’s inyourgenes.”Technically, a gene isde-
fined as a “self-replicating unit of heredity;
a portion of DNA (i.e., a sequence of nucle-
otideunits)thatencodesaprotein”(Schwartz,
1999, p. 406, parenthetical item in orig.). As
the definition states, genes are portions of
theDNAstrand.Deoxyribonucleicacid(DNA)
contains thegenetic coding that formsa sort
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of “blueprint” for the design of the organ-
ism.OnasinglestrandofDNA,therecanbe
numerousportions (knownasgenes), each
of which assists in the design of the body
plan. Gene expression is responsible for the
visibleattributesofanorganism(knownas
thephenotype),whichis theendresultofthe
expression of one’s DNA. Likewise, in cave
fish, theresultingblindnessamongthepop-
ulations is an effect of genetic mutations,
andnota simple transferenceofan injuryor
organloss.

The importance of understanding the
role of genetics in this situation is obvious.
First,weneedtobeaccurate scientifically.Sec-
ond, suchaccuracy lays thegroundwork for
understanding the true progression that is
takingplace inthis exampleofcave fish.Any
geneticmutationcanbeclassified intoone
of three groups: good, bad, and neutral. Bad
mutations, as the name plainly implies, are
detrimental to the affectedorganism.As long
ago as 1950, Hermann J. Muller, Nobel lau-
reate ingenetics,observed:“Thegreatmajor-
ityofmutations, certainlywell over99%, are
harmful insomeway”(1950,38:35).Fiftyyears
later, nothing much had changed. The re-
nownedgeneticist of StanfordUniversity,
LuigiCavalli-Sforza, whoisheadof the In-
ternationalHumanGenomeDiversity Proj-
ect,wrote: “Geneticmutationsare sponta-
neous, chancechanges,whichare rarelyben-
eficial,andmoreoftenhavenoeffect,ora
deleteriousone”(2000,p.176,emp.added).

Such harmful mutations affect their host,
leading almost exclusively to its demise. For
an epigean (surface-dwelling) organism, the
lossof sightwouldbeconsideredabadmu-
tation.But for ahypogean (underground)
organism, this does not present the same
problematic scenario. In complete darkness,
eyesightisbasicallyamootpoint,andatworst
wouldbe considered simply aneutralmu-
tation. Neutral mutations, however, are of
nouse to theevolutionist since they (touse
Dr.Cavalli-Sforza’swords)“havenoeffect.”
Occasionally,mutationsdooccur thatare
beneficial to survival. But those are rare in-
deed.Almost thirty-fiveyearsago,Theodos-
ius Dobzhansky, the famous evolutionary
geneticist of the Rockefeller University, ad-
mitted that favorable mutations amount to
less than1%ofallmutations thatoccur (as
quoted in Davidheiser, 1969, p. 209). Once
again,notmuchhaschanged.Themanwho
is arguably theworld’smost eminent evolu-
tionarytaxonomist,ErnstMayr (professor
emeritusatHarvard),discussed thisverypoint
inhis2001book,WhatEvolutionIs,whenhe
wrote(withabitofunderstatement):“…[T]he
occurrence of beneficial mutations is rath-
errare”(p.98).Rare indeed!

Furthermore, the point must be stressed
that althoughthesemutationsmaybeben-
eficial to the survival of theorganism, they
arestilldefects inthegeneticcode—acorrup-
tionthat represents lossof information.Ev-
olutiondoesnotrequire“just”mutations; it
requiresmutationsthatproducenewinfor-
mation.AsDr.Cavalli-Sforza remarked: “Ev-
olutionalso results from the accumulation
ofnewinformation. Inthecaseofabiolog-
icalmutation,newinformation isprovid-
edbyanerrorof genetic transmission(i.e.,
a change in theDNAduring its transmission
from parent to child)” [p. 176, emp. added,
parenthetical comment inorig.]. In theory,
beneficialmutationsadd“newinformation.”
But in practice that is not the case. As Jon-
athanSarfati noted: “If evolution fromgoo
to you were true, we should expect to find
countless information-addingmutations.
Butwehavenotevenfoundone”(2002,emp.
inorig.).

