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OF APES AND MEN: CHROMOSOME 2 IN HUMANS AND THE CHIMPANZEE
Will Brooks, Ph.D.
[EDITOR’S NOTE : The following article was written by A.P. staff scientist
Will Brooks, who holds a Ph.D. in Cell
Biology from the University of Alabama
at Birmingham.]

“T

he Evolution of Creationism.”
No, you did not misread
the statement. This was the
title of a symposium that I recently
attended at the Experimental Biology
2009 National Conference held in New
Orleans, Louisiana (Forrest and Miller,
2009). At this symposium, a couple
of the more vocal evolutionists gave a
detailed account of how creationists’
thinking has allegedly “evolved” over
the last 20 years. The speakers gave a
chronological history of landmark court
cases regarding the creation/evolution
debate and marked how creationists
have repeatedly changed their strategies for battling evolutionary thought.
(Answering this historical interpretation is beyond the scope of this article,
though much could be said in response
to this claim.) One of the speakers at
this symposium was Dr. Kenneth Miller,
a biology professor at Brown University.
Miller is a researcher and author, but is
well known in large part for his testimony at the 2005 Kitzmiller v. Dover
Area School District trial (Kitzmiller v.
Dover…, 2005). In this well-publicized
court case, parents battled the Dover,
Pennsylvania School Board over a
statement that the school board de-

veloped to be read in 9th grade science
class when evolution was taught. Led
by Kitzmiller, these parents fought to
have the statement removed, because
it posited intelligent design as an alternative to Darwin’s theory. Within
those courts, Miller gave testimony
which was designed to prove beyond
a reasonable doubt that evolution was
the only explanation for the origin of
life. One of the key points of Miller’s
testimony, which he kindly recounted
at the symposium, regarded the thenrecent report that human chromosome
2 looks like it is a fusion of two different
chimpanzee chromosomes (Wienberg,
et al., 1994).
Humans (Homo sapiens) have 46
chromosomes which make up their
nuclear DNA genome; this number is
known as the diploid number. Half
of these 46 chromosomes are always
donated by the mother and half by
the father. So, mom and dad each contribute 23 chromosomes—the haploid
number—to their offspring. Therefore,
the 46 nuclear chromosomes, that all
humans possess within their cells, are
actually 23 pairs of identical chromosomes. (To be more precise, females
have 23 identical pairs, while males
have 22 pairs that are identical and the
sex chromosomes, X and Y, are paired
but not identical.) This diploid number
of 46 (23 pairs) is, however, unique to
humans among their alleged primate

relatives. Genetically speaking, those
species which have DNA sequences
most similar to that of humans are the
great apes. Each of the four species of
ape (chimpanzee, gorilla, bonobo, and
orangutan) possesses 48 chromosomes
or 24 pairs, compared to the 46 chromosomes of humans. However, the
genetic difference between Homo sapiens and their alleged primate relatives
is significant.
Of the four species of great apes, also
known as hominids, the chimpanzee
(Pan troglodytes) harbors the most simi-

CONTENTS
Articles

Of Apes and Men: Chromosome 2 in
Humans and the Chimpanzee
Will Brooks . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 81

Was Jesus Misquoted?
Dewayne Bryant. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 84
Departments
Speaking Schedules. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 85
Note from the Editor
Advanced Reader Series Released . .  .  .  .  .  . 88
Resources
America’s “Sudden Catastrophe”. .  .  .  .  .  .  . 41-R
Ardi Is Not a Human Ancestor. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 44-R

www.ApologeticsPress.org

© COPYRIGHT, APOLOGETICS PRESS, INC., 2009, ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

November 2009 Reason & Revelation 29(11):81

lar DNA sequence to humans, making it
genetically the closest to Homo sapiens.
As was discussed by Miller in his court
testimony, interestingly, if one takes a
close look at the gross physical appearance (karyotype) of both human and
chimpanzee chromosomes, one finds
that all of the chromosomes can be
matched between species, except the human chromosome 2. This chromosome
is unique in that it looks like a hybrid
or fusion of two chimpanzee chromosomes known now as chromosomes 2A
and 2B. The similarities are striking and
quite convincing that Homo sapiens
chromosome 2 is the counterpart of
the chimpanzee chromosomes 2A and
2B. This accounts for the difference in
diploid numbers between humans and
four species of great ape. Humans have
23 pairs including a single chromosome
2 (46 total), while the great apes have
24 pairs including the distinct chromosomes 2A and 2B (48 total). Miller
and a host of evolutionists have jumped
on this alleged chromosomal fusion as
evidence that humans, the chimpanzee,
and other hominids all descended from
one common ancestor.
Three explanations could account
for this proposed chromosomal fusion.
One lends itself to an evolutionist’s view

and two to the viewpoint of intelligent
design. First, consider the evolutionist’s
explanation. Most modern evolutionary
Orangutans
Common
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Gorillas

Great Apes

Chimpanzees
Humans

Figure 1: Evolutionary Map of Proposed
Ape and Human Descent. Note the
chimpanzee (Pan troglodytes ) and the
bonobo or pigmy chimpanzee are grouped
together.

biologists do not claim that humans
evolved from chimpanzees or any of
the other living apes. Instead, it is proposed that humans and the great apes
all evolved separately from one now
extinct common ancestor through independent evolutionary lines (Figure 1).
Allegedly, that one common ancestor
of man and the hominids possessed a
diploid number of 48. As this species
evolved into the chimpanzee, gorilla,
and orangutan, the total chromosomal
number remained constant at 48. In
contrast, as that same common ancestor evolved into a human, two of the
48 chromosomes underwent a genetic
malfunction and were fused together
to produce a new species with a diploid
number of 46.
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There are problems with this explanation. First, this hypothesis openly
assumes that the chromosomal fusion
took place after humans supposedly
split from the apes in the proposed evolutionary tree. Allegedly at some point
in the past, a human ancestor’s DNA
underwent a genetic fusion between
two of its chromosomes. This event
occurred in no other species. Does this
provide evidence that humans share a
common ancestor with apes? No. This
line of thinking provides no empirical
evidence that humans and apes share
a common ancestor. All that it really
does is suggest that a past human may
have undergone this genetic change.
In order for this fusion event to demonstrate common ancestry with the
chimpanzee, there would have to be
some link between the fusion event and
the great apes. But no such link exists.
The fused-looking chromosome is specific to humans, so it does not directly
connect with the great apes. Therefore,
it cannot be empirical evidence for a
common link between Homo sapiens
and the great apes. The only genetic
“link” (which is no link at all) between
humans and the apes is our close DNA
sequence similarity. But this similarity is completely expected given the
similar body structure, physiology, and
biochemistry that we share with our primate friends. In reality, DNA sequence
similarity is just as much evidence for
common design as it is for evolution. In
actuality, neither viewpoint is proven
by the matter of similarity.
For the sake of argument, let us
assume that evolutionists are correct
and a distant human ancestor with 48
chromosomes did evolve into a new
species with 46 chromosomes via the
chromosome 2 fusion event. Did this
event occur in a single individual or
simultaneously in an entire population?
Mutations of this nature are certainly
rare, but they do occur occasionally.
However, the probability that this mutation would occur simultaneously in
multiple individuals is so staggeringly
low that we can assume its impossibility. At best, the mutation occurred in
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a single individual. How then was it
propagated from one individual to his
or her offspring and eventually to every
human? Chromosomal rearrangements
of this nature are not easily passed to
offspring. When mutations of this
magnitude occur, they pose serious
problems for an organism when the
process of gamete production occurs.
Gametes are the egg and sperm cells
used to form a new individual during
sexual reproduction. The process of
generating gametes is a special form of
cell division known as meiosis. During
this process, a specific alignment of
chromosomal pairs always occurs and
is essential for meiosis. This alignment
is dependent on the near-identical structure and sequence of chromosomal pairs.
If an individual carries a mutation such
as a chromosomal fusion, then he or she
will often be unable to produce gametes,
because meiosis will fail to occur properly due to improper alignment of the
now non-identical chromosome pairs.
Today, we know chromosomal fusion
to be one cause of infertility. In some
cases, meiosis can find a way to complete
despite non-identical chromosomal
pairs. However, the gametes that result,
or the offspring produced by fertilization with these gametes, usually have a
short lifespan due to genetic problems.
Problems associated with chromosomal
alignment lead to spontaneous miscarriages and genetic abnormalities such
as Down’s Syndrome.
A third problem with the hypothesis
of a chromosomal fusion in human
ancestry lies in the complete absence
of humans with 48 chromosomes. If
it were true that a chromosomal split
occurred in human evolution, then two
distinct human groups would have been
generated: one containing 48 chromosomes which were not altered by any
genetic change, and a second containing
46 chromosomes including the fusion
of chromosome 2 (Figure 2). The problem is, however, that no humans have
48 chromosomes. The only possible
historical explanation is that an entire
population of 48-chromosome humans
became extinct and was replaced by a

46-chromosome human race. For this
scenario to have occurred, a very strong
positive selection must have favored
the diploid number of 46 over that of
48 (Bowers, 2003). Unfortunately for
evolutionists, the paradox is that the
same selection would be expected for
the other apes as well. Apes, however,
maintained a chromosome number of
48. Because of the known problems
of infertility that go along with large
genomic rearrangements, natural selection would actually operate against this
proposed chromosomal fusion. The
fitness for survival for such individuals
would be extremely low. Taken together,
no evidence supports common ancestry
between humans and chimpanzees via
chromosome 2 fusion.
Other Great Apes (48)
Common
Ancestor
48

Chimpanzees (48)
Humans (48)
Humans (46)

Figure 2: Evolutionary Map of Human
Divergence Following Chromosome 2
Fusion.

So, if humans were not a split from
the ape lineage in evolutionary theory,
there are two other explanations for the
appearance of human chromosome 2.
The first explanation is that an intelligent designer created humans with 48
chromosomes, but they underwent the
fusion sometime following Creation.
At first glance, this explanation might
appear to be a combination of creation
and evolution—but only if “evolution”
is defined as microevolution. Let us
assume that God created humans with
a diploid number of 48 chromosomes,
and that they were in all respects the
same as humans today except in chromosome number. Later, a fusion occurred between two chromosomes to
give humans 46 chromosomes just like
ourselves. This would be an example
of microevolution. A genetic change
occurred, but did not alter the species by creating a new distinct species.
Unfortunately, this explanation holds

up no better than that of the evolutionist’s common ancestry theory. As described above, the problems of infertility, low survival fitness, and the absence
of humans with 48 chromosomes today
make this explanation improbable for
the appearance of chromosome 2. It
could be argued that Noah or his wife
(Genesis 6) contained the chromosome
2 fusion and thus repopulated the Earth
following the great Flood with this
genomic alteration. If Noah or his wife
contained a fusion of chromosomes
2A and 2B, then their offspring would
have a 50% chance of receiving this
chromosome. Then, offspring from their
sons, Shem, Ham, and Japheth, would
have only a 25% chance of receiving
the altered chromosome 2. With each
successive generation, the probability
of maintaining the altered chromosome would reduce by one-half. These
genetic frequencies of passage to offspring, coupled with the likelihood of
infertility and genetic syndromes, make
the Noah hypothesis unlikely as well.
The only remaining explanation for
the similarity of human chromosome
2 to chromosomes 2A and 2B in the
chimpanzee is that God created mankind with 46 chromosomes including
a second chromosome with the visible
characteristics that we see today. No
evidence or any line of rational thought
can explain how a single human underwent a genetic chromosomal fusion and passed that alteration to all
of mankind—except that he was created by God at the beginning, along
with woman, with that chromosomal
makeup.
Atheists have asked why God would
purposefully create a human chromosome that “looks” like the fusion of
two chromosomes. At this stage of understanding, we do not know. Recall
God’s words: “For my thoughts are
not your thoughts, neither are your
ways my ways, declares the Lord. For as
the heavens are higher than the earth,
so are my ways higher than your ways
and my thoughts than your thoughts”
(Isaiah 55:8-9, ESV). Eliphaz rightly
stated: “He catches the wise in their
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own craftiness, and the schemes of the
wily are brought to a quick end” (Job
5:13, ESV). We cannot know God’s intentions for creating us as we exist, nor
can we know why He created chimpanzees with such close genetic similarities
to humans. We can know, however, that
despite the close similarities in genetics,
anatomy, physiology, and biochemistry
between Homo sapiens and Pan troglodytes, man can think and reason far
beyond the chimpanzee or any other
living organism. (It is doubtful that
genetics will ever solely explain that
difference.) But, the greatest difference
will always be that man alone has an

immortal soul which is yet another
created gift from God.
We will continue to learn as we delve
deeper into our studies of biology and
the living world. We may well discover
an explanation. But, there will always
be questions which cannot be answered,
puzzles which cannot be solved. While
God has placed some of His creation beyond our ability to discover, He has left
other parts of it for us to ponder. What
we can know is that the evolutionists’
“argument” regarding chromosome 2
in no way proves that humans evolved
from apes.
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Was Jesus Misquoted?
Dewayne Bryant, M.A.
[EDITOR’S NOTE: The following article
was written by auxiliary staff writer Dewayne Bryant, who holds two Masters degrees, and is completing Masters study in
Ancient Near Eastern Archaeology and
Languages at Trinity Evangelical Divinity School, while pursuing doctoral studies
at Amridge University. He has participated in an archaeological dig at Tell El-Borg
in Egypt and holds professional membership in both the American Schools of Oriental Research as well as the Society of Biblical Literature.]

J

esus is under attack like never before. While criticism of the Faith
is nothing new, there is an increase
in the public exposure of Christianity’s
detractors. From documentaries on the
small screen to blockbuster movies on
the silver screen, critics are pursuing
all media venues to preach a message
of distrust—and even hate. The members of the new atheism have lambasted the Christian Faith in bestselling
books, describing the faithful as simple-minded, anti-scientific, and even
dangerous. For Christianity’s critics,
the spiritual forecast looks bright for
a brisk trade in fear.

Not all of the enemies of the Faith
come from a secularist perspective.
While plenty come from a scientific
background, one of the newest cast
members is a former minister and purported biblical scholar. Bart Ehrman,
professor of religion at the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, is one
of the foremost scholars in the country
in the area of textual criticism, the art
and science of evaluating ancient manuscripts. Trained at Princeton Theological Seminary under Bruce Metzger, a
theological conservative and one of the
greatest text critics of the 20th century,
Ehrman abandoned his former fundamentalist roots and has penned several
books questioning the Bible.

E

Was Jesus Misquoted?

hrman specializes in textual criticism, the art and science of evaluating biblical manuscripts. Textual criticism is concerned with studying ancient
documents in order to determine the
original wording of the text. Like all
other documents from antiquity, the
original autographs of the New Testament writings are no longer extant.

While scribes from the ancient world
were quite exact in their standards of
copying, no scribe was perfect. This
means that manuscripts possessed by
biblical scholars have slight—though
usually meaningless—differences due to
copyist’s errors. In his bestselling book
Misquoting Jesus, Ehrman paints a rather bleak picture of the current state of
the study of biblical texts:
Not only do we not have the originals, we don’t have the first copies of
the originals, we don’t even have the
copies of the copies of the originals,
or copies of the copies of the copies of
the originals. What we have are copies made later—much later…. And
these copies all differ from one another, in many thousands of places….
These copies differ from one another
in so many places that we don’t even
know how many differences there
are (2005, p. 10).

It is amazing that a book about textual criticism made it onto the New York
Times bestseller list, but there is one
major difference that makes its popularity unsurprising. The very fact that it
attempts to discredit the Bible is a major selling point. Members of the mod-

© COPYRIGHT, APOLOGETICS PRESS, INC., 2009, ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

November 2009 Reason & Revelation 29(11):84

America’s “Sudden Catastrophe”
Dave Miller, Ph.D.
Scanning the social landscape of America,
one is struck by a number of cultural factors
that characterize the present condition of society.
Consider the following four. First, Americans
have shifted dramatically away from instruction
in the Christian religion and respect for the
authority of the Bible. The public school system
and the scientific community are thoroughly ensconced in an anti-religion, evolutionist posture.
Statistics show that fewer Americans attend
church, read their Bibles, or retain commitment
to the precepts of Jesus Christ. Even among those
who maintain an affiliation with the “formal”
aspects of religion, churches have become “seeker
sensitive” in their thrust, providing centers of
entertainment and strictly positive, “feel good,”
anecdotal talks in place of Bible-based, soulstrengthening sermons. Sermons that stir the
soul and convict the conscience are decried
as “too negative” and “hell-fire and brimstone
preaching.” Yes, Americans are rejecting religious instruction and authority.
Second, Americans have distorted the notion
of justice. In many ways, the criminal justice
system has become a laughing stock, earning
the distrust and dismay of large segments of
the population. Since the 1960s shift from the
rights of the victim to the rights of the criminal,
America’s laws and sense of justice have been
gradually restructured and redefined. Prisons
are full to overflowing, resulting in unjust early
release programs. Having committed crimes
“deserving of death” (Acts 25:11; Romans 1:32),
inmates continue to live on death row for years
and years. “Because the sentence against an evil
work is not executed speedily, therefore the heart
of the sons of men is fully set in them to do evil”
(Ecclesiastes 8:11). On one hand, criminals commit multiple heinous crimes, inflicting injury
and death on law-abiding citizens, only to be
released on technicalities to continue their vile
rampage on the security and well-being of the
innocent. On the other hand, Christian parents
can apply proper discipline to their children and
be brought before authorities for child abuse
and imprisoned. Yes, Americans are violating
the rules of eternal justice.
Third, for over 150 years, Americans shared
a common and virtually universal moral
framework. As political sociologist Alexis de
Tocqueville observed of America in the 1830s:
“Christianity, therefore, reigns without obstacle,
by universal consent; the consequence is, as I
have before observed, that every principle of
the moral world is fixed and determinate”

(1835, 1:304-305, emp. added). Since World War
2, Americans have steadily relaxed the moral
sensibilities that once governed society, providing citizens with certainty and stability in their
daily behavioral choices. The rigid parameters
that once gave society cohesion, defining what
is right or wrong, moral or immoral, have all
but evaporated. From abortion and embryonic
stem-cell research to same-sex relations, clear
cut moral distinctions have become blurred
in the minds of many people. Yes, Americans
are trifling with the injunctions of morality.
Fourth, liberal politicians and activist judges
are running amok throughout the country.
Foolish, ungodly decisions have been perpetrated on the public—from the removal of Ten
Commandment monuments from public places
and the banning of prayers in city council and
school board meetings, to the redefinition of
marriage and accommodation of easy divorce.
Even Supreme Court justices are looking to
foreign courts to guide their judicial decisions
and thwart the intentions of the Framers. Their
reinterpretation of the Constitution that results
in the expulsion of God from the public square
constitutes an illicit tampering with the foundations of the nation. Yes, Americans are recklessly
destroying the political constitution that
holds us together.
In view of these most unfortunate circumstances, consider the words from a speech delivered on February 23, 1852 by second generation
American, Daniel Webster, who offered the
following chilling prophecy:
[I]f we and our posterity reject religious instruction and authority, violate the rules of eternal
justice, trifle with the injunctions of morality,
and recklessly destroy the political constitution which holds us together, no man can tell
how sudden a catastrophe may overwhelm
us that shall bury all our glory in profound
obscurity (1903, 13:492-493, emp. added).

This uncanny, prophetic anticipation of
America’s current condition is being fulfilled
before our very eyes. All that remains to happen
is the judgment that is inevitable—since God
remains consistent with His actions throughout
world history (Genesis 19:13; Psalm 9:17; cf.
“calamity” in 2 Chronicles 7:22).
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Ardi Is Not a Human Ancestor
If it were not so serious, the situation would
be comical. Every few months a media blitz
raves about a new “half-and-half” creature that
is unlike anything ever seen. Supposedly, tiny
features about this novel beast give modern humans cutting-edge insights into how primate
ancestors evolved into us. The troubling thing
about this whole scenario is that no matter how
many times creationists prove it to be false, and
no matter how many times specific “creatures”
like Piltdown Man, Lucy, or Ida are discredited, people continue to be shaken in their belief
in the Bible by every “latest” find.
Enter the most recent newcomer to the long
list of evolutionary losers—Ardi—“the closest
we have ever come” to the common ancestor we
allegedly share with chimps (see Schmid, 2009).
Ardi supposedly takes human evolution back to
4.4 million years ago. It is hyped as so significant that the journal Science contains 11 papers
on it in the October, 2009 edition.
One of the ironies surrounding Ardi’s heralded success is that if the evolutionary community was right in 2001, then our newest Ardi is
much less significant than an earlier Ardi. You
see, in the July 23, 2001 issue of Time, staff
writers Michael Lemonick and Andrea Dorman introduced their readers to Ardipithecus
ramidus kadabba. Supposedly, “Ardi” kadabba lived between 5.2 and 5.8 million years ago,
more than a million years before the current
reigning media champion. Furthermore, kadabba allegedly evolved “very close to the time
when humans and chimps first went their separate ways” (see Harrub and Thompson, 2003,
pp. 29-33). In addition, kadabba “almost certainly walked upright” according to the evolutionists who wrote about the find. So why are
we not still hearing about this unprecedented
evolutionary “victory”? For the simple reason
that it is not the “Johnny-come-lately” that can
generate media hype.
In truth, the latest reports of the 4.4 million-year-old Ardi are standard, run-of-themill, evolutionary propaganda that lack scientific integrity and, more basically, a foundation
of truth. Already, we are being treated to “qualifying” statements such as, “it may take years
to confirm exactly where Ardi fits in the history of human evolution” (Sample, 2009). In addition, the stories being spun are already con-

tradictory. For instance, Schmid says that Ardi’s anatomy shows that “the development of
their arms and legs indicates that they didn’t
spend much time in the trees” (2009, emp.
added). While, on the other hand, Sample stated: “Though Ardi would have spent much of
her time in the trees, her pelvis was adapted to
walking upright…” (2009, emp. added).
A close look at paleontological efforts to
find “human ancestors” offers some keen insight into why we are treated to a new “relative”
every few months. After all, Ardi was discovered in 1992. Following the original find, “a
total of 47 researchers then spent a further 15
years removing, preparing and studying each
of the fragments” (Sample, 2009). Somehow
the paleontological world must justify spending 705 man-years of research on Ardi. So instead of calling it what it truly is, an ape, they
are forced to justify their prodigal, vain years
of research by claiming that they have stumbled upon the latest, greatest “wonder of the
world.” Oh, that thinking people would have
the wisdom to view Ardi, and all similar outlandish evolutionary claims, in light of real scientific facts. How many Lucys, Hobbits, Piltdowns, Nebraskas, and Idas will it take for people to see what is happening here? Add Ardi to
the ever-growing heap of dead-ends piled high
in the mass grave of alleged human evolution.
[NOTE: For an expanded article on Ardi, see
Butt, 2009.]
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ern militant variety of atheism have
used Ehrman’s book as a rallying point.
Christopher Hitchens lists Misquoting
Jesus as essential reading in the book God
is Not Great: How Religion Poisons Everything (2007). Sam Harris, another of
the new atheists, lists Ehrman’s work on
his Web site as recommended reading.
Ehrman’s basic approach is one of
despair. He asserts the original text is
irrecoverable and virtually unknowable. According to Ehrman, the text
was written long after the events they
purport to record, by “orthodox” scribes
who intentionally altered the text itself.
He describes this secretive alteration of
the text as something akin to a conspiracy. These alterations changed the face
of Christianity as we know it. He says,
“It would be wrong…to say—as people
sometimes do—that the changes in our
text have no real bearing on what the
texts mean or on the theological conclusions that one draws from them….
In some instances, the very meaning of
the text is at stake, depending upon how
one resolves a textual problem” (p. 208).
In short, the Christian Faith practiced by millions today is unlike that
practiced in the first century. Not only
is it different, it is inaccessible because
agenda-driven scribes have corrupted
the very documents that serve as a win-

dow to the early church. Short of the
invention of time travel, no one can
know precisely how early Christianity
was practiced—according to Ehrman.

A

The State of the Text

ccording to scholars and critics
like Ehrman, the New Testament
documents were transmitted in poor
fashion. In one of the greatest hoaxes in textual criticism, liberal scholars
like Ehrman perpetuate the misconception that the transmission of the biblical text is like a game of “broken telephone” or “Chinese whispers.” According to the rules of the game, a line of
people take turns whispering a phrase
into the ear of the next person in line.
They must whisper it so softly that the
person on the other side of their neighbor cannot hear it, and they are not allowed to repeat themselves. When the
message gets to the end of the line, it
is usually nonsensical and garbled beyond recognition, much to the delight
of the participants.
The “broken telephone” analogy is
a popular one, but woefully incorrect.
Distorting the message to the point of
incomprehensibility is the point of the
game. That was not the point of the biblical scribes who copied what they believed to be the very Word of God. It is
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a well-known fact that Old Testament
scribes copied the text with a level of fidelity nearly inconceivable by moderns.
Scribes developed a highly sophisticated method of counting words, letters,
the middle word of a book along with
its middle letter, and everything else
imaginable to ensure that the copy of
the text was a perfect reproduction of
the original manuscript. For that reason, the vast number of copyist errors
in the Old Testament manuscripts consists of nothing more than a single letter, usually one that looks similar to
another in the Hebrew alphabet. Using rules of textual criticism, scholars
are able to classify and correct the error quite easily.
While the Old Testament scribes
were quite sophisticated in their efforts,
what about the scribes who copied the
New Testament documents? Unfortunately, New Testament scribes were not
always as faithful as their Jewish counterparts. But this hardly means that
their work is suspect. Let us return to
the broken telephone analogy. Scribes
copying the documents were not copying for an audience of one. Their work
could be checked and verified by many
others who read the copies, or heard
them read aloud in the first churches.
Furthermore, they were under no rules
that limited their ability to communicate their message or forbade them from
correcting anyone else. The sheer gravity of copying the words of the apostolic
writers, not to mention those of Christ
Himself, would have involved the entire Christian community.
To his discredit, Ehrman uses the
broken telephone argument when he
surely knows better. Trained at Princeton Seminary, a premiere school for
New Testament studies, Ehrman knows
that scribes did not transmit the biblical documents in this manner. While
scribes in the New Testament world
did not have the same checks and balances used by Jewish scribes, it does not
mean that their efforts were slack or
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their standards lax. Copying the biblical documents was not for an audience
of one, but for the entire Christian community. Others would have been able
to check the documents and note any
errors that the scribes might have made.
An inconvenient truth for Ehrman,
and others favorable to his views, is the
witness of authorities in the early church.
The early church fathers began quoting
and alluding to the books of the New
Testament very early. In his Apologia
Prima, Justin Martyr indicates that on
Sunday the apostolic writings would be
read publicly. Tertullian echoes Justin’s
sentiments, saying,
Come now, you who would indulge
a better curiosity, if you would apply
it to the business of your salvation,
run over to the apostolic churches, in which the very thrones of the
apostles are still pre-eminent in their
places, in which their own authentic
writings are read, uttering the voice
and representing the face of each of
them severally (De Praescriptione
Haereticorum 36.1).

As New Testament scholars Darrell
Bock and Daniel Wallace point out,
“What is at issue here is the meaning
of ‘authentic’ writings. If this refers to
the original documents, as the word in
Latin (authenticae) normally does, then
Tertullian is saying that several of the
original New Testament books still existed in his day, well over a century after the time of their writing” (2007, p.
45, italics in orig.). Tertullian specifically references Paul’s letters to the
churches at Corinth, Philippi, Thessalonica, Ephesus, and Rome. Although
this point is not entirely certain, it is an
interesting thought. Tertullian’s statement provides evidence of a concern
for preserving the manuscripts accurately. Given human fascination with
historical relics and our interest in preserving them, it is possible that the early churches would have mirrored Tertullian’s concerns, preserving the letters written by the apostles themselves.

Bock and Wallace make a powerful
argument concerning two of the earliest manuscripts known today. Citing p75
and Codex Vaticanus (also known as B),
they argue that the two manuscripts
have an exceptionally strong agreement. And they are among the most
accurate manuscripts that exist today. P75 is about 125 years older than
B, yet it is not an ancestor of B. Instead, B was copied from an earlier
ancestor of P75…. The combination
of these two manuscripts in a particular reading must surely go back
to the very beginning of the second
century (2007, p. 47).

The state of the New Testament text
is much better than the situation of despair found in Misquoting Jesus. As a
world-class text critic, Ehrman must be
fully aware of this material, yet chooses
not to cite any of it in his work. In fact,
he rarely cites scholars who disagree
with him, leaving the inaccurate impression that he represents a vast majority of
scholars who hold the same viewpoint.
This borders on academic dishonesty.
That Ehrman knows the ancient
scribes were conscientious about serving as custodians of the textual tradition is revealed in admissions throughout the text of Misquoting Jesus. He
says, “Far and away, the most changes
are the result of mistakes, pure and simple—slips of the pen, accidental omissions, inadvertent additions, misspelled
words, blunders of one sort or another” (p. 55). The truth finally comes out
that the massive majority of errors in the
New Testament manuscripts are the result of a copyist’s error, not a deliberate
alteration. What Ehrman downplays is
that textual critics are well-schooled in
how to detect and qualify copyists’ mistakes. By referring to the 400,000 errors
in the manuscripts, Ehrman is leaving
a false impression with his readership.
Some of the errors are easily correctable,
and others are downright absurd. As
Bock and Wallace explain, “What exactly constitutes a textual variant? Any
place among the manuscripts in which

there is variation in wording, including word order, omission or addition of
words, and even spelling differences is
a textual variant. Thus, the most trivial alterations count as variants” (p. 54).
Ehrman does reserve some qualified
praise for the ancient scribes. He writes:
The scribes—whether non-professional scribes in the early centuries
or professional scribes of the Middle Ages—were intent on conserving the textual tradition they were
passing on. Their ultimate concern
was not to modify the tradition, but
to preserve it for themselves and for
those who would follow them. Most
scribes, no doubt, tried to do a faithful job in making sure that the text
they reproduced was the same text
they inherited (p. 177).

Indeed, scribes in the ancient world
were expected to copy texts faithfully,
despite Ehrman’s assertions that they
deliberately altered the New Testament
documents. His understanding of ancient scribal custom is made clear by his
inclusion of a humorous story about a
scribe who deliberately modified the
wording of a passage in a copy of the
Bible (Codex Vaticanus). A later scribe
came along and changed the word back
to its original reading, adding the marginal note: “Fool and knave! Leave the
old reading, don’t change it!” (p. 56).
A weakness of Ehrman’s argument
is that, while he argues that scribes deliberately altered the text, one must ask
how he knows it was altered; the charge
presupposes that the original reading
is still accessible in some way. One cannot argue that the words of Jesus or the
teaching of Paul has been changed if
one does not know what they actually said, which Ehrman repeatedly confesses. Rather, the very fact that scholars know that the text was altered on
occasion means that they have a good
idea of what the original reading was.
This makes Ehrman’s arguments relatively inconsequential, since he depends
upon later examples of change to make
his points.
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The criticism of Misquoting Jesus has
come fast and furious. In the age of the
Internet, substantial criticisms of the
work have appeared en masse. Not only
do Ehrman’s ideas fail to convince those
who have studied the issue, New Testament scholars have posted devastating
critiques of his work on-line in venues
ranging from academic blogs to seminary Web sites. Academic heavyweights
such as Darrell Bock, Craig Blomberg,
and Craig Evans have all provided measured criticism of Ehrman’s work, although he appears to have paid little attention. Indeed, Ehrman fuels the controversy when interviewed, choosing to
rehash the same arguments each time
when they have been answered by other
scholars in a variety of media venues. In
interviews, Ehrman generally tends to
overplay the nature of the manuscript
errors and attributes much more importance to them than is warranted.
Ehrman’s book Orthodox Corruption is a scholarly version of the popular-level Misquoting Jesus. Of this book,
New Testament scholar Gordon Fee
writes, “Unfortunately, Ehrman too
often turns mere possibility into probability, and probability into certainty,
where other equally viable reasons for
corruption exist” (1995, 8:204). Some
critics of Christianity are notorious for
failing to incorporate the criticisms of
their peers in their own work and making adjustments where necessary. In
this Ehrman is no exception, as Orthodox Corruption generally states a similar case as the one found later in Misquoting Jesus, even after fellow scholars
offered criticism that appears to have
gone largely unheeded.
Ehrman’s work resonates in a postChristian culture where Christianity is
viewed as secretive and even deceptive.
His description of the state of the text is
bleak, but it is just as inaccurate. Scholars have great confidence in the Greek
text that lies beneath modern English
translations, and for good reason. Ancient scribes believed they were copy-

ing the very words of God, and treated
their duties with a commensurate level
of care. They knew that God, and His
Word, deserved no less.

B

Conclusion

art Ehrman has made something of
a career out of selling the idea that
the New Testament is not only full of
inconsistencies, inaccuracies, and outright contradictions, but that some of
those discrepancies were deliberately
inserted into the text. He is something
of a theological celebrity, enjoying airtime in a number of different radio and
television interviews. As one of the foremost New Testament textual scholars
in America, Ehrman should be taken
seriously. At the same time, his criticism of the Faith is questionable, and,
at times, laughable.

Ehrman excels at selling a packaged
version of Christianity that is supposedly authentic but falls short. He matter-of-factly describes the supposed difficulties with Christianity almost as if
they are trade secrets of the Faith. On
the popular level, it is likely that many
of his readers have never heard of these
criticisms of the New Testament from
a scholar writing for a lay audience. At
the same time, scholarly treatments of
these issues are readily available. Many
fine works written by both the scholar
and non-scholar alike have answered all
of the objections Ehrman raises. From
that standpoint, Ehrman’s exploration
of these issues gives an appearance of
disingenuousness.
Unlike less scholarly, more popular authors such as Dan Brown (The
Da Vinci Code), Peter Baigent (The Jesus Papers), and Simcha Jacobovici (The
Jesus Family Tomb), Ehrman must be
taken seriously. He is a widely respected
scholar who has produced a number of
contributions to the field of New Testament studies. At the same time, he
also appears to have little interest in
resolving the problems he raises. An

honest seeker will try to resolve difficulties he uncovers, if for no other reason than to explore the mystery itself.
Ehrman seems to have little interest in
finding solutions, preferring instead to
emphasize what he considers to be problems in the text. The Christian must be
aware that the overwhelming majority of those difficulties often have rather simple solutions, offered by scholars
bearing the same level of credentials as
Ehrman himself.
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Advanced Reader Series Released
One of the main reasons Apologetics Press exists
is to aid young people. Perhaps more than ever
before in American culture, children
are coping with numerous cultural
forces that threaten their faith.
Parents can easily find themselves
unprepared and ill-equipped to deal
with the sophistication of some of
these challenges. God has blessed the
staff at A.P. with the time and resources
to meet these challenges. Our desire is to
provide parents and their children with the
necessary tools to deflect Satan’s darts (Ephesians 6:16).
The sinister forces that vie for our children’s
allegiance are legion. They include the pervasive
secularism that holds American culture in its grip,
the massive propaganda machine of evolution, and
the sexual anarchy that confronts society on every
hand. We at A.P. are endeavoring to address each of
these sinister ploys by developing materials that will
give kids the truth. They deserve to have answers to
their questions—God’s answers and God’s views.
We believe that the time to provide our children
with these answers is at the very beginning of their
lives on Earth. We believe that as 3-5 year olds are
becoming acquainted with books and are learning
to read, they need simultaneous reinforcement

of biblical principles pertaining to God and His
creation (hence, our “Learn to Read” books).
As children grow and expand their
minds and their ability to assimilate
critical concepts, they need additional
spiritual reinforcement and teaching
(hence, our Early Reader books).
We are now most happy to announce
the release of the first three volumes
in the next level of our reading books,
the “Advanced Reader” series: Amazing
Dinosaurs Designed by God, Amazing Tails
Designed by God, and Amazing Tamable Animals
Designed by God. As usual, these A.P. readers are wellwritten, beautifully illustrated, and God-centered.
Like the “Learn to Read” and “Early Reader” books,
these new volumes will nurture a child’s spirit with
the reality of God and His role in the Universe.
Please pause and give some thought to those in your
acquaintance who have children or grandchildren
who would profit from these books, and apprise them
of their availability.
Dave Miller
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