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CHAPTER 11

Paradise Lost: So Where Was Eden &
How local is local or how small is small?
The incomplete fossil record.

a] Different models agree: Eden in or near, Mesopotamia.
b] Adam’s dates give geological parameters.
c] The Edenic rivers identify an area now under the Persian Gulf.
d] The size of Noah’s Ark imposes limits on the size of Eden.
e] What about the “raven” & the “dove” (Gen. 8:7-12)?
fl The incomplete fossil record:
Is there a flood deposit for Noah’s Flood in the Land of Eden?
g] The Greek Septuagint, Eden, & the Promised Land.

(Chapter 11)a] Different models agree: Eden in or near, Mesopotamia.

The quest to find where Eden was located has a long history of begnant
and diversity. There is agreement on the Tigris or “Hiddetedst of Assyria” and
“Euphrates” Rivers in Gen. 2:14 acting to locate Mesopotamia in West Asia.

The identification of the Tigris River is made plain in Gen. 2iideswe read
that it was still in existence and went northward past “Aasyri The Bible also
elsewhere refers to the well known “great river, which is Hidtfeor Tigris (Dan. 10:4),
as being geographically near the prophet Daniel.  “Dafwedls by the side of” this
“great river” (Dan. 10:1,4), when he was in “Babylon” (e.g., DhA; 5:7; 7:1), under
“Cyrus king of Persia” (Dan. 10:1).

Likewise, the Bible elsewhere refers to the “Euphrates” (DEUR4; Il Sam. 8:3;
| Chron. 5:9; 18:3; Jer. 13:4-7; 46:2,6,10), as “the great river, the river &aphf{Gen.
15:18; Deut. 1:7; Josh. 1:4). It is clearly identifiable as thi kmewn Euphrates of
South-West Asia, e.g., we read of “Carchemish by EuphratesCHibn. 35:20), or
“Assyria” (Il Kgs. 23:29) and “Babylon” (Il Kgs 24:7) being negions near “the river
Euphrates.” Hence the prophet “Jeremiah” was told to go to 1Bajiyand there to
“cast” a “book” tied to “stone” “into the midst of the Euphrates” (Jer. 51:61,63).

References are also found in Scripture to “Mesopotamia” (Gen. 24:10; Deut. 23:4;
Judges 3:8,10; | Chron. 10:6; Acts 2:9; 7:2). In the Old Testamentsopdtamia” is
Hebrew’Aram Naharajim from 'Aram andnahar, meaning, “Aram of (the) two rivers.”
This Land of the Two Rivenefers to the Tigris and Euphrates. In its English form, it
comes to us through the GredWesopotamia(M ), which is a compound
word from mesos( ) meaning “middle,” angotamos( ) meaning “river,”
being so found in the Greek Septuagint (e.g., Gen. 24:10; 27:43; Deut. 23:4,d¢X}
is also found in the Vulgate at e.g., Joshua 24:15, as LMiesdpotamid Therefore,
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both the Tigris and Euphrates Rivers of Gen. 2:14, are clearlyfiddnt other portions
of Holy Writ as the two great rivers of West Asia.

On the one hand, this clear identification of the Tigris or “Hiddeke#ist of
Assyria” and “Euphrates” Rivers in Gen. 2:14 has been an anchor for locating Eden in the
general region of south-west Asia. But on the other hand, disagmeerrer the “Pison”
and “Gihon” (Gen. 2:11,12) has led to some very different theorie® &@s texact
location. E.g., Local Earth Gap Schoolman, Pye Smith (d. 1851), thowgdd fuite a
large “part of Asia, lying between the Caucasian ridge(hgpian Sea, and Tartary on
the north, the Persian and India Seas on the south, and the high madgsnwhich
run at considerable distances, on the eastern and western flank."al Barth Gap
Schoolman, Henry Jones Alcock (d. 1915), reflected what | think is a battiel when
he supported a less grandiose area than Pye Smith, saying he thbwghtrestricted to
a comparatively small portion of Western Asia” in “a distnetar the river Euphrates.”
And Local Earth Gap Schoolman, John Sailhamer (b.1946), has supportedrentdiffe
area again, namely, the Promised Land of Irael

Some have looked to the northern region around Armenia in Asia Minor where
the Tigris and Euphrates start, with a couple of smaller waésts as the Pison and
Gihon (Custanc®; others have looked to Mesopotamia with channels into Eden as the
Pison and Gihon; others have looked west of Mesopotamia to the arebesifnaor
Israel where there was a “Gihon” Spring at Jerusalem $1K83,38,45; 1l Chron. 32:30;
33:14); others have looked west of Mesopotamia with the Gihon and Pison hiakeng
to e.g., the Ganges of India and Nile of Egypt; and others have lookedl sbut
Mesopotamia, to various locations e.g., Eridu. E.g., Henry HalleyidescEridu” as
the “traditional Garden of Eden” site, on “a ground of mounds, 12 mdesl)
kilometres] south of Ur. ... It was the home of ‘Adapa’ the BabyloAidam. The Weld
Prism says the first two kings in history reigned at Eridu ... And Babylonian
inscriptions say, ‘Near Eridu was a garden, in which was a mysseSacred Tree, a
Tree of Life, planted by the gods, whose roots were deep, whilrahches reached to
heaven, protected by guardian spirits, and no man enters.” Theofuliredu were
excavated by Hall and Thompson of the British Museum (1918-19). They found
indications that it had been a prosperous city, revered as the original home’of man

! Pye Smith’sScripture & Geological Scienc@. 250; Alcock, H.J.,Earth’s

Preparation for Manpp. 1,12; Sailhamer, J.H he Pentateuch As Narrativep. cit, pp.
91,98-9;Genesis UnboundLst edition, 1996, pp. 70-73, 214-221; 2nd edition, 2011, pp.
76-79, 224-231.

2 Custance, A.CThe Flood: Local or Global?Zondervan, Michigan, USA,
1979, p. 47. He thinks the “Pison has been identified with a ... river Phasis known to the
ancient Greeks, which rose in the Caucasus and flowed into the 8&ck Havilah is
perhaps” an “area” “between the Black Sea and the CaspianiBied). (

® Halley, H.H.,Halley’s Bible HandboaokAn Abbreviated Bible Commentary,
1924, 24th (revised) edition 1965, Zondervan, Grand Rapids, Michigan, USA, pp. 65-66.
So too, e.g., Orley Berg says, “Eridu could be the sight of the BillBarden of Eden.
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Or e.g., locating Eden in Israel, the Anglican clergyman and, goenh Donne
(1572-1631), says in “Hymne to God my God, in my Sicknesse,”

We thinke that Paradise and Calvarie,

Christ’'s Crosse, and Adam’s tree, stood in one place;
Look, Lord, and finde both Adams met in me;

As the first Adam’s sweat surrounds my face,

May the last Adam’s blood my soule embrace

While there is much good theology in this poem of John Donne, includingt Chris
as the Second Adam (Rom. 5:14-21; | Cor. 15:22,45,49), | could not accept thgt in a
geographical sense, “Christ's Crosse, and Adam’s tree, stood inlaree” palthough
there is a theological sense in which one can contrast Chttigss’ (Gal. 3:13) and
“Adam’s tree” (Donne, cf. Gen. 2:9,15-17; 3:1-7). Without consideringlétails and
respective arguments of so many rival views for Eden’s locatenpnly thing we can
say with confidence about them all in a corporate manner withategpgeography, is
that on the one hand, they generally disagree with each other wndréo the
identification of the “Pison” and “Gihon;” but on the other hand, theygke that the
clear identification of the Tigris or “Hiddekel” “east of As®” and “Euphrates” Rivers
requires that Eden was in, or near, the region of Mesopotamia in south-west Asia.

(Chapter 11)] Adam'’s dates give geological parameters.

In Volume 1, Part 1, Chapter 5, “The Fourth of Seven Keys to understanding Gen.
1-11,” at section ¢, “How big ARE the time-gaps in the Gen. 5 & drdeglogies?,”
supra in connection with the “thousand generations” of Ps. 105:8,9 between Adam and
Jacob, | find an Adamic date in the broad rangec.062,000-158,000 B.C., i.ec.
105,000 B.C. + / - 53,000 years. This thus acts to give us date pansmeterms of
where to look in the geological layers for the Land of Eden. \Welso be guided by
descriptions we have of Edenic conditions e.g., the Land of Eden had weatb#ions
that facilitated farm animals and crops (Gen. 4:2).

The ancient city stood just a few miles south of Ur, near thgdPeGulf. Tablets from
that region speak of a garden in which there was a sacred he.second chapter of
Genesis states that the garden was watered by four rivergftwhich were the Tigris
and the Euphrates” (Berg, Areasures in the San@acific Press, Idaho, USA, 1993, p.
24).

* In e.g., Hayward, J. (Editor)lhe Penguin Book of English Versk956,
Penguin Books, London, UK, 1975.



1336

(Chapter 11) c] The Edenic rivers identify an area now under the Persian Gulf.

“Faint not to be strong in the Lord; that he may confirm you, cleave unto him:

For the Lord Almighty is God alone, and beside him there is no other Saviour.
He filleth all things with his wisdom, as Phisand as Tigrisn the time of the new fruits.

He maketh the understanding to abound like the Euphrates
And as Jordan in the time of the harvest.
He maketh the doctrine of knowledge appear as the light,
And as_Georin the time of vintage”
(Sirach / Ecclesiasticus 24:24-27, Apocrypha; emphasis mine).

The general work on identifying the Land of Eden by its rivers Wwas
undertaken by me in academic literature in £997

My preferred location for Eden and its environs is the Persianr€gitin. From
c. 70,000-17,000 years ago continental conditions existed in most of thenReutiathe
sea withdrew to the Hormuz Strait, and at maximum regressiobasie was a large
river carrying Tigris-Euphrates water directly into the iGafl Oman. But there was a
partial return of the sea, previously thought to be eithe30,000-45,000 years ago

> Much of the work in this Part 2, Chapter 11, section ¢, includinditigram |

use for the “Approximate Location of Eden,” replicates (often varhatvhat | did in
“Soteriology: Adam and the FallPerspectives on Science and Christian F&RISCF),
1997, Vol. 49, pp. 252-268t p. 257; PSCF, Vol. 50 1998, p. 78. But there are some
changes, for instance, while | am not dogmatic on the matter, Itihiow what little
evidence we have for “bdellium” in Gen. 2:12, tends to favour the possitht it
means the “gum” of frankincense which was burnt as a perfumaso referred to the
Arabian Peninsula also known as Arabia, incorrectly as the “BibAfrica” e.g., on the
map entitled “Approximate Location of Eden.” And at p. 260 | say, “Qnmmadel”
“which | premise on theistic [macro]evolution, but which could alsaded by some old
earth ... creationists ...” etc. . However, by 2002 | had become aadld creationist,
and concerning my repudiation of earlier erroneous Theistic Macroevoligws in this
1997 article, see e.g., my “Intelligent Design from an Old Earéatibnist Perspective,”
PSCF, 2006, Vol. 58, pp. 252-253, where | say, “I write as an old eadltiocist,
although | was formerly a theistic [macro]evolutionist.” Myh& Gap [School View] in
[Genesis 1 on] Creation,” PSCF, 2007, Vol. 59, pp. 318-319, where | say, “Soggriol
Adam & the Fall,” PSCF (1997) ... was written when | was a ticeist
[macro]evolutionist, but | am now an old earth creationist” (andchbe an old earth
creationist by 2002), and starts with the words, “As an old eagtitionist, | respond to
certain issues ... .” And see my “Response to John Collins,” PSCF, Vol. 63, 2011, p. 71;
where | say, “l would ... remind readers that some time ago na@pudiated theistic
[macro]evolution in favour of old earth creationism ... .”
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(Fairbridge) orc. 25,000 years ago (Currdy)although later research indicated the
Persian Gulf waters’ regression was interspersed by avetyashort-lived transgression
of sea waters. 29,400-22,800 years ago (Swéttal)’.

Given theprima face Adamic date ofc. 52,000-158,000 B.C., based on the
“thousand generations” of Ps. 105:8,9, this would be inside these paramititeen
Adamic or Edenic date of between52,000-68,000 years ago i.e., 60,000 B.C. + / -
8,000 years. Therefore this regression of the Persian Gulfcfré®000 years ago ot
68,000 B.C. is clearly inside of, and at the lower end of, the permissible date range.

What of Eden’s location relative to the description of its river&en. 2:10-14?
This means Eden’s entrance water-way was connected to theaBAasb. My view
that the description of this water-way’s parting includes botbntseance and exist water-
ways, has in very broad-brush terms also been argued by, fandastCalmét For
these purposes | refer to the following diagram showing the toplogmf the area now
under the waters of the Persian Gulf during most of the lastgegwhich includes both
the period of Adam’s and Eden’s creation60,000 B.C. + / - 8,000 years, and also a
much later period.

® Kassler, P., “The Structural & Geomorphic Evialntof the Persian Gulf,” pp.

11-32, at pp. 24,32; in Purser, B.H. (Editdhe Persian GulfSpringer-Verlog, Berlin &
New York, 1973.

" Swift, S.A.et al “Gas venting and late Quaternary sedimentaticthénPersian

(Arabian) Gulf,”"Marine GeologyVol. 129, 1996, pp. 237-269.

8 Bailey, L.R.,Noah Univ. of South Carolina Press, 1989, p. 80. Calmet
considered an Edenic exist water-way divided ineo@mhon and Pison, and thereafter they
both flowed into the Persian Guilf.



1338

Approximate Location of Eden
(Gen. 2:10-14)

e e
MINOR

Area of Persian Gulf generally dry land umti®,500 B.C. . The extent of the Havilah and Sheba
regions is uncertain but their borders may have met, possibly with a shgien, around Mahd
Al-Dhahab (/ Mahd adh Dhahab) - which per Vol. 2. Part 5 is Opldir® Solomon’s Mines.
While the Red Sea was at times connected to the Arabian Sea

& Indian Ocean, as further explained in Part 2, Chaptenid, the drop in sea levels of

c. 120 metres ot. 390 feet, meant that for much, though not all of this time, the Red Sea was
cut off from its Indian Ocean source, and at its height it experienced\szll bfc. 50% salinity,

and thus was something like the Dead Sea of Israel.

“The name of the first” Edenic river “is Pison (Hebrpiyshavn): that is it which
compasseth the whole land of Havilah, where there is gold” (Geh). 1:1s the Pison a
southern exist route that flowed into the Gulf of Oman, Arabian&8&hRed Sea? The
Heb. cabab in Gen. 2:11,13 means e.g., “compasseth” (AV), but can also be used
figuratively, especially with reference to borders, to mean carvirn round or turn
about (Num. 34:4; Josh. 15:10; 16:6; 19:14). Thu$Btleevn-Driver-Briggs Hebrew &
English Lexicorsays its meanings include, “go partly roungicle about, skifte.g., “of
rivers” in Gen. 2:11,13, as seen in e.g., Num. 21:4 where “they journeyed passihe

® In 1997 | was using a different Hebrew transliterationesysn which e.g., the
letter samech () was transliterated with an “s” rather than a “c,” but n@# i$ only

used for shin ( = “sh”) or sin ( = "s”); and the long and short Hebrew vowels were not
formerly differentiated in transliteration, though now | distinguish tiansliteration

between e.g., the long™& ) as in “father,” and the short “a”)as in “hat.” Thus in the

different transliteration system | now use, e.g., the root Hebveord, :
(transliterated in 1997 aabal) is now transliterated asbab.
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land of Edom,” or in Judges 11:18 where “they_... compasisedand of Edom,” or
Deut. 2:1 where the Israelites “compassealnt Seir.” It is in this sense of “go partly
around” as when they skirted past “Edom” (Num. 21:4; Judg. 11:18), thtercircle
about” (e.g., Deut. 2:1), that | think by examining the Book of Naisirthe intended
meaning in Gen. 2:11,13. Certainly there can be no doubt the watershizoRison
curved round the south-eastern, southern, and western sides of the Aeabireul@ also
known as Arabia, and thus round Havilah in Arabia (Gen. 25:12-18; 1 Sam. 15:7).

Havilah was on a Hamite (Gen. 10:6,7) and Semite (Gen. 10:22,29) singp al
west-coast Arabia (Gen. 25:12-18; 1 Sam. 15:7). How far Haeldbnded in a
southerly direction on the Arabian Peninsula is ungertaBut Gen. 2:11 says “there is
gold” in “Havilah,” and north of Mecca, gold hasdmemined a Mahd Al-Dhahalo. (160
km or 100 miles south-east of Medina) since theriiénnium B.C., and so it is certainly
a candidate for King Solomon’s Gold Mines at “Ophit Kgs 9:26-28). Given the
phenomenon of shared border regions in this HaBeteite strip, the fact that “Sheba, and
Ophir, and Havilah” are mentioned together in sssim® in Gen. 10:28,29 means that it is
certainly possible that if Mahd Al-Dhahab is Ophir,was on the southern border of
Havilah, to the north of Sheba, and this would &lecconsistent with the more southerly
Queen of Sheba hearing about Solomon (1 Kgs 9:26-10:13vashactive in the area with
gold mining. Further north, gold has also beamtbat Sukhaybarat, which is about 300
km or 185 miles east of Medina, and once againishtbus consistent with the Biblical
statement of “gold” at “Havilah” (Gen. 2:1¥) Thus both Mahd Al-Dhahab and
Sukhaybarat are reasonable candidates for “Havilagold; and the gold of that land is
good” (Gen. 2:11,12).

Gen. 2:12 further says that in Havilah “there iglligim and the onyx stone.” The
AV’s “bdellium” is a Latin derived English form ghe Hebrewb®ddach, which occurs in
only one other Old Testament passage, where itgic@ used in an analogy (Num. 11:7).
lts meaning is disputed between a “gum” and “p&Hrls Using the Greek Septuagint and
Latin Vulgate as ancient Hebrew Lexicons, we find that the Goédéken. 2:12 reads
anthrax and the Latin readsdellium In the Septuagint, the Greakthraxis used for
the green variety of beryl known as an “emerald” (AV, Exod. 28:18; 3934:18 LXX,
HebrewnopheR, or the “carbuncle” gem (e.g., Exod. 28:18; 36:18, LXX Brenton; Tobit
13:17, AV Apocrypha), or “stones” more precisely defined by the Sgjptiudranslator”
as an alleged editorial “clarification” (Isa. 54:11, LXX, “banclefor thy stones” in
Brenton); or in the sense of “burning coalf fire” (Lev. 16:12, LXX) as “coals”

19 peterson, J.EHistorical Dictionary of Saudi ArabjaScarecrow Press, USA,

1993, pp. 96-97.

1 Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew & English Lexicoat “b°ddach (bdellium),”

which says that “gum” is the general Septuagindiren whereas “pearls” is found in e.g.,
the Arabic Version of Saadya.
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(Hebrewgacheletf?, e.g., Il Sam. 22:9,13; Prov. 6:28, Isa. 54:16, LXX) or “coal” (e.g.,
I Sam. 14:7, LXX). It can clearly move between these twmad meanings of a
precious stone or a burning coal, as seen in its usage in the Sefdubsgiah and
Ezekiel. Thus it is used for a stone in Isa. 54:11X) Xegarded by Brenton as
“carbuncle,” then used shortly later for “the cofgoeith blowing_coalsin Isa. 54:16
(LXX). And likewise in Ezekiel 10:2 (LXX) it is uskfor “coalsof fire,” then used shortly
later in Ezek. 10:10 for a stone, regarded by Breaw® “a_carbunclstone;” and thereafter
used in Ezek. 24:11 (LXX) for “coals,” and in Ez&8:13 for a stone regarded by Brenton
as “carbuncle.” It is also found in the Greek NEestament as “coals” in Rom. 12:20 as
“coalsof fire.”

The Vulgate only usebdellium twice, at Gen. 2:12 and Num. 11:7, and it is
clearly derived etymologically from the Hebrew. Its Latieaning is given by Stelten
as “a costly gurf?,” although the fact that it is left untranslated in the DoRagims at
Gen. 2:12 and simply transliterated to “bdellium” (from the singgé&nritive bdellii) at
Num. 11:7, so both passages read “bdellium,” appears to indicate someinhcen
these Latin translators part at to exactly what it means. HebreS3eisiéic tongue, and it
is of some interest to note that in the ancientigetongue of Accadian the wotalidulhi
means an “aromatic gdfiy

It seems then from comparative analysis of the éieland Greek, from the Greek
Septuagint’'s usage as “coal” that “bdellium” in Gen. 2viighthave the meaning of some
kind of “gum” that was burnt, such as incense; that it might also have the sense of a
precious stone, and if so, arguably either the alther the carbuncle gem. Inthe Ps. 72:10
prophecy of “the kings of Tarshish” (white Japhithy Gen. 10:4), “of Sheba” (brown
Semites, Gen. 25:3), “and Seba” (black Hamites,. @6ry), at the Second Advent, which
finds its prophetic types in the three kings of Emst Advent in Matt. 2 whom we count to
be three in number because they presented three gifts; wehéinthey offered “gold,
frankincense, and myrrh” (Matt. 2:11). If their order in Matt. 2slthe same as in Ps.
72:10, then “frankincense” would be from the Semite wise man fromb&he While
we cannot be certain about such a detail, it does mean that sheoene uncertain
indication that frankincense came from the area of Sheba. Given thattHasgaon the
joint Hamite-Semite western strip of Arabia with Sheba tosih, there is thus some
indication, though not a definite certaintyat there was such “gum” used in burning to
be found around Havilah. Hence while we cannot be certain as to dr@ngeof
“bdellium” in Gen. 2:12, nor certain about whether there was frankindertbe area of
Sheba to the south, the combination of these facts means thaiithirs the bounds of
reasonable possibility, and thogght be the meaning of Gen. 2:11,12, “Havilah, where

2 Though a masculine noun in these verses | give in this firstf deckets

(and a feminine noun at e.g., Il Sam. 14:7 in the following set of lidckagive it in its
standard lexicon form as a feminine noun.

13 Stelten’Dictionary of Ecclesiastical Latjrop. cit..

4 Miller, J. 1., The Spice Trade of the Roman Emp@éarendon Press, Oxford,
UK, 1969, p. 69; cited in “Bdellium Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bdelliun
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there is ... bdellium.” Thus whilé am not dogmatic on the matteand admit the
argument for frankincense is based on an inferential chain-ofdogicould be wrong, |
think that what little evidence we presently haeads to favour the possibilitthat
“bdellium” here means the “gum” of frankincense which was burnt as a perfume.

Gen. 2:11,12 also says, “Havilah, where there is ... the onyx stone.hyx"O
(AV) is Hebrewshdam and referred to elsewhere in the Old Testament (Exod. 25:7;
28:9,20; 35:9,27; 39:6,13; | Chron. 29:2; Job 28:16; Ezek. 28:13), and its identity is once
again the matter of some dispute. In the Greek Septuagint, Gens 2dl@he) lithos
(stone)o (the)prasinos(greert®),” i.e., the green-stone, and while Greefsinosis used
nowhere else in the Septuagint, the usagédtlods clearly identifies it as a precious
“stone;” and Brenton renders it as the green-stone of the “ahieraBut other green-
stones would also seemingly be possible e.g., the green “carbunciedg@a In the
Latin Vulgate, Gen. 2:12 iddpis (stone)onychinus(the onyx),” i.e., “the onyx stone,”
and the Vulgate also uses elsewhere Latwychinus(Exod. 25:7; 28:9,20; 35:9,27;
39:6,13; | Chron. 29:2) and Latonyx(Exod. 30:34; Ezek. 28:13). This is sufficient to
show that an ancient meaning of the Hebshwhamwas “onyx,” and hence the AV’s
translation is certainly valid. It is also to be noted thabm2B:16 reference is made to
“the gold of Ophir, with the precious onyx;” whiamay indicate, though does not
definitely indicate that the “onyx” also came from “Ophir.” Given that in conracti
with the Gen. 2:11 “Havilah” “gold” is a candidater fing Solomon’s Gold Mines at
“Ophir” (1 Kgs 9:26-28), there is once again sonmeastain evidence in support of the
proposition that at “Havilah” there was “the onyx stone” (Geh1,12, AV). Thus whilé
am not dogmatic on the mattdrthink that with the clear understanding of the Greek
Septuagint that this was some kind of “stone,” and the clear suppbe @atin Vulgate
for this being identified as the “onyx stone,” that what evidence werghgbaveclearly
favours the possibilitthat Hebrewshchamhere means “the onyx stone.”

Thus we see that on this model for Eden, it is reasonable to sdlie¢haaters of
the Pison (Hebrewiyshavn) curved round the south-eastern, southern, and western sides
of the Arabian Peninsula, and thus round Havilah in Arabia (Gen. 25:12-18; 1 Sam

15:7). It might also be remarked that the HebRiwshavn ( % which some
transliterate into English as “Pishon” (which is closer to“8fe¢ sound of the Hebrew

schin or ) and others as “Pison” (AV) (which keeps the Hebrew “p” soundeadiP ;
but is closer to the “s” sound of the Greek SeptuagPltisan and the Latin Vulgate is
“Phison”), has the same Ps...n” sound as “rga,” which is etymologically derived
via the Old FrenchPersienfrom the Latin, “ersanus.” The HebrewPiyshavn also

15 Liddell and Scott'sA Greek-English Lexicoat prasinossays it can mean

“leek-green,” or light green” (Aristotle’8leteorologica373; 4th century B.C.), or “the
green faction” in the Circus (e.g., Matrd®arodius11:33:1; 4th century B.C.). Though
referring to Gen. 2:12, LXX, unlike Brenton, they give no opinion on its meaning here.

16 There should not be a gap between the last two consonantsif), but my

computer pallet will not allow me to vowel the “w” witlo™without creating a space.
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looks like it might be related to the Hebrew “Persia” orrdfen,” e.g., in the form it is

found at Neh. 12:22 it i®arciy ( ); and so if the vowels are removed one has a
phonetic sound ofPS’ which is like the phonetic sound of the “PiSon,” although the “s”
sound of “Pison” is from a different letter to “Persian.” Tliukoks like some form
related to “Pison” for this region’s name, might predateaitsrladoption by the Persians
i.e., if so, the Persians were named after this area that prgvmwas named with
reference to the Pison. For the southern region of modern Iraneadhef the Persian
Gulf now known as Fars (or Farsistan), was formerly known assRerBars from which
via the Latin we get the English “Persia” or “Persian.” Amgan nomads who migrated
into this regionc. 1,000 B.C. were known as the Parsa, and so if there is an etymological
connection between Pison and Pars, then this means the Aryans adopeshshpre-
existing name, and Aryanized it from “Pison” to “Pars,” and thasy mlso be reflected in

a later etymological connection between Pison (Hebrew H#tser of = “P” e.g.,

ancient “Joppa,” but if repointed to= “Ph” / “F” e.g., modern “Jaffa;” andt Gen. 2:11
Greek Septuagint i®hisan / & Latin Vulgate is “Phison”) and Fars, and account
for the different Hebrew letters “s” in “Pison” (earlier Bpgy) and “Persian” (from later
form filtered through Aryan tribes). It also means thatdhea to the east of the old
Pison, (the Persian Gulf was west of the ancient Persianmegjave its name back in the
modern “Persian Gulf,” which may thus continue to etymologicallintaan the memory
of the ancient “Pison” of Eden. Therefore on this Edenic modelpk threasonable to
conjecture that Persia and thus the Persian @ubably took their name from the
“Pison,” even though this is necessarily conjectural. Thus somethitige “Pison”
remains with us to this very day when we refer to “Parsapets,” or “the &gan Gulf”
which is Latin, ‘Gurges(Gulf) Pergani (of Persia),” and in my opinion quite literally on
top of the old “Fson” “river” (Gen. 2:10,11).

Furthermore, in comparison of the “Pison” which “compasseth” “Havi(&@€n.
2:11) which in the mingled waters of the Gihon and Pison included HE(&tV) or

“Elath” (AV) or Elat, Hebrew “Havilah” is Hebrewhavylah ( ), and “Eloth” is

Hebrew'Eyloth (! ) and “Elath” / “Elat” is HebrewEylath ( 'l ). At Gen. 2:11
the Greek Septuagint renders “Havilah” dsuilat (#$ % ),” (retained in the Latin
Vulgate’s ‘Evilat”). And “Eloth” is then rendered in the Greek SeptuagintAitath
(&% ')” in | Kgs 9:26; although showing some manuscript variation, &gg 14:22
“Elath” is rendered as eitheAfioth (& %' )” or “Eloth (#% ' )" or “Ailom (A % ),”
and in Lucian (3rd century)Aidom (A( )" or “Edamn (E )" i.e., Edom (Rahlfs-
Hanhart's LXX). Bearing in mind that various Jewish users ofGheek Septuagint
would also understand Hebrew, making “Havilah” the Greekilat (#$ % ),” means
thatit looks like“Elat” might be derived from this as some kind of abbreviationhe T
implication of this seems to be that the Septuagint translaters wstrengthening a
connection between the waters of the Pison going around Havilah, andgaatvihe
southern boundary of Solomon’s kingdom at “Ezion-geber, which is beside Elotie on t
shore of the Red Sea, in the land of Edom” (I Kgs 9:26). This parttee Promised
Land in general, and Edom in particular, asesvEdert’. However, the waters of the

17 See also Part 2, Chapter 11, sectidnfeg.
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Pison and Gihon mingled, and as we shall see, a similar view pfsars to have
simultaneously thought of these waters as those of the Giticm,

What of the Gihon? | also think that it was an Edenic exiematy. l.e., there
were two exists from Eden, so that the waters of Gihon and Riseedjup in, or had
already joined by the time they reached, the waters of tha@akr&ea. Thus as with the
waters from the Pison, there can be no doubt the waters fromtbe Gurved round the
south-eastern, southern, and western sides of the Arabian Peninstitee tailfs of
Oman, Masira, and Aden, and then into the Red Sea and Gulfs of Suégaba and
also southward at northern Somalia down the eastward side of Affitat is, opposite
Biblical Ethiopia on the east of the Gihon’s waters in the Red-®eanprising a joint
Hamite-Semite western strip on the Arabian Peninsula also kaswArabia (something
like Alsace-Lorraine) from “Sheba” (Gen. 10:7b,21,28) in the “south” % KO:1; Matt.
12:42), through “Midian” east of the Gulf of Agaba (Gen. 25:1,2,6; Hab. ifiere
“Cushan” and “Midian” are placed in Hebraic poetical paraliehid Moses' wife
Zipporah is described variously as Midianite or Ethiopian, Exod. 2:15,16,21; Nuf),
and Havilah east of Egypt (Gen. 10:7a,21,29; 25:18); and Biblical Ethiopiprisomy
north-east Africa south of Egypt (Gen. 10:6,7a; Ezek. 29:10) i.e., webe dbihon’s
waters in the Red Sea below Egypt, and west and south oflibe’Swaters in the Gulf
of Aden around north Somalia. Thus the Gihon “compassed” around (Biblical) Ethiopia.