To further establish the geneticmecha-
nism by which cave fish lose their eyesight,
it is interesting topointout thata similar re-
sultcanbeobtainedexperimentally.Through
themanipulationofagroupofgenesknown
as thehomeoboxorHoxcluster, scientists
can induce the mutation of ectopic (abnor-
mallypositioned)eyes.Theeyestructureshave
beenfoundtogrowinantenna,leg,andwing
tissues.Theseeyes, like theeye structuresof
thecave fish, arenon-functioningentities.
These laboratory-induced structures are prac-
ticallycomplete, and are “morphologically
normalwithnormal photoreceptors, lens,
coneandpigmentcells,” according toWal-
terGehring, an evolutionary expert inHox
genemutations (seeGould,2002,pp.1124-
1125). Although the physical structures are
constructed successfully, the eye fails topos-
sess thenecessaryneural “wiring” to function
properly (Gould,p.1125).Yet, themutation-
alprecedence for suchanoccurrence iswell
documented.

Twoscientists,YoshiyukiYamamotoand
William Jeffery, have been involved in spe-
cialized researchon the eye formationof the
cave fish specimen, Astyanax mexicanus. This
particular speciesof teleost (bonyfish)pos-
sessesbothepigeanandhypogeanformsthat
enabledtheteamtoperformexperimentson
theblindcave fish,usingthesurface formas
thecontrolspecimen.YamamotoandJeffery
havebeguntoestablishsomeofthesteps in
the formationof the fish’s eye, fromthe em-
bryonic stage to the adult stage. “Although
adult cave fish lack functional eyes, eye for-
mation is initiated during embryogenesis.
The lensvesicle is formedbut laterdegener-
ates,andthecornea, iris,andotheroptictis-
suesareabsentor rudimentary” (2000,289:
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631). The apoptosis (programmed death) of
thelenscellsoccurspriortothedegeneration
of anyother tissue.Yamamotoand Jeffery
observed:

The optic cup and neural retina are
formedincavefish,but theretinal lay-
ers are disorganized, growth is retarded,
andphotoreceptor cells donotdiffer-
entiate. The degenerate eye sinks into
theorbit and is coveredbya flapof skin
(289:631).

Asaresultof theirresearch, these twoscien-
tistshaveconcludedthatthelensplaysadomi-
nant role in the subsequentdevelopmentof
the eye’s entire structure. Toprove their hy-
pothesis, a lens fromthe“eyed”varietywas
transplanted into the eye of the blind vari-
ety.After8days“a largereyewasdetectedon
the transplant side,” and after 2 months “a
large eye (restoredeye)withadistinctpupil
waspresent…. Sectionsof the restoredeye
showedananteriorchamber,cornea, iris,and
lens” (289:631, parenthetical item in orig.).
Inthefinalanalysis,YamamotoandJeffery
concluded: “[T]he results showthat thecave
fishlenshaslosttheabilitytopromoteeyede-
velopment” (289:632). In other words, the
data show that theblindness found in cave
fish is aproductof ageneticmutationaffect-
ing the fish’s lens. Peter Mathers, a develop-
mentalbiologist, summeduptheresultswell
whenhesaid:“It’spossibleyouare lookingat
a single genedefect thathas caused adras-
ticdevelopmentalchange”(asquotedinPen-
nisi,2000,289:523,emp.added).

But thathasnotkept someevolutionists
fromclaimingthat theconceptofblindcave
fish supports their theory.As onenews 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 fisharebornblind” (see“BlindFish...,”
2000, emp. added). However, nowhere in the
scientific experiments is there evidence that
lendsitself toanancienttimelineofdescent.
The small genetic changes (microevolution)
thatcanbeobservedarewronglyassumed
tobe the foundation fromwhichmacroev-
olutionemanates.

First, notice that no new speciation has
occurreddue to thismutation: the species
Astyanaxmexicanuscanbeeither the“eyed”
formorthe“eyeless”form.It isrefreshingto
note that evenbiological taxonomyplainly
supports the fact that the fishwithwhichwe
beganisstillafish.Neitherthegenusnorthe
specieshaschangedbetweentheepigeanand
hypogean forms. Second, there is the prin-
cipleofprogressionversusregression.Here,
information is the key. Evolution demands
progression, andwith it theremust accom-
panyanincreaseofnew information.Regres-
sioncanbedescribedbythelossorcorruption

ofgeneticinformation.Harvard’sErnstMayr
defined macroevolution as the “evolution
above thespecies level; theevolutionofhigh-
ertaxaandtheproductionofevolutionary
novelties, suchasnewstructures” (2001,p.
287).Heincludedinhisdefinitiontherequire-
ment for the “production of evolutionary
novelties, suchasnewstructures.”Theques-
tionthenbecomes,“Whatnewstructureshas
the cave fish evolved?”Here iswhereprogres-
sioncomes toascreechinghalt.Thecave fish
actually falls into thecategoryknownas“dev-
olution,”which isacategoryof regression
onadownhill slope,where information isbe-
ing lost—notgained(Wieland,2001,p.47).
Organic evolution cannotbe sustainedus-
ingexamplesof“downhill” change.Theba-
sic tenetsneededbyevolutionists arenotmet,
andthuscavefishcannotbetoutedasanex-
ampleofevolutionaryhypotheses.

