Department of Biology and Chemistry

Faculty Publications and Presentations

Liberty University Year 2007

A Biblical Word Analysis for the
Landfowl (Aves: Galliformes)

Michelle McConnachie* Timothy R. Brophy'

fLiberty University, tbrophy@liberty.edu
This paper is posted at DigitalCommons@Liberty University.
http://digitalcommons.liberty.edu/bio_chem_fac_pubs/66



most mutations argues against the evolution of infectious viruses
(especially complex retroviruses) from ERVs. Exogenous viruses
might have been created simultaneously with their endogenous
counterparts during the creation week. Transmission and
propagation of infectious retroviruses among the host population
could have helped in maintenance of the endogenous viral
sequences via recombination, in a way similar to recombinational
DNA repair and modern gene therapy.
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C13. A Biblical Word Analysis for the Landfowl

(Aves: Galliformes)

M. McConnachie & T.R. Brophy
Liberty University

The Old Testament Scriptures are a valuable source of
baraminological information, both in setting apobaraminic
limits and suggesting the rate/mode of post-Flood diversification
(Wood, 2002). We performed a biblical word analysis as
part of a larger baraminological study of the landfowl. The
landfowl include such well known birds as chickens, turkeys,
pheasants, grouse, quail, partridges, and peacocks. We first
compiled a list of 31 words that had the potential to be found
in the English Old Testament. Next, we used Bible Gateway
(http://www.biblegateway.com) and the University of Virginia's
Electronic Text Center (http://etext.virginia.edu) to locate
specific uses in the following translations: KJV, NKJV, NASB,
NIV, and RSV. Finally, we used BibleWorks (2003), three
concordances (Strong, 1984; Goodrick and Kohlenberger, 1990;
Kohlenberger and Swanson, 1998), and several lexicons (Brown
et al., 2005; Koehler and Baumgartner, 1958; Holladay, 1974;
Tregelles, 1979; VanGemeren, 1997) to verify our understanding
of the original Hebrew/Aramaic words. Seven of the 31 words
are found in at least one English translation. These are used 94
times and correspond to 16 Hebrew/Aramaic words. Eighty-

one occurrences come from Hebrew/Aramaic words (‘6p, ‘opa,
sippor, sippar, ‘ayit, yaqis, yqs, ydqos) that refer to a general
fowl/bird category or to birds of prey, and are therefore of little
value in delimiting landfowl baramins. Seven occurrences come
from Hebrew words (barbur, tinsemet, ‘Is, tukkiyyim, motnayim,
zarzir) for which translation differences exist in the English
text. In most of these cases, the lexicons are also uncertain
of translation, and generally give multiple possibilities. Six
occurrences, however, probably refer to members of the landfowl
order. The Hebrew word gore’, found in both I Samuel 26:
20 and Jeremiah 17:11, is translated “partridge” in all English
versions. All lexicons agree that goré’, named for its call, is
usually translated “partridge”. Aharoni (1938) identifies this bird
as Ammoperdix hayi (sand partridge), which is native to the Dead
Sea region of Palestine. In I Samuel 26:20, goré’ is hunted in the
mountains. Similarly, sand partridges are game birds frequently
found in hilly regions. Jeremiah 17:11 refers to the tendency of
two sand partridge females, one of whom is eventually displaced,
to lay their eggs in a single hole. The most interesting references
to landfowl in the Old Testament, however, come in connection
with God’s sending of quail to the Israelites in the wilderness
(Exodus 16:13, Numbers 11:31-32, Psalm 105:40). The Hebrew
word $%/dw is translated “quail” in all English versions. All
lexicons agree that s¢/dw, named for its fatness, is translated
“quail”. Four of the lexicons (all but VanGemeren, 1997) refer to
this bird as Coturnix. Large flocks of quail (Coturnix coturnix)
still migrate north over the Red Sea and arrive at the Sinai
Peninsula after wintering in Africa. Such flocks are frequently
so weakened after this journey, that they fall to the ground in
exhaustion and can easily be caught by hand (Meier, 1991;
Klemm, 1993). In God’s timing and by His direction, quail were
sent as both an expression of God’s graciousness (Exodus 16)
and wrath (Numbers 11) towards the Israelites (Kiuchi, 1997).
Psalm 78:26-30 does not specifically mention quail, but clearly
retells the Numbers 11 account of God’s judgment. These events
suggest that the migratory habits of C. coturnix, which descended
from some other species on the Ark, were fully established within
one millennium after the Flood (Ussher, 1658; Dryer, 1983).
Although interesting and inherently edifying, none of these Old
Testament references are useful for setting baraminic limits in the
landfowl.
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C14. Taxonomic Distribution of “Thorns and