Some have attempted to change the Masoretic vowelling and pointing of the
HebrewKuwshto “Kas’ i.e., the Kassites of southeast MesopotafniaBut there is no
good textual reason for setting aside the Masoretic vowellifgghwmust therefore
stand; and hence there is no Biblical warrant for this claimurth€rmore, the AV’s
“Ethiopia” in Gen. 2:13 is HebreWuwsh usually rendered in the Authorized Version as
“Ethiopia” (e.g., Il Kgs 19:9; Esther 1:1; 8:9), though also sometimedered in the AV
as “Cush” (Gen. 10:6,7,8; | Chron. 1:8,9,10; Isa. 11:11); and also found in a $ormar
as “Cushan (Hebrewwkushan).” Other than as a personal name on one occasion (Ps. 7,
Title), HebrewKuwshalways refers to Ethiopia e.g., “Can the Ethiopian change his skin,
or the leopard his spots? Then may ye also do good, that are accustomed to do evil” (Jer.
13:23). The natural rendering of Hebrwwshas “Ethiopia” in Gen. 2:13 is also found
in the Greek SeptuagintAithiopia which is also found elsewhere in the Septuagint (e.qg.,
Esther 1:1; Isa. 11:11; 18:1; 20:4, LXX); and the Latin Vulgatethiopiawhich is also
found elsewhere in the Vulgate (e.g., Esther 1:1; Isa. 11:11; 18:1;\a0ghte). The
Greek word for “Ethiopia” in the New Testament (Acts 8:27Aithiops like that in the
Septuagint, and meansarnt-face referring to the Ethiopian’s black skin, and possibly
also their wide noses and everted lips. Thus this is a desaliptor showing that the
Ethiopian of Gen. 2:13 contained black Negroids, and in the case of théetBemite
strip in Arabia, some admixture with Negroids.

Thus in addition to the absence of any good textual argument that watrant
setting aside the Masoretic vowelling and pointing; given ti&QT elsewhere refers to
Ethiopia but never Kas(s), general Biblical conteso strongly favours Ethiopia.

18 E.g., see thhlew International Versiofootnote at Gen. 2:13.
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Moreover, it means there is an Afro-Asian assamiatif “Havilah” and “Ethiopia” with the
first two water-ways, that parallels the South-WAstan association of “Assyria,” with
“Hiddekel” or the Tigris and the “Euphrates” withet last two water-ways. Since Havilah
was a son of Ethiopia / Cush (Gen. 10:7), but egbkten of Asshur / Assyria (Gen. 2:14,
10:22); this means that the immediate context alsongly favours an Ethiopian
identification. Hence as seen by both immediateveider Biblical context, the Masoretic

vowelling and pointing of HebrewKuwsh ()* ) contains no textual warrant for its
alteration, and other factors further verify this conclusion (not that such furthersfare
necessary, since without a good textual reason, the Masoreticlimgvaeid pointing of
the Old Testament Received Text always stands,) and soightty rendered here as
“Ethiopia” (Authorized Version, Greek SeptuagintL&tin Vulgate).

In the ancient world of Moses’ day people sometimes called tparate bodies
of water that were geographical close to one another by the same. In fifteenth
century B.C. Egypt, both the Mediterranean Sea and the Red Se&mnere as the
“Great Green (Se&)” Therefore, the Red Sea in Exod. 10:19 may refer to the
Mediterranean. Whether or not this is the case in Exod. 10:% Red Sea is to be
identified as the “Gihon” which “compasseth the whole land of Ethioffign. 2:13),
then the fact that the Mediterranean was sometimes consideledthe same body of
water, appears to apply in Gen. 2:13 since it “compasseth the whdlefld&Ethiopia.”
Thus the Gihon also included the Mediterranean north of Arabia. Osatis logic, it
arguably also included the River or Brook of Egypt which flowed down ftben
Mediterranean Sea to form the southern border of Israel (Gen. Mub&; 34:5; Josh.
15:4,47; | Kgs 8:65) i.e., the Gihon, and up from the Red Sea through thef @Gujdba
(I Kgs 9:26) i.e., the Gihon. Since “Sihor, which is before Egyptised to define a
southern border of the Promised Land (Joshua 13:3) which we know to havehmeen “t
river of Egypt” (Gen. 15:18), it follows that the River of Egypdssalso known as the
“Sihor” (Joshua 13:3). But because the Gihon includes the watdrs Mdditerranean,
it was simultaneously the case that one could call the Niler Riv&gypt either the
“Sihor” (Isa. 23:3; Jer. 2:18) or Gihon. The River of Egypt in Gernl85Joshua 13:3
seems to best fit as the modern Wadi Al-Arish, from Al-ArishEl-Arish, co-ordinates
31 degrees 8 minutes North & 33° 50' East; taken by the modern Stataaifin the
Seven-Day-War of 1967, returned to Egypt in 1979), south of Gaza andgcoffithe
Mediterranean Sé4 In the ancient Septuagint translation, the “Sihor” of Jer. 2:18 i.e.,
the Nile of Egypt, is said to be the “Geon” (or Gihon). Gitleat it is a body of water

19 D. Wood'slllustrated Bible Dictionary IVP, Leicester, UK, Vol. 3, p. 1324.
On this basis the Red Sea may be the Reed Sea since theygaagraphically
proximate. See Tanner’s article “Did Israel Cross the &=l (50 PSCF: 211-5), and
my reply in Letters to the Editor concernintpnner on the Red / Reed Sam
Perspectives on Science & Christian Fali998-9.

20 See Dowely, T. (Editor)The Atlas of the BibleBritish & Foreign Bible
Society, Swindon, England, UK, 1997 (ISBN 0564-040169) e.g., pp. 33,34; & Map at
Part 2, Chapter 11, sectionigfra.
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connected to the Mediterranean, | consider the Septuagint’s imphgatihat it is part of
the “Gihon” because the Mediterranean Sea is also part of tien Galthough other
interpretations are possible). Thus God could say, “I wellhgebounds from the Red
Sea” (Exod. 23:31) meaning Ezion-geber (I Kgs 9:26) at the north @ulfeof Agaba
as this was the “Gihon” (and also the Pison, see “Havilah” at@tt'Ein LXX, suprg.
And hence the Septuagint could refer to the Sihor as “Geon” in ciomedgth the Nile
(Jer. 2:18, LXX), and by extension, deem both the Mediterranean ancs wétehem
such as the River of Egypt to Israel’s south as Gihon. Thus'sssmuthern border was
the Gihon, both because it was north-west of those Red Sea Gihon avd&ersn-Geber
in Edom, and so near them, and also because the River of Egypt ftvertsatder in the
south of Judah and these were Gihon waters. Thus this imagepoalted to the fact
that the Promised Land of Israel was a new Eden with Gihomswait€&en. 2:13. If so,
on an extended logic, one could also argue that the “Gihon” Sprirgrudalem was also
part of the same body of water (I Kgs 1:33,38,45; Il Chron. 32:30; 33:14), vwshiubt
far east of the Mediterranean Sea, and possibly this is how itsgzame. (Given that
the ocean waters mingle, so the Gihon waters go south around &fidchack up north
towards Europe and into the Mediterranean Sea, this type of thirkimgmately also
correct even on our different conceptualizations. “For all oceansrer ocean” on one
type of logic or conceptualization.)

We read in 1l Kings 20:20, “Hezekiah ... made a pool, and a conduit andHir
water into the city;” and Il Chronicles 32:30 that, “Hezekiah ... stdpfte upper
watercourse of Gihon, and brought it straight down to the west sitie afty of David.”
This “pool” is the Pool of Siloam at the end of Hezekiah’s Tunnéhe Jewish historian,
Josephus (1st century A.D.), refers to it saying, “out of the agy“the fountain”
(Antiquities7:14:5F%.  On my first trip to London, UK (April 2001-April 2002), | thank
God | was privileged to go to Israel in Februar20 Among the many sites of great
interest to me, | saw the Gihon Spring in Hezekidlisnel and the Pool of Silo&m The
interested reader who looks at these photos, &edibe visits this tunnel in the future,
should be warned that he will need a torch as tiser® lighting. He should further be
warned that the water levels in this tunnel vanyeheling on when it has last rained, and so
they could be higher or lower than shown in thessgsh It was a slow walk of about half
an hour, as with trousers rolled up, and shoesihgragound my neck, | inched forward,
feeling with a foot the water in front of me befdrstepped forward; and so one needs “to
keep one’s wits about oneself” in the pitch blagsnkbroken only by one’s torchlight But
for all that, among other things, it was a valuaxperience to “walk in the Gihon waters.”

2L Unless otherwise stated, references to Josephus are franartbiation of

William Whiston (1667-1752). See e.dgsephus, The Complete Waqrksanslated by
Wm. Whiston (1667-1752), reprint: Thomas Nelson, Nashville, Tennessee, USA, 1998.

2. See my sermons on “Biblical Apologetics” 4/4 (Thurs. 22 July 2tHib)ical
Archaeology,” at Mangrove Mountain Union Church, NSW, Australiattemiform in
my Textual Commentaries Vol. 3 (Matt. 21-25) (2011; Printed byc@fforks in
Parramatta, Sydney, Australia), Appendix 8: “A Sermons Bonus|”remrded form
presently availablentp://www.sermonaudio.com/kingjamesbiple
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Entrance to Hezekiah's Alternative entrance After5 mins in this
Tunnel, City of David, is Warren’s Shaft wateré&. holding a
Jerusalem, Israel, 2002. Entrance, Feb. 2002. h torsee ...

“Thankyou God,” ... The Gihon’s waters at “Wet Iegs Gavin,” at

At last! ... the light at Pool of Siloam at end PobSiloam in
the end of the tunnel! of Hezekiah’s Tunnel. dsraeb. 2002.

“Gihon” is Hebrew, Giychavn ( + ?%. On a revowelling of the Greek form
of “Gihon” found in the Septuagint&em (Gen. 2:13; Jer. 2:18, LXX; & Sirach 24:27,
LXX Apocrypha) or ‘Gion” (I Kgs 1:33,38,45; Il Chron. 32:30; 33:14); and Latin
Vulgate’sGeon(Gen. 2:13; Sirach 24:27 = 24:37 in Vulgate's Apocrypha)@ofi’ (I
Kgs 1:33,38,45; Il Chron. 32:30; 33:14); it is possible to argue for an etymological link to
the “Aegean Sea.” The Aegean Sea refers to the arm of theaaaliean Sea which is
east of Greece or the Archipelago, and “Aegean” is on one etymmaldbeory from
GreekAigaion and LatinAegeum(Webster’s Dictionary). There are rival theories as to
how the Greek, Aigaio (= &,- , ‘Aegean’)Pelagos(=./%, , ‘Sead) i.e., “Aegean
Sea” received its name. Rival theories included the idea thatwhys named after the
Greek town ofAegae(Achaed referred to in Homer©dysseyBook 5; 2) that it was
named after the father “Aegeus” the king of Athens and fath&éhe$eus who drowned

23 There should not be a gap between the last two consonarta/), but my
computer pallet will not allow me to vowel the “w” witlo™without creating a space.
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to death (a theory popular among the ancient Athenians); 3) thasihamed after one
of the Greek mythological Amazon queens, “Aegea,” who died in theasda4) it was
named after “Aigaion,” the Greek mythological “sea goat’q&eown as Briareus and
Hecatonchires™. These rival theories act to show that there was no cleatedinitely
agreed upon reason for the name ofAlkgean Seaand so | think it reasonable to argue
that such confusion may have stemmed from the fact that theeesairnr had been lost
i.e., it was named after the Edenic “Gihon.” If so, it is @lgssible that other places or
people were then in turn named after the Aegean i.e., the Greek temtiomed by
Homer may have been named after the Aegean, and likewise tles nathe Greek king
of Athens, Greek mythological Amazon queen, and Greek mythologealdsat,” may
have alltaken their name from the Aegeaather than given it to the Aegean Sea. If so,
with reference to the Greek mythological “sea goat,” “Aigaiomiio was said to have
made his home on the floor of the Aegean Sea, we may also smeyeoeer of a
religious connotation that derived from Eden’s River of the Gihon.

Near the end of my first trip to London, UK (April 2001-Ap#D02), before
returning to Sydney, Australia, | thank God | was privalégo go on a European trip in
March and April 2002. This included seeing Greeoal among other things | saw the
Aegean Sea port cities of Corinth and Thessalobwmih, of which have two New Testament
Epistles of the Apostle Paul addressed to thermol the following photos at that time.

24 “pegean Sea,'Wikipedia (http:/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aegean_SeaAegae

(Achaed, Wikipedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aegae (AchaeajAegea,” Wikipedia
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aegea “Hekatonkhieres,” Wikipedia
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hekatonkheines & “Titan” “Hekatonkheir Briareos,”
(http://www.theoi.com/Titan/HekatonkheirBriareos.htm
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The Aegean sea-port of modern Corinth The AegearaSTéhesalonica, here seen
(sea has receded since time of ancient from valaofiSt. Paul's Greek Orthodox
Corinth in the Bible), Greece, 2002. Church, Gee@002.

The Aegea':Seaside at Thessalonica, Greece, 2002.

And | thank God that on my sixth trip to London, UK (Oct. 2012-March 2013),
traveleden routeto London via a number of places, including Asia Minor (modern
Turkey). My interests included the sites of the first sixiegal councils whose
Trinitarian doctrine, including their anti-Pelagian teaching ameeds, is part of
Trinitarian orthodoxy (Article 21, Anglican 39 Articles), Protedtdistoricism (the
Ephesus Church Age, Rev. 2:1-7, Smyrna Church Age, Rev. 2:8-11, &ultkéc
Mohammedan Wowith associated fall of Constantinople in 1453, Rev. 9:12-21), and old
earth creationism. Most of my time was spent in, or neanbgtépreserving a form of
the name of Constéinople), but | also journeyed from there further afield. E.g., | saw
(on a plane trip to and from Istanbul) Ephesus (e.g., Acts 18-20; Ephwhdrkg | also
saw the Aegean as a distantly visible sea from antam, and Smyrna (Rev. 1:11; 2:8).
A form of the name of Smya is preserved in the modern Turkey’'s name of [zwiiich
is a seaport on the Aegean Sea.
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The Aegean Sea at Smyrna / Izmir, at Turkey vir@aith the Aegean Sea behin
in Asia Minor, October 2012. at Smyrna inaAslinor, Oct. 2012.

Thus there is a reasonable possibility that thgeAa Sea in a revowelled form took
its name from the Edenic Gihon River of Gen. 2:13. And in thiseggnit might also be
noted that Japhetic names on Trable of Nationsuch as, for instance, “Javan” (Greece),
“Tiras” (Thrace, around modern Bulgaria, which has a number of Adgkands near its
coast such as Samothrace), show the general area of the Aegeatiens was known,
and to some extent focused on in Genesis 10.

The description of Gen. 2:11-14 requires the conclusion that the waténe of
Gihon and Pison intermingled, and this may explain why various meatites of the
“Sihor” (Joshua 13:3 — southern border of Promised Land at Judah; Isa. 28r3 %18
— Nile of Egypt) or “river of Egypt” (Gen. 15:18; Num. 34:5; Josh. 15:4,44d 8:65 —
southern border of Promised Land at Judah; | Kgs 9:26 — Red Sea imateu#f of
Aqgaba at southern border of Promised Land at Edom), are not calletsdneoP Gihon
in the Bible. That itould have been so named is seen in the fact that in the ancient
Greek Septuagint translation, the “Sihor” of the Nile in Jer. 2:Eais to be the “Geon”
(or Gihon); and the Aegean Sea also seems to have been namédea@@ron,supra
But the Biblepossiblyremained with the name “Sihor” because it wash the Gihon
and Pison; and possibly also to confuse the ungodly (Isa. 6:9; Matt. 13lfidd, then
the description of the Promised Land as extending “from the rivEggpt” (the Gihon
and Pison) “unto the great river, the river Euphrates” (Gen. 15:18), caultine® of the
four rivers of Eden (Gen. 2:10-14) as boundary markers. This then waoiutd make
the point that the Promised Land is@w Eden. This is also reflected in the fact that
Isaiah says, “the Lord shall comfort Zion,” “and he will mdilex wildernesdike Eden,
and her deserike the garden of the Lord” (Isa. 51:3, emphasis mine), lile, the
Garden of Eden (cf. Gen. 13:10; Joel 2:3). Or Ezekiel saygd?ritmised Land, “they
shall say, This land that was desolate is beclikeehe Garden of Eden” (Ezek. 36:35,
emphasis mine).

That this is the right type of conceptualization gains some supmon the
ancient Jewish historian, Flavius Josephus (1st century A.D.). Josephus spisatés
... as well as Tigris, goes down into the Red Sdéattiquities1:1:3). He thus evidently
sees the waters of the Tigris and Euphrates going down into thierP&ulf and around
to the Red Sea. He says the “Geon runs through Egypt, and denotesisésafrom the
east which the Greeks call NileAltiquities1:1:3). This indicates that he regarded both
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the Red Sea and Mediterranean as part of the Gihon, and then because the Nilm&iver
down into Egypt from the Mediterranean Sea, he classifiestheasihon, i.e., on the
same type of principles that led the Septuagint to call the Sihor or Nile ther'Gn Jer.
2:18,supra

Josephus further says, “And Phison, which denotes a multitude, running into
India, makes its exit into the sea, and is by the Greeledc@ldnges”Antiquities1:1:3).
This helps to explain the statement of one of the four traditianalent and early
mediaeval church doctors of the Western Church, St. Jemr847-420), who recorded
that Jewish commentators known to him, of which Josephus would be one, “Itetitve
the “Phison” (Greek SeptuagirPhis;n & Jerome’s Latin Vulgate, “Phison”) in Gen.
2:11, “is the River Ganges of Indfd  Significantly, the heathen Hindelood Story of
Manu amalgamates elements of Adam and Noah, togethierl@gal corruptions; and in
what looks like a confusion with the story of Adam in Eden, therefezance to Manu
and the Ganges or “Gihof¥’ And certainly parts of India were known in Biblical times
e.g., north-west India near the Indus River (Esther 1:1; 8:9; thisopahe Indian
subcontinent has been part of Pakistan since the partitioning of Ind84if(), or the
area below the far south of India with the “cinnamon” trade roR&s.(17:13) which
extended from Western Europe to the island of Ceylon or Sri Lpuskaouth of India.
Notably then, in the heathen HindRig Veda the “earth and sky are compared to two
wheels at the ends of an axle,” and this depiction of “the earthvaheel is the usual”
Hindu “concept of the earth ... in the shape of flat circular’8iisand Hinduism has also
“conceived of the earth as a floating isl&titl With such a conception in mind, one can
understand that Indians leaving the Persian Gulf area and movingdidgmear the end
of the Last Ice Age, although not reaching the eastern arba @anges for some time,

% Hayward, C. (translator)Saint Jerome’s Hebrew Questions on Genesis

Clarendon, Oxford, England, UK, 1995, p. 31.
%6 gee the heathen Hinéilood Story of Manin Part 2, Chapter 16, section b.

27 West Pakistan 1947-1972, since 1972 West Pakistan has becomenPakista
since in the events of 1971-1972 East Pakistan became independent as Bangladesh.

8 Seely, P.H., “The Geographical Meaning of ‘Earth’ & ‘Seas’ in Gene$;"1:
Westminster Theological JourpalVol. 59, 1997, pp. 231-255, p. 233; citing
“Cosmology: Hindu and Jain Cosmologies,” Tine Encyclopedia of Religiprditor,
Mircea Eliade, Macmillan, New York, USA, 1987, Vol. 4, pp. 109-1#0A¢yclopaedia
Britannica CD99(1999),0p. cit, “Hinduism: Sacred Texts: Vedas: Vedic religion.”

29 Seely, P.H., “The Geographical Meaning .a. cit, p. 242, citing Buddhist-
Sutras, The Sacred Books of the East, Editor F M. Muller, (Delhi: Motilal Banar-
sidass, 1963) 45; cf. the Buddhist bodle Questions of King Miland&a11:5, The
Sacred Books of the Ea35, 106; “Cosmogony and Cosmology Buddhist’"ERE 4,
131; “Cosmology: Hindu and Jain CosmologiesTime Encyclopedia of Religioh 108-
109.
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may have thought in terms of the mingled waters of the Pison #nah @oing through
the Persian Gulf. These waters would tiew east from the Arabian Setihen south
down past Bombay (or Mumbai) on west coast India, going down betiveesouthern
coast of India and northern coast of Ceylon (or Sri Lanka), amdrtbgh up the east
coast of India into the Bay of Bengal and past Calcutta (K9lkata the Ganges Rivét
This concept of the Pison and Gihon waters later mingling, mayeajdain why these
Jewish commentators said it was the “Phison” (LXX & VulgatelPison that so flowed,
when clearly on this view it is the Gihon (AV) or Hebrewiychovn (Hebrew) orGem
(Greek) orGeon(Latin) that gives its name to the Ganges.

Ganges is GreelGanges (0,1 ), found in the HindiGA{N dot}GA and
Sanskritgangawhere it means a “swift-goer” from the verbal rodgam meaning “to
go,” and so the Sanskgangais used for a “current” or “rivé.” In the Greek a double
gamma (“g” /,) has an “ng” sound (e.g,, % s transliterated aangelos from which
we get our English word “angel”); and in the Sanskrit the “ngafhgacomes from its
declension aganga rather than its root word (@gan). The presence of the “g” would
be enough for a link (as in the Aegean), although the presencehdd bgt and “n” in its
final form in e.g., Greek and Sanskrit, may also reflect ased&s preserve the “n” of
“Gihon” via a suitable declension. Thus e.g., in looking for a suitabtd whe Sanskrit
speakers may have selected “swift-goer” since its declew$igangapreserves the “g”
+ “n” sound of the “Gihon,” and thus in a derivative way Sanskrit niegn thave
evolved, or possibly already had, the meaning of using “swift-gaaraf‘current” or
“river.”  While this is speculative, it is certainly possibind when taken with other
relevant considerations, in my opinion, quite possible.

Josephus’s type of view was also followed by, for instance, Joa¢hoianus
(1484-1551) of St. Gallen in Switzerland, who in Bismmary of the three parts of the
earth (1534/48), considered the four Edenic Rivers are the Tigris, Euphidies,
(Josephus’s Gihon), and Ganges (Josephus’s PisonAnd in terms of the linguistic
connection underpinning this idea, more specifically, tia@gés of India has also been
identified as the (Bon. For instance, in James Grayspics For Teacher$1869),
when discussing the “Rivers of Eden,” we read that “one” of the fham theories” for

%0 Given that the ocean waters mingle, so the Gihon watersioaigly go on

this route to the Ganges, this type of thinking is ultimatelferdsble even on our
different conceptualizations of ocean water flow. “For allanseare one ocean” on one
type of logic or conceptualization.

3 “Ganges,” Wiktionary (http://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Gangés &
“Etymonline” (http://www.etymonline.com/index.php?term=GangesEncyclopaedia
Britannica CD99 op. cit, “Ganges River.”

32 Also known as Badian (Vadianus) von (of) St. Gallen, whose worlq Lat

Trium (of the three)terrae (of the earth)partium (of the parts)Epitome(Summary) =
“Summary of the three parts of the edrth referred to in SailhamerGenesis Unbound
op. cit, 1st edition, 1996, p. 217; 2nd edition, 2011, p. 227.
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the location of Eden, “places Eden south of the present sources of thetEspdmd
Tigris, and assumes that the other two rivers were branchbssa.t And concerning
the Ghon, he says, in “searches for ... the Gihon ...,” though “many” “rivetsive

been suggested,” the “Ganges seem as likely” a possibility “d"any

| thank God that on my sixth trip to London, UK (Oct. 2012-March 2013), |
traveleden routeto London via a number of places, including India. My interests
included Protestant missionary work and old earth creationism. t dflasy time was
spent in, or near, Calcutta, where | saw the Hooghley River whiehtiibutary of the
Ganges River - a river whiajuite possibltook its name from the Gihon River.

Gavin at the Hooghley River in Calcutta, India, a tributary of the Ganges, Oct. 2012.

But | also took a trip from Calcutta to Varanasi or Banarashe Ganges River.
This river is strongly associated with heathen Hindu rituals, warehan example of
those who have “worshipped and served the creature more than the Creator” (Rom. 1:25).

3 James Comper GrayBopics For TeachersA Manual for Ministers, Bible

Class Leaders, and Sunday School Teachers, Elliot Stock, London, 1869 s“River
Eden” at p. 164. “The other” of these “two main theories” forltlsation of Eden, says
Gray, “refers Eden to some point north of Ararat, and searchehdoPison and the
Gihon among surrounding riversib{d.). A third broad theory locates Eden at various
theorized places inside of Mesopotamia.
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The Indian Ocean connects to the Persian Gulf through the Gulf af;Oma
and like Banaras or Varanasi on the Ganges River, which comm®s Ifidian
Ocean waters up through the Bay of Bengal, so too, India’s big ipes are fed
from the Indian Ocean, with waters up through the Bay of Beg@hlcutta on
the east coast, and waters up through the Arabian Sea to Bomlthg west
coast. And on the streets of the Ganges River city of Vsirgha importance of
these big Indian Ocean port cities of Calcutta and Bombay impact on the names of
shops in the local Varanasi culture.Photos from the streets of Banaras or
Varanasi amidst the bicycle rickshaws one hires to get around. towibove
“Calcutta Commercial Company” (left & right) with Gavindhit), October 2012.
Below. “Bombay” Shoe Shop (left); & a “Banaras” Silk Shop (right) omroxa
streets that lead to the Ganges River heathen Hindu Temple area, October 2012.

The two boat trips | took, a night-trip, and then a morning trip, state wood
burning heathen Hindu crematorium (for more expensive cremationsjh@mdorning
trip U-turned at an electric burning heathen Hindu crematoriuncfeaper cremations).
These relate to heathen Hindu rituals of casting a person’s ashes on the RBisage



1354

The main heathen Hindu Temple on the Ganges, “Monikarnika Ghat,” woettd w
burning cremations near the docks where our two Ganges River lpsastart. Oct.
2012.

o~ . =

Ganges River nghtboaf—tip to see heathen Heathn Indian boy seTIs caffidiasdn

Hindu fire ritual, passing one of a number Ganges as part of heathen Hindu ritual for
of Maharaja Palaces.(600 years old).

they “worshipped and served the creature
October, 2012. more than the Creator” (Rom. 1:25).

Night-time anges River heathen Hindu fire ritual ceremony, Varanasi, Oc2iie.

Is the connection of heathen religion and the Ganges River démwadhe fact that it is
named after the Gihon River (Gen. 2:13), but perverted to idolatrous heathenism?
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Second Ganges River boat The morﬁig(‘after the night A Maharaja Pajate&(ri
trip, just before sunrise. before, idolatrous flower heathen idols on pink columns

Varanasi, India, Oct. 2012. offerings to the Ganges. @ett)hour after first light.

= . e
—

“Here comes the sun.”  Heathen Hindu ablutions &
early hours. The Ganges is Sunrise on the Ganges, at  prayer, early morning near
attributed magical qualities. Varanasi, India, Oct. 2012. Munshighat on Ganges River.

|

Heathen Hindu ablutions in Heathen Hidu auions & Heathen Hindu god (left) &
early morning at Raja Ghat prayer, early morning near Hindu cow (rigguges
on the Ganges River. Raja Ghat on the Ganges.  River, India, Oct. 2012.

Pink building is electric fire Looking back as curresg tak
“changed the glory of God burning pagan crematorium, rowing boat back to wood fire
into an image” where boat U-turns to Manikarnika Ghat

(Rom. 1:23). return. crematorium.
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Gavin on the Ganges River, Banaras, India, Return trip down Ganges River, inythe earl
on return trip in rowing boat with oarsman.  morning, Varanasi, India, October 2012.

_ N :
Exit Ganges River area by  Back on the streets of Banaras or ¥arana bicycle

following this brick path rickshaw, Gavin’s “taxi-driver” takes him past &brmas’
design which goes past Church. St. Thomas the Apostle is remembered on 21 Dec.
St. Peter English School. in the 1662 Angli@ook of Common Pray& according

Varanasi, India, Oct. 2012. to tradition he first brought Christianity to India. Oct. 2012.