Organismsareaffectedgreatlybythehab-
itats inwhichthey live.Withintheir specific
environments, theyperformall thefunctions
of life—feeding, procreating, etc. Thus, en-
vironmental changes and fluctuationshave
thepotential toaffect everyaspectof their
lives. Above ground, the sense of sight is a

widely used, extremely beneficial trait. Un-
derground,however, sight takes ona com-
pletelydifferent role.Whereasaboveground
the lossof sightvery likelywouldspelldoom
formostcreatures,beneath theearthit isfar
lessdetrimental.Whenviewing thehypogean
populations, mutated eyes characterize the
vastmajority.Howcanthemutationspread
(and spreadquickly) if it is completelyneu-
tral?Inthissettingandenvironment,theloss
of sight for the cave fish could be beneficial,
presentingitselfasagoodmutation.

AccordingtoYamamotoandJeffery,Astya-
naxhasundergone certain changes, “includ-
ing enhanced lateral line [sense of touch—
BM/BT]andgustatory systems [senseof taste
—BM/BT]” (289:631).These enhancements are
partof awell-documentedoccurrenceknown
as plasticity. Plasticity refers to the brain’s
ability tochange.For instance, take theex-
ampleofthefatherwholosthis limb.Emo-
tionally, this would be an extremely tragic
situationthatwouldrequiresomementalad-
justmenttoovercome.Neurologically, there

alsowouldbe someadjustments thatwould
have to take place. To use a somewhat sim-
plified explanation, the human brain con-
tains “maps”of thebody.When something
is lost, likea limborevenadigitonthehand,
thebrain adjusts theneural network and the
mental“map”accordingly.For thehand, the
adjacentdigits’ representative imagewill ex-
pandto include themissing finger.Thispro-
cessworksonvaryingtimescales,butnowhere
near an evolutionary timescale.According
to the textbook, Neurobiology,“these changes
takeplaceovervarying timescales; in some
cases the shifts in representations are slow,
developing over weeks, but in other cases
theymaybe surprisingly rapid,beginning
withinadayorso,orevenafewhours”(Shep-
herd,1983,p.290, emp.added).Foramputee
patients, this is an established fact, and pro-
vides an extraordinary exampleof the amaz-
ing adaptive nature (and incredible design!)
of thehumanbrain.

Thisneurologicalprocess applies to the
cave fish, as evincedbyYamamotoandJeff-
ery’s aforementionedconclusion regarding
enhancedtouchandtaste.Forafishincom-
pletedarkness, the lateral line (which is the
sensory network for touch) would be essen-
tial, sinceitwouldguidethefishthroughthe
cavern. The gustatory system (which is pri-
marily responsible for taste)wouldaid in the
location of food. As scientific studies have
documented, there are “compensatory im-
provementsof the senseof taste in theblind,
cave-dwelling fish” (BoudriotandReutter,
2001,p.428).Theseenhancements,duetoa
mutation,wouldconferanadvantageforthe
blindcavefishoverthenon-mutatedvariety.
However,notice that this is anadvantageon-
ly to this highly specific environment, and
would become of ill effect outside of these
parameters.

Inconclusion,blindcavefishare just that
—blind (bymutation)andisolatedtoacave
environment.Astheyhavebeenfromthebe-
ginning, theyarestill justfish..Geneticmu-
tations andvariations are found throughout
nature,occurring inallpopulations. Inmany
cases, they represent a defect—i.e., the cor-
ruptionor loss of valuable genetic informa-
tionthat results ina“downhill” changeor
devolution,which is indirectopposition to
the requireddemandsofmacroevolution.
Theincredibledesignandcomplexityof life
isseenbyitsabilitytosurvive.Whetherchang-
ingbehaviordue toenvironmental strain,or
re-networking aneural interface, life is dy-
namic, and is filledwith remarkable intrica-
cies. One cannot help but wonder: whence
camesuchdesign?—BranyonMayandBert
Thompson,Ph.D.

Blind cave fish (compliments of
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service)
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Q I have heard it stated that in the
NewTestamentbookofJames,the

writer referred toaquotation fromtheOld
Testament that actuallydoesnot exist. Is there
a “missing quote” from the O.T. to which
Jameswasreferring?

A Inaddressingthepassagefoundin
James 4:5 (towhich this particular

question refers),AlbertBarneswrote inhis
commentary: “Fewpassagesof theNewTes-
tamenthave given expositorsmoreperplex-
ity than this” (1972, p. 70). Those hostile to
Christianityoften try to findanything they
can todiscredit theBible.The slightest “dis-
crepancy”or“contradiction”isconsidered
as solidproof that theBible is inaccurateand
therefore unreliable. The passage in James
4:5 is one such instance where skeptics and
infidelshave takenaverseandtried touse it
todiscredit theScriptures. In context, thepas-
sage reads as follows (thehighlighted section
is theparticularportioninquestion):

Yeadulterers andadulteresses, knowye
not that the friendship of the world
is enmity with God? Whosoever there-
forewill be a friendof theworld is the
enemyofGod.Doye think that the
scripture saith invain,The spirit that
dwelleth in us lusteth to envy?But
hegivethmoregrace.Whereforehesa-
ith,Godresisteth theproud,butgiveth
grace unto the humble. Submit your-
selves therefore toGod.Resist thedev-
il, and he will flee from you (James 4:
4-7,KJV).
Unfaithful creatures!Doyounot know
that friendship with the world is en-
mity with God? Therefore, whoever
wishes tobeafriendof theworldmakes
himself an enemyofGod.Ordoyou
suppose it is in vain that the scrip-
ture says, “He yearns jealously over
thespiritwhichhehasmadetodwell
inus”? Buthe givesmore grace; there-
fore it says, “God opposes the proud,
butgivesgrace to thehumble.”Submit
yourselves therefore toGod.Resist the
devil andhewill flee fromyou (James
4:4-7,RSV).
TheKJVandRSVseparateverse five into

twosections.Thefirst introducesa supposed
quotewith thephrase “the scripture says,”
anddrawsattentionto the secondsection,
which seems to highlight the quotation ei-
therviaquotationmarks (as in theRSV)or
by capitalizing the first word of the quote
(as intheKJV).Accordingtothoseattempt-
ing todiscredit theBible, this verse “proves”
that theBible is false since the supposedquo-
tationis foundnowhere inScripture. If itwere
true that there isamissingquote intheBible,
then somewouldperceive it as bringing into
doubtthevalidityofthebookofJames.If the
Bible is legitimately called intoquestion, then
Christianity’s foundation crumbles. Thus,
there isaneedtoanswersuchchargesbrought
against theWordofGod.

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 thathedidnot intend for
the secondhalfof theverse tobe takenas a
directquotation fromtheOldTestament.
The translationsprovidedby theKing James
Version,RevisedStandardVersion, andoth-
ers thatrendertheverseasaquotation,are in-
correct. [It is important torealize that theman-
uscriptswithwhichtranslatorsworkcontain
little or no punctuation. Thus, the transla-
torsmust exercise somediscretionwhen im-
plementingpunctuationmarksinthetext.]

Such a suggestion raises the question as
towhat thecorrect translation is for thepas-
sage. Several solutions have been presented,
themost likelyofwhichbeingthat Jamesdid
not intendtoquotea specificverse, but in-
stead was referring to ideas and concepts

foundthroughout thewholeof theOldTes-
tament. Inhiscommentaryonthebooksof
HebrewsandJames,R.C.H.Lenskiwrote:

Many pages have been written regard-
ing the different interpretations of v.
5 and thediscussionsof these interpre-
tations. We confine ourselves to two
points.Wearenot convinced that the
question is a formula of quotation.
Such a formula has never been used:
“Doyouthinkthat theScripturespeaks
in an emptyway?” If a quotationwere
to follow, we should certainly expect
theaddition“saying that.”
What follows has never been verified
as being a quotation; nothing like it
hasbeen found inanywritingas all ad-
mit. The fact that the Scripture does
not speak in an empty way refers to v.
4whichpresents as a teachingofScrip-
ture the truth that friendship of the
world is enmity againstGod, etc.The
idea is not that this is a quotation, but
that it is a teachingofScriptureandby
nomeans empty (1966,p. 631, emp. in
orig.).
ThelateBiblescholar,GuyN.Woods,sup-

portedthe ideaof James’ referencebeing,not
toaspecificquote,butrather toageneralcon-
ceptwithin theOldTestamentwritings.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-
hindJames4:5isconveyed(1972,p.214).Sev-
eral commentators believe that James’ state-
mentrepresentsa“condensation”oftheOld
Testamentrather thananexactquotation—
a position that fits the context of the verse,
andsolvestheproblemofthe“missingquote.”

JamesCoffmanofferedanotherpossibil-
ity along the same line.Hesuggested that the
verse is referring to theNewTestamentwrit-
ings, particularly those of Paul, instead of
those fromtheOldTestament (1984,p. 87).
However, it appearshighlyunlikely that, as
Coffmanmaintains, James’ comment refers
to thePaulineepistles, sinceNewTestament
Scripture is referencedonly twice in theNew
Testament—oncewherePaul(in1Timothy5:
18) quotes thewordsofChrist aswrittenby
Luke inLuke10:7, andoncewherePeter (in
2Peter3:15-16)mentionsasawhole thewrit-
ingsofPaul.The remainderof thecitations
in the New Testament come from the Old
Testament, except for a quote from an Athe-
nianpoet inActs17:28, fromEpimenides in
Titus1:12,andpossiblyfromanow-losthymn
orpoeminEphesians5:14.

Whether it is a reference toOldorNew
Testament concepts, the KJV and RSV both
havedone an inadequate jobof translating
the verse. The late, respected Greek scholar
J.W. Roberts was correct in saying that the
1901AmericanStandardVersionprovides the
closestmatch to the truemeaning (1977,p.
129).
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A In order to understand the situa-
tionthataroseinActs7,someback-

ground information isnecessary. The church
in thecityof Jerusalemwasgrowingby leaps
andbounds—as is evident fromthe fact that
“the number of the disciples multiplied in
Jerusalemexceedingly;andagreatcompany
of thepriestswereobedient to the faith” (vs.
7). Stephen, as a dedicated worker in the Je-
rusalemcongregation,wasprovidingagreat
service for the church. But as a preacher, he
alsowashavingapowerful influenceonnon-
Christians. The account recorded in Acts 7
indicates thathe“wroughtgreatwonders and
signs among the people” (vs. 8), and must
havebeenboth logicalandeloquent inhis
oral presentations, since thepeople “werenot
able towithstand thewisdomand theSpirit
bywhichhespake”(vs.10).

Someof theGreeks fromthe local syna-
gogue—unable to refute his arguments de-
fending Christianity—became jealous and
bitter. Unable to disarm his magnificently
statedcasewithreason, theydecided instead
to resort to false testimonyandtoviolence.
Asaresult, thetext indicates that they

stirred up the people, and the elders,
and the scribes, and came upon him,
and seizedhim, andbroughthimin-
to the council, and set up false witnes-
ses, who said, “This man ceaseth not
to speakwords against thisholyplace,
andthe law: forwehaveheardhimsay,
that this JesusofNazarethshalldestroy
thisplace,andshallchangethecustoms
which Moses delivered unto us.” And
allthatsatinthecouncil, fasteningtheir
eyesonhim, sawhis face as ithadbeen
thefaceofanangel (Acts6:12-15,KJV).
Duringhisdefensebefore theSanhedrin,

Stephen made the statements alluded to in
thequestionabove.Stephenknewhissubject
matter, andknewitwell.His speech—which
ultimatelywas intended to show the rebel-
liousspirit thathadbeensoprevalentduring
the Israelites’ entire past history—was full of
illustrations from the Old Testament that
wouldhavebeendear to theheartofanyone
professing Judaism. Consider, for example,
hismentioning Jacob’sdeath.Everyonepres-
entwouldhavebeenintimately familiarwith
the storyof Jacob’s funeral,whichwas a re-
markable event involving the two nations
ofEgypt and Israel (Genesis 50:1-13). Itwas
then, and isnow,anestablished fact that Ja-
cobwasburiedatMachpelahinHebron(Gen-
esis 49:29-30).

What is the answer to the critics’ sugges-
tion that Stephen erred when he mentioned
Shechemas Jacob’sburialplace, since itwas
commonknowledge that Jacobhad, in fact,
beenburied inMachpelah?Andhowdowe
respondwhencriticsallege thatStephencom-
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Ye adulteresses, know ye not that the
friendshipof theworld is enmitywith
God? Whosoever therefore would be
a friend of the world maketh himself
an enemy of God. Or think ye that
the scripture speaketh invain?Doth
thespiritwhichhemadetodwell in
us long unto envying?But he giveth
more grace. Wherefore the scripture
saith,Godresisteththeproud,butgiv-
ethgracetothehumble.Besubjectthere-
fore untoGod; but resist thedevil, and
he will flee from you (James 4:4-7, ASV,
emp.added).
HugoMcCord, inhis independenttrans-

lationof theNewTestament, rendered James
4:5 very much like the American Standard
Version,withaslightupdatingof language.
Histranslationreads:“Doyouthinkthatthe
scripturespeaksemptily?DoestheSpirit liv-
inginuslust toenvy?”(1988,p.442).

Regardlessofwhichversionisused, it ap-
pearsthat Jamesdidnot intendthisverse to
be takenas aquotation.Themost likely an-
swer is that James did indeed refer to ideas
and thoughts expressed throughout the en-
tireOldTestament, rather thanquotingaspe-
cific verse. — Zach Smith and Eric Lyons,
M.Min.
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Q In Acts 7, Stephen had been ac-
cusedofadvocating theoverthrow

of theLawofMoses and speakingoutpub-
licly against theTemple.TheSanhedrin con-
vened todiscusshis fate, and tohearhisde-
fense.Duringhis discourse, Stephenmade
the following assertion: “And Jacob went
down intoEgypt; andhedied, himself and
our fathers; and they were carried over un-
toShechem,andlaidinthetombthatAbra-
hambought for aprice in silver of the sons
ofHamorinShechem”(7:15-16).Variouscrit-
icsof theBiblehaveaccusedStephenofhav-
ingmade twoblatant errors. First, he appar-
ently stated that Jacob had been buried in
Shechem, whereas Genesis 49:29-30 states
that JacobwasburiedatMachpelah inHe-
bron, fiftymiles away. Second, Stephen sug-
gested that Abraham bought the tomb in
Shechem,while theOldTestamentnotes that
itwas Jacobwhodidthebuying(Genesis23:
16-18;33:18-19;50:13; Joshua24:32).Whois
right—StephenorMoses?
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mitted a seconderrorbecausehe suggested
thatAbrahampurchased the tomb inwhich
Jacobwasburied?

First, thequestionneedstoberaisedabout
why no one in Stephen’s audience pointed
out his alleged “mistake.” Remember that
Stephenwas speakingbefore anextremely
hostile crowd thatwas filledwithknowledge-
ableJewswhocomposedtheSanhedrin—men
whowouldhavebeendesirousofprovinghim
wrong since he had impugned both their
motives and their integrity. But they never
got their chance, as is evident from the fact
that theyhadtosubornperjuryvia falsewit-
nesses(vss.11,13)andeventuallytakeupstones
tokill him.That, then, leaves only twoop-
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 statementswere accu-
rate, but subsequentlywere recordedorcop-
iedincorrectly.

Onoccasion,whentheEnglish text seems
unclearorappears tocontradict itself, itof-
tenisbeneficial tobeabletoexaminetheorig-
inallanguage inwhichthepassagewaswrit-
ten.Thisisonesuchinstance.Oneofthelead-
ingbiblical scholars (somehave suggestedhe
was the leading biblical scholar) of his day
was J.W.McGarvey,whoseknowledgeofboth
the languages and the customsof thebibli-
cal landswaswithoutpeer.His1881volume,
Landsof theBible,wasconsideredaclassic,ev-
eninitsday,andremainssotoday.Inhiscom-
mentaryontheNewTestamentbookofActs,
McGarvey provided an excursion into the
Greek text thathelps immensely in explain-
ing the “contradiction” posed by Stephen’s
statement.

Asthetwoclausesstandinourversion,
“he died, himself, and our fathers; and
theywerecarriedover intoShecham,”
there canbenodoubt that “himself ”
and“fathers” are commonsubjects of
one verb “died,” and that thepronoun
“they” before “were carried” refers to
bothalike.But it isnot so in theorigi-
nal. The construction is different. The
verb rendered died is in the singular
number, eteleutasen, and it agreesonly
with autos, himself. The plural substan-
tive“fathers” isnot the subjectof that
verb, but of the plural eteleutasan un-
derstood.The constructionhavingbeen
changedwith the introductionof the
plural subject, it follows that theplural
verb metetéthasan, “were carried,” be-
longs to fathers, andnot to Jacob.The
two clauses, properly punctuated, and
with the ellipsis supplied, read thus:
“and he died; and our fathers died,
andwerecarriedoverintoShechem.”
With this rendering and punctuation,
whicharecertainlyadmissible, thecon-
tradictiontotallydisappears;andif the
passage had been thus rendered at first

into English, a contradiction would
nothavebeen thoughtof (1892, p. 121,
emp.added, italics inorig.).
McGarvey’s point was this. If Jacob was

buriedatMachpelah inHebron (andof that
there is nodoubt, sinceGenesis 49:29-30 so
states), then Stephen must have been saying
that it was the fathers alone who were bur-
ied inShechem,not Jacob.This isquitepos-
sible.Weknowthatat leastoneofthefathers
—Joseph—wasburied inShechem(Joshua24:
32).Andwhile theOldTestamentdoesnot
recordtheburialplaces formanyof theoth-
er patriarchs, we can glean some informa-
tionfromsecularhistoryonthesubject. In
hisdiscussiononActs7,thewell-knowncom-
mentatorAlbertBarnesmentionedthatsome
Jewishhistorians (e.g.,Kuinoel)held to the
view that the fatherswereburied 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).

[The idea that thepatriarchswereburied
in Shechem, however, was neither popular
nor representative of the common Jewish
thoughtof theday. Infact, Josephusandoth-
er Jewishhistorianssuggestedthat thefathers
were buried at Hebron. And there is a very
goodreasonwhy theywouldsaysuchathing.
TheSamaritans—the Jews’ bitterest rivals—had
seizedShechem.TheproudJews, therefore,
wouldhavedone anything—perhaps even go-
ing so faras to falsifyhistory—tokeepfrom
having to admit that their ancestors were
buried in their enemy’s land. This actually
lends credibility toStephen’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.]

Butwhatmaybe said regarding the sec-
ondmistake thatStephenis supposedtohave
made—thatAbrahambought the tombin

Shechem, whereas the Old Testament states
that it was Jacobwho did the buying? The
possibility exists that this is a casewhich falls
into the secondcategorymentionedabove—
i.e., that Stephen’s statements themselveswere
accurate, but subsequentlywere recordedor
copiedincorrectly.Variousscholars (Adam
Clarke, J.W.McGarvey,AlbertBarnes, etal.)
havepresentedagoodcase for the idea that
themistakeshouldnotbeattributedtoSte-
phen,butrathertoacopyist’serror.

However, there areotherpossibilities that
areequallyplausible.McGarveycorrectlyob-
served: “Two statements are contradictory
notwhentheydiffer,butwhentheycannot
both be true” (1886, 2:31). Here we have just
suchan instance.These twoaccountsdonot
conflict; rather, they only differ. Consider
all the facts as we know them: (1) Abraham
boughta fieldandacave inHebron(Genesis
23:17); (2)Abrahambought a sepulcher in
Shechem(Acts 7:16); (3)Later, Jacobbought
aparcel of groundor a field (Joshua24:32)
also in Shechem (Genesis 33:19). It could be
that Jacobmerelybought the landwhereup-
on the sepulcher of his grandfather stood.
Thisexplanationcertainly is feasible.

Yet there is still anotherprospect.Weknow
thatAbrahamlived fora time in the landof
Shechem,evenbuildinganaltar there (Gen-
esis 12:5-6). We also know that Jacob went
toShechemandsetuphis tent thereabout
185years later (Genesis33:18).Perhaps in the
intervening time period, the native people
had taken back the land, and, rather than
fighting to reclaimwhat alreadywashis, Ja-
cob simplybought the landbackpeaceably.
Thus, the landwouldhavebeenpurchased
twice—first by Abraham, and then, almost
twocenturies later, by Jacob.This, too, ap-
pears to be a logical reconciliation of the
facts.—AldenBassandKyleButt,M.A.
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Q HowdidJudasactuallykillhim-
self?Didheperishfromhanging,

orfromfalling?

A Inspeakingofwhatcanbecalledac-
curately the most dastardly betrayal

of all time,Luke records in thebookofActs
two prophecies from the psalms regarding
Judas Iscariot: “Let his habitation be made
desolate,andletnomandwell therein;and,
hisoffice letanother take” (1:20). Judaswas
one of the main participants in the foulest
plot inhumanhistory,butdidnot live long

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.
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enough to deal with the weight of the guilt
resulting fromhis sin. FromMatthew’s ac-
count,wereadwherehecommittedsuicide
shortly after his betrayal of the Lord. Con-
siderthefollowingapparentcontradiction:

And he cast down the pieces of silver
into the sanctuary, and departed; and
hewentawayandhangedhimself (Mat-
thew27:5).
Now this man obtained a field with
the rewardofhis iniquity; and falling
headlong,heburstasunderinthemidst,
and all his bowels gushed out (Acts 1:
18).
Somehaveused this difference in the ac-

countstosuggestacontradictionexists.Mat-
thewstatesclearly that Judas“wentawayand
hangedhimself ” (27:5).Ontheotherhand,
Lukerecords inActs1:18 that“fallinghead-
long,heburst asunder in themidst, andall
his bowels gushedout.”Matthewmentions
onlyahanging;LukementionsJudasfalling
headlong (i.e., headfirst) and bursting open
inthemiddle(i.e.,athismidsection). Is there,
then,acontradictionhere?

First, asE.M.Zerr correctly pointedout,
“they [the twopassages inMatthew27:5 and
Acts1:18—JD/BH] shouldnotbe takenasa
contradiction if it is possible forboth tobe
true”(1952,5:272). Is thisapossibility inthe
current case?AlbertBarnes offered the fol-
lowing observation in regard to this alleged
discrepancy:“Matthewrecordsthemode in
which Judas attempted his death by hang-
ing.Peter speaksof theresult” (1998,9:300,
emp. inorig.).

Therearemanytypesofbacteria that live
inside thebody.Thesebacteria are the first
to begin theprocess of decomposition after
anorganismdies. Saprobicbacteria invade
every inch of the dead body, and begin de-
composinganddigesting theorganic tissue.
(Saprobicbacteria areheterotrophs that live
ondecayingmaterial, likeadeadbody.)As
theydecomposeorganicmaterial toproduce
energy, thesemicroorganismshelp recycle
nutrients such asnitrogen and carbonback
intotheenvironment. Inaccomplishingthis,
the bacteria produce significant quantities
ofgaseousby-products. If abodyhadbeen
deadfor severaldays, thegasespresentwould
begin to exert considerable pressure on the
abdomen,causingthemidsectionto burst
openeasilyuponhitting thehardground.
AsWayneJacksonobserved:

The language necessitates no conflict.
Eitherhehangedhimself fromavery
highplace—withperhaps theropebreak-
ing; or else, no one removed his body
for a while, it eventually fell under its
own weight, and the decomposing
corpseburstopen(2000,p.13).

J.W.Haleywrote inasimilarfashion:

Neither of these statements excludes
the other.Matthewdoesnot deny that
Judas, afterhanginghimself, fell and
burst asunder;Lukedoesnot assert that
Judasdidnothanghimselfprior tohis
fall (1974,p.349).

Haley continuedbyofferingapossible 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,andthe limbortheropegaveway;
andhefellandwasmangledasdescribed
inActs (p.349).

Therefore, the verses actually supplement,
rather than contradict, each other. Matthew
givesthemode,whileLukegivestheresult.

Ofcourse,whendealingwith this same
topic, skeptics likelywill bringup the argu-
ment that Judascouldnothave“obtained”
a field as Luke recorded that he did (Acts 1:
18). J.W.McGarveyandPhilipY.Pendleton
presentedandrefutedthree“contradictions”
intheaccountofJudasandthefield:

His [Luke’s—JD/BH] account of Judas’
deathvaries in threepoints fromthat
given by Matthew, but the variations
are easilyharmonized. 1.Evidently Ju-
das hung until his abdomen was par-
tially decomposed; then his neck giv-
ing way, the rope breaking, or some-
thinghappeningwhichcausedhisbody
to fall, it burst openwhen it struck the
ground. 2. Judas is spoken of as pur-
chasing the field, and sohedid, for the
priestsbought itwithhismoney, sothat
legally itwashispurchase. 3.The field
was called “The fieldof blood” for two
reasons, and each evangelist gives one
of them(n.d.,p.722).

Once again, God’s Word can be seen to
be internally consistent.Additionally, the ex-
planationsofferedabove formapattern that
canbeusedinansweringsuchcharges—i.e.,
whenever two seemingly contradictory ac-
countsareunderconsideration, theycould
actually be complementary to one another.
—JoeDeweese andBradHarrub,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, “beingdead, yet speaketh.”



DECEMBER 2002 REASON & REVELATION 22(12):96

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 remaindedicated to that initial commitment.

For over two decades, many of our sub-
scribers have made it a regular habit to pur-
chase personal copies of each year’s bound
volume of Reason & Revelation.No doubt
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, I
believe it certainly is safe to say that our read-
ers have appreciated their availability.

Previously, we have carried in stock bound
volumes of Reason &Revelationfor 1994-2001.
With the collating and binding of all issues

for 2002, we now have available a total of nine years’ worth of
boundvolumes.Eachvolumecontains all twelve issues for the year,
aswell as an author/subject index andanattractive 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 ‘Image 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; wedonot 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 aswell.

During2002,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
wegot theBible; andmanyothers.

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/
handling at $1.75 for the first volume, plus
$0.50 for each additional volume.] Bound
volumesof bothReason&RevelationandDis-
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 youruse of ourproducts and services.

Bert Thompson
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