Thistles”

R.W. Sanders
Bryan College

Conventional theory holds that plant thorns and similar
structures evolved in ancestors of lineages ranging from single
species to whole families. In these lineages, mutations arose
and were selected to allow structures to be modified as piercing
weapons, as follows: entire stems (thorns), the leaf or leaf parts
(spines), or epidermis (prickles and stinging hairs). Accordingly,
the selective pressure is protection from herbivorous vertebrates.
These structures are alluded to by “thorns and thistles” in the
curse on Adam (Gen. 3:17-19) and, therefore, must figure into
any Biblical understanding of the origin of natural evil. The
Hebrew ¢os is best rendered as thornbush, dardar as a type of
thistle; together as a pair they intensify thorniness (Younger
1997). Thus, the intended reference is to armed plants with
which physical contact is unpleasant or harmful, as commonly
understood by botanists (“armed: possessing sharp projections,
such as prickles, spines, or thorns,” Diggs et al. 1999, p. 1424).
With reference to building a creationist model of the origin of
plant armature, the objective of this study is to lay the foundation
for an understanding of the distribution of physical armature
among plant baramins.

The families of flowering plants were surveyed in the literature
for the relative occurrence of species bearing thorns, spines,
prickles, or stinging hairs (Hansen & Rahn 1969; Cronquist
1981; Goldberg 1986, 1989; Gentry 1993). The number of
baramins represented is not known; however, previous baraminic
studies suggest that even the larger families comprise only one
to a few holobaramins (Wood 2006). Armed species apparently
occur in only 110 of the 252 families recognized. Thorns, spines,
and prickles are widely distributed among the 110 families, but
stinging hairs are limited to only four families. There were 58
families, including two of the largest (7,000 and 10,000 species),
with only one or a few isolated armed species or genera. Armed
plants are common (but not predominant) in 35 small to large
families (50 to 5,000 species each), whereas armed species
predominate in only 11 small to medium families (26 to 2,000
species each). Strikingly, only six families are universally armed

or nearly so. Five of these are relatively small (Fouquieriaceae [10
spp], Didieriaceae [15 spp], Smilaceae [575 spp], Pandanaceae
[700 spp], and Agavaceae [700 spp]), but only one, Cactaceae
(2,000 spp), is moderately sized. Within the families in which
armed species are common or predominant, the armed species
are usually concentrated in a few large genera or groups of
related genera. Of special interest is that, within some families
(e.g., Rosaceae), one form of armature occurs in multiple,
distantly related groups (prickles in roses and blackberries) and
other structures occur in yet other separated groups (thorns in
hawthorns and plums). Taken together, these data suggest that
entire baramins probably were not created armed. Since plant
baramins likely survived the Flood as multiple individuals and
certain pre-Flood monobaramins were armed, some currently
armed monobaramins may represent descendants of pre-Flood
“thorns and thistles,” whereas others probably do not. Post-Flood
speciation mechanisms are required to account for the diversity
and number of the currently armed species.
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C15. Creation and Carnivory in the Pitcher Plants

of Nepenthaceae and Sarraceniaceae

R.W. Sanders & T.C. Wood
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Genesis 1:29-30 indicates that God gave plants to animals
and people for food, but today there are over 600 species of
carnivorous plants that “eat” animals for food. Baraminological
analysis can assist us in understanding the origins of plant
carnivory, either as the original design or a post-Fall adaptation.
All species produce modified leaves or stems (“traps”) that
capture and digest small animals (mostly arthropods) as a
supplementary source of nitrogen, the benefits of which vary
according to species (Ellison 2006). Types of traps include
pitchers, flypaper, bladder traps, snap traps, or corkscrew traps.
Carnivorous species occur in eleven angiosperm families
(pitcher plants in only four). Traditional classifications of these
families, based on their atypical flowers and vegetative bodies,
are contradictory but have been eclipsed recently by molecular
phylogenies (Soltis et al. 2005, p. 256{t), which place the pitcher
plants in the Caryophyllales (Nepenthaceae, ~90 spp.), Ericales
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