My interests on this trip to India included the work of Great Btate Missionary
Movement (e.g., Henry Martyn, Adoniram Judson, William Carey, & Jolatt)Pand
also matters to do with old earth creationism (e.g., Henry Alcock, & the Gan@ssthe
one hand, these photographs from my October 2012 trip to India verly clraind us
that the heathen Hindus are in desperate need of Protestanta@hvissionary work,
and the saving gospel of Jesus Christ who died in our place and fangat £alvary
before rising again on the third day. These heathen Asiat@nisidire in desperate need
of the gospel of grace, “The just shall live by faith” (Rom. 1:17)or they have
“changed the glory of the uncorruptible God into an image madedikerruptible man,
and to birds, and fourfooted beasts, and creeping things” (Rom. 1:23); agddrejone
in heathenism, they have “worshipped and served the creature motbehareator who
is blessed for ever. Amen” (Rom. 1:25). But on the other hand, thiatgest heathen
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religions in the world are Hinduism and Buddhism, and Buddhism is a spireoffthe
parent religion of Hinduism. Thus when we understand that HmgeS River quite
possibly took its name from the Edenidh@Gn River of Genesis 2:13, we better
understand that the heathen Hindus may have perverted a religiowsyrwrigden and
the Gihon dating back to the time of original monotheism. t.d&gedame regarded by
these heathens as a so called “sacred river” because it was conoegasmiipming from
the Gihon River of Eden, so that in time thi#@h or Ganges River became connected
with pagan religious corruptions as the heathen Hindus “changed thetrGbd into a
lie, and worshipped and served the creature more than the Creator, blbesisd for
ever. Amen” (Rom. 1:25).

Therefore we see in the Ganges River of India, a possibleryatsa of the
name of the “Gihon” to theast of Edenwhich is now under the waters of the Persian
Gulf. This compares with the preservation of the Gihon’s namst of Edemwith the
Aegean Sea of the Mediterranean, with Gihon waters flowing fftemMediterranean
Sea down the Nile of Egypt which may thus be called the “Gindnsephus’s
Antiquities1:1:3), Gihon waters flowing from the Mediterranean Sea down the Y-
Arish which as ancient Israel’s southern border may thus be called the “Gileon2:(B,
LXX), and the Gihon Spring of Jerusalem in Israel (Il Chron. 32:30).th& question of
“Why?” the ancient tradition evident in Josephus calls the eadtwaters going to the
Ganges after the Pison (“Phison” in Josephusrdiquities 1:1:3), when the name
“Ganges” clearly indicates an etymological origin from “Gihomayid the westward
flowing waters “Gihon,” the answer though conjectural, strikes amemultifaceted.
Firstly, by saying the Ganges was named after the Piesaplius is indicating that it is
understood that the waters of these two rivers now intermingleeasioe to the obvious
etymological link of the “@Ghon’ (Greek,Gea /01 ) and “Garges” (GreekGanges /
0,1 ). Secondly, thismpliesthat in Eden, the Pison was considered to be an eastern
side exit river from Eden, and the Gihon a western side exitfrimer Eden, as shown in
my model’s mapsupra & infra  And thirdly, the name of the “Gihon” was clearly used
in connection with Israel (Jer. 2:18, LXX & Il Chron. 32:30), to signifyvas a new
Eden, and this factor would surely have to give the priority togusGihon” for the
western waters, and then as a corollary to this, “Pison” for the easters.wate

A further matter relevant to all of the etymological conmetithat | have argued
for between the “Pison” and “Persia” with e.g., the Persiar; @od the “Gihon” with
the Aegean Sea in the Mediterranean Sea, and flowing from thidNitbe(with
Josephus’s designation of this as the GihoAntiquities1:1:3); and the Gihon giving its
name to the Ganges of India (James Gragpgics For Teachersl869; & understood as
mingled waters from the Pison and Gihon, said to be from the Pisdndephus’s in
Antiquities 1:1:3); the southern border of the Promised Land as the “Gihon"2(1&.
LXX); and the Gihon Spring in the capital city of the Promised L@n@hron. 32:30); is
thatthe holistically, sum of the total argument is greater than the individddition of
each argument considered in isolation Thus there is aumulative strength from these
arguments when they are put together, just like the cumulative strengttbwidle of
sticks is stronger than the strength of each of the individual staksidered separately
Therefore, in considering the four rivers of Eden, the combinedteffethese place
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names all being at key points of civilization, with Mesopotamia ontlsWest Asia
(Tigris & Euphrates Rivers, e.g., the Sumerians), India in CeAsa (Ganges from
Gihon), and Asia Minor (Aegean Sea from Gihon), as well as Eufgggean Sea from
Gihon, Greece), and Africa (the Nile of Egypt called the Gihenfhat it indicates that
centres of civilization spread out from the Land of Eden now under theswaftéhe
Persian Gulf as the waters rose in the Persian Gulf in connectidntigt ending of the
Last Ice Age, transporting civilization into South-West Asia, Centria, Asia Minor,
Europe, and Africa. | shall return to elements of this important insight in VoldmBart
2, Chapter 18, “Mesopotamea4,150-2,200 BC ...,iInfra.

It might also be remarked, that the intermingling of the wdtera the Pison and
Gihon to form a joint Pison-Gihon water-way that did “compasseth’t whisloses’ day
were called Havilah and Ethiopia (Gen. 2:11,13); is contextuallyilasimo the
intermingling of Tigris-Euphrates waters in the Shatt al-Aialleed the Edenic water-
way. Although he was not a Christian, Edwin Br@wngi866-1960) pointed out that in
Genesis, pre-Flood place names are the same aBlpodtgeographical featurds E.g.,
the Tigris and Euphrates are both mentioned in @&, and we read that the Tigris or
“river ... Hiddekel ... goeth toward the east of Asaytri This is also consistent with old
earth geology as seen in reference to the presenaatediluvian “pitch” (Gen. 6:14),
indicating massive plant death had occurred in “the generatiomd the earth” (Gen.
2:4) in the time-gap between the first two verses of Genesighius on the one hand,
having e.g., “the same rivers,” shows that the tddbe earth was not radically changed by
Noah’s flood, as claimed by those of the young eamiatmnist flood geology school of
e.g., Price (or later Whitcomb and Morris), whichBrewster's words, “flatly contradicts
the Bible.” But on the other hand, to some exBretvster overstated his case, since there
are no later Biblical references to the Land ofrede defined by these borders (Gen. 2:10-
14)*® or “the Land of Nod, on the east of Eden” (Gefi6} or “the City ...of ... Enoch”
(Gen. 4:17), or the Gihon and Pistnthe region of their connecting the Tigris and
Euphrates, or their dividing point before they @rup in the Arabian Sea. Hence while |
agree with much of Brewster's point, | also qualifyby saying that clearly some
topography of the area has changed since Noah'’s speifically, the flooding of the
Persian Gulf which since the ending of the lastge is, on my model, now under water.

3 NumbersThe Creationistspp. 96,117.

% Some look to “Eden” in Isa. 37:12, which being said to be in “Telaséach
included e.g., “Gozan” and “Haran,” both of which were in northern Mesopatasm
identified as “Beth-Eden” in north west Mesopotamia (DoweBtks of the Bibleop.
cit., p. 43; & “Possible location of the Garden of Eden” MapTihe New Open Bible
Study Editionof the New American Standard BibBnd edition of 1977, Thomas Nelson
Publishers, Nashville, Tennessee, USA, 1990, p. 7). But even hemdeaaighat this
Biblical reference gives no itemization of any connected waigs to e.g., the Gihon or
Pison, and so it is also reasonable to consider this was a different Eden.
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Approximate Location of Eden
(Gen. 2:10-14)

I )
MINOR

Area of Persian Gulf generally dry land umti©,500 B.C. . The extent of the Havilah and Sheba

regions is uncertain but their borders may have met, possibly with a shgien, around Mahd

Al-Dhahab (/ Mahd adh Dhahab) - which per Vol. 2. Part 5 is Opliry Solomon’s Mines.
While the Red Sea was at times connected to the Arabian Sea

& Indian Ocean, as further explained in Part 2, Chapteini3, the drop in sea levels of

c. 120 metres ot. 390 feet, meant that for much, though not all of this time, the Red Sea

cut off from its Indian Ocean source, and at its height it experiencde\adtt ofc. 50% salinity,

and thus was something like the Dead Sea of Israel.

was

Since the later Biblical focus starts from the tiofeAbraham (bc. 2,206 B.C.),
these facts are consistent with my theory thadraincluding the time of Olson’s flood
9,500 B.C., the area of the antediluvian’s world was pregrely going under the waters of
the Persian Gulf. Nevertheless, the general plaugibflia Flood in this region has been
shown by Olson, who demonstrated the existence of two basins inrgi@nF@ulf, and
during the late Ice Age the western basin had rich soil and sunshimes he says, “It
might even be the site of the Garden of Eden.” Or on my modelipfyotse fertile
legacy of Eden’s environs. But it is also possible that Eden andnitsons was
somewhere else in this same general area of south-west@sgiander the waters of the
Persian Gulf, and either it was totally destroyed by The Flowt /aor some other
environmental factor or factors, or its remains have not been diecbveBut Olsen says
c. 9,500 B.C. the eastern basin flooded due to glacial melting, and tlssdca sudden
flood in the western basin killing nearly all people and domesitimals, with a few
survivors reaching the Zagros Mtns’ foothills either “by ark orddnd” where they re-

established agriculture and housifhg

% Olson, W.S., “Has Science Dated the Biblicalofl¥ Zygon Journal of
Religion & Science, Vol. 2, 1967, pp. 274-277.
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Olson’s glacial melt theory cannot be correct siiiceneans the antediluvian’s
homeland remained “submerged under the waterseoBtieat Flood;” but Gen. 8:3 says
Noah'’s Flood waters “returned” after The Delug®loreover, his flood ot. 11,500 years
ago is too late in time to be a universal floocceiman spread out from South-West Asia
before this time as seen by Cro-Magnon in the lfossordc. 33,000 B.C. (on my model
after a Noachic Flood on a best estimate.&5,000 B.C., although | allow for a possible
Noachic Flood date range ©f50,000 B.C. +/- 16,000 years).

And that the Noachic Flood was indeed universal to all mankind is seEmei
Table of Nationsn Gen. 10. Bernard Ramm claims, e.g. “The Table of Natiomjives
no hint of any Negroid ... peopf&% and Davis Young claims that it is limited to the “world
of the SemiteS.” But this is clearly incorrect. In the eight &loah’s Ark, one has the
common ancestry to e.g., the Hamitic north-eastcAfriNegroids from Cush (Gen. 10:6,7);
Hamitic North African Mediterranean Caucasoids fiehut (or Put or Libya) and Mizraim
(or Egypt) (Gen. 10:6), Semitic Mediterranean Caoidssfrom e.g., Asshur, Arphaxad, and
Aram in south-west Asia (Gen. 10:22), Shemitic Aalstds from Elam (Gen. 10:22), and
Japhetic white Caucasian Caucasoids from e.g.hiBatsSpain in Europe (Gen. 10:4).
This common ancestry to e.g., African Negroids, aAsi and Australian Australoids,
Mediterranean Caucasoids, and white Caucasian €aidsameans that in Noah’s family
one has certainly gone far enough back to also theeveommon ancestry for the rest of the
human race, and thus the Flood had to have bekropaotogically universal.

Furthermore, the Rainbow Covenant clearly appliebaily. If the flood was
limited to a portion of mankind, then the messageild/ surely belt could happen again!
But the clear message of Gen. 9:8-1Ttisannot happen again! Therefore “the earth” of
the Rainbow Covenant in Gen. 9 (e.g., Gen. 9istmean the human inhabited world
and the animals of that world, which due to markpamsion in Gen. 9 & 10 is so
geographically widespread as to be safe from anskeanthropologically universal flood.

But though Olsen’s model is clearly flawed, soméisfPersian Gulf work remains
valuable. These same contour lines which allow for “a suddemrcatastrophic flooding
in the area of the Persian Gulf’ by natural causes around 11,500 ag@on Olsen’s
modef®, also mean these basins may have been supernaturally floodedthisfdirae,
and with an associated downpour and flooding of west coast Iraméogeth parts of
Irag and the Arabian Peninsula also known as Arabia, taken Noah’atAnaximum

37 bid., p. 277.

% Ramm, B..The Christian View of Science & Scriptufeaternoster, London,
UK,1955, p. 234. Cf. Ramm'’s similar erroneous claim aboutddmids not being oihe

Table of Nationsliscussed in Part 2, Chapter 15, “Race Creatidninfra.
% Young, D.The Biblical Floog Eerdmans, Michigan, USA, 1995, p. 312.

40" Bailey, L.R.,Noah op. cit, pp. 40-43,46,51.
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extent to the present Zagros Mountains’ foothills.  However, giventkieaZagros

Mountains’ foothills do not fit the description of the Ark landing on “theuntains of

Ararat” (Gen. 8:4) as the flood waters went down, this typemmidel requires
modification. Thus this requirement more likely means that anvainech was formerly
part of the Zagros Mountain Range, but is now under the waters Betsan Gulf, are
“the mountains of Ararat” (Gen. 8:4). But though this area fdsniead such mountains,
these would now have been eroded by the action of thousands of ysessvedter in the
Persian Gulf. Thus such “mountains of Ararat” (Gen. 8:4) veere¢he local “earth”

under the “heavens” (or sky) on “the earth” of the antediluvian@rftt (cf. Gen. 7:19;

Matt. 12:42; Heb. 11:7; Il Peter 3:6,7).

Therefore, might these basins be “the fountains of the deep”? @ht nater
from a number of Shatt al-Arab exists be “the fountains of tlep'@e(Gen. 7:11; 8:2).
Or might a combination of both be different instances of “the fountfiribe deep™?
These are not the only two possibilities that hlagen conjectured. For instance, Hugh
Ross thinks “the fountains of the deep” were undengd aquifers. Butif “the fountains
of the deep” werenly these two basins, then this seems inconsistehttisét fact that we
read, “The fountains also of the despd the windows of heaven were stoped the rain
from heaven was restrained; and the waters returned fraimeodarth continually: and after
the end of the hundred and fifty days the waterewabated” (Gen. 8:2,3). For how could
such basins be “stopped” once they were floodélderefore, at the very least, this seems
to require that another source of water is additlgireferred to, either therefore being the
sole source, or a source that continued in conpmawith the earlier flooding of these
basins as some further “fountains of the deepf #fitese basins were flooded. Tlhfusthe
fountains of the deep” were Shatt al-Arab existespmably being “broken up” (AV) or
burst open (Hebrewhaga') at various points from a greater than usual flowTigris-
Euphrates water, then these would have quite lligdeept flowing into the flood region till
they were “stopped” from having this effect by teéurn to normal water flow levels from
the Shatt al-Arab.  Given that combinations of ewagources are possible, e.g., “the
fountains of the deep” might have included bothtShlaArab existsand these two basins
flowing from melted ice, rain water, together wikigris-Euphrates wateauntil the basins
were covered by The Flood wateend thereafter, only the Shatt al-Arab existsenth
additional sources might also be possible. Evgter from ice melting on one or more
sides of the flood areaaighthave constituted some temporary “fountains ofiep.”

The fact the Zagros Mountains extend from the Arareinot, southeast along the
Iraqi border, down to the Persian Gulf’'s more nexrghshore in southern Iran; plus the fact
that by the time Moses wrote Genesis the south-#astat” border was the Zagros

“1 Ross’sThe Universal Flood1991), Video, Trinity Broadcasting, Reasons To

Believe, California, USA, 1991. Ross here dated Noah’s Flooad1&,000 years ago,
though he has since revised his Noachic Flood date to “roughly 20,000 to 364080 y
ago” (2005) Ross & Rand@yho Was Adamdp. cit, p. 47; and allowed iifthe Genesis
Question op. cit p. 111, for the possibility of a Noachic date of “between 35,000 and
47,000 B.C.” (2001).



1362

Mountains south-east of Lake Urrffiamust fairly raise the possibility that Holy Moses
reflects a tradition that the Ararat or Armenianitain Range (Gen. 84)included all of
the Zagros Mountains and thus its southern regiofie distinction between the Ararat
mountain range ending and the Zagros mountain range begamoinnd Lake Urmia is one
way of looking at the matter, but it is not theyomlay of looking at the matter. In support
of my view, | note that one of the many Flood Stories furtheudised in Volume 1, Part 2,
Chapter 16, “Some Gap Creationist type Stories & Flood&tdrom around the world,”
section b, “Some Flood Stories from around the wortdta, is the Gilgamesh Epic, and
this says on Tablet XI, lines 140-141, “the Arktba Mountain of Nisir groundéd” Thus
while the fact that this flood story places Noahi& on the Zagros Mountains is regarded
by some as a contrast to the Biblical account whays “the mountains of Ararat” (Gen.
8:4), by contrast, | would see this as a broad pofnagreement between the Biblical
account and the corrupted Accadian (Akkadian) aaicobi the Gilgamesh Epic from the
Royal Library of the Assyrian king, Ashurbanipal (78ntury B.C.) which thus preserves a
more ancient tradition that the Ararat Mountain gg&amcludes the Zagros Mountains.

The Zagros Mountaifis

2 Bailey, L.R.,0p. cit, p. 57.

*3 Hebrewhar here can mean “mountains” (AV) or convey the idéa hill-
country as in Joshua 17:18, ormaountain-rangeas in Ps. 68:16Bfown-Driver-Briggs

Hebrew & English Lexicoathar).

*  “The Epic of Gilgamesh,” translated by R. Campbeiompson (1928)
(http://sacred-texts.com/ane/epgt “The Eleventh Tablet: The Flood.”

- “Zagros Mountains,” Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zagros Mountains
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Therefore, on my model, what are now called the “Zagros Mountaires” a
conceptualized as part of the wider Ararat Mountain Range extemiwy to the
Persian Gulf, and before it was flooded, into the Persian Guilf ww#& mountains that
have been eroded in this area, and also what are now islandsPeirsinen Gulf formerly
beings some of the mountains of Ararat. Thus what in teriBgbéal language would
be “the Ararat Mountain Range,” could with some reference tdatiee designation of
the southern part of this mountain range as the “Zagros mountainalsdstyled, “the
Ararat-Zagros Mountain Range.” For the issue oftéavhere the lower limit of the
chain of mountains forming the Zagros Mountain eargds is also a matter of subjective
assessmeft  In Gen. 8:4, the Hebrevrarat is found in the Septuagint as Greek
Ararat, and in the Vulgate as Lati#irmenia That some of its more northerly regions
include Nineveh (the general area preferred on Ross’s model foatidls just north of
Ninevel{"), is seen by the fact that in the Apocryphal Book of Tobit or Tobias, we read of
how in “Nineve[h],” certain “Ninevites” “fled into the mountains ofakath” or “Ararat”
(Tobit 1:17,19,21, Apocrypha). In the Septuagint, this is Ghgakat or Ararath (Tobit
1:21, LXX Apocryphd®. Thus the Ararat mountains extend from Armenia in the north,
down to the inland area of Iran; and also the more northerly §heref southern Iran
down to an area near the Persian Gulf. And so before it a@defll in connection with
the ending of the Last Ice Age, on one way of looking at it, this mouradage extended
into the Persian Gulf itself. Thus on this view, what are t@daye of the islands of the
Persian Gulf, as well as any former mountains eroded by dea awaing the Holocene
flooding of the Persian Gulf, would have been at the time of NodbdF. 35,000
B.C., mountains at the lower southern end of the Ararat mountains.

Where then did Noah's Ark rest? In my Persianf@&aden and Noah’s Flood
model of 1997, | thought that Noah’s Flood “coutdve taken Noah’s Ark to the Zagros
Mtns’ foothills i.e., one of ‘the ends of the earth’ under the ‘heavesisy on ‘the earth’
of the antediluvian’s ‘world®.” But | then came to realize that this could not be correct,
since the depiction of Noah's Flood in the context of the antediluviaorkivin which
“the waters prevailed exceedingly upon the” local “earth, anthalhigh hills, that were
under the whole heaven” of that local earth, “were covered” (Gen., WvhS)a picture of
flood waters rising over mountains, and then as the flood waters dropped Moah’s
ark came to rest on such mountains. This means that Noah's Arkd waw had to
come to rest on what was then a hilly area in the Land of Ed@epending just where

% See e.g., U.S. Naval Oceanographic map, ®wift op. cit, p. 238.

*’ Ross'sThe Universal Flood1991),0p. cit..
8 The Greek readingrarat is found in e.g.Codex Alexandrinugsth century,
British Library, London, UK) an€odex Sinaiticug4th century, British Library, London,
UK); whereas the Greek readigrarath is found in Codex Vaticanug4th century,
Rome, Vatican City State) (Rahlfs-Hanart's Septuagint).

9 Perspectives on Science and Christian F&RISCF), 1997, Vol. 49, pp. 252-
263at p. 259.
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the flood extended to inside the present Persian Gulf, this wouliblyoss on either
what are now Islands of the Persian Gulf, or mountains since erodgdbgy the waters
of the Persian Gulf. In my opinion the latter is a more likedgsibility on the data
presently available to me, since | know of no evidence of a fresr\laod large
enough to have covered one or more relevant islands in the Noachicadge ofc.
50,000 B.C. +/- 16,000 years, let alone at the time of my best estioradlloah’s Flood
on the presently available data ©f 35,000 B.C. . Of course, if such evidence is
forthcoming in the future, then | am prepared to consider it; but prasently doubtful
of such a possibility since it would imply a much larger flood than I think likely.

These same topographical requirements of Gen. 7 & 8 which prethede
possibility of Noah’'s Ark coming to rest in the foothills of the #myMountains as |
earlier proposed in 1997; also act to rule out any possibility of soptgamian location
for Noah’s flood which by definition must look to some lower mountain®othills as
the resting place for Noah’'s Ark. Rather, there is a reaain¢é of an area that is fairly
flat relative to some high hills, with some distance to the higlaets of the Ararat
mountain range, so that one can isolate a local world thatle@detl in a flood basin
area. Hence in 2007, Perspective on Science and Christian FARSCF) | criticized
Hugh Ross’s Mesopotamian Noachian Flood model for its idea of Noak’'gading to
simply such lower hills or foothills, in his instance, more nortthi foothills of Ararat
in Mesopotamiagc. 20-50 miles orc. 35-80 kilometres north of Ninev&h Thus in
support of this criticism by Seely, | said, “the picture of Geéri9 requires that the
mountains be covered with water, upon which the ark comes to rest.” Aed “t
Mesopotamian flood plain cannot be meant on Ross’ model of the mountaimaraf. A
But as | have previously shown, the flood may be placed in the P&si& which was
then dry land (McGrath, ... [PSCF, Vol. 49, 1997, pp.] 258-9). There are litéay
islands now there, which may have been the ‘high hills’ first covered, and then wettover
after the flood. Thus I think ‘Ararat’ originally referredttos region, and was probably
later extended to include the Zagros mountains and present day w@aratains.  (If
anything of Noah'’s ark survives, and possibly it does not, these ishandd be a good
place to look for i.” Though due to further research since 2007 on the size of a
Noachic Flood needed in order to cover these islands, coupled withr friagtlearch on a
more precise probable size for the World of Eden from the tim&dam to Noah, |
would no longer think the islands of the Persian Gulf are likelyetthe relevant “high
hills” (Gen. 7:19),supra | would nevertheless continue to maintain that the basic point
both Seely and | made in 2007 rules out a model that sees the Ark resting in feothills
as those of Nineveh (as argued by Ross), or the present Zaguosam range going
down to the shoreline of the present Persian Gulf (as argued by myself in 1997).

0 Ross'sThe Genesis Questipop. cit pp. 151 & 170.

>l McGrath, G.B. (myself), “The Gap [School View] in [Genegison]
Creation,” Perspective on Science and Christian Falol. 59, No. 4, Dec. 2007, pp.
318-319 at p. 319.
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And | further state in my 2007 critique of Ross’s Noachian Flood mtidess’s
Mesopotamian flood theory ... lacks credibility during the last Ice Ag®00-70,000
years ago, due to the cold inhospitable Mesopotamian conditions which would not sustain
the garden of Gen. 3 or civilizations described in Gen. 4-9. In a maomathing like,
though not identical with, Eskimos, any human beings in Mesopotamizgdte last ice
age would have moved in and out of ice conditions as they journeyed araunegibn
(Brice, W.C., South West AsiaA Systematic Regional Geography, Univ. of London,
1966, Vol. 8, pp. 7,11). By contrast, the Persian Gulf was a warnfudireé sunshine
(49 PSCF 259%." Ross later modified his model to includeth Mesopotamia to the
north and the Persian Gulf region to the south, and this union of regianss to his
overly limiting concept of “the mountains of Ararat” (Gen. 8:4) as being irohl@smia,
so that his model still fails to recognize that Mesopotamian gonditluring the time of
Noah’s Flood continue to preclude it as a Land of Eden candfidatBut he has made
some progress in this direction in his article, “The Locationd#rZ (2014) in which in
addressing a model that considers Eden was in Armenia, hbeaysks the Pison and
Gihon are “the Karen and Wadi Al-Batin riverbeds flowing into thesRn Gulf.”
“Since most of the Persian Gulf was dry land at that timefdbe rivers would have
come together in what is now the southeastern portion of the Persiah G(By
contrast, on my understanding of the Ararat-Zagros mountain rang&amnd8:4, |
would look to a more north-eastern portion of the Persian Gulf.) h*@&uwarm, lush
location explains why Adam and Eve did not need clothes (Armeniagriiyast, would
have been quite cold). Since a large aquifer exists under te@arP&ulf, it also
explains the springs mentioned in Genesi§*2:6

However, even here, Ross’s identification of these water-lsedames Sauer’'s
identification of the Pison & GihoR  But this is not sustainable on Sauer's model
(1996) since his article says that the relevant “satelliteoplodtArabia shows “part of a
river channel ... that crossed the Arabian peninsula from about 10,000 B.@htil..
3500-2000 B.C. ..., when it dried g However Ross'’s proposed Noachic Flood date

2 bid. .

3 Cf. Part 2, Chapter 18fra.

> Ross, H., “Q[uestion] & A[nswer]: Four Rivers te Location of Eden,”

Today's New Reason To BeligReasons To Believemail Articles, 10 April 2014); citing
Ross, H., “The Location of EdenReasons To Beliey€alifornia, USA, 10 April 2014
(http://www.reasons.org/articles/q-a-four-rivers-dihe-location-of-eden

> This identification of the Pison & Gihon is James Sauer'site3auer, J.A.,
“The River Runs Dry — Creation Story Preserves Historical btgrh Biblical
Archaeology Reviewvol. 22, No. 4, July / Aug. 1996, pp. 52-57,64; referred to in Hill,
C.A., “The Garden of Eden: A Modern Landscapegitspectives on Science & Christian
Faith, Vol. 52, No. 1, March 2000, pp. 32-33,37-38.

% Sauer, J.A., “The River Runs Dry ..qp. cit, pp. 53-54.
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of ¢. 18,000-28,000 B.C. (2005) within wider possible parameters of wup 38,000-
45,000 B.C. (2001) are a good deal earlier than this Holocene Period.

Thus in terms of the geographical requirements for Noah’s Flood, oonthe
hand, both my Persian Gulf model, and Hugh Ross’s original Meso@otaRiood
model, or following my 2007 critique his later revised Mesopotamadh Rersian Gulf
modef’, both fit the requirements of firstly, being in a flat flood pla@ar the Tigris and
Euphrates Rivers (Gen. 2:14); and secondly, being within proximity toAtheat
mountains (Gen. 8:4). But on the other hand, only my Persian Gulf mee¢s$ ithe
additional requirements of firstly, an area with a warm démeapable of sustaining
cattle and agricultural farming (Gen. 4:2-4) in an era before Noah’'s Flood) Wiléte at
c. 50,000 B.C. +/- 16,000 years, with a best estimate on the presenthbbvdata ot.
35,000 B.C., and which Ross dates to “roughly 20,000 to 30,000 yeaf (afin5),
though he has allowed for the possibility of a date for Noah “somewdeatween 35,000
and 47,000 B.C.” (2001} and secondly an area that is fairly flat relative to sorgh hi
hills (Gen. 7:19), with some distance to the higher parts of taeaAmountain range, so
that one can isolate a local world that was flooded in a flooth lz@sa in which the
water first rose over the hills, and then returned to leave Ndak’'sn some mountains.
That is because in both instances Ross still links the area dPdat®an Gulf and
Mesopotamia for Noah’s Flood, and these conditions do not apply to Mes@potam
Hence his model is too large, and he needs to “down-size” it taajpsirtion of the
Persian Gulf. To the extent that as at 2014 he is now proposirastaipossible model
of Eden,perhaps the message is finally starting to get through td him

At a much later date than on my model, which putais Flood at. 50,000 B.C.
+/- 16,000 years, with a best estimate on the presently availahlefda 35,000 B.C.,
Olson considers that 9,500 B.C. “by ark or by land,” the Noachic Flood survivemsled
up in the area of “Karim Shahir, in Iff§  Since Karim Shahir (co-ordinates 35° 33'
North, 44° 58' East) is. 2,600 ft above (present) sea level; this meassrOdllows for a
flood that may have reached around the 800-1,0Gfemer the 2,600-3,000 feet contour
line. Such a flood may have covered the west cofstan, Mesopotamia up to about
Nineveh, across from there to the west of the Eatphr down from there over about a third
of the eastern part of the Arabian Peninsula, and wa#gr have then gone around the
southern and western coastal rims on the Arabian Reainsin broad terms, this is the
same type of area that Ross has argued for orevised model. On this type of Olsen-

>’ E.g., Ross'$n the Days of NogH2010,0p. cit..

8 Ross & RanalVho Was Adam2005,0p. cit, p. 47.
¥ Ross'sThe Genesis Questipap. cit p. 111. This was in the context of his
Mitochondrial Noah idea which he has now abandoned in favour of Mitochondrial Adam.
But it still shows Ross is prepared to allow for a Noah at thgse of dates, though he
prefers a lower date.

%" Olson,op. cit, pp. 276-277.
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Ross model, “the high hills” that then existedhe Persian Gulf might have beernl,000
metres. But | think this model can be safelyrissed. On the one hand, whether put by
Olsen or Ross, it meets the criterion of being ifitah flood plain near the Tigris and
Euphrates Rivers (Gen. 2:14) i.e., a Mesopotamian and Persian-Gujfdtabdecondly,
being within proximity to the Ararat mountains (Gen. 8:4). But on the other hand, it fails
other criteria, e.g., concerning temperature, it does not fit Hrener conditions of the
Land of Eden in the more northerly Mesopotamian area. How e.g.,tbeudchimals on
the Ark from a warmer climate, reasonably survive in these caloki¢herly conditions?
And why is there no evidence for such a flood with a flood deposigintae region of
the proposed resting place of the Ark?  While this might beoneddy explained by
erosion for a very small area; it is inconceivable for sughsh area of Mesopotamia as
proposed on an Olsen-Ross type of model.

The same problem as found in the Persian Gulf of a hostile enwardremerges
for part of the area north of the Persian Gulf. Thus. #,000 B.C., the northern shore
line of the Persian Gulf extended 250 miles orc. 400 kilometres north of its present
positiof>.  And both the Euphrates and Tigris flood annually and have done so for
thousands of years. Certainly the whole Mesopotamian region sostiefM@aghdad,
down to the Persian Gulf, is a well known flood region. Therefomefwanted regions
that would preserve relics of small long lost civilizations séheouth-west Asian areas
would be unfortunate choices. Nevertheless, one could still reasaqigyt to find
something in the wider Mesopotamian area on Olsen’s or Ross’s ,nmmatelnot
necessarily on my Persian Gulf model.

Therefore, given Ross’s claims of a Mesopotamian society, |inotey 2007
critigue in Perspectives on Science and Christian Faltihat Ross’s model has ‘no
evidence of’ such ancient societies,” and it “is not satisfdgtanswered in Ross’s reply
of ‘40,000 years of natural erosion’ in Mesopotamia.” For “a lostamMsria reasonable
reply to a Persian Gulf location, since the area has been undar faathousands of
years in both the region of Eden and Noah’s anthropologically but aygugally local
flood. Researchers reasonably find it hard to investigate agytBmaining under the
Persian Gulf, so the model can be neither proven nor disproven by paieseology.
But while parts of Mesopotamia are under the water level in Bajpylon, and e.g.,
Sargon’s Agade has not been located, enough of Mesopotamia is stiffieiecessible
to archaeology to reasonably disprove the existence of any sisdpdtamian society of
the type required in Ross’s motfel

1 Cooke, G.A., “Reconstruction of the Mesopotan@aastline in the Holocene,”

Geological Society of America Abstracts with Praggsal1985, p. 552; Dickinson, W.R.,
“The times are always changing: The Holocene saG&0logical Society of America
Bulletin, (1995), volume 107, pp. 1-7, at p. 3 (n.b. map).

%2 McGrath, G.B. (myself), “The Gap [School View] in [Genedison]
Creation,”Perspective on Science and Christian Faitp. cit, 2007, p. 319.
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So too, in terms of John Sailhamer’s Promised Land Model, his M| fails
to consider the topography and geology of Israel. E.g., insiddth @f 45 miles or 70
kilometers, Israel’'s altitudes vary from over 3,300 feet or 1,000esetr the Judean
Mountains, down to 1,300 feet or 400 metres at the Dedd. S&4is is a long way from
being a suitable flood plain region! And even if, e.g., one isolatedeanthat was said
to be subject to such a flood, given that one can excavate the geolageral of Israel,
why is there no evidence for a very different Land of Eden in iThis criticism is
reasonably answered with respect to my Persian Gulf modelhas theen under water
for thousands of years, and such archaeological excavations are sibtepogAlthough
| retain a faint hope of something turning up in a core drill ewideace of agriculture
from pollen, although depending on its date, this might be not from the Ldtakaf but
rather, from post-diluvians who left the Land of Eden but remained itised®ersian
Gulf region. And there is also a faint hope that something mightup on the islands
of the Persian Gulf, although on the presently available datadtexs of Noah’s Flood
do not appear to have been likely to have been so high as to covesltuedgjnfra, but
there is still a higher possibility that some evidence of a-fimsti society might be
found on one or more of them.) Where e.g., is both a flat flood plainhighd
mountains in Israel on a Sailhamer type proposed model for Israel as the [Edehf

On the Local Earth Gap School Persian Gulf Model endorsed in this haw
could Noah'’s Flood occur during a period in the Last Ice &@8,000-9,500 B.C., during
which time the sea level made the Persian Gulf drgdand (even though there was a
partial regression of the sea-line, dated variqusiy by e.g., Swiftet al at c. 27,400-
20,800 B.C.suprg? While one might speculate a short term riseciean levels due
full-scaleglacial melt, this would surely be quite unlikelpe it contradicts what is known
about general planetary conditions during the ge. a A partial return of the ocean is
certainly plausible, for instance, the presenceez-shells in the middle of the Arabian
Peninsula have been radiocarbon dated to 34,300+B.2,400 yeafé. But if this were
Noah’s Flood it would have to have been a salt wiwed, in which case it would have
ruined the agricultural land of Eden due to sapoesoning, and we know that this did not
happen (Gen. 8:21; 9:20).

It is possible, that due to the relatively flat urat of the terrain here, with only
gradual contours down towards to sea level, tha Flood of fresh water could have
accumulated and simply taken a long time to flowtbwugh the Gulf of Oman. But as
part of my Persian Gulf Flood model, | theorizet h#s also possible, though by no means
certain, that God may have created a temporary dasa, probably the same mechanism
used in the dividing of the Red Sea, which may Wwalle been of ice walls, although this is
speculative and so we cannot be sure about whether oesetlere ice walls. Depending
on where any such conjectured dam wall was located, if Tigris-Euphrates Rivers water

% Dowely’s The Atlas of the Bibje®p. cit, p. 8, “The Geography of Palestine,”

“Block Diagram.”
®  McClure, H.A., “Radiocarbon chronology of Late Quaternary ldkethe
Arabian Desert” (1976)p. cit, p. 755.
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was unable to flow into the Arabian Sea, it woultVé turned back to fill the two Gulf
basins; and together with water supernaturally edeitom local ice, this would then have
flooded the Gulf region in a very large Noachicdelpand all things considered, in my
opinion this would probably be a model too largea flood than what actually occurred.
But irrespective of the issue of flood size indide Persian Gulf, if this basic dam theory is
correct, and if one or more basins were involvethenEdenic region, then this would help
to explains why flood rain water fell for 40 dayst Baod water from “the fountains of the
deep” continued for 150 days (Gen. 7:11,12,17,2438 l.e., so long as the dam was in
place, “the fountains of the deep” would keep flogwvith Tigris-Euphrates water unable to
exist from the region. But after the 150 dayg dam was partially opened and so the
waters receded from the earth. Alternatively, othelanations are possible, for instance,
water may have been flowing through the Gulf of @nimut at a very slow rate.

More widely, a water wall theory, in which e.g., @may have frozen water to
create water walls, is consistent with how we ki@od acted in the Old Testament with the
crossing of the Red Sea (Exod. 14), and in the Nestament with Christ “walking on”
water (Matt. 14:25; Mark 6:48; John 6:19) in thes@ea account (Matt 14:22-33; Mark
6:45-52; John 6:16-21). Of course, we do not kriew this was done. Thus the
proposition that e.g., God made ice walls for tlassing at the Red Sea, or that the water
under Christ's feet was iced and somehow roughsodae would not slip, is speculative,
and may well be wrong. Nevertheless, it does sihatvGod may sometimes create some
kind of supernatural wall to hold back water so thiaaal surface is formed in water. This
means that henayalso have done so at the time of Noah'’s Flood,ghdhis is speculative.

This has further significance when we consider i was force segregated to live
inside the Land of Eden, since his dominion manfaen. 1:26-28; 2:10-14) did not extend
beyond Eden to the out-of-bounds region of the IsiiRpyal Parklands. If there was a
tangible wall, presumably this would been difficult orpiossible for men to scale, and in
any such effort, the angels acting as both park rangers andeaigity officers, would
have presumably come and removed them from the high-security area, beyond which was
the out-of-bounds to man region of the King's Royal Parklands. Wsagdwo-way
enforced segregation keeping man and Edenic lifand non-Edenic life out, by a tangible
wall, or was it by cherubims with flaming swordselit the inner sanctum of the Garden of
Eden (Gen. 3:23,24)? We do not know. But either way, forutpopes of Noah's Flood,
if not before, (and possibly also for the purpasiethe pre-Adamite Flood), God may have
made some kind of temporal wall, and if so, | conjee an ice wall as one possibility. This
also means that the Noachic Flood (and the pre-Adafnod), may have had more the
dynamics of a swimming pool than a naturally ocagyrlood in the Persian Gulf would
have. The ramifications of this are significari.g., if “the high hills” of Eden (Gen.7:19)
are now some of the islands of the Persian Gudf; ttould have been flooded to a depth of
“fifteen cubits” (Gen. 7:20) oc. 22% feet orc. 6.9 metres, without the waters actually
reaching the area of the present Persian Gulf dim&re This would mean that geological
evidencemightyet be found on these Persian Gulf islands thiadttesiuch a flood, without
any corresponding geological evidence of such a figgid reaching the present Persian
Gulf coast line. But on the presently available data thergaf Noah’s Flood do not
appear to have so covered these islamifsa. And if these “high hills” of Eden
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(Gen.7:19) are mountains that have since erodetbdbe later flooding of the Persian Gulf
in connection with the ending of the last ice atfgsn once again, because of these
“swimming pool” dynamics the evidence may not benfbwn either the present Persian
Gulf shore-line area nor these islands of the BeiGulf. And so too, any possible physical
evidence for such walls, or a supernatural danfsermming pool” dynamics, like the
physical evidences for the Red Sea walls (ice wallsf? Jesus’ walking on water (an
underwater ice floor?), has now been washed awayth@rwise removed. While this
“swimming pool” model is NOT the only possibilityr fmy Persian Gulf model, it is ONE
possibility  Alternatively, Noah’s Flood may have followednaore normative form.
Prima facie we simply do not know. However, some evidemceafdam is to be found at
Part 2, Chapter 11, section e, Stepfta.

The issue of “How high?” the “high hills” were (Ger19) is unclear. We do not
know what the full effects of erosion have beersooh “high hills” since the flooding of
the Persian Gulf in connection with the endinghaf kast ice age progressively from about
11,000 years ago, and oscillating sea levels flosnand other factors till about 5,000 years
ago. Such silting and erosion mean that onlyrg general approximation can now be
made of the height of these “high hills” from preismeasurements. But | note that while
the Persian Gulf is generally less tlai00 metres or 55 fathoms, it can go as deep as
120 metres oc. 65 fathoms.  This, together with the fact thatdo not know the exact
location of Eden in the area now under the watetheoPersian Gulf, is one of the factors
that makes calculation of the extent of The Flodficdit and speculative. Thus the “high
hills” might e.g., have beea. 50 metres, oc. 60 metres, or more; and if as is possible,
though by no means certain, and indeed most probasynot the casefra, some of the
present islands of the Persian Gulf were part efltand of Eden, then they were even
higher again. Once again, we simply do not knowhus on the one hand, we have no
specific geological evidence for Noah's Flood in the area now under tteaReGulf
waters. But on the other hand, we have a reasonable explanation for this lack of
geological evidence in the fact that it was in an area now under the vdtdre Persian
Gulf. And when the evidence of the Holy Bible and Book of Nature is puthegehe
most likely scenari@n the presently available dasathat Noah's Flood did not extend
over the present islands of the Persian Gulf or over the shore-litie gfresent Persian
Gulf.  Although asa less likely possibilityit is just possiblethat it did go over the
present Persian Gulf shore-line, but if so, it did so only venimailly; and if it did to
any major extent go over either the Persian Gulf shoreline yofiwhat are now the
islands of the Persian Gulf, then some evidence for this should turn up in the future.

(Chapter 11d] The size of Noah’s Ark imposes limits on the size of Eden.

We know that relative to the globe, the Land of Eden was small ertoufih
under the waters of the present Persian Gulf which has a swafece area of about
93,000 square miles or 240,000 square kilometres. But how big or how small was it? In
looking for Eden, are we talking about something around the sizes ddhth Island of
New Zealand which is about 44,000 square miles or 115,000 square kilome@®@es?
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something around the size of Tasmania in Australia which is about 2@j08feaniles
or 68,000 square kilometres? Or something around the size of Walks lonited
Kingdom which is about 8,000 square miles or 21,000 square kilometres@méthsg
around the size of Northern Ireland in the UK which is around 5% thossprade miles
or 14,000 square kilometres? Or something around the size of PdnegdElsland in
Canada which is about 2,200 square miles or 5,700 square kilometres@m&dhisg
around the size of Rhode Island in the United States of Americdwhiaround 1200
square miles or 3100 square kilometres? Or something aroundetw the Australian
Capital Territory which became the seat of the FederalaRaht in 1927, and was
granted 911 square miles or 2,359 square kilometres of land in 1911, to velsicdded
in 1915 a further 28 square miles or 73 square kilometres as a federal seaperttas
something around the size of the Australian Capital Territagfgtorial holding of
Jervis Bay in New South Wales which is about 28 square miles or 73 square kilometres?

As discussed in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 10, we need to be mindfullobtu:
fact that the only way to limit the number of animals to & simt will fit into Noah’s
Ark, is to limit it on the basis that the world of Noah's Floodsvealocal world of a
relatively small geographical size. But “How local isdl® or “How small is small?”
As further discussed in Part 2, Chapter 12, “Inside-Outside Distmdiverything was
rosy in the Garden ...,” section ¢, “The creatures inside Edeninfrd, in terms of the
original Edenic creation and size of Noah's Ark, one would be lookingbatit two
dozen or so larger land and air creatures, possibly a small numitéeo$, and possibly
a larger number of fowl that later went feral and mated wild varieties of their
species, together with some very small insect creatures.

As already determined in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 4, sectisopig using the
18 inch cubit would mean Noah’s Ark was about 450 feet or 137 metres lwng,
feet or 23 metres in breadth, and about 45 feet or 14 metres in heigig. standard
“Olympic swimming pool” is 50 metres long, so this would mean Neo#&rk was the
length of about 2% or 2.75 Olympic swimming pools, the breadth of about ¥2 an 0.5
Olympic swimming pool, and the height of between about 3. tw c. 28% the length of
an Olympic swimming pool.

Noah’s Ark had three decks, and | would estimate that one deck woulee be
most that could be used for these animals. With regard taex sa@pply, given that
Noah’s Flood had to be a fresh water flood, since if it included salt water itlwestroy
the earth’s fertility (see also Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 13¢ ‘Hie-Adamite Flood and
Noachic Flood,"infra), | would allow that large amounts of water would not need to be
stored on board for most of the time, as a “tap” device lower down oArkheeven a
simple “hole” in the side of the Ark that could be “plugged” and “unplugged,” could have
acted to replenish the water supply for much of the time theeg wn board. And near
the end of the Ark’s journey, before the water levels dropped too maustych large
amount of water could have been brought on board by virtue of the patra available
from having eaten down the food supply, if such food were in wat@fpontainers that
could also be used as water-troughs.
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The amount of food is hard to estimate. We know that before then&alwas a
fruitarian (Gen. 1:29), and the Edenic animals were vegetariaas (I330); then after
the Fall, vegetables were added to man’s diet (Gen. 3:18); ard\afah’s Flood, meat
was added (Gen. 9:3). The space required for about 12 months food supnply is t
difficult to calculate, though would have been considerable. Creation and Time
(1995),” Van Bebber & Taylor ask, “How many animals were involvedhia kesser

group? ... Henry Morris suggests perhaps 3,000 kinds Ross assumes a far larger
number. However, ... not all Progressive Creationists agree wafis R. .  For
example, ... theologian ... Gleason Archer estimated that ‘nfmmyiredsof species
must have been involved in the original creation ®>.” But Morris’s 3,000 would still

be too big for the Ark if thus included larger animals, as opposewsénts. Given that
Morris was looking for the preservation of some originating “kinds” dpecies found
throughout the fossil record, we cannot doubt that even these figures were too far too big.

One of the problems not given proper consideration by e.g., yourl ear
creationist, Morris, or old earth creationist, Ross, is the neethke a genuine offer to
save in the Ark all antediluvians prepared to accept the offemgbdral (as opposed to
spiritual) salvation (cf. “saved” in childbirth in | Tim. 2:15), even thbun the end, only
“eight souls were saved by water” (I Peter 3:20). We read“Noah” was “a preacher
of righteousness” (Il Peter 2:5), and so he evidgmiachedo the antediluvians “while
the ark was a preparing” under as “the longsuffering of Goded/ai(l Peter 3:20).
Therefore Noah’s Ark must have had a capacity to save allrteglimvians if they
accepted this genuine offer of salvation from the coming flood.

On rough estimates, it seems to me that once one deck waatedl for the
animals, and together with part of the first deck for their faguply, perhaps 10-15% of
the second and third decks for the food of men on a full ship, proba®%/90% of two
decks would be left for men, if all the antediluvians were to kedsa a genuine offer.
As noted in Part 2, Chapter 4, sectionsuprg the Titanic was about twice as long as
Noah's Ark; very approximately about the same width (the Ark \basital/8" less); and
the Ark was about a third to a quarter the height of the Titanidith food and water
supplies forc. 1 week, the Titanic hacl 2,200 people on board. The Ark being half the
length of the Titanic would halve this figure ©f2,200 toc. 1,100; and being about a
third to a quarter the height, taking into account the fact that tkevéuld not need the
Titanic's space for e.g., an engine room, or large dining haksns that rather than
divide this figure ofc. 1,100 by 3 or 4, we mighbout halve ito 550 and then slightly
reduce it toc. 500 people in order to get an approximate figure. But then cdmes t
issue of space for the food supply for 12 months for the people on boakdktheThe
presence of vegetables for beasts (Gen. 1:30), and both fruit (Genadd9¢getables
(Gen. 3:18) for man, would require some kind of kitchen as e.g., vegetatlés at the

%5 vVan Bebber, M. & Taylor, SGreation & Time(1995),0p. cit, p. 81 (italics
emphasis that of Van Bebber & Taylor; underlining emphasis mief;ring to Henry
Morris’s The Genesis Recof@aker Books, Grand rapids, Michigan, USA. 1976), p. 97;
& Earl Radmacher & Robert Preus (Editoisgrmeneutics, Inerrancy and the Bible
(Zondervan, Grand Rapids, Michigan, USA, 1984), p. 326 (Gleason L. Archer Jr.).
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very least, need to be boiled before human consumption. Did manirgyaprdaucts
before he ate meat in post diluvian times (Gen. 9:3)? | am ret dBut if so, he might
have had fresh eggs from chickens on the Ark. To the questifmo@dfpreservation
over this length of time, the natural preservation of such fautsvegetables for about
12 months seems hard to conceive of; and so | think it reasonable totladbene
possibilityis that God undertook to supernaturally preserve the food supplyanBilter
possibility is that the antediluvians had some food preservation techniquesecapabl
preserving this food for 12 months. Looking at the size of the Arkhaed for food
supply, | would estimate that with double bunks hung on wooden struts, eactodétk
probably only holdc. 200 +/- 50, though | would tend towards the lower end given the
need to move around, rather than be “crammed in like sardines” i.e., praibaiit 150
per deck at what would still be “a bit of a pinch” with the food supply for 12 months.

——

The Titanic was moré t.han twice the size of Noah's Ark. Here
seen in Cork, southern Ireland, after she left Belfast in Northern
Ireland, on her maiden voyage in 1912, before she®&unk

| thank God | was privileged to visit Ireland, both north and south, in Octobe
2001, and found that the memory of the Titanic which left Belfagtembrth and then
docked at Cork in the south, still lives on in both the north and south.

% “RMS Titanic,” Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/RMS_Titan)c
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The General Docks of Belfast, where the Titanic Memorial at Belfas
Titanic was built and left port in 1912. City Hall, Northern Ireland,
Northern Ireland, UK, October 2001. UK, October 2001.

Gavin at dock at the back of Titanic The Titanic moored at Cork behind
Hotel, Cork. (It was used by numerous this Hotel after it left Belfast. Gavin
emigrants to North America; & Gavin’'s standing at the door of the Titanic
Irish ancestors first lived in Boston, USA, Hotel & waving “Farwell,” dike

with Thomas McGrath emigrating from it would have been seen by those at
there to Australia in the mid 19th century.) the dock. Cork, southern Ireland.
Cork, southern Ireland, October 2001. October 2001.

The titanic is one of the most famous ships of history. Due large size it was
thought to be unsinkable, and so its sinking stands as a testimonyfadlytaf man’s
arrogant pride. Given that the Titanic was larger than Noatik'sshe helps us get some
proportionality as to what could and could not reasonably fit onto Noah’s Ark.

Interestingly, in the United States of America, after {@ag School) old earth
creationist, William Jennings Bryan (1860-1975yent to Dayton, Tennessee for the

o7 Numbers’ The Creationists pp. xiii,41-4,48-50,66,70,72-73,86,98-
99,104,281-282.



1375

Scopes Trigl Bryan College was founded th&e When he was in Dayton, Bryan
expressed the wish that a school might be formed there that wouBibleal and
Christian. Following his death in 1925, the “William Jennings Bridemorial
Association” was formed to build such a college, and its membdtslatt (Global Earth
Gap School) old earth creationist, Bob Jones Sr. (1883-1968), who later founded Bob
Jones University in 1927 Bob Jones Sr. thought very highly of Bryan, saying e.g.,
“William Jennings Bryan ... was one of the greatest and puresst@mrimen I've ever
known®.” Thus William Jennings Bryan University was established (ft@80), then it
became William Jennings Bryan College (from 1958), and then it beBayaa College
(from 1993J*. The Assistant to the President at Bob Jones University (BHgpdore
(Ted) Mercer, fell out with Bob Jones Sr., and was dismissed friidthilB1953. But in
1956 Mercer became President of Bryan College for 25 years.

Mercer lacked the spiritual and moral strength of Bob Jones r&f.hia moral
looseness is seen in his wicked commitment to racial deseigrégator such persons
“declare their sin as Sodom, they hide it not. Woe unto their gmal’ 3:9; cf. Luke
17:26-30). This stands in sharp contrast with the spiritual and nioeabth of Bob
Jones Sr., who as reported in Biemingham Newsf Alabama, USA, declared, “I still
believe the Bible ... and believe the Bible still makes some thweyy clear.’
Elaborating on this view ... Dr. Jones said that the Bible makelear that there are
three classes of people, the Jews, the Gentiles and the ch@olofl Cor. 10:32, thus
there is e.g., a racial division in the church between Jewlsist@ns and Gentile
Christians). “When people say that segregation is ‘unchrighay are slandering God,
because God is the author of segregation of the races” (Gen. 9-Thus Jones’
biographer says, “he told the people that God had made theastiesy are and that it
was he who had separated tH&m Racial desegregation and racially mixed marriages

68 At the Bryan College Website, see “William Jennings Btya

(http://www.bryan.edu/480.html& “Scopes Evolution Trail” “World’s Most Famous
Court Case” fittp://www.bryan.edu/historical.html

69 At the Bryan College Website, see “College  History”
(http://www.bryan.edu/histojy & “Bryan College”
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bryan_College

0 Bob Jones SrWord of Truth346 (cassette audio recording), Bob Jones

University, Greenville, South Carolina, USA, [undated].

"L At the Bryan College Website, see “College Histoop” cit..

2 Alex Green (Assistant Online Editor), “T.C. Mercer, frdob Jones to
Bryan,” April 2012 fttp://www.bryantriangle.com/features/t-c-mercer-from-bob-jones-

to-bryan).

3 Johnson, R.K.Builder of Bridgesop. cit, pp. 323-324; cf. Wright, M.,
Fortress of Faithop. cit, pp. 1,2.
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between Cain’s race and Seth’s race were some of the sargeadgfiluvian times (Gen.
4:16-6:3). But notwithstanding Mercer's moral blemishes, he was<ahgood and
bad, and some of the good he is remembered for is paradoxicallgjnbemresl in Mercer
Hall at Bryan College. This College Hall which is namédrehim, is designed to have
three stories like Noah's Ark, and built to the same generaldimensions as Noah’'s
Ark™. Hence notwithstanding Mercer’s moral turpitude, the followintupé of Mercer
Hall, Bryan College, is of interest in helping us “get a fdet’the size of Noah's Ark.
The parked cars in the photo also help us “get a feel” for its proportional size

Mercer Hall, at Bryan College, Tennesse, US, a Collegenamed
after old earth creationist, William Jennings Bryan (d. 1925), was
built to the same dimensions as the three storied Noah'’s Ark.

In 1l Peter 2:5 we read that “Noah” was “a preacher diteégusness;” and in
Heb. 11:7 we are told that “by faith Noah, ... prepared an ark ... bghwie condemned
the world ... .” And that “the longsuffering of God waited in thesda§y Noah, while
the ark was a preparing” (I Peter 3:20). | consider thaetiean inference and
implicationin these passages that any antediluvian who wanted to, could lisSi¢oato,
...a preacher of righteousness” (Il Peter 2:5), and not in tefrapecial grace which is

4 Alex Green’s “T.C. Mercer, from Bob Jones to Bryap’ cit..

& “Mercer  Hall  (rear  facade), Bryan  College
(http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://hcap.artstor.orgctidic-
hcap/index/assoc/p281.dir/Mercer%2520Hall%2520(rear%2520facade),%2520Bryan%?2
520College-large.jpg&imgrefurl=http://hcap.artstor.org/cgi-
bin/library?a%3Dd%26d%3Dp281.5&h=536&wW=800&s2=380&tbnid=2nAPHHoBxXhr
FM:&tbnh=129&tbnw=193&zoom=1&usg=__ O2CdOFAL91HKCWLUNxLMCdJ4UC
M=&docid=CyN1hO9ehCgqgUOM&itg=1&sa=X&ei=Jl-

JUsLYMIGAIQes oDYAQg&ved=0CCOQ9QEWAY
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unto salvation, but in terms of common grace unto a righteous life (Rom. 1 & 2), he could
repent of his sins and get on the ark, so that to the extent thadithept, Noah thus
“condemned the world” (Heb. 11:7). If | am correct in understandmg as an
inference, then it means that the size of Noah’s Ark imposets lon the size of the
antediluvian population. Since thisas inference and implicatiorsome may dispute it
and claim e.g., that God in his foreknowledge knew that most of them woutdpeastt
and so he got Noah to build a much smaller ark than would be nectssame them.
Nevertheless, it seems to me that itiference and implicationf these passages is that
Noah built an ark that was large enough to save all and evenilawi@n, so that they
could look at it while he was building it, and it stood as a witriesthem that they
needed to repent, join up with Noah, and get on board of it when God said to.

Hence e.g., this view emerges in the works of His Grace, ThGnaasner (1489-
1556), the first Protestant Archbishop of Canterbury (1533-1546), and Mariayr Kfa.
1556), whose 1552 Protestant prayer book is basically preserved in theaAntb62
Book of Common Prayer Thus in a Sermon, Archbishop Cranmer said, “Our first
parents Adam and Eve, after they had transgressed God’s commanidenesited them
unto him, he rebuked them, he sharply punished them, to endure again ton@penta
And after, when all things in the earth were corrupted by the sinman, God
commanded Noah to build an ark, to save him and all that were rightiati only the
wicked might be drowned ... . And for what purpose was the ark so longkimen but
for a long preaching and warning of the world to repent and arffénd?

Given that | consider there @& inference and implicatiom the Bible that God
made an offer to save from the flood all who wanted to turn from giness iniquity and
do what God said, it follows that | consider that this was a genuiee oSince | cannot
accept that it was a disgenuine offer, this imposes limits ositleeof the antediluvian
population. Relative to what could fit into the Ark, with the animidlseems to me that
the antediluvian population was certainly well under 1,000. On the esighates |
have already given, Noah's Ark probably was designed for about 15@epkron two
decks of the Arksupra

Allowing that the antediluvians were notorious for their “violend€en.
6:11,13), and this included murder as seen by God’'s post-flood solution of making
murder a capital crime (Gen. 9:6), allowing that in the about 100 yleardNoah’'s Ark
was being built (Gen. 5:32; 6:11), a death rate due to murder ofawp5@% (and some
smaller amount due to old age, although this number would be replaced wibiirties);
| think there would have been a maximum antediluvian population of 600 people,
possibly less, and so a rough estimate would. 50 antediluvians + / - 100 people. If
e.g., it was 400 antediluvians, then about 100 people or 25% would have beenechurd
over 100 years to get to about 300 on Noah'’s Ark; or if was 600 antediluiansathout
300 people or 50% were murdered over 100 years to get to 300 on Ark. Thusrtking

® " Miscellaneous Writings & Letters of Thomas Cranmap. cit, p. 200

(emphasis mine) (in “A Sermon on Rebellion”).
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account a small number of deaths due to old age and assuming itgedp kapt in step
with the birth rate, the calculation | make is on a murdererafdbetween about 25% to
50% of population. So that in the 100 hundred years of Noah’'s preaclastynate
there were between 100 and 400 murders, that's between 1 murder amdetsnper
annum; in a fairly small size community of between 400 and 600 peopled the
implication of the words of Gen. 6:11 that “the earth was fillethwiolence,” also
indicates that bashings and other acts of violence were going onjthiatd but did not
kill various victims. So it was a fairly dangerous soctetbe in.  And | estimate that
the population at the time of Noah’s Flood was about 300 people. Clessly figures
are quite “rubbery,” especially since one has to speculate dikéhemurder rate (and
this could be disputed,) but they give us a general idea of numbatised¢b what the
human population must have been for Noah, “a preacher of righteoughé&sster 2:5),
to make a genuine offer of temporal salvation to all antediluvians from the cdoong f

But even if one argued for an even higher murder rate over 100 lgaarkhave
given of say two-thirds or about 70%, this would still only give an diotgan
population of about 1,000, with about 700 people being killed over 100 yearste i$h
“no end” to such theoretical calculations e.g., a population of 2,0@0awnurder rate of
85% or 1,300 people over 100 years. Though the matter is subjectivek lathi
antediluvian population figure @f 500 antediluvians + / - 100 people is more likely, i.e.,
a murder rate of between25% toc. 50% or 100 (with a population of 400) to 300 (with
a population of 600), would cover the highest likely range. But givedrwtbado not
have any hard and fast figures, and a man’s subjective opinion ongaisftyhing can
vary between men, | would be prepared at its outer limits to about doylfigures toc.
1,000 as amabsolute upper limjtwith a massive murder rate in the ordec.of0% or 700
over 100 years (allowing for the birth rate to approximately cepthe natural death
rate). It might also be remarked, that the Gen. 9:5 solutiothéatand of every beast
will 1 require” the “blood” of a man’s life (Gen. 9:5), may indieahat some of these
murders were committed by order of men to trained hunting animils also possible
that murder rates were increased by a variety of bad culpaatices e.g., one man
challenging another man to a dual using some kind of sword or sword-like instsyime
which to refuse was regarded as “loosing honour in the community,”cantes were
socially pressured into accepting a dual to the death. Ifdusing was occurring, one
might expect an oversupply of women relative to men, and so thegrénava been a
nexus between murder and polygamy as seen in evil Lamech (Gen. 4:19,2324).
course, these suggestions are speculative. We only know fathatitbe local “earth”
of Eden was “filled with violence” (Gen. 6:11,13) including murder, & s$e the post-
diluvian solution of capital punishment for murder (Gen. 9:5,6; cf. Rev. 13:¥0& do
not know if this “violence” (Gen. 6:11,13) also included murder by abortiodE
21:22,23), but if so, the overall murder rate would have been even higher.

Though these figures are “rubbery,” | think they are good enaugivée us “the
big picture” on the basis of the size of Noah's Ark, coupled with rauige offer of
temporal salvation to all antediluvians from Noah'’s Flood. Givervtident fertility of
Eden, and allowing for some population expansion in the future, wignobable
antediluvian populatiorf c. 500 + / - 100 people, andoassible antediluvian population
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of about twice this at. 1,000 people; | would therefore estimate that the Land of Eden
would be unlikely to be larger that the Australian Capital Tayit.e., on rounded
numbers, it would be unlikely to be have been larger th840 square miles ar. 2,400
square kilometres.

In 1927 theAustralian Capital Territoryhad a population af. 6,000, although as
at 2014 it now has a population@f375,000. Bearing in mind the rich fertility of Eden,
something the size of this original ACT, or Rhode Island in the ti8tates of America
which is around 1200 square miles or 3100 square kilometres, looks tgonodably be
the absolute upper limit size. Therefore the Land of Eden mayle®en smaller again,
e.g., something around the size of the Australian Capital Tersteeyfitorial holding of
Jervis Bay which is about 28 square miles or 73 square kilometés.simply do not
know. While | amprima facieopen to the possibility that the Land of Eden was larger
than something like Rhode Island, USA, or the ACT in Australia, wihres takes
seriously the mathematical limitations that the size of Noalnk imposes, | think this is
the bestprima faciemodel to work with. Of course, | do not claim infallibility, and if
evidence comes to hand of a larger area than this under the waters of the Refsrat G
could be shown to have been Eden, then | would accept that new evidence.

| admit that these calculations for the size of the Land of dean inference
based upon a subjective assessment based upon an infeeentiestthe inference and
implication that Noah’'s Ark was large enough to save all antediluyiaesond,the
subjective assessment that the murder rate was probably as high as 25 %ird,
the inference that a population under c. 1,000 would have a relatively small geographical
and in relativistic terms since it was cursed (Gen. 3:17-19; cf. 4:)1dl Bighly fertile
world. Clearly this is not an ideal way to make such estimatesprbtihe presently
available data it is the best | can do; and | admit the pasgitiibt my figures may be
wrong. E.g., one might argue there was a much larger aredeinfor the population to
expand far more than | have allowed. But given that the Aisstr@lapital Territory has
gone from a population of about 6,000 in 1927 to a population of about 375,000 in 2014,
and given that there is in my opiniorfuather inferencethat Eden was a very lush and
fertile area; |1 do not see that one would need to expand the area beyond the typefof size
the Australian Capital Territory whose central city is Canberra.

Therefore working on this model of a Land of Eden that was no btggarthe
size of the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) of 940 square miles ar. 2,400 square
kilometres, and may well have been smaller, means that tyilogate the Land of Eden
in the area of the Persian Gulf which is about 93,000 square mi240¢300 square
kilometres, is looking for something 1% or less the size of the present Persian Gulf,
and bearing in mind it has been under the waters of the PersiafoGtiiousands of
years, this is something like “looking for a needle in a haystadkdo not say that these
are impossible odds, but they are certainly “a long shatterms of e.g., getting pollen
from a core-drill sample showing agricultural activity of desticated crops; although
depending on the date of such a sample, even this may be frometfiierGtden of the
post-diluvians who spread out from the original Land of Eden but remainielé ithe
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Persian Gulf region which | am calling “Greater Eden” for thgppses of my Out-of-
Eden Persian Gulf model.

Even if the area of the Persian Gulf had not been flooded in connegtiothe
ending of the last ice age, and was dry land, it would be extrefiffetylt to locate such
a site. Of course, if | am wrong about the size of the Land of Eden, aad gomething
much bigger, e.g., the size of Northern Ireland, or the North IslaN@wfZealand, then
it would be easier, and thus more probable, that some evidencewfould be found.
But irrespective of its larger or smaller size, one woulthbgely looking for things like
pollen samples showing agriculture in core-drill samples sent dowthetPersian Gulf,
indicating agriculture either in the Land of Eden, or from Adamitks left the Land of
Eden in post-diluvian times, but remained in the Greater Eden P&slaregion till its
flooding in connection with the ending of the last ice age. Howeveg thalsothe
faint possibilityof something turning up on one or more of the islands of the Perslan G
if any of them they were the tops of the “high hills” (Gen. 7:19Edén, or part of the
post-Noachic Flood Greater Eden; however, at least with respédbab’s Flood, it
seems unlikely that the waters of Noah’'s Flood were so high esver these islands,
infra. Thuswhile the court is still oubn this matter whiclhequires far more scientific
investigation of the Persian Gulb get a better idea diow local is local and how small
is smallwith regard to Eden; at this stage of the game with onlyitieeo Noah’s Ark to
go on, | think a Land of Eden around the geographical size of the A@Dhsbly the
right sort of size for the six 24 hour day creation of Gen. 1:2b+2d3tlae subsequent
Land of Eden. But | stress, with the court still out on adequate scientific investigation of
the Persian Gulf, | am not dogmatic about the matter, and | am open t@ newis
provisional findings if evidence comes to hand that would warrant thi&ut in the
absence of such evidence, | repeat that using the size of Noahas Ank indicator of
antediluvian population size being no more tlead,000, and probablg. 500 +/- 100,
means that the Land of Eden seems to have been at the smallerpmsdible Persian
Gulf sizes, although still a considerable area of land forming a locah*é&en. 1:2).
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Gavin thinks on a double Bible inference and subjective asse$svhich he says could
be wrong, that the Land of Eden now under the waters of the Pe@i#n was not
geographically larger than the Australian Capital Territbigt he lived in from late 1972 to late
1975. Photos above: 1) While still living in Sydney, Gavin on 8&EChurch of England
Boys’ Society) Camp (with his church, St. Philip’s EastwoodC&BS uniform left pocket
badge, shown in second photo), in front of a plane at JervisaBagktra-territorial holding of the
ACT, Aug. 1972. 3) Gavin on a mini-bike at Mt. Ginn, ACT, July 1973.Stheep used to cross
the front yard of Gavin’s house “on the frontier” at Flynn, when rs¢ fitoved there with his
family, ACT, Feb. 1973. 5) 13 year old Gavin flies a kitehia front yard after the lawn is
established, Flynn, ACT, May 1973. Photos below: 6) Mt. Stroll 74 ib88 ¢entremetre) dome
astronomical observatory, ACT, May 1975. 7) Parliament House (nowalihment House),
Canberra, ACT, May 1975.
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Though some may regard it as a melancholy fact, the somberdriit ion this
model there may never be recovered any clear archeologiczikeatific evidence of the
Land of Eden, beyond that which we already have of the rivers, andpfitepriate
weather conditions and topography during the time of Noah%3,000 B.C. +/- 16,000
years, with a best estimate for Noah’s Flood on the preserdliable data ot. 35,000
B.C. . This would also therefore mean the likely non-recoverynpfckear geological
evidence for the local Noachic Flood that covered this area diveeuld have to be
below the shore-line of the present Persian Gulf. But as tohehétis model is
fundamentally correct with its sizes and corresponding conclusiorthdaecovery of
geological or archeological evidence is unlikely and improbablegthoot impossible;
or whether | have missed something in the Biblical text andcirtfi@ Land of Eden was
much larger and evidence of this will turn up in the future; theseratters that as at
2014 | can simply say, .Time will telll C’est la viel’.

(Chapter 11] What about the “raven” & the “dove” (Gen. 8:7-12)7?

| refer in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 5, sectiosuprg to work “undertaken by
William Tanner of Florida State University, USA. On thisasion his interest was in
trees, leading him to ask, ‘How many trees did Noah take orrke aranner notes that
trees have to ‘breathe,’” as they take in carbon dioxide and exkyden. ... Thus this
indicates the flood was geographically local. Moreover, tvd@ish are covered by
water for much less than the ‘*hundred and fifty days’ thatvitagers prevailed upon the
earth’ (Gen. 7:24), would die.” Tanner claims the reference t¢pthekt’ ‘olive leaf’
(Gen. 8:11) means ‘the green olive tree could have been tens of kilsragtay, or
perhaps as much as a few hundred. At that distance, the land Hasknatovered by
the Noachian deluge, because tree leaves were still greer:T&uter’s basic point can
be reworked to mean that this tmeest have been at the outer perimeibthe Noachian
flood zone, and only covered for water near the end of the flood foaiavedy short
amount of time.” Thus this would require that the relevant ole® was not covered by
the waters of Noah'’s floofbr very long, and so the flood had to be geographically local

Let us now undertak® stepsthat may help us provide some form of either
confirmation or disproving of the proposed model for the Land of Edensateano
bigger than about the Australian Capital Territoryco®40 square miles oc. 2,400
square kilometers.

STEP 1: What direction did the raven and dove fly?

The fact that Holy Noah sent out “a raven” and then “a dove” (Géhld:
arguably implies that he was sending them in a specific oiretd test the waters at that

" French, “That's life.”
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point. But what direction was this? The fact that a dove retuwia “an olive leaf
plukt off” (Gen. 8:11), and then after another “seven days” he “sethtttog dove; which
returned not again” (Gen. 8:12), requires that the dove which retuntiedhe “plukt”
“olive leaf’” was going to a point that had not been covered witiemauring the flood,
since it would have killed the olive tree. Olive trees vary ightdrom about 10 to 40
feet or 3 to 12 metres which means that at least 3 n&ftreater was traveling over this
spot which had previously been dry ground during most, if not all, of the foidh in
Gen. 7:20 on an 18 inch cubit at 15 cubits, was 22.5 feet or 6.9 metres “upwards”).

Therefore, in the first instance, these must have been exit wgteng
southwards, with the run off from Noah’'s Flood covering the plukt olee tinat had
formerly been dry. And in the second placthis olive tree could only have escaped such
run-off earlier, if there was some kind of dam-wall between it andldbd, and so this
indicates that the Land of Eden had been supernaturally dammesbmething like “a
swimming pool,”supra.

STEP 2: How far might the “raven” and “dove” have reasonably flown?

This is a difficult question to answer because these creghesumably had not
flown other than short distances inside the Ark for about 12 months (Uxéess let
them fly to and from the boat for exercise during this time}iven that as far as we
know, they had not had much exercise for 12 months, their capaflyyattong distance
was presumably diminished. With respect to “a raven” (Gen. 8:@)coow, outside of
their breeding season, the raven has been known to fly a maximaipowif 40 miles or
65 kilometres to a daytime feeding area from their eveningfoodBut they have also
been known to fly for 10 hours between 100 to 250 miles or 160 to 400 kilofetres
For a return flight, this would put the raven upper limit between 201aBdmiles or 33
and 200 kilometres. But due to their lack of exercise for 12 montespbeer figure is
probably too great. There is an implication that Noah thought @terwnay have
dropped at this southern run-off exit point by this time, and so ancatipin that from
where he was, he thought it might be somewhere between 20 and 125 n3fsrut
200 kilometres “way down south,” i.&, 70 miles +/- 50 miles az. 115 kilometres +/-
85 kilometres, and while these are big error bars, they alg¢o aet limits that indicate
the known size of Eden that Noah would have been working on as the antg”“e
known to him.

A “dove” (Gen. 8:8-12) or pigeon has a greatghfiidistance, but it is quite variable
depending on the dove’s training. A trained hapmgeon has been known to fly 1,100

8 “Living with Wildlife,” at “Facts about Crows,” Waghgton Department of Fish
& Wildlife, USA (http://wdfw.wa.gov/living/crows.html

9 “Migration of Birds,” “Flight Speed & Rate of MigrationNorthern Prairie

Wildlife Research Center, US Geological Survey, USA,
(http://www.npwrc.usgs.gov/resource/birds/migratio/speed.htm
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miles or 1,800 kilometres, though more commonly 60@s or 800 kilometres over about
10 hour&.  Or something in between e.g., 700 miles or@ Kidmetre&’. But these are
the upper limits of trained long distance birdsBy contrast, doves or pigeons trained to
return to their roosts and used commercially by gesshiring them out for usage at e.g.,
“weddings,” “funerals,” “memorials,” “Anniversaries,” and “reunion$idve found that,
“All of our doves undergo many months of intensivaring to allow them to navigate
home once they are released ... . Their abilityoimé depends on their breeding, excellent
health and a knowledgeable trainer.  Our more épard, older doves can travel a
distance of up to 150 miles [or 240 kilometres]Wwetonly fly our doves up to 50 miles [or
80 kilometres] — at speeds between 35 mph [milet@er] — 75 mph [or 55 kilometres per
hour to 120 kph] all the way home!” “Because our dowes so special, their actual
release must take place no later than one hour before sunset.willassure our birds’
ample opportunity to return to their lofts before dark

This indicates that while one can send a normal dove about 150 miB or
kilometres, it is best if one is looking after it, to only senéhbbut 50 miles or 80
kilometres. It is also clear that a dove must be trained/ttw f& particular place, and
this may imply that these doves had a roosting place “way down sebtdré Noah sent
them to the olive tree area. There is a possible inferdrateafter the Fall, some
antediluvians mistrained animals as hunting animals to kill men.(&&1,13; 9:5); and
certainly before the Fall, the animals originally came torAda be named (Gen. 2:19).
In both instances, the implication is that before Noah’s Flood, teai&@nimals were
trainable by man. If so, it is certainly reasonable to condluaeNoah had trained this
raven and dove so that e.g., either they would go either in the dirbetittmew them, if
so, he threw them south; or to roosts that he trained them to gseh® south during the
time he was preparing the Ark for the Flood.

Using this commercial pigeon hirer’s figure of “we only 8ur doves up to 50
miles;” at one end of the spectrum, if Noah was only sending theadtmue 25 miles or
40 kilometres each way, then this would mean he only sent the ragah20 miles or
32 kilometres each way. But at the other end of the spectrsing the figure of “our
more experienced, older doves can travel a distahae to 150 miles,” if Noah sent the
dove at least 75 miles or 120 kilometres each way, then he prateitiyhe raven 50
miles or 80 kilometres each way. Though we know a raven and acdavgo further
than this, bearing in mind that they had not exercised properly for 12 months; and bearing
in mind the upper limit for the dove by those who do not train a dovééttimits” as in
homing pigeon races, these amaghly speaking broadly reasonable figures to;use

8 “Homing Pigeon, Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Homing_pigedn

81 “Pigeon Facts,” First Birds’ Inn, Athens, Texas, USA

(http://www.fbipigeons.com/PIGEON%20FACTS.HBtm

82

“Doves R Us” [ittp://www.dovesrus.co.uk/about.htn& “Frequently Asked
Questions,” Question & Answer 1Welcome Weddings Funerals MemorjaldK
(http://www.dovesrus.co.uk/fag.hjm
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although the qualification must be made thet do not know for sure what distances
were involved

Therefore we can conclude that a raven or crow may havenaddg flown
southwards and back to the Ark anything betwee0 to 50 miles orc. 33 to 80
kilometres; and a dove or pigeon may have reasonably flown southwatrtaek to the
Ark anything between. 25 to 75 miles or 40 to 120 kilometres.

STEP 3: What Edenic size does this imply?

The issue of what Edenic size is implied by these figusesot answerable in
specific terms because we are only looking at the distandeeofitk to the southern
waters exit point. We do not know how wide the flood was from easés$t; and we do
not know how far from the Ark being so located at the north of the souéxér point,
and coming to rest on “the mountains of Ararat” (Gen. 8:5), was iandistrelative to
the north of the Edenic flood waters. The implication of the raven daowe
measurements of Noah is that he was looking at water levéie abuthern exit point,
and only when these were sufficiently low, was he preparedrnduwde that the run off
from the Flood was now so generally complete, that he would IbavArk. But this
still means we can find a minimal north-south distance of the Atetsduth of Eden at
somewhere between c. 20 to 50 miles or c. 32 to 80 kilometres

This is also consistent with the fact that for calculating horizon from an
observer, a general imperial measurement formutaaisthe distance in miles (5,280 feet)
equals the square root of the height in feet, above thesurfaltiplied by 1.22%8. Thus if
one uses a Plimsoll Line calculation for Noah's Aing at 15 feet (or 4.6 metres) of
submergence under water, i.e., the Ark was “30 feet9 metres) above water-level, then
5.4772255 (the square root of 30) x 1.22 6.7 miles orc. 10.8 kilometres is the horizon
when the Ark is in wat&?. Thus this would mean the flood would have to be at least twice
this i.e.,c. 13.4 miles or 21.6 kilometres in diameter. Ofirse, the horizon could have
been a bit more or less, depending on exactly wiher€limsoll Line was; and so for our
general purposes, to say the north-south distasdedbe no less tham 20 miles orc. 32
kilometres,supra is a reasonable “broad-brush” calculation for miiee waters were at
their height and covering “the high hills.” Anorfease of approximate calculation, using a
square shaped flood model just to get “the bigupgt this would mean the minimal size
for Noah's Flood would be about 13.4 x 13.4 = %83 c. 180 square miles or about 21.6
x 21.6 = 466.56 ©. 467 square kilometres.

But the fact that Noah was on the “high hills” (Gen. 7:19) ofatat” (Gen. 8:4),
would have increased his visibility as the flood waters subsidedhetabked out “the
window of the ark” (Gen. 8:6; cf. 6:16). The distance of one’s horizoniles (5,280

8 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD98p. cit, “Horizon.”

8 See also Part 2, Chapter 13 discussion ofitifis,
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feet) equals the square root of the height in faletve the surface multiplied by 1.224.
Thus if e.g., Noah was on a “high hill” of 165 feet (orc. 50 metres), in an ark of “thirty
cubits” in “height” (Gen. 6:15) or about 45 feet (30 x 18 inches = 54@&sh5 feet or
c. 14 metres), then at 210 feet (hill of 165 feet + Ark of 45 fee210 feet), then
14.491376 (the square root of 30) x 1.224 = 17.7 miles, 58 miles orc. 29 kilometres
would be Noah's horizon. Or if e.g., Noah was on a “tdli c. 220 feet (orc. 67
metres) high that made his total height in the Ark from the grouB85 feet (hill of 220
feet + Ark of 45 feet = 265 feet), then 16.27882 x 1.224 = 18e% nso just undet. 20
miles orc. 32 kilometres would be Noah’s horizon. And sodar general purpose, once
again, to say the north-south distance had to Hessatharc. 20 miles orc. 32 kilometres,
suprg is still a reasonable “broad-brush” calculation when the waters had completely
subsided if one was still looking out from “the Ihikills,” although of course, this would not
have been necessary, as by this point in time it dvdne perfectly clear from closer
observations that the flood had subsided.

If there was no water-tight wall around Eden, then | think it iskehjithat the
“high hills” would have exceeded 165 feet orc. 50 metres; but if there was a water-
tight wall surrounding Eden (including e.g., a temporary ice-walten into place just
for this event, and which then in time melted away), then I think itk hills” could
have been as high as 220 feet orc. 67 metres; and so depending on this variable, |
estimate “the high hills” of Eden’s world (Gen. 7:19) to have beesD-67 metres or
165-220 feet. If so, on this higher figureco7 metresit is possible that this was just
under the distance to the northern border of Edemd if so, Eden may have been as
small asc. 25 miles orc. 40 kilometres north and south out from the centre, ard S0
miles orc. 80 kilometres from north to south. Looking at the dove distanceeBgthis
is a reasonable calculation. The width of the present PeEiHnvaries at different
points from betweerc. 35-210 miles ofc. 55-340 kilometres, and in terms of an
approximate estimate for Eden inside this area which usesa$er @& calculation an
oblong shape for this approximation, and bearing in mind that thelilmdo be no less
thatc. 13.4 miles or 21.6 kilometres in each directisaprg if the Land of Eden had a
width of aboutc. 20 miles orc. 32 kilometres, then this would make it about 1,000 square
miles (50 x 20 = 1,000) or 2,560 square kilometres (80 x 32 = 2,560). Whieates
only rough approximations, this is broadly consistent with the tyse&zefof the Land of
Eden | have argued for at about the size of the Australian Cajpitatory of c. 940
square miles ot. 2,400 square kilometers. Obviously, the Land of Eden might not have
been such a mathematically uniform oblong or rectangular shapfarbutr immediate
purposes that does not matter. Of course, it is also possibtee¢Hadnd of Eden was a
bit smaller or somewhat larger. E.g., on these figures, it waillldes possible for Eden
to have been twice or thrice this size, or morEherefore while these figures do not act
to give us a definitive size for Eden, they do show that the typeeafaijectured on this
model is within the bounds of that which is reasonably possible.
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(Chapter 11)¥] The incomplete fossil record: Is there a flood deposit
for Noah'’s Flood in the Land of Eden?

When we look at the present Persian Gulf, in masthinces it is about 60 miles or
100 kilometres wide, other than in the very southaart where it is about half-as wide
again. Did the Noachian Flood reach further than theptasore line of the Persian Gulf,
or not?  TheCambridge Ancient Historpotes that “with many ... floods” of the past,
“most traces ... have long been swept &&ay From the time the Noachian Flood waters
started, to the time they were completely dried up, was aboutag gad Gerald
Schroeder considers that, “Sediments from so brief a period” aBftiieal Flood of
Noah'’s time,” “would probably not be extensive and, therefore, fironaeological
evidence may never be foffid But having more carefully investigated Schroeder’s
claims in recent years, | would have to disagree with him gbatething the size of
Noah’s Flood would not leave flood deposits (e.g., see Janmft, where about 200
local floods all left flood deposits, and in this context, Bailey orsdpetamian flood
deposit€’). This means that only for very small floods, e.g., the annual figasfi the
Nile, could we reasonably say that the tangible evidence ofiaatiige¢ flood deposit for
a number of such floods may well have now gone; but we could ndhisafor large
floods. On this basis, the absence of relevant flood deposits eitee the present
Persian Gulf shore line, or on the islands of the present Perslgnr@ans that it is not
only possible, but probable, that Noah’s Flood did go over the present shooé tiree
Persian Gulf. Or if it did, any such flooding over the present shore-line would hase to b
relatively smallto not leave a flood deposit. Of course, it is possible that it did and small
traces of a flood deposit were left and may yet be found in thesfugither here, or on
one or more of what are now the islands of the Persian Gulf; aid tihis would require
a revision taking into account these new facts. dduthe presently available data, there
is no real reason to believe the flood exceeded the present PersiashGrd-line or
covered what are now the islands of the Persian.Gulf

On the one hand, it would Ipeima faciepossible to argue that the presence of sea-
shells in the middle of the Arabian Peninsula reaiibon dated to 34,300 B.C +/- 2,400
years i.e., somewhere between 36,700-31,900B@ay be evidence of such a Noachian
Flood that greatly exceeded the shore-line of tlesegnt Persian Gulf. Certainly if the
upper range of these dates are the correct one, this priula faciefit my best estimate on
presently available data of Noah’'s FlooctaB5,000 B.C. . But on the other hand, quite
apart from the need to then further resolve issfigmw long it would take these shells to

8 Cambridge Ancient Historydrd ed., Cambridge Univ. Press, UK, 1971, Vol.
1, Part. 2, p. 243.

8 schroeder, GGenesis and the Big Banap. cit, p. 28.

87 Bailey, L.R.,Noah op. cit, pp. 29-31, 33 (map), & 36 (chart).

8 McClure, H.A., “Radiocarbon chronology of Late Quaternary ldkethe

Arabian Desert,Nature Vol. 263, 1976, pp. 755-756 at p. 755.
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form, i.e., for Noah’s Flood this would have tow®ler 12 months; a fundamental problem
with this prima faciepossibility is that sea-shells come with sea watdihus if this were
used for a model of Noah'’s Flood it would require thavas a salt water flood that reached
to the ocean. But if so, it would have ruined #igeicultural land of Eden due to saline
poisoning, and we know that this was not the c@san(8:21; 9:20) i.e., Noah's Flood had
to be a fresh-water flood (this factor also rulesabglobal flood model).

Thus on the data presently available to me, no ool deposits have been found.
Once again, this is consistent with a Land of Btieh was about the size of the Australian
Capital Territory (ACT) ofc. 940 square miles ar. 2,400 square kilometers. For if it was
e.g.,c. 35 miles orc. 56 kilometres wide, then this would be consisteith & Noachian
Flood that did not necessarily reach the level led present Persian Gulf shoreline,
especially if the dam theory of a “swimming poglpé flood is correcsupra

Robert Jarrett, a hydrologist of Colorado, J&Avith theUnited States Geological
Survey Denver, Colorado, USA, recently retired in Ai2014. But in his observations
over 42 years from 1972-2014, he undertook son@nisng research on local floods in
the USA, and from this he studied correlations ketwflood deposits and flood heights.
E.g., reporting in 2008 on the question, “Whathis telation of flood deposits and flood
height?,” his study gave as its “Conclusion: The stadyover 200 flooded rivers
demonstrated that the maximum height of fresh depo&flood sediments approximately
equal maximum flood height or high-water mark&ius, paleostage indicators (sediment
deposit} of past floods can be used to estimate the appadgiflood heighof paleofloods
and their associated dischatge | have also been in direct contact with Boloreka
seeking some further detail on this finding. Heisetl me that the majority of his research
was in higher gradient streams, “although a nurobstreams had lower slopes.” But he
says that “in any reach of channel, | was always &bfind fresh flood deposits ... at / near
the high-water linealthough for gradients more than about 2-3 pér¢ke top of deposits
often were above adjacent HWMs [High-Water Marks]. In lower gradient streams,
many paleoflood [/ old flood] reconstructions haeei done ..., usually for fine sands or
silts (slack-water deposits, SWDsThese lower gradient channels are where therityapf
paleoflood reconstructions have been done (S[0Migst] US[A], Australia, etc.)._ Few
studies, like mine, have been done on actual SWAdl{svater deposits] vs [verses] HWM
[High-Water Mark] height ...but the few have shown fresh SWDs are within &86ucm
of HWMs (these are typically reported anecdotally in a fgwtances] in the SWD-type

8 “WRD Retirees,” Newsletter 154, Feb. 2012, Am&hrization of the Retirees of
the Water Resources Disciplingnited States Geological SurvéySGS), at “Central
Region” listing {ttp://www.wrdretirees.org/Newsletters/feb12 yodf

% Jarrett, R.D., “Paleoflood research to imprdwed science,” Paleohydrology &
Climate Change Project)nited States Geological Survdyational Research Project,
Denver, Colorado, USA, 2008 Lecture Series for USGS, Adsxas, USA, 20 November,
2008 fttp://tx.usgs.gov/about/Seminars/Jarrett.insigieqflood. Texas.plif (emphasis
mine).
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paleoflood papers). | found quite a few SWDs dslevater deposits] in _my
documentations to be about equal to HWMs [High-\Witarks], but | wouldn't say | had
enough sites to warrant a firm conclusiollost earlier paleoflood studies used flow
competence equations to estimate the depth of wai@ve deposits for the site specific
particle size, slope, etc. . However, they aaeidht with large uncertainties for several
reasons ... . But they have strong support, thusnwhy paper (Jarrett and England, 2002
...) came out showing flow competence was ... wronghigher gradient channels, the
paper was attacked. My defense was | was onlyngakierpretations on substantial data
and offered them to visit my sites, or collect mda¢a. They all refused %*.”

Bob Jarrett advises me that these were “all oititism. Mostly [claims] that |
didn’t collect the data properly, that my data ordflected the streams | documented and
[was] not reflective of” other “streams,” since yheere worried that if Jarrett was correct,
then “their past work using flow complutations] was incorrect>.” The evidence that
such persons “refused” to look at included thatudoented by Jarrett & Tomlinson (2000)
who refer to how “flood transported sediments amddy debris can scar trees ... and also
accumulate on trees and other obstructions to provide aigdicdtor of flood height. The
height of tree scars and the top of woody debrisiseel as indicators of approximate flood
height” in some instanc&s In a paper of Jarrett & England (2002}hey say that, “A

1 Second email of Bob Jarrett to myself of 1 M@g42 (emphasis mine), in reply

to my emails to Dr. Robert D. Jarrett of 26 Apii12 & 1 May 2014 (in reply to his first
email to me of 1 May 2014). He says, “the mayooit my research was in higher gradient
streams (focus of my career), say greater thant&b005 m/m [= metres per metre i.e., for
this slope, 0.005 metres of fall of water slopd imetre of stream distance or 0.5 % slope],
although a number of streams had lower slopeseg’ “lecus of my career,” he refers in an
email to myself of 5 May 2014 (just after his retent in the previous month) to “what I've
observed over my 42 yr career.” Thus his obsemattover 42 years (1972-2014).

92
May 2014.

Email of Bob Jarrett to myself of 5 May 2014raply to my email to him of 3

% Robert D. Jarrett (U.S. Geological Survey, Den@lorado, USA) & Edward
M. Tomlinson (Applied Weather Associates, Monume@glorado, USA), “Regional
interdisciplinary paleoflood approach to assesseexr flood potential,” American
Geophysical Union’s Paper Number 2000WE9000098$904%1397/002000WR9.00 of
2000 A.D., pp. 2957-2984, at p. 2961 (cf. p. 2964T.his paper was kindly sent to me by
the third email of 4 May 2014 of Bob Jarrett to el§/3

% Robert D. Jarrett (U.S. Geological Survey, Den@aiorado, USA) & John F.
England Jr. (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Denverlo@do, USA), “Reliability of
paleostage indicators for paleoflood studies: Amtcloods, Modern Hazards: Principles
and Applications of Paleoflood Hydrology,” Americ&eophysical Union’s Water Science
and Application Series, Vol. 5, pp. 91-109. (Tegper was kindly sent to be by third email
of 1 May 2014 of Bob Jarrett to myself.)
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main source of uncertainty in paleoflood reconsions is maximum flood stage inferred
from PSls [Relosage_hdicators],” and “typically, the elevation of theptoof the PSI is
used as the minimum elevation of the flood thabdeed the sedimentbut little evidence
supports this assumptidn The six types of flood deposits looked at wepgerbank
slackwater deposits, overbank flood bars, main mélaslackwater deposits, main channel
flood bars, fan apex deposits, and déftas On the basis of “large floods” “primarily ihet
western and west-central United States” of Ametitd,92 sites, of whicle. 65% or just
under two-thirds were in Colorado, and just undwere in California, so that just over
75% or just over three-quarters were in either olo or Californi&’, they found “no
statistically significant relation was identifieditiv channel gradient (on streams with
gradients “larger than 0.002 m/m and depths less #bout 4.5 metres or 14% feet]’)

In what was a startling finding that Jarrett sags \hater “attacked,” although all those who
so “attacked” it then “refused” “to visit” the “si$” from which this data cam&ypra Jarrett

& England found that, “the systematic documentatioh fresh sediment deposits
demonstrates that by documenting several Palsl¢Bage_hdicators] in a channel reach, a
reasonable estimate of maximum flood height astmtiaith sediment.. deposition can
be made Thus, for all deposit types we documented, #ita chdicates that to reconstruct
the flood height for those respective deposit tyipean operational paleoflood study, the
HWM [High-Water Mark equals the top of the deposits plus the averadhaevior PSI-
HWM [Paelostage Indicators - High-Water Mpitr the respective deposit tvgﬁé

There are a number of interesting facts about Botetl's research. On the one
hand, Bob Jarrett’'s work is focused on westernvaest-central United States of America,
and conditions for flooding in this part of the wibdossibly have some relevant differences
to other parts of the world, and for our immedipteposes, specifically the Persian Gulf

% Ibid., p. 106.

% These 192 USA flood sites are given as being at: AlagkaAtizona (1),
California (23), Colorado (126), Hawaii (1), Idaho (3), Montana (2), NebrgsgkaNew
Mexico (6), Oregon (16), Utah (2), Wyoming (5), and Washington $tébid., pp.
97-98). (This tallies 194 floods indicating an error at some poithieise statistics, since
reference is made to “192 observationbjd., p. 101.)

" Ibid., p. 91. The abbreviated “m/m” means “metre pgnjetre” e.g., in a slope
of “0.002 m/m” such as here, this means in metrieasarement 0.002 metres (= 2
millimetres orc. %/23" of an inch) of fall of water slope in 1 metre (8A0 millimetres oc.
331d" feet) of stream distance (or 0.2 per cent slope in metricumegasnt). Or for a slope
in which the calculation is put in imperial measoeat of feet as “ft/ft” meaning “feet per
feet” i.e., feet per 1 foot (which at least in tbem known to me are then made semi-metric
sounding, since one uses thousands of a foot fmtland one also states the result as a
decimal number,) e.g., 0.002ft/ft (“feet per feeitd., %100d" feet (=%123" inch) per feet,
means 0.2 percent slope in imperial measuremerte(sine gets percentage by multiplying
by 1%%1i.e.,%1008" x %1 =2%1000="%1= 0.2% slope).

% |bid., pp. 101-102 (emphasis mine).
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and / or Mesopotamia, whichightemerge if there werieirther research But on the other
hand, Jarrett’s researchnnot be said to be narrowly bas&dce it covers about 200 floods
over a period of about 40 years, in quite a wideggaphical area of the United States of
America; and hence in the absence of any such furéisearch indicating that floods are
somehow qualitatively different for these purposethe USA as opposed to elsewhere, |
consider his findings can be reasonably used isidering floods more generally, such as
those of relevance to the Persian Gulf and / orddetsmia regionls. Jarrett (2011) notes
that “Few studies ... have been done on actual SViAzKsvater deposits] vs [verses]
HWM [High-Water Mark] height.” And within this edext his says “fresh SWDs [slack-
water deposits] are within about 30 cm of HWMs [ilyater Mark height].” His research
for his 2008 paper thus found that in “over 20@dled rivers” cases he studied, it could be
“demonstrated that the maximum height of fresh digpaf flood sediments approximately
equal maximum flood height or high-water marks;dan considering the possibility of
using this finding to examine “past floods” on thasis of “sediment deposits,” he
considered it could “be used to estimate the apmabe flood height of paleofloods [/ old
floods] ... .” Notwithstanding the qualificationsth he and | have maden the basis of
this research, it would be reasonable to expeddideposits at ABOUT the high-water
marki.e., within about 30 centremetres or 1 foot @nth in the Persian Gulf for a flood as
vast as Noah’s Flood. The fact that no such fldedosits have ever been found, thus
indicates to me on the presently available data that it pratably either did not reach the
level of the present Persian Gulf shore-line, or if it didy event a very small distance over
it.  And this would also mean that it most probably did not cover any of the present
islands of the Persian Gulin which instance they probably are not in any instances “the
high hills” of the antediluvian world (Gen. 7:19).

This thus raises the question, Is it possible that there are flymukits over the
shore-line of the present Persian Gulf, or islands of thedPe@ulf, that have not yet
been discovered? In theory, it is possible. Hence to the ouediil Noah's Flood go
over the present shore-line of the Persian Gulf, or over what isnplyesn island of the
Persian Gulf, on the presently available data we cannot be gstirel. But on the basis
of what we do know, it seems to me that on this presentlyadlaildata that imost
probably did not reach to either the present Persian Guifesline or what are presently
Persian Gulf islands. And we can be sure the flood did aohrihe Indian Ocean since
if it did, tidal waters would have brought in salt water and thould have ruined the
fertility of the area which clearly it did not (Gen. 9:20). isltherefore notable that once
again the presently available data is certainly consistehtangroposed model of a Land
of Eden that is about the size of the ACT. And given the lackidéece for a flood
deposit over the shore-line of the present Persian Gulf, if isalidxtend, it is unlikely
that it did so for very far. Thus either way, the evidence filmenpresently available
data seems to favour the proposition of a Land of Eden that wasdesuff small as to
be covered by a local flood that either did not reach the present Persian Gulfrehare li
did but only to a relatively small geographic extent, thus leavingace (or only a small

% | also use Bob Jarrett's excellent work in cotioecwith Mesopotamia for the

Kish Flood ofc. 2500 B.C. in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 18, sectianfla.
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trace, not yet found). Either way, this means the data favoussddf Eden about the
size proposed of the ACT whichds940 square miles ar. 2,400 square kilometers.

(Chapter 11)g] The Greek Septuagint, Eden, & the Promised Land.

In the Greek Septuagint, the Biblical “Eden” is referred td'EBdem (#( )"
(Gen. 2:8,10; 4:16). Thus the Hebrelgden ( 9 has had the last Hebrew letter “n

()" changed to a Greek “m ),” so that it resembles “Edom” which in the Septuagint is
“Edan (#( )" (e.g., Gen. 25:30; 32:3). Thus when written in just Hebrew consonants,

both “Edem” (= Eden) and “Edom” would look the same as “EDRB@”. Let us
consider the Land of Edom in the following map.
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Map showing southern boundary under King Solomon, coming down from the
River of Egypt or Edenic “Gihon” waters off Mediterranean Sea (Jer. 2:18, LXX
referring to the Nile, because it includes the Mediterranean and anyaft/érs
e.g., this one), to Ezion-geber (I Kgs 9:26) at the north of the Gulf of Agaba
(also Gihon waters of the Red Sea), which because the watdre @ihon &
Pison mingles was also the Pison in the Septu&gimind including the Land of
Edom which wag. 100 square miles @ 260 square kilometers.

The various manifestations of the “Gihon” water (Gen. 2:13) include the

southern border of the Promised Land at Judah in the “river of Egyeti. (%:18; Num.

34:5; Josh. 15:4,47), and the southern border of the Promised Land at Edomtwhere i
meets the Red Sea waters in the Gulf of Agaba (I Kgs 9:B6ugh | Kgs 9:26 also
points to the Pison, see “Havilah” and “Eloth” in LXX, see sectiaf this Chapter 11,
suprg. This thinking is clearly endorsed in the Greek Septuagisean by the fact that

it calls the Nile River of Egypt the “Gihon” (Jer. 2:18, LXX)That is, the Gihon waters

of the Red Sea are regarded as part of the same bodyesfagahe Gihon waters of the

100 gee also “Pison” and “Havilah” in the Septuagint in Volume drt P,

Chapter 11, section supra
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Mediterranean Sea, and in turn, these Gihon waters flow into bothléhefNEgypt and
River of Egypt to the Promised Land’s south, and so both these bodieseof plus the
Red Sea at the e.g., the Gulf of Agaba, can thus also be talé@ihon.” Therefore, it
follows that in this type ohew Eden imagery, that “Eden” is referred to as “Edem” in
Gen. 2:8,10; 4:16, LXX; to indicate that “Edom” (e.g., Gen. 25:30; 32:3nmsnsEden

or new“Edem.”

How did they arrive at this view? This is speculative. Betread in Gen.
13:10, “And Lot lifted up his eyes, and beheld all the plain of Jordhat,it was well
watered everywhere, before the Lord destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah, everaaddhe ¢
of the Lord like the land of Egypt, as thou comest unto ZoaiThe Hebrew word for

“like” in “like_the land of Egypt” i%® (*) (here prefixed tderetz), and means “like” or
“ast®.” It is thus consideringesemblanceso that the Garden of Eden wide the
fertile areas of “Egypt” watered by the Gihon waters in Nhle, and also fertile areas
from the Gihon waters in the Brook of Egypt (Gen. 15:18) northwardshtas dcomest
unto Zoar,” which was in Moab (Isa. 15:5; Jer. 48:33,34), on the very ebthk Dead

Sea i.e., parts of the Land of Edom are here isolated.  Giveérthisais only a
resemblancel do not think one can conclude from this that the Land of Edom was ever
the Land of Eden itself. How do the Greek Septuagint tramslaeénder this part of
Gen. 13:10? As Greekkdi (and)‘os ('like’ or ‘as’) e (the) ge (land) Aiguptou (of
Egypt),ecs (until) elthein(‘to come’ = [thou dost] comadis (to) Zogora(Zoar)®" i.e., |
would render this as, “and like the land of Egypt uthtdu dostcome to Zoar” (LXX).
Since the Greekos / hos( ) has the sense of “like” or “as,” it here replicates the

meaning of the Hebrew (*), and so takes the ideamfsemblance But though it was
only a resemblangehis may have been enough for the Septuagint translators tthéake
view that “Edom” is in some sense a type of “Edem” / Eden.

The fact that there is a usage in the Greek Septuagint ofrfEBdeindicate that
“Edom” is in some sense reew Eden ornew “Edem,” is significant for our immediate
purposes when one considers the geographical size of Edom. Today)dh# the
Biblical Edom joins with the land of Moab and Gilead and Ammon to fill@nmodern
State of Jordan (cf. Dan. 11:41), whichcis34,300 square miles ar. 89,000 square
kilometres®. But the Biblical Edom by itself started in the north at Mdeit which is
a c. 5,000 foot orc. 1,500 metre mountain, and includes Sela (the later rose red
Nabataean fortress of Petra). In size, Edom is about 100 squeseomabout 260

191 Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew & English Lexicat “k®.”

192 For “Zoar,” the Greek Septuagint usisgora(Gen. 13:10; Jer. 48:4 = 31:4,
LXX — conflates the Hebrew to read, “Moab is ruined, proclaim #Za&gorg, or Zogor
(Jer. 48:34 = 31:34, LXX), dBegor (e.g., Gen. 14:2,8; 19:22,23,30, LXX).
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Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, “Jordan;” & “Jordan,”Dictionary
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square kilometré§* and 15 miles or 25 kilometres north of Ezion-geber it includes the
Timna Valley, which contains the oldest discovered copper minengdadi the fourth
millennia B.C. (cf. Gen. 4:25%°.

If Edom at c. 100 square miles or c. 260 square kilometres is thusassad
representation for the new Eden of the Promised Land, then there is an implication in this
imagery that the original Land of Eden was a local world that was alsdively small.
| do not think one could “over-develop” this imagery to claim that tlleEden was
therefore the same size as Edomc.al00 square miles ar. 260 square kilometres.
Indeed, given the fact that the Septuagint’s usage of “Gihon” in2JE8. for the Nile
implies an understanding of the Gihon that extends to the River of Egip south of
Judah, it is clear that in alternative imagery, the Septuaginslators thought of all of
the Promised Land as a new Eden, thus indicating precise sizealeqtsvwere not
intended with respect to either the Promised Land or the Edom pofttbe &romised
Land. The description “eastward in Eden” (Gen. 2:8) raisegubstion, “Eastward’
relative to what?” And while there are different possiblenvans to that question, e.g.,
in a relativistic sense, Eden itself; another possibility wou|d'dsstward” relative to the
Promised Land. If the latter possibility, Why? Once againethuld be different
possible answers to that question, but one possibility would be, Since it is a second Eden.

Nevertheless, | think it is significant that one finds on this tyfpenderstanding
of Edom or the Promised Land, that in ancient times the Greek Septuafiects a
Jewish tradition that regards the Land of Eden as a relatiwedyl $ocal world that can
thus be represented in a symbolic way by E8m These facts are therefore consistent
with the model | am using of a Land of Eden about the size of theafiaa Capital
Territory which isc. 940 square miles ar. 2,400 square kilometers; although they would
also be consistent with a smaller Eden, or a larger Eden. hheghow that the model
| am using is within the right very broad range, but given that smaller ayed |aoposed
sizes for Eden would also be within this range, which at its nainpaint would be the
size of Edom, and at its maximum point would be the size of thee éfriomised Land, |
do not say one can demonstratprecisionin terms of size with this type of thinking that
would do more than show my model is inside “the big range” posbibf this type of
Septuagint imagery of a new Eden.

Another matter of related interest to the Greek Septuagint wsagsling Eden
“Edem” with some contextual reference to “Edom” as second HEdetihe usage of
Hebrewtohuw and bohuw in both Gen. 1:2 for the destruction event of a pre-Adamite

194 The New Unger's Bible HandbadRevised and Updated Edition, 1966, 1984,
1998, 2005, The Moody Bible Institute of Chicago,-é€fition by Lion Hudson, Oxford,
UK, Printed in Singaporerfvw.moodypublishers.compp. 65-66.

195 “Timna Valley,”Bible Placeghttp://www.bibleplaces.com/timnavalley.hxm

196 Wwith respect to Eden in the Greek Septuagint, see also ¥olyrRart 2,

Chapter 20, “Paradise Lost a Local Earth — So Is Paradise Regained &arbica”
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flood; and in Isa. 34 for the destruction of Edom or “the land of Idunisa’ 34:6). In
the prophesy of Isa. 34, the Hebrew wbathiuw has the idea of “emptiness” (Isa. 34:11);
and as discussed in this Volume 1, Part 1, Chapter 3, section a, ‘Sthectien event of
a pre-Adamite flood in Gen. 1:2,” whdanhuw and bohuw are used together, such as
occurs in Isa. 34:11, the meaning is always one of a “desolatictiréd tohuw) that
hasoccurred, because the pre-existing “land” (Isa. 34:9; Jer. 4:20pnah*dJer. 4:23)
has been “destroyed” (Isa. 34:2), and this “destruction” (Jer. 4:2K¢sria “desolate”
(Jer. 4:27). The Septuagint’s usage of “Edem” for Eden aslasioal to Edom, thus
also acts to heighten this imagery as both are subject tstraicteon event ofohuw and
bohuw, and both are local worlds.

Therefore looking at the “Biblical creation model to be sciertifyccompared &
contrasted with the Book of Nature” found in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapterctiorsd,
suprg the evidence is clearly consistent with what we would expent Guideline 1
“The fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowledge’ (Prov. 1:7) amddom’ (Ps.
111:10). Though by God’s common grace which is not unto salvation, madiscayn
that there is a Creator of the universe (Job 12:7-10; Ps. 19:1;JRt8r32); a man must
by God’s grace, humbly put himself under the authority of God’s infallilord, the
Holy Bible of religiously conservative Protestant Christianig.(119:105; Il Tim. 3:16),
if he is to properly understand creation (and other) issues. Whetetoffers’ (Il Peter
3;3), such as they that be far gone in an antisupernatural secpéaasgigm, are to be
rejected who would have Christian men to be ‘salt’ which ‘*hageé this savour (Matt.
5:13), and would privatize all relevant reference to the Divinelagwa of Holy
Scripture away from public discourse such as that on creation (hed raatters), and
claim that only the natural reason of man, unaided by the Divindat®re should be
used in the quest of any science (or knowledge), whether d soi@ace, a political
science, a biological science, or other science. For suchligeded dishonouring
‘science falsely so called’ (I Tim. 6:21), to be abhorred of all good Christiari me

And it is clearly consistent with what we would expect frGmideline 9 “Man
was created in an area of south-west Asia near the Tigris & Euphregées ®hich are to
the north of Eden (Gen. 2:14), and connecting rivers to the south down talHgsén.
2:11) in Arabia in what was later a Hamite-Semite shared boedeons western strip
along the Arabian Peninsula also known as Arabia (Gen. 10:6,7,22,29; 25:18; | Sa
15:7); and also south down to Ethiopia (Gen. 2:13) which included both énékamite-
Semite shared western border-regions strip along Arabia withaMi(Exod. 2:15,21;
Num. 12:1; Hab. 3:7), as well as parts of continental north-eastaAfeen. 10:6; Jer.
13:23). Therefore, a suitable place should be locatable in souttAsiashear Africa.
And Guideline 10“There are ‘a thousand generations’ from the time of ‘Abraham,’
‘Isaac,” and ‘Jacob,” of the ‘everlasting covenant’ (Ps. 105:8-10), ¢beehant’ of
‘grace’ (Gen. 6:8,18; Heb. 11:7; 13:20), back to Adam with whom God initiadiglem
this covenant (Gen. 2:17; 3:15,22; 4:2,4). Since Adam and Jacob areteskfpra
exactly 1,000 generationfom Abraham irc. 2,200 B.C. back to Adam 998 generations
earlier, on the basis of the ages of time when they begot in Geid.15his requires an
Adamic date ot. 105,000 B.C. + /- 53,000 years.”
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CHAPTER 12

Inside-Outside Distinction: Everything was rosy in the Garden
- A thorny issue, What about death, thorns, & thistles?

a] General.

b] Outside Eden: The King's Royal Parklands Out-of-bounds to man.

c] The creatures inside Eden: What are the “kinds” created on the
3rd, 5th, and 6th days?

d] What got cursed in Gen. 3?

e] Outside EdenGod’s creatures of the King's Royal Parklands.

f] Some Wonders of Creation that defy macroevolution
from the King’s Royal Parklands.

g] A great piece of English literature - Wm Blake’s “The Tyger.”

(Chapter 12) a] General.

After | first came to realize that Eden was local not dloba that in terms of an
inside-outside Eden distinction, one could say the animals inside Eefenvegetarian
(Gen. 1:30); a journal article of mine on this was published in 1997, and | contacted Hugh
Ross aReasons To Beliewavising him of this. Though | was glad that he adopted the
idea®’, he gave no acknowledgement to my earlier journal article on it Haat brought
to his attention.  Since that time, by the grace of God, | Ina»eed from being a
Theistic Macroevolutionist to an Old Earth Creationist, but thekwatid on both the
location of Eden, the regression of the Persian Gulf about 70,000 yeaseting an
upper-limit for Adam’s date and also Noah’s Flood, and the broad concaptin§ide-
outside distinction to explain harmless vegetarian animals insiddesf, s opposed to
dangerous carnivores outside of Eden, has remained. So too have a alother
details of this “big picture;” e.g., the ideas found in Mesopotamyarbels discussed in
Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 18, “Mesopotarni#,150-2,200 BC ...,infra; even though
my work on Eden was not at that time harnessed to an old eaationigt Local Earth
Gap School model.

With respect to the issue of death, | maintain an inside-outside #istinction,
elements of which | shall further consider in this Volume 1, Pa@thapter 12, section e,
“Outside Eden: God’s creatures of the King’'s Royal Parkland&a. By “Eden” |
mean the region or Land of Eden, not just simply the Garden of Edeh wis inside
the larger Land of Eden, and from which Adam was barred after the3ea. 3:23-25);
although Adamites still lived in the Land of Eden e.g., att‘ea€den” in “the land of
Nod” (Gen. 4:16). (I only use the term “Greater Eden” for tle@ anan went into after
Noah’s Flood, for those parts of this area where he built citidiza in areas now in the
Persian Gulf. Thus this is a later derivative designation, sieftee Noah’s Flood, this

197 Ross, H.The Genesis Questipop. cit p. 77.
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area | am calling “Greater Eden” in a post-flood context, wowe tieen part of the out-
of-bounds to man region in the King’s Royal Parklands.)

Thus in Adam’s Garden of Eden and its Edenic environs animal and ldeatn
was unknown (Gen. 2:17). Man was a fruitarian (Gen. 1:29) and thelanivare
vegetarians (Gen. 1:30). This state of peace and bliss whiidaslly replicated in the
new Eden, thoughepending on interpretatioriEzek. 47:9,10 may indicate that fish will
be sometimes eaten by glorified men, just as it was bylthigied Christ (Luke 24:42).
Thus the picture in Isa. 11:6-9; 65:25 is of what are now violent aniveatg tame in
the new Eden after the Second Advent, as they were in Eden bedare fall. The fact
that “they shall not hurt nor destroy” (Isa. 11:9; Isa. 65:25) in Hdstored after the
Second Coming (Isa. 66:22; Rev. 2:7; 21:1,4; 22:2,3), shows that it is logical to argue that
the original Eden of Adam had similar dynamics. That is, Gaderaaimals on the fifth
and sixth days in Gen. 1:20-25, which in general looked like those simulthnkong
in the world outside of Eden and its environs, but unlike them the Ederstsheare
gentle vegetarians harmless to man. He made them with eediffeature to the wild
ones outside of Eden, which was out-of-bounds to man in the King’'s Rajdhfds, so
that as with Eden restored, in the original Eden, “the lion” did “eat straw likexthdsa.
11:7).

These vegetarian creatures in the Land of Eden appear to havédmteas
distinctive stocks until after Noah’s Flood, and hence the proprigiyeserving them on
Noah’'s Ark even though this was a local “earth” under a local “h&aire a local
“world,” and in relative terms to the globe, only a fairly snaata of land covered by a
local flood. Thus being domesticated creatures and/or vegetamienals, they were
sufficiently dissimilar to their non-vegetarian counterparts outsfdthis region, to be
unable to live and breed with them at this stage. Even thoughistd make the
gualification that there is a possible, though not necessary inéenmerigen. 6-9, that the
wicked and evil antediluvians may have sometimes trained thestura® as hunting
animals that they used to intimidate, injure, or kill men withn(G&11,13; 9:5,6). But
after Noah'’s Flood, things changed. Man was given a global dominiodateaas wide
as the Rainbow (Gen. 9:1,11-17) as seehhia Table of NationgGen. 10), and told by
God, “the fear of you and the dread of you shall be upon every beast edirthe and
upon every fowl of the air, upon all that moveth upon the earth, and upon fidhée of
the sea; into your hand are they delivered. Every living tthiagliveth shall be meat
for you; even as the green herb have | given you all things” (G28)9: Thus man was
to no longer be a vegetarian as he became after the Fall3&8h.before which he was
a fruitarian (Gen. 1:29); and his relationship with the animal wbidt e was in contact
with changed. But man still evidently preserved a number of daratstibeasts in the
post-flood world of the Persian Gulf.
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(Chapter 12) b] Outside Eden:
The King’s Royal Parklands Out-of-bounds to man.

A number of factors point to a two-way enforced segregation dfahd of Eden
i.e., man and the Edenic animals could not leave the Land of Edenbeithex or after
the Fall until after Noah's Flood; and nor could creatures outbelédnd of Eden enter
into Eden.

The creation mandate of Gen. 1:26-28 locates the “dominion” of manarala
“earth” defined by the borders of Eden in Gen. 2:10-14; and tmetisltered till its
expansion after Noah's Flood to the globe (Gen. 9 & 10). Theayedlian enforced
segregation is clear from the nature of Noah's Flood. Given #gsanocal flood, the
guestion arises, Why was an Ark was necessary? Why notysxipthe area at God’s
command, as Lot did before the destruction of Sodom (Gen. 18 & 19)? e Whis
been argued by Hugh Ross in terms of Noah being “a preachghtgdousness” (Il Peter
2:5), in which “the ark was his platfofffi” this strikes me as a distinction without merit.
Noah could have been “a preacher of righteousness,” and then beaatesddcom the
area like Lot was from Sodom.Therefore | think the more reasonable explanation is
that some form of enforced segregation existed around the Land of Eden.

Given e.g., that the animals of Eden were, as best we can nowate# or
domestic varieties of certain wild animals, a segregatedh Bdmild also have been
necessary to inhibit any possible confusion leading to interbreedimgedre a wild
variety and an Edenic domestic or tame variety. Also, it wbaleé been necessary for
man'’s protection in Eden that wild forms of e.g., lions and tigers, did not stray into Eden.

That this enforced segregation included a temporal wall is certainly possiate g
that we have already determined at Part 2, chapter 11, sec8oofesgection c) supra
that temporal walls appear to have surrounded the Land of Eden tanhéhef Noah's
Flood. This “swimming pool” type view of Noah's Flood seems reguby e.g., the
fact that the “olive leaf” tree (Gen. 8:11) could not have been lowdgr water or it
would have died, and so it must have been covered by southern flowing ad&itsw
which did not cover it earlier since something was retaining theAithough as also
previously noted, it is possible that as with the walls of the & these were created
by God at the time of Noah’s Flood, rather than before the Floodvertieless, this
certainly indicates that thereighthave been a temporal wall around Eden.

Another type of “No Entry” form found in Eden was that of angel guard$ius
after the Fall, God “placed at the east of the garden of Haemlzims, and a flaming
sword which turned every way, to keep the way of the tree of (&&n. 3:24).
Therefore God may have used angels as guards.

God may also have used some combination of these. Thus there may have been a
wall as an initial block, and then an angel guard to ensure it wasowited. In this

1% Ross, H.The Genesis Questipop. cit, pp. 163-165.
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context, there is also some uncertain inferences that God mayusad the angels as
Park Rangers in the King's Royal Parklands. That angelsbmaple to in some sense
“ride” animals and direct them, is implied by the fact thdefabngels devil-possess both
animals and men. This is seen in Lucifer’s devil-possession eétpent in Gen. 3; and
also in the story of Matt. 8:28-34, where devils go from possessingnten, to
possessing “an herd of many swine.” Might this be what wagnatiy a God given
capacity for angels to act under God’'s command as park raogeieve animals around
at various times, e.g., if animals were moving towards Eden, themwthiey “to ride”
them away? It is to be noted that these devils “besought” Céaiging, If thou cast us
out, suffer us to go away into the herd of swine” (Matt. 8:31). Ty replicate
something of “the old days” before the fall of angels, when Chgase permission to
angels “to ride” animals to various places, and it looks like thegiésdi&ked doing so.
As park rangers in the King's Royal Parklands, with God’s peionsand at his
command, Did they sometimes so ride e.g., dinosaurs duringréteceous World144

to 66.4 million B.C.)? If so, Christ showed kindness to these devitgdoyting their
request. But they then repaid his kindness in allowing them “tbthdee animals with
abuse, for having gotten permission, they then rode them *“violently dasteep place
into the sea” (Matt. 8:32), and Christ did not give them any spgmfimission to do this.
With respect to devil-possession of men, this is also clearlpaseaand may be a more
specific abuse of information and skills they acquired when maaiognd, or riding,
certain satyr beasts in the King’s Royal Parklands. But ageén, this is clearly
speculative and uncertain.

| leave the reader to ponder for himself the following questiohmah had not
fallen, would God have eventually enlarged Eden; or would God have kept Etten a
same size and stopped men from having any more children; od Wma have first had
some expansion, and then stopped man from further increasing by stoppirigoim
having any more children?

(Chapter 12) c] The creatures inside Eden: What are the “kinds”
created on the 3rd, 5th, and 6th days?
- Day 3;
- Days 5 & 6.

Day 3. With respect to the trees of Eden created on the third daynittable
that Eden only had fruit trees This is seen in the words, “And God said, Let the earth
bring forth ... the tree yielding fruit, whose seen was in itsaffer his kind” (Gen.
1:11,12). This requires the conclusion that all other trees were remeEdnd some
fruit trees would also be non-Edenic, and so were made in the time gap in Ger2 il &
“the generations ... of the earth when they were created” (Gen. Z:Als the claims of
all those alleging that the six creation days are globalthehe.g., old earth creationists
such as Global Earth Gap Schoolmen, or Day-Age Schoolmen, or youngreattbnist
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flood geology schoolmen, necessarily require a non-literal readirtgeogix creation
days, since they go beyond fruit trees in their claims forrdestGod made in the six
days. But the old earth creationist Local Earth Gap School exdortigis work takes a
literal reading of the six creation days. Thus the Land of Bddnly fruit trees and
no other kind of trees in it.

My fellow Local Earth Gap Schoolman, John Sailhamer, also recegimat
“only ‘fruit trees’ were created” “on the third day,” sayirfghose ‘fruit trees’ were for
... man’s ... nourishment (Genesis 1:29).” Sailhamer’s big point hlegt“were for ...
man’s ... nourishment” is right, although this would not be so for “the tethe
knowledge of good and evil” (Gen. 2:9). And he further says, “At the gsiod of the
chapter, other plants are mentioned that also are for the nourisbiiemhan beings, as
well as food for the animals (Genesis 1:30). Yet the creatiahasfe plants is not
mentioned anywhere ... clearly they are not created on the thirdbdayather “as part
of ‘the heavens and the earth’ in Genesis®®”1 Sailhamer's big point is right, although
| would not say that these other “plants” are “not mentioned anywhere.”

The other plants mentioned at the end of Gen. 1 are “every green Wwadn”
“God said, ... And to every beast of the earth, and to every fowleodir, and to every
thing that creepeth upon the earth, wherein there is life, | haea gvery green heffor
meat, and it was so” (Gen. 1:30). The Hebrew word at Gen. 1:30 ferigisjereq
and the Hebrew word for “herb” ieseb/ ‘eselh and while this same Hebrew word is
used for “herb” is Gen. 1:11,12, it is there qualified as havingd'séHebrew nourzera'
derived from verkzara') i.e., this is the “herb bearing sefldebrewzaa‘)” of man’s
food in Gen. 1:29. But we also read of the detail of the time4ga@en. 1:1,2 in Gen.
2:4, “These are the generations of the heavens and of the earth when thegatetk m
the day that the Lord God made the earth and the heavens.” And threadvef the
Edenic world in Gen. 2:5, “And every plafiiebrewsiyach of the field before it was in
the earth, and every hefblebrew‘eseb/ ‘esel) of the field (Hebrewsadeh before it
grew: for the Lord God has not caused it to rain upon the earth, aerdithemot a man
to till the ground.” Thus we here learn in Gen. 2:4, that fronother plants created in
the time-gap between Gen. 1:1 and Gen. 1:2, in the “generations he eaitth,” God
made a selection and in a fertilized form in the ground he put “glang” in Eden not
made on the third day, and put it “in the earth,” so that it stijlired water and man as a
gardener, before it would have growth and care. And then in Gen. 3:i8addhat
after the Fall man’s diet is extended so as to include not amty(@en. 1:29), but also
vegetables, as God says to Adam, “thou shalt eat the(Hellvew‘'eseb/ ‘esel) of the
field (Hebrewsadeh;” meaning “the green (Hebreyereq herb (Hebreweseb/ ‘esel)”
(Gen. 9:3). Therefore the plants originally forming the Edemienals’ diet, but
extended to man after The Fall, are itemized as some of tho&en. 2:4 from the
distinction prior creation in the time-gap of Gen. 1:1-2, which in GenGad placed in
Eden in a fertilized form in the ground.

19 sailhamer'sGenesis Unboundp. cit, 1st edition, 1996, p. 32; 2nd edition,
2011, p. 36.
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This type of understanding of the Hebrew is also clearly founthenGreek
Septuagint.  Thus in the Septuagint's Gen. 1:11,12,29, “dl@ntek chortog” is
gualified as having “seed” (Grealpermd. Then in the Septuagint’s Gen. 1:30 we read
of “every greenGreekchloros) plant (Greekchortog” as the animals’ food; in Gen. 2:5
of “every greerjthing] (Greekchloros) of the field(Greekagrog;” and in Gen. 3:18, in
the curse God says Adam shall eat of “the pl@reekchortog of the field (Greek
agro9.” Thus once again, it is clear that “the generation of tia@dreand the earth” in
Gen. 2:4, LXX, must include a distinctive prior creation to the sis adyGen. 1:2b-2:3,
although in the context of the Septuagint thisafter Gen. 1:1,2 which refers to an
“invisible and unformed” earth as an architectural plan; and thuseagap which we
would not detect from looking at Gen. 1:1-3, LXX; but which we can detben it is
read with Gen. 2:4,5, LXX.

By contrast, at Gen. 1:11 the Vulgate reads Latwertfam(‘grass’ or ‘herb’ or
‘plant’) virenetem(green)et (and / evenjacientem(producing)semen(seed),” e.g., “the
green herb, evefthat] producing seed,” or “the green plant, dtit] producing seed,”
or “the green grass, arjthat] producing seed.” Thus Jerome has here introduced an
ambiguity in the Latin that does not exist in the Hebrew (or IGBsptuagint). In the
first place he has combined the Hebrew “grass (Helwteshe)” and “herb (Hebrew
‘eseb/ ‘eseh),” so that the earth is to bring forth “the gre@mtin vireng grass / herb
(Latin herbg.” Then if one readsét’ conjunctively as “even,” then in terms of
explanation this means_“evefthat] producing seed;” but if one reads thet*
disjunctively as “and,” this means afttiat] producing seed.” If one reads this as e.g.,
“the green grass, anflhat] producing seed,” then the Latin broadly agrees with the
meaning of the Hebrew; but if one reads this as e.g., “the gream, @ind[that]
producing seed,” then the Latin allows for the “green plant” created on Day 3 twobe a
seed plant. The same type of thing occurs in the Vulgate at1GEh.where once
against the Hebrew “grass (Hebrelgshe)” and “herb (Hebreweseb/ ‘eseh)” are
combined as “the gregfhatin vireng herb / grass / plant (Latimerbg,” followed by an
“et (and / even)” with the same ambiguities. Then in Gen. 1:31 tinealmifood is
described in terms of Latinut (that) habeant(they may havead (to) vescendunf'eat’
or ‘feed upon’).” What does, “that they may have to feed upon” me&@wes it mean
they are to eat of man’s food from Gen. 1:30, or something e@@e@e again, there is an
ambiguity introduced into the Latin Vulgate that is not preserienHebrew (or Greek
Septuagint). Reference is then made in Gen. 2:5 to Laimné (every) virgultum
(plant) agri (of the field),” and in Gen. 3:18 to Adam after the Fall now eatneglLatin,
“herbas(herbs)terrae (‘of the earth’ or ‘of the ground’ or ‘of the territory’).” Bi the
Vulgate, Gen. 2:5; 3:18 are set against the ambiguities of Gen. 1:11,12,31.

Therefore, it looks to me as though Jerome has sought to resolvhevbaity as
exegetical problems with the six day creation account understdmelrescreation-wide,
rather than a local creation. Thus in the Latin Vulgate, Gen. 2:14 fhade so that it
can read as the Hebrew does, but an ambiguity is introduced to al@V §reen plants
to be created on the third day, not just those bearing seed. k&wndsk, an ambiguity is
introduced with the animals’ food in Gen. 1:31, so as to allow they tiaer ¢he same
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diet as man or a different diet to man. Jerome has hemdychot undertaken a literal
translation of the Hebrew which is what he ought to have done, but liatbeks like he
sought to “overcome the problem” that his young earth creationistlrdods not fit the
six creation days by expanding the possible meaning of Day 3 in .Geh12, and
limiting the possible meaning of Gen. 1:31 to something which is & @s mud.”
Thus this looks like “a fudge” by Jerome, to “resolve an exedegiroblem in the text,”
and heought notto have resolved the matter in this way, which is a disctedod,
Jerome himself, and so much that is good in the Latin Vulgate.

We thus see that “the problem” of Gen. 1:11,12,31 for those claimimgvarsal
creation, or what today we call a global creation in theation days of Gen. 1, is one
that was encountered in ancient times by Jerome in the Vulgate. And daelliydtes”
continue, since a literal reading of the text points to a laestion in Eden which only
had fruit trees, and Gen. 1:31 points to a distinctive prior creatioen G1,2 in which
some fertilized forms were placed in the ground by God in Gen. X8t this type of
literal reading of the text remains “unacceptable” to all but LocahEzap Schoolmen.

| have previously mentioned in Part 2, Chapter 5, sectisnpg that the fossil
record is generally very good, with evidence that its record ssing only a relatively
small percentage of between2% and 20% species, as seen in the e.g., the fossil history
of the Wollemi Pine. In this context, the fact that the fruit trees of Edenlweted to a
fairly small area may indicate a much greater loss tt@mmal from the fossil record,
since if they are anywhere in the fossil record they would nolelmv the bottom of the
sea in the Persian Gulf. That we have evidence that a vafiigtyt can so “disappear”
from our knowledge is seen in the amazing story of the common mhsac@very and
cultivation by a school teacher at Aldermaston in England in teeelghteen centutif.
Pears have been cultivated for thousands of years, and have thousanigie$ vaThey
are one of the fruits introduced into the New World of the Amerlpagld World
Britons and others from the Old World e.g., the Spanish introducedetiretgp Mexico
and California. However, in the Western World and elsewhere ttha in Asia, the
most widely grown pear, known to many as simply the common “pleatr also known

110" There is uncertainty about the exact date inlatee 18th century (the school

plague dates this @ 1770,infra, and the followingWikipediaquote toc. 1797 ,infra), and
uncertainty as to who the schoolmaster was atithe. t For instancé/Vikipedia says,
“about 1797 a schoolmaster living in the villagdticated the Wiliams pear. The
schoolmaster (either Mr. Wheeler or his succesksm Stair) was the original cultivator,
but the pear ... was named after Richard Wiliam3wihham Green, who grew several
grafts of the original tree ... . On 5 December 1@bplaque commemorating the tree was
unveiled on the wall of the village school,” “Aldeaston,” Wikipedia
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aldermastnciting Martin, S.A.et al Memories of Life in an
English Country VillageAldersmaston, The Book Project, 2005 (ISBN 0-E380-1), p.

3.
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variously as the William Pear, or in the USA the Bartlett P&awas a lost variety till the
late 18th century, when it was discovered by a school teacher at AldermastotaimdEng

The William / Bartlett Peat?

| thank God that on my fifth trip to London (Sept. 2008-March 2009), | disite
this school at Aldermaston, Berkshire, England, UK, on a wider tapnar England in
Dec. 2008 & Jan. 2009.

While working as a schoolmaster (or school teacher) in London, Gawvief(i
picture), visits Aldermaston in England, UK, during Christmas schootidugsi

Dec. 2008. To Gavin’s left in the first photo is the plaque of therskphoto,
celebrating how in the late 18th century the Aldermaston Schoolniastet the

first recorded William Pear in an Aldermaston garden. Hevaidd it, and it

has become the most common pear in the Western World, known variously as
simply “the pear,” or the “William Pear,” or in the USA as the “Bartisgar.”

Thus on this clear precedent, we cannot doubt that various fruits of radg
now be lost to us in a watery grave “deep down below” in the Persian Gulf.

Days 5 & 6. With respect to the animals of Eden created on the fifth anld six
days, (also relevant also to the size of Noah's Ark), | thinkvemdd be looking at about

11 Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9@999),0p. cit, e.g., “Pear.”

112 wpjilliams’ Bon Chretian” http://www.thompson-morgan.com
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two dozen or so larger land and air creatures, possibly a smalienurh others, and
possibly with a larger number of fowl that later went feral amated with wild varieties
of their species after Noah's Flood, together with some very small insatire®

In reaching this conclusion, factors such as the size of Noak'i@re already
been considered in Part 2, Chapter 11, sectiosugra And in identifying these
creatures, in general this is not from any specific defdthe relevant species in the text,
although exceptions to this include the “serpent” (Gen. 3:1), “ray&eh. 8:7), and
“dove” or pigeon (Gen. 8:8-12).

The first group of creatures | identify are by inference fiibwir itemization in
Isa. 11:6-9; 65:25, as being present in the Eden restored of “thkeeaaens and the new
earth” following the Second Advent (Isa. 66:22; cf. Rev. 2:7; 21:1; 22f2)m this, |
think that there is an inference and implication that they wer¢hese harmless
vegetarian forms in the original Eden before the Fall. Thubeohew Eden we read,
“The wolf also shall dwell with the lamb, and the leopard shadden with the kid; and
the calf and the young lion and the fatling together; and a litilel shall lead them.
And the cow and the bear shall feed; their young ones shall lia ttmyether: and the
lion shall eat straw like the ox. And the sucking child shall ptayhe hole of the asp,
and the weaned child shall put his hand on the cockatrice’ den. shia#ynot hurt nor
destroy in all my holy mountain: for the earth shall be full ofkhewledge of the Lord,
as the waters cover the sea” (Isa. 11:6-9). “The wolf and thie &hall feed together,
and the lion shall eat straw like the bullock: and dust shall beetpers’s meat. They
shall not hurt nor destroy in all my holy mountain, saith the Ldis. 65:25). This
picture is evidently set just after the Second Advent, singelides in this picture of
new Eden “a little child” and indeed a “suckling child” (Isa. 11:6,8) bhbuxyer from
the time just before the Second Coming; for no more children witldneeived after
glorification (Matt. 22:30). The Hebrelhagar in Isa. 65:25, rendered “bullock” in the
AV, can refer to a bullock or ox; and so resembles the SeptuagsatBng here as
Greek,bous rendered by Brenton as “ox” but which can mean “ox,” “bull,” cow¢’
and the Vulgate’s reading here as Ldiws is rendered by the Douay-Rheims as “the
ox,” but it can mean “ox,” “bull,” or “cow.” In terms of catterminology, a male is
called a bull calf, and if not castrated he grows to be a bulthelbull calf is castrated,
he is called a steer, and after 2 or 3 years he is called anbullock. A female is first
called a heifer calf, she then grows into a héifeand then into a cow. Thus this is the
same basic creature and refers to cattle. Thus whateesaits meaning, it is referring
to cattle, and given that cattle are covered under “the caéibi@‘egel) in Isa. 11:6 at
no. 7a,infra; and the ox or bullock is covered in Isa. 11:7 (Hebbagar) at no. 7b,
infra, whatever it means in Isa. 65:25 is broadly covered already, anshsdl put it as
the AV’s “bullock” in brackets at 7, “cattlejhfra. The “fatling” (Isa. 11:6) may, for
instance, refer to no. fra, i.e., “the fatted calf” (Luke 15:23,27,30). But whatever the

113 Exactly what is meant by a “heifer” is subject to sowariation, it can be

used to mean a young cow that has not had a calf, or it carthéousiean a young cow
that has not had more than one calf.
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“fatling” refers to, it seems to be covered by at least onthefcreatures otherwise
itemized.

Thus | think among the larger animals of Eden i.e., as opposed,tmsegts, we
can itemize:
1] the lion (Isa. 11:6 “young lion,” Isa. 11:7; 65:25 “lion”);
2] the leopard (Isa. 11:6);
3] the bear (Isa. 11:7);
4] the wolf (Isa. 11:6; 65:25);
5] the lamb / sheep (Isa. 11:6; 65:25 “the lamb”);
6] the goat (Isa. 11:6, “the kid");
7] cattle:
7a] the cow (Isa. 11:7 “cow,” Isa. 11:6 “the calf”)
or bull (Isa. 65:25 “bullock”);
7b] the ox (Isa. 11:7); &
8] land serpents or snakes:
8a] the asp (Isa. 11:8);
8b] the cockatrice (Isa. 11:8); &
8c] other forms of the serpent (Isa. 65:25).

As seen by no. 8, it is clear that there will be a number odties of land serpents in the
new Eden, and thus varieties of serpents appear to have beka original Eden.
Notably then, the serpent is the only non-flying land creatureifsgaly itemized in
Genesis 1-3 as found in the “serpent” devil-possessed by Lucifeenn¥& E.g., we
read, “Now the_serper(Hebrewnachash) was more subtle that any beast of the field”
(Gen. 3:1, cf. Rev. 12:9). Therefore at least with respect teetipent, this fact acts as a
confirmation of the propriety of the methodology | am using Isa. 11:6-9; 65:25.

Furthermore, with respect to water creatures, while Rev. 214 thay in the
“new heaven and” “new earth” “there” will be “no more sea,” bearingimdrthe need to
ensure we are “rightly dividing the word of truth” (Il Tim. 2:15p” that in harmony
with Christ’s teaching of Matt. 4:6,7, we do not “expound one place @bt8ie, that it
be repugnant to another” (see Article 20, Anglican 39 Articlegpnisider Rev. 21:1
means nomajor or large “sea,” like the Mediterranean Sea; but does not preclude a
smaller inland sea like “the Sea of Galilee” (Matt. 4:18).hatTis because, as further
discussed in Volume 1 at Part 2, Chapter 20, “Paradise Lost a kaghal — So Is
Paradise Regained a Local Earthipfia, reference is made in the new earth of Ezek.
47:6-12 to “rivers” that run into “the sea” (Ezek. 47:8,9) and to “fidiPek. 47:9,10).
Given then that varieties of serpents are clearly itemizdshinl1:8; 65:25, and the land
serpent is the only creature specifically itemized in theeSis account (e.g., Gen. 3:1);
this raises the question, What is the water creature specifically @gmmzen. 1:21?

This is rendered in the AV as “great whales” (Gen. 1:21); buHgtaew word,
tanniyn can mean either a “whale” or a “serpent.” Thus in Exod. 7:9,10,12d¢hew
tanniyn means a “serpent;” and is rendered in the Septuagint as “Sei@esek drakan)
and Vulgate as “serpent” (Latcolubervss. 9 & 10, &racovs. 12). Furthermore, in
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the Biblical teaching of dragons, the dragon is sometimesfasedvariety of creatures

to convey a further layer of spiritual meaning. In this coniexiDeut. 32:33 we read,
“Their wine is the poison of dragorfsiebrewtanniyn), and the cruel venom of asps.”
The Hebraic poetical parallelism tells us that the “dragdwsé are represented in the
temporal world by snakes, but that the spiritual force of devigdso present (cf. | Cor.
10:21,21). And so too in Ps. 91:13, “Thou shalt tread upon the lion and tddgoung

lion and the drago(Hebrewtanniyn) shalt thou trample under feet,” once again conveys
the same idea (cf. Rom. 16:20). The idea of a “whale” is found in cboneavith the

sea in Job 7:12, “Am | a sea, or a wh@tiebrewtanniyn), that thou settest a watch over
me?” And this same connection with the sea indicates thattibke is being used in
e.g., Ps. 74:13,14, where God'’s power over the whale also bespeaks his power over devils
(“the dragons”) and Lucifer (“leviathan,” concerning multiple headlsRev. 12:3,9), for
here we read, “Thou didst divide the sea by thy strength: thdedirthe heads of the
dragong(Hebrewtanniyn) in the waters. Thou breakest the heads of leviathan in pieces,
and gavest him to be meat to the people inhabiting the wilderness.”

We shall not now consider in detail the Biblical teachings ofddna” as found
in the King James Bible, Greek Septuagint (e.g., “whalesiviate” fromketosin Gen.
1:21 & Jonah 2:1,2,11; & “dragons” or “dragon” from Gredtakon in Ps. 74:13 =
Septuagint 73:13, & Ps. 91:13 = Septuagint 90:13) and Latin Vulgate (etwle’st or
“whale” from Latincetusin Gen. 1:21 & Job 7:12; & “dragons” or “dragon” from Latin
dracoin Ps. 74:13 = Vulgate 73:13, & Ps. 91:13 = Vulgate 90:13). But trensalints
are that in the Hebrew, Gen. 1:21 could mean either “whales” otefwgaakes
(serpents);” and either way, a creature has been selectedrfong, that is sometimes
used in a symbolic way in connection with showing God’s power over devitbe
Devil. For the God who can brake in pieces a great whaleyreke in pieces devils or
the Devil; and the God of the universe who can empower his peopleatbupen any
deadly thing, such as a snake (cf. Mark 16:17,18; Acts 28:1-6), can also empower them to
tread on devils or the Devil (cf. Rom. 16:20). Therefore, the Ispgitual meaning for
the selection of the Hebretanniyn creature is retained in Gen. 1:21, whether one takes it
to mean “great whales” (AV) or (adding italics for added word,) “gnedersnakes.”

On the one hand, if one could show that Gen. 1:20-22 referred to the vaderl gl
seas, then as in e.g., Job 7:12 and Ps. 74:13,14, context would require thdtan te
grounds this is the whale. But on the other hand, if one could show thafl 36,21
referred to local enclosed seas, like e.g., the Sea of Galhke,context would require
that on textual grounds this is the water-snake. But givenrthibeicontext of the salt
water sea the meaning is “whale,” we can rule out the sa#érdseasnakes,” which in
the family, Hydrophiidae, are found mainly along the coasts ofralistand Asia, and
grow to a length of about 3 to 4 feet or 1 to 1.2 metres. Althougipanese sea-snake
Laticauda semifasciatavhich are sometimes eaten by Japanese, may grow to twace thi
length at 6 to 8 feet or 2 to 2.4 melrés

114" Encyclopaedia Britannica CD98p. cit, “sea snake.”
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But without such an established context a selection between thvese t
possibilities in Gen. 1:21 of either “great whales” (AV) orégtwatersnakes,” is not
possibleexclusivelyon linguistic textual grounds. Hence | consider that in Authorized
Version Study Bibles, there should be a footnote at “whales”en. G:21 saying, “Or
‘[water-]snakes.” Thus if one first concluded EITHER thatdixecreation days of Gen.

1 refer to the creation of a global world, OR that the siatwe days of Gen. 1 refer to
the creation of a local world in which at least one of the "sea$sen. 1:22was an
Edenic beach-front with the open oceéimen one would have to render Hebitawniyn
as “whales” in Gen. 1:21. Hence e.g,, it is clear that theelGSeptuagint, Latin
Vulgate, and King James Bible translators, all understood “titera/ of “the seas” in
Gen. 1:20-22 to refer to the open seas, and hence they hemdalie® Hebrevianniyn
as “whales.”

By contrast, given that on the proposed model for Eden that | am usang,
arguing that it was probably not bigger than the Australian Capeéaiitory (ACT),
which isc. 940 square miles ar. 2,400 square kilometers (although I allow it could have
been smaller than this, or twice, thrice, or more larger thes), tinside an area now
covered by the waters of the Persian Gulf which has a wat&ce area of about 93,000
square miles or 240,000 square kilometres; it follows that | con&lteemwaters” in the
two or more “seas” of Eden (Gen. 1:20,22), were inland seas. Theg thosl have had
some similarities to e.g., Lake Burley Griffin in the AC#hich is an artificial lake
created by damming the Molonglo River in 1883 In October 2011, | was in Canberra
to see the Royal Visit of Her Majesty, Queen ElizabetRégnal Years: since 1952) and
His Royal Highness, the Duke of Edinburgh, Prince Phillip. Thesegtaghs of Lake
Burley Griffin were taken at that time.

115 W. Burley Griffin (1876-1937) of the USA, was an architect whd 942
won an international competition to plan the new Australian capitaCanberra,
following the Federation of 1901 forming the Commonwealth of Australia.



1409

=

5 2 : ,* :-'”—-‘h ,_ - =
Captain Cook Memorial Gavin in front of Lake A black swan swims on the man-
Water Jet, Lake Burley  Burley Griffin & National made lake in Austsatapital

Griffin, ACT, Oct. 2011. Library, ACT, Oct. 2011. city of Canberra, ACT, Oct. 2011.

Given that on my model of the Land of Eden, it was probably an aced tie
size the Australian Capital Territory (although | allow autd have been smaller than
this, or twice, thrice, or more larger than this), the multipl@sséin Eden” (Gen. 1:22;
2:8) would not include a beach front. In part that is due to the ¢éstdre&e of the Land
of Eden, and in part due to the fact that the Zagros Mountain Ramigebefore the
further southern part of the Persian Gulf, so Eden would have been ineanortin-
easterly part of the Gulf. Thus these two factors point toipleiinland lakes or seas in
the Land of Eden, like “the Sea of Galilee” (Mark 1:16), also knasrithe lake of
Gennesaret” (Luke 5:1) or Lake Gennesaret, or “the Sea of d8bddohn 6:1; 21:1) in
Israel; which | thank God | was privileged to see on a tripstael in February 2002,
when | was living in London, UK on my first trip to London (April 2001-April 2002).
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Looking over the Sea of Tiberius to Tiberius Gavin at “cave” tr

on the other side (at a different site to next 3 as one of the “tombs” of the “two
photos). Sea of Galilee, Israel, Feb. 2002. possessed with devils” (Matt. 8:28).

Looking out from cave site to distant hill  Looking out to Lake Gennesaret over the
traditionally identified as where “swine ran Byzantine Monastawyiss marking this
violently down a steep place into the sea” traditional site for the story of 8128-34.
of Galilee “and perished” (Matt. 8:32). Sea of Galilee, Israel, February 2002.

Therefore, on my model of Eden, which | think was probably about the Saene
as the Australian Capital Territory (ACT), and had multipland “seas” or lakes (Gen.
1:22), something like Lake Burley Griffin in the ACT or the SedGalilee in Israel, it
follows that of the tw@rima faciepossibilities the Hebrewanniyn allows in Gen. 1:21
of either “great whales” (AV) or “greawvatersnakes;” that in fact the meaning is the
latter, for such inland seas or lakes would be far too smath®swimming range of
“great whales” (AV). Hence to the nine itemized creatwsepra we can also add, 10]
great water-snakes (Gen. 1:21).

The Hebrew word for “seas” in Gen. 1:22j@sn, and that it can potentially be
used for a small area of water is seen in the fact thigt used in | Kgs 7:23 for a
relatively small basin made for Solomon’s Temple known as “a maéa(Hebrew,
jam).”  This “molten sea” was onlg. 15 feet orc. 4.5 metres “from one brim to the
other,” with a “height” ofc. 7% feet orc. 2.3 metres, and a circumferencecof5 feet or
c. 13.7 metres (I Kgs 7:23). No doubt the “seas (Hebjaw),” (Gen. 1:22) of Eden
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(Gen. 2:10-14) were somewhat larger than this molten sea, but it shatvthey could
have been relatively small, and certainly small enough to coablgrtit somewhere
inside the area of the present Persian Gulf Sea. @ The SEdeof is specifically
mentioned in the Decalogue, which says “in six days the Lord maderhead earth,”

and also “the sea (Hebreyam)” of Eden (Exod. 20:11). The fact that Gen. 1:22 refers
to a plural “seds®” whereas in Exod. 20:11 the Sea of Eden is in the singular as
“sed’’” seems to indicate that multiple Eden Seas were intercomheurtd so could be
conceptualized as either “seas” (Gen. 1:22) or a “sea” (Exod. 20:11).

Having first identified one of the creatures of Eden as “greaemsnakes” (Gen.
1:21); this in turn opens up for us two mysteries, firstly, How begewthese “great
water-snakes (serpents)’?; and What happened to these greasnektes of Eden? We
are not presently in a position to answer either of these questshimitively. With
respect to the possible size of these Edgnéat water-snakesve can look at known
water snakes and land snakes as a broad guide. The NorthernSiaterof North
America has been said on some reports to grow as longla®s metres oc. 4 foot 5
inches'® and on other reports 1.4 metres oc. 4 foot 7 inche’™.

116 Hebrew, bajammym (in the seas,b/ ‘in,’ a preposition +a/ ‘the,’ definite
article +jammym/ ‘seas,’” masculine plural noun, frgam).”

17 Hebrew, “et-hajjam (‘the sea,’’et, prefixed marker for the grammatical
accusative, tha / ‘the,’” definite article +jam with a double “}” because of a dagesh
forte, masculine singular noun, frgam).”

118 “Northern Water Snake,” Wikipedia
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Northern_water _sngkeciting “Northern Water Snake,”
“Nerodia sipedon,” “Canada’s Species”

(http://canadianbiodiversity.mcqill.ca/english/sgséiherps/herppages/Ner sip.jhtm

119 “Nerodia sipedon - Northern Water Snake,” Fronorth Woods
(http://academics.skidmore.edu/wikis/NorthWoods/xapep/Nerodia_sipedon_ -
Northern_Water _Snakencluding the immediately following photograph Bgul Kosnik
(http://animaldiversity.ummz.umich.edu
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The Northern Water Snake of North America which can grow
as long as. 4% foot orc. 1.375 metres in length.

The largest known of all living water snakes is the Anacondsoath America,
which has two varieties. The Anaconda subdivides Ti® Giant Anacondar Great
Water Boa(Latin, Eunectus Murinusand facts and figures on its average size and upper
size, weight, and girth, vary considerably between different sourdes., its average
size is estimated variously et4.6 metres oc. 15 feet Wikipedig, or 5 metres or 16%
feet Encyclopaedia Britannigawith average weights ranging froen30-70 kilograms or
C. 66-154 poundsWikipedig. Or e.g., P.A. Smith whose unconfirmed and possibly
erroneous claims are of much larger average sizes for tipisngeatc. 6 metres or 19%
foot, andc. 227 kilograms or “550 lbsjc. 227 kilograms i€. 500 pounds],” also says the
average girth is. 30 centremetres ar. 12 inche¥®. But looking at the girth of the
Great Water Boat maximum point in the below second photograph, an average girth of
c. 30 centremetres ar. 12 inches looks like a reasonable possibility, and so for my
immediate purposes | shall use this measurement. However, ths alvi my
measurements on this creature, they are presgmplsoximateand subject to review and
revision if better statistical data becomes known to me.

The Great Water Boaas been known to be 6.6 metres or 22 foot long, and one
unusual specimen was found that wa3.6 metres oc. 24% feet long Encyclopaedia
Britannicg.  Unconfirmed claims have been made for even larger spasjnfor
instance,The Guinness Book of Animal Facts and Ha&83) says that in 1962 one was
claimed to have been measured in Brazil that was 8.46 mette&bfoot 9 inches long,
with a maximum girth of 1.12 metres or 3% foot Wikipedig; and there have been
unconfirmed reports ofhe Great Water Boheing up to, or ovei. 9 metres oc. 29%
feet in length Encyclopaedia Britanniga TheGreat Water Bodies in the waters of
tropical rivers east of the Andes Mountains in South America, andiniddd, Bolivia,

120 Smith, P.A. (a school teacher), “Green Anacortlmectus Murinus

(http://www.animalfactguide.com/animal-facts/qre@ae@onda).
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waiting to Kkill its prey by night, at which time these great lsoastrictors have been
known to kill creatures as large as a small stfihe

The Giant Anacondar Great Water Boaf South Americi?.

But as best we know for sure, no specimenshed Great Water Bohave been
found exceeding. 7.6 metres oc. 24% feet long; and so this creatures is thus the water
snake equivalent of, though smaller than, the land snake of the pythonisvhstiallyc.

8 metres or. 26 foot 3 inches in length, although specimens of the python have been
found up toc. 9.6 metres oc. 31% feet in lengti>.  And looking at the geological

121 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Anaconda;” & “Eunectes Murinus,”
Wikipedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eunectes_muripusciting Wood, G.L., The
Guinness Book of Animal Facts and Fdatinness Superlatives, Enfield, Middlesex, UK,
3rd edition 1982, 1983, on the 1962 claim of W.th&z in Brazil, South America; citing,
Boulenger, G.ACatalogue of the Snakes in the British Museumufdbtistory), Volume
l., Containing the Families ... Boidae 1983, Trustees of the British Museum (Natural
History), London, UK, pp. xiii + 448 pp. + Plates XXVIII, ( Eunectes murinygp. 115);
O’Shea, M. Boas and pythons of the waorl8rinceton University Press, New Jersey, USA,
2007; Minton, S.A. & Minton, M.A. Giant Reptiles Scribners, New York, USA, 1973;
Rivas, J., & Burghardt, G.Understanding Sexual Size Dimorphism in Snakesrimgethe
snake’s shoesAnimal Behaviour, 2001, 62: F1-F6; Pope, C. Whe Giant Snakes: The
Natural History of the Boa Constrictor, the Anacandnd the Largest Pythons, Including
Comparative Facts about Other Snakes and Basiam&#ton on Reptiles in General
Knopf, New York, USA, 1961; Duellman, WCusco Amazonico: The Lives of Amphibians
and Reptiles in an Amazonian RainforgSbmstock Books in Herpetology, Ithaca, New
York, USA 2005.

122 First photo: Smith, P.A., “Green AnaconBanectus Murinu$ op. cit; &

Second photo: “Green Anaconda Eufectus Murinus’
(https://sites.google.com/site/biologybfinalprojanimalia/green-anaconda-eunectes-
murinug.

123 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD98p. cit, “Python.”
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record, in 2009 giant snake fossils were discovered in a coal ghi@elumbia, South
America of the now extincfTitanoboa Cerrejonensis Dating fromc. 60-58 million
B.C., this creature was estimated tochd2.8 metres oc. 42 foot long, and thought to
weigh c. 1,135 kilograms (kg) oc. 2,500 pounds (lb). And being a cold-blooded
creature, its size also indicates it was living in a reddtot climate (though it is disputed
as to exactly how hot this would have bé&h) Moreover, while these references to both
the living python and extinct Titanoboa are useful for showing hove langkes can be,
given that they are both land snakes, with the contemporary landnpgenerally larger
than the contemporary water anaconda, such facts do not go to provevtiat anake
might be as large as a land snake.

When one compares known domesticated creatures that were mgstidagied
for Eden with their counterpart wild varieties, their generwsd seems to usually be about
the same (although this is a general, not an absolute rule, as seen in therdabevbes
much variation of size.) Therefore, bearing this in mind, | demghat on comparison
with The_GreatWater Boaor The_GiantAnacondaof South America whose average size
has been estimated variously at ecg4.6 metres oc. 15 feet, or 5 metres or 16 feet;
and whose average girth has been estimated at its maximunopoirB80 centremetres
or ¢c. 12 inchessupra | think thaton the presently available datae can reasonably
estimate that the Edenic “great water-snakes” of Gen. 1:21medbablyin this type of
range, although we cannot be sure about this. Such a huge sizeshigsd in the
anaconda water snake of South America being called “giantidnname,The Giant
Anacondaor a “great” in the nam&he Great Water Bqand this is ample testimony to
the fact that a water snake of this size may reasonaldglleel a “greasea-serpent” in
Gen. 1:21. What possible larger size, if anything, such “great-smé&es” of Gen.
1:21 were beyond this is sufficiently speculative that it couldasédyewrong. But given
the fact that a South Americ&@reat Water Bodas been found that was7.6 metres or
c. 24%, feet long; given that there aneconfirmed claim®f such creatures at 8.46 metres
or c. 27 foot 9 inches long, with a maximum girth of 1.12 metreas 8%~ foot; and up to,
or over,c. 9 metres orc. 29 feet in length, thabsolute rangdor the “great water-
snakes” of Eden iprima facieanything betweer. 4.6 metres oc. 15 feet andc. 9
metres orc. 29% feet with a maximum girth of 1.12 metrescoBY2 foot. Therefore |
would allow for the possibility of Edenic “great water-snakespassiblybeing in this
same upper range; but given that these are unconfirmed repgrbgst estimatior the
“great water-snakes (serpents)” of Gen. 1:21 must be within the kremwge ofThe
Great Water Boar Giant Anacondaf South America.

124 «Titanoboa,”Wikipedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Titanobdaciting Head,

J.J.,et al “Giant boid snake from the paleocene neotropés®als hotter past equatorial
temperatures,Nature Vol. 457 (7230), 2009, pp. 715-718.
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Range of possible “great water-snake” Betweerc. 4.6 metres oc. 15 feet
or “great water-serpent” shapes & sizes with girthc. 30 cm or 1 foot, &. 9
for this fifth creation day snake of metres ork. 29% feet; with girth of
Gen. 1:21: c1.12 metres ot. 3% foot.

My best estimate for the average size  Based on th&reat Water Boac. 4.6
of the Edenic “great water-snake” of metres oc. 15 feet toc. 7.6 metres
Gen. 1:21 on the presently available orc. 24%, feet; with a girth of. 30
data: cm or 1 foot opossiblya bit more
i.e., ofc. 6.1 metres +/- 1.5 metres or
C. 19% feet +/- 5 feet.

Though the matter is conjectural, once again, | think this inditadé¢she angels
may have acted as “park rangers,” in this instance ensuringhtbse Edenic water-
snakes neither swam up-stream into the Tigris and Euphrates RMéesopotamia, nor
down-stream in the Pison and Gihon Rivers and thence into the open sea.

DISCLAIMER: In Gen. 1:21, by “great water-snakes (serpentsifiin a range
that we can reasonably argue for with reference to known snaleshas a range of
betweenc. 4.6 metres and. 9 metres oc. 15 foot andc. 29 feet, with a best estimate
on the presently available data®f6.1 metres plus or minus 1.5 metresot9% foot
plus or minus 5 foot. Thus | DO NOT MEAN by “water-snakesjthimg else, e.g., |
DO NOT MEAN the type of thing allegedly found in various mariheades of a
“Leviathan” type “sea-serpent” or “monster.”  Although there ehddeen numerous
alleged sightings of such “great sea-serpents” over the cemtwf which the most
famous is the “Loch Ness Monster” of Scotland, we have nolfegslence for these
alleged creatures, and in more contemporary times when suahsclave been
scrutinized with good technical equipment, there has never been ac$ccagdible
evidence of, e.g., any sightings of the “Loch Ness Molfster In days when film
cameras were common, the excuse was e.g., “Oh no, the photos didwutlrecause |
ran out of film!,” but in days of digital cameras perhaps it wddde to be, “Oh no, my
memory stick was full”  Either way, there is no credibledence for these claims.
More generally, on the available evidence, it looks like the “gmeater-snakes
(serpents)” of Eden have long ago gone extinct.

12 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD98p. cit, “Sea Serpent.”
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Gavin on a windy day at Urquhart Castle on Loch Ness, Scotland, dthtloay
of Christmas, The Innocents’ Day, 28 Dec., 2001. It is famous fasalvalled
“Loch Ness Monster” of which Gavin says, “It sounds to me like a fishy story.”

When and why did these great water-snakes of the Edenic Seeetiegbrobably
c. 6.1 metres +/- 1.5 metres or19% foot +/- 5 foot in length, become extinct? E.g.,
were the water-snakes of Eden so finely made for Edenic condiliahghey could not
survive long the general effects of the Fall and associathel®f perfect conditions in
Eden, with the consequence that Adam and Eve were reminded of theis shey
tearfully saw them dying off and becoming extinct within finst 1,000 years of the
Fall? Or did they survive longer than this? Was it betwleerime of Adam’s fall and
Noah'’s Flood? Was it in connection with Noah's Flood? Or waftat Noah's Flood?
Did they go feral in connection with Noah’s Flood, with the consequédratewticked
antediluvians caught in the flood waters then experienced these svatiees as boa
constrictors around their evil bodies? If so, | have no sympathyh&se horrible
antediluvians. Whatever happened to these great water-snakesn{seof Eden’s seas,
there is not much likelihood of fossils for them being found sincesanig evidence is
below the bottom of the sea in the Persian Guerhaps we might have to wait till we
get to heaven to find out the details of this one.

In addition to the nine itemized creatures, to which we have ddedain, 10]
great water-snakes (Gen. 1:240prg we can also add in for the “fowl!” of the fifth day
(Gen. 1:20-23), the “raven” or crow (Gen. 8:7), and the “dove” or pigeon (G&A28:

And for land creatures, the Hebrew wasdn ( "'8) usually refers to sheep and goat in
one flock (e.g., Gen. 30:31,32) though can mean just sheep (e.g., Gen. 21t2&) tfs®
AV's “sheep” in Gen. 4:Drobablyrefers to sheep and goafs

126 Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew & English Lexicoat tson. My Hebrew

pallet does not allow me to write'8 very well, since the long “0” () would normally
be written on the right side of the Aleph)@nd there should not be a space to the “n” (
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This gives us the following list of Edenic creatures:

1] lion (Isa. 11:6 “young lion,” Isa. 11:7; 65:25 “lion”);
2] leopard (Isa. 11:6);
3] bear (Isa. 11:7);
4] wolf (Isa. 11:6; 65:25);
5] lamb / sheep (Isa. 11:6; 65:25 “the lamb;” Gen. 4:2);
6] goat (Isa. 11:6, “the kid;” Gen. 4:2);
7] cattle:
7a] the cow (Isa. 11:7 “cow,” Isa. 11:6 “the calf”) or bull (Isa. 65:25
“bullock”);
7b] the ox (Isa. 11:7); &
8] land serpents or snakes:
8a] the asp (Isa. 11:8);
8b] the cockatrice (Isa. 11:8); &
8c] other forms of the serpent (Isa. 65:25);
9] great water-snakes (Gen. 1:21).
10] raven or crow (Gen. 8:7); &
11] “dove” or pigeon (Gen. 8:8-12).

It might be remarked that both land serpents (snakes) andsnalees (serpents)
appear to have been a feature of Eden, and this may in tura telaucifer's devil-
possession of a serpent in Gen. 3.

In terms of further seeking to determine what animaleweEden, we have one
more valuable clue. On my model, contrary to the claims of Damw
macroevolutionist secular anthropologists, civilization did not statthe Holocene (last
10,000 years) in Mesopotamia and Egypt. Rather, it started inathe &of Edenc.
51,500 B.C. +/- 16,500 years, or on my best estimate date for Adam omtiyrese
available data of. 68,000-62,000 B.C. ar. 65,000 +/- 3,000 years. But men were in an
area of enforced segregation till after Noah’s Bloo a date range a. 50,000 B.C. +/-
16,000 years, with my best estimate date for Noah’'s Flood on preagatlable data of
c. 35,000 B.C.. Then when men spread out from the LaBdlefh after Noah's Flood of
c. 35,000 B.C., those leaving the Persian Gulf area becabasatt as they adopted the
cultural practices of hunter-gatherer satyr beasts. ifalization continued in the area now
under the waters of the Persian Gulf of what becaftee Noah’s Flood Greater Eden, till
the ending of the Last Ice Age, and with the endinfp@i_ast Ice Age and gradual flooding
of the Persian Gulf during the Holocene, men transportdaafion out of Greater Eden in
the Persian Gulf area into e.g., Mesopotamia. fufther discussed in Volume 1, Part 2,
Chapter 17infra, the movements of such civilization broadly catet with sea level rises
in the Persian Gulf, although there is not agreement on the éxias of relevant sea-
level oscillations. But whatever the exact specifics, st with such movements of
the Persian Gulf's shoreline, some further movement of peoplairgtdinks to these
earlier civilizations may have occurred.
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This is significant because it means that one can look to doraegthals turning
up in connection with these sea-level related population movementsatiied than
seeing this introduction of civilization to these areas as the undpatiwinian secular
anthropologists do, namely, as “man evolving up to invent civilization, with
domestication of animals from wild stock,” as we may betterisas civilization being
transported out by different ethnic groups from the old Land of Edensapdst Noachic
Flood environs of Greater Eden. This means that while in argngnstance it is
possible that some wild animals were domesticated, it also ntieainany given basic
domestic stock may have come originally from the Land of Edenesemwed in Greater
Eden, and thus be among the creatures created on the fifth andreatibn days which
were preserved in Noah's Ark during Noah'’s Flood.

When we look at the records for domestic creattfewe find the following
results, which | shall put an asterisk on if they correldth the list of 10 creatures, and
state in brackets afterwards the animal they so correlatesupita

1] *Domestic dog. 30,000-15,000 B.C., Europe & Asia (4. wdfipra).
2] *Sheep. 11,000-9,000 B.C., South-West Asia (5. lamb / sheap,d).
3] Domestic swine / pig. 9,000 B.C., Near East & China.

4] *Domestic goat. 6,000 B.C., Iran (6. goasupra.

5a] Cattle: *Cow / Bult. 8,000 B.C., Europe, Asia, & North Africa (&uprg.
5b] Cattle: *Ox (or bullockg. 8,000 B.C., zebu cattle of India (Auprg.
6] Domestic cat. 8,000-7,500 B.C., Near East.

7] Chickenc. 6,000 B.C., India & South-East A&

8] Domestic ass. 5,000 B.C., Egypt.

9] Domestic duck. 4,000 B.C., China.

10] Domestic water buffalo. 4,000 B.C., India & China.

11] Domestic horse. 4,000 B.C., Eurasian Steppe.

12] Domestic dromedary (a camel},000 B.C., Arabia.

As | have previously noted, we thus see in these types of instdime a
particular creation model acts to sift the data differently produce diverse views on
what the data actually means. It also means that the isSUé¢hat is plausible?” e.g.,
with respect to what the creatures created on Days 5 &ré, widfers to some extent
from one creation model to anotifer

127 See  “List of domesticated animals,” Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of domesticated aninmals

128 See my comments on the chicken in Part 2, Chdptection ¢, subsection iv,
indicating that today's common domestic chicken esnfrom a different stock later
domesticated from the wild, so that the main sourcetdday’s chickens is the Indus
Valley chicken source af. 2,500-2,100 B.C. .

129 see also my comments on 7) the chicken, 8) domestic aks) &omestic

horse at Part 2, Chapter 4, section c, subsection iv, “Old EarthddrsaEdward Blyth
discovers the law of natural selection long before Darwin uses lamks this law of
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With respect to No. 3, the domestic swine / pig / hog ford,000 B.C., this
creature is of some special note since if in a domestic ifofaden, then after the fall it
may have been used e.g., for pig leather. This means the Isakseto be one of the
Edenic “beasts that are not clean” that went “by two, thie erad his female” in the Ark
(Gen. 7:2; cf. Lev. 11:7; Deut. 14'8j, as opposed to “every clean beast” that went into
Noah’s Ark “by sevens, the male and his female” (Gen. 7:2).erdstingly then, the
devils in the story of Matt. 8:28-34 seem to have selected an Edeture to seek
permission from Christ “to go away into” (Matt. 8:31).

There are then a further three species which do not turn up pnesently known
records for about another 1,000 years:

13] *Domestic dove or pigeon 3,000 B.C., Mediterranean Basin
(12. dove or pigeorsupra).

14] Domestic goose. 3,000 B.C., Egypt.

15] Domesticated silkmott: 3,000 B.C., China.

This gap of 1,000 years means that ipiisna facieunclear if this later date is
because of faulty records as those with these creaturembrsd to e.g., areas near the
north of the Persian that came to be flooded, resulting in their moveway; and / or if
the records miss them as these creatures were kept ansmdkers forc. 1,000 years, or
if in fact they were domesticated from a wild stocks, on thesbais domestication
principles known to these civilized men. But in all three inssuoéelomestic doves,
domestic geese, and domestic silkmoths, | think there is addigerddnce indicating
that on the balance of probabilities, though not beyond a reasonable shaa@eudit,
that they came from the Land of Eden and its post-flood Gr&aten environs. With
respect to No. 13, the dove or pigeon, we know they were domestinakgten from
Gen. 8:7-12. This acts as confirmation to us that creatures temteate in presently

nature,”suprg and e.g., 1) the dog, 8) domestic ass, & 11) domestic horsata?,Pa
Chapter 4, section c, subsection vi, “Where creationists may diffesupra

130 Clean and unclean animals was not a dietary distinction emtish times in
Lev. 11 & Deut. 14; since man at the time of Noah's Flood até¢ fGen. 1:29) and
vegetables (Gen. 3:18), and when he started to eat meat after Rtmatus this was not
restricted to clean animals but extended to all animals (Gen. 913jus the clean and
unclean animals distinction, was in Noah's day a purely saclitigéinction, with only
clean animals used in sacrifice (Gen. 8:20). The lateisiedietary law ceased to be
binding from Christian times (Mark 7:19; Col. 2:16; | Tim. 4:4,5), althodgish
Christians may keep them as part of their cultural heritage,fasad Gentile Christians
are not to upset their cultural sensibilities in inter-racibbfeship meals with them (Acts
15:21,29: 21:25), but are to observe their cultural table rules in such §Roea 14:19-
21).
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available records til. 3,000 B.C., may have come from the Land of Eden and its post-
flood environs of Greater Eden.

Concerning the goose, it is significant that its date broadly caseldth my date
in Volume 2, Part 6, for the start of the Sothic Cycle Calend&ggpt which | date ta@.
2780 B.C. during the reign of Djer. Therefore, when further takingdntmunt the
considerable differences that exist between the domestic andvaiidties of this
creature, | think that on the balance of probabilities, thatabldp, skip, and jump” in
changes of geography when leaving the Persian Gulf, that theti&wgy brought the
goose with them from Greater Eden.

With regard to the silkmoth, it is genetically distinctive frame wild silk moth.
For instance, its capacity to produce silk is about ten timesegrdean that of a wild
silkmoth.  This would commonly be regarded by Darwinian seculagsisng earth
creationists, and old earth creationists following a Day-Age Schmalel or Global
Earth Gap School model, as an example of selective breeding of a wild &il{@obimyx
mori) to form a domestic silk mottBobmyx mandarind®. E.g., the claims in 2010 of
half a dozen researchers from Southwest University in Chonggimga CChongqing
University in China, and Tokyo University in Japan, who comparing andastiniy the
nucleotides of domestic and wild silkworms which are of relevancéereditary
characteristics?, assumes and presumes commonality of descent for both domestic and
wild silkmoths in looking at their undoubted genetic diveféity While this isone
possible interpretatiorof how to view the raw genetic data, itnst the only possible
interpretationif in harmony with the old earth creationist Local Earth Gelposl model
endorsed in the work, one recognizes that God created domesticated cradfdess i

131 “Bobmyx  mori” [wild silk  worm], Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bombyx_moyi citing Hong-Song Yulget al, “Evidence of
selection at melanin synthesis pathway loci during silkkworm docaésn,” Molecular
Biology & Evolution Vol. 28 (6), 2011, pp, 1785-1799; & Dennis Normile, “Sequencing
40 Silkworm Genomes Unravels History of Cultivatio®gience Vol. 325, 2009, pp.
1059-1059.

132 Nucleotides are organic compounds in which the moleculatste consists of
nitrogen containing unit / base, which is thendidko a sugar and phosphate group. The
nucleotides are the building blocks of nucleic acids, agsktlre the substances that control
the hereditary characteristic of organisms.

133 Yi Guo (Southwest University, China), Ze Zangh¢8gqing University,
China), Hirohisa Kishino (Tokyo University, Japam}, al “Nucleotide diversity and
selection signature in the domesticated silkwoBombyx moti and wild silkworm,
Bombyx mandarina Journal of Insect Sciencé/ol. 11, 2010, Article 155, pp. 1-16
(http://www.insectscience.org/11.155/i1536-2442-55-bd.
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With respect to the domestic silk moth of China, it is once agaiiable that its
date broadly correlates with the flood story referred to in Volunieart 2, Chapter 15
“Race Creation ...,” & Part 2, Chapter 16, “Some Gap Coadti type Stories & Flood
Stories from around the world,” section b, “Some Flood Stories frorndrthe world,”
infra, of the Chinese emperor, Fu-Hsi who ruled accgrdmmone Chinese source for 115
years from 2,852-2,737 B.C., and according to aro@hinese source from 2,952-2,836
B.C. . His wife and sister was called, Nuwa, aoth of them are said to have been the
only survivors of a great flood, and in the Chinéleed story ofHuainanzi(c. 179-122
B.C.), Liu An tells in Chapter 6, of how in rematstiquity the world descended into chaos
after four poles of the Universe collapsed, andetheere both wild fires and floods, with
ferocious beasts attacking and eating people; awdaNacted to stop the flood by various
mean&®. | consider that the Chinese flood story of Nuwadst likely a syncretism of the
Biblical Story of Noah's Flood with the local everdaf chaos and some flooding connected
with the main group of civilized Chinamen leavirige tPersian Gulf region to join their
racial brethren in China, some of whom took somenoof civilization to China earlier
with, for instance, the domestic swine9,000 B.C. . The correlation in these dates
3,000 with the Egyptian dates, also indicates to me that theserglated events in
which key elements of different ethnic groups in and around theofitha Persian Gulf
moved out to what are now their better historically known locajitie some instances to
join their racial brethren who had gone there afore; thus indicttatgthey retained in
their thinking the moral message of Noah’s Flood to remain inlvased and culturally
linguistic groups (Gen. 10), ammbt to generally intermix or intermarry at the ethnic level
of national identity.

In this type of context, the Chinese ethnic grompvin as something like “the
silkoes” (HebrewMash Gen. 10:23; cf. Ezek. 16:10,13; Gres&jkos, Rev. 18:12), in the
Persian Gulf's Greater Eden must have had a tramepoly on silk, and wanting to keep
this monopoly, both took the domesticated silkmoth with tre@Hhinac. 3,000 B.C., and
also acted with the others to ensure various silk routes to China weyldt in place.
Thus on the one hand, there are some physical diffesdrateveen the domestic and wild
silkmoths, which mayrima faciebe from the Chinaman domesticating a wild variety, or
a domestic variety going feral, or from the creation in Edenduraestic variety of this
creature as distinct from a wild form created by God outsidedeh. But on the other
hand, what | think sways the pendulum in favour of it being a domestetywahich on
the balance of probabilities was brought from Greater Edefuriwer discussed in Part
2, Chapter, “Race Creation ...i1fra, is the way the Mongoloid secondary race is
repeatedly isolated through reference to China and the Silk Rolgeth the Old and
New Testaments (Gen. 10:23,30; Isa. 49:12; Ezek. 16:10,13; Re%618:11,12).

While the guinea pig was domesticated5,000 B.C. in Peru, South America,
there are only slight physical changes compared to itsfaritd found in South America,
and this means on the presently available evidence this was dmatezstirom a wild
stock in the Americas, as a food sodfte This is also consistent with the fact that

134 “Nuwa,” Wikipedia(http:/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/N%C3%BCwa

135 “Guinea pig"Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Guinea_pjig
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civilization did not come to the Americas tdl 3,000 B.C., with the Norte Chico (or
Caral-Supe) civilization in north-central Chite 3,000 to 1,800 B.C., followed later by
the Olmec civilization of Mesoamerica (froen1600-1400 B.C. ta@. 400 B.C'*®.  The
issue of “What is plausible?” with respect to models concertiifpy did civilization
arise?” in a given area, contains a great gulf between tigiowesly conservative
Protestant Christian belief in the infallibility of the Bibbnd associated development of
thought on the basis of godly reason that is not contrary to Scriptutewlat anti-
supernaturalist secular anthropologists would think. E.g., Darwiniamlase
anthropologists would not accept the idea of independent creation oftdoaneatures
in Eden, but always look to domestication of a wild species. Convgtiselylook to the
independent arising of civilization in e.g., Chile in South American&hand Egypt.
Thus unlike a secular anthropologist paradigm, on my Out-of-EderaP&silf model
(i.e., the relevant areas of the post Noachic Flood settlemettts ersian Gulf are thus
designated as Greater Eden), civilizations do not just appear spmrggniEom hunter-
gather societies, but are transported from, or stimulated by ctontigh, such a
civilization. Hence | would consider that any appropriate Holocete aks the Persian
Gulf increasingly flooded would indicate such cultural contact, (andh@rEgyptians
who had earlier moved to areas near the Nile, the associateddtdelevel rises,) either
directly from Persian Gulf Greater Eden peoples, or irvidization chain-reaction from
them via one or more civilizations generated at the start of the chain witergiarPGulf
groups (and for the Egyptians the Nile group).

Therefore, in terms of the species created in Eden on theahfi sixth days, I
think the seventeen isolated abawest likelyneed to be included; and their domesticated
forms were transferred out from the Land of Eden and its GrEa&n environs in the
Persian Gulf. By contrast, when we look at domesticated crsatftez this time, such
as the Yak of Tibet frone. 2,500 B.C., domesticated Bactrian camel of Central Asia
2,500 B.C., or Llama of Pex 2,400 B.C., there is only slight change between these and
their wild forms, and together with these dates, this seems tatadhat man was now
domesticating wild creatures on the precedent of the ones hdyalrad. While it is
true that also from this time comes the Alpaca of Rer@,400 B.C. which shows
considerable physical changes from its wild form, it seemsedhat by the mid third
millennia B.C. we are nowoo far from the last reasonable exit dates from the Persian
Gulf and its environs to account for these as coming from the stwenking Greater
Eden of the Persian Gulf, and Peru in South America is too farveshrfrom the Middle
East to account for domestication from that source at so latie;asdahat domestication
from a wild form with selective breeding are the best mechantemaccount for the
Alpaca. And while there was a semi-domesticated reinde&eiAgian subarctic from
c. 3,000 B.C,, it was also semi-wild and so looks to have been semi-datessfiom a

136 “History of the Americas”  Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/History of the Ameridas
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wild stock™®’, although once again, it is possible that the idea for this typleirg was
given to them by out-of-Eden Persian Gulf persons en-route to Peru in South America.

But there is another creature known to have been semi-domesticated.si
4,000 B.C. in the Old World of Europe, Asia, and Africa, to wit,\thestern honey bee
and various subspectd®  The Promised Land is repeatedly described as a “land
flowing with milk and honey” (e.g., Exod. 3:8,17; 13:5; 33:3; Lev. 20:24; Num. 13:27;
14:8; Deut. 6:3; 11:9; 26:9,15; 27:3l; 31:20; Jer. 11:5; 32:22; Ezek. 20:6,15). While the
Promised Land is a temporal type pointing in its greater fulfillment to thesindy rest of
the saints (e.g., Heb. 11:9,10); | do not think that by this fact wel sayl on the basis of
the Biblical text that there were honey making bees in tHeekden, though these facts
would allow such a possibility. Of course, men can also eatl ‘imohey” (Matt. 3:4;
Mark 1:6); and so given its early known and widespread semi-daaust, it looks like
either this creature in its semi-domestic farmay well have comigom Eden, omat least
the idea of using bees in this way may well have doone bees in Eden and its environs
in the Greater Eden Persian Gulf exit and expansion of civilization.

Combining then these two lists, and placing an asterisk on a @ettar
correlates from both lists, we have the following list of likeindidates for the creation
of the fifth and sixth days.

1] lion**

2] leopard;

3] Dbear;

4] * canine creatures:
4a] the wolf;
4b] *domestic dog;

5] *sheep;

6] *goat;

7] “*cattle:

7a] *cow or bull;

7b] *ox (or bullock);
8] land serpents or snakes:

9a] the asp;

9b] the cockatrice; &

9c] other forms of the serpent;
9] great water-snakes.
10] raven or crow;

137 See  “List of domesticated animals,” Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of domesticated animals

138 bid. .

139 0On 1] the lion, 2] the leopard, and 13] the doinestt, see also Part 2, Chapter
10, section a, subsection iii, at 13] “weasel' {L&1:29),” in comments on the “cat.”
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11] *domestic “dove” or pigeon;
12] domestic swine / pig;

13] domestic cat;

14] chicken;

15] domestic ass;

16] domestic duck;

17] domestic water buffalo;

18] domestic horse;.

19] domestic dromedary (a camel);
20] domestic goose;

21] domesticated silkmoth; &
22] ? semi-domesticated bee?

While | will stipulate that all 22 have a sufficiently good claionbe included as
Edenic creaturedt remains possibl¢hat on the precedent of, for instance, the guinea pig
being domesticated 5,000 B.C., in Peru, South Ameri¢hat some small number in the
above list were not Edenic creatureg-or instance, while some bees were presumably in
Eden and used for pollination, no. 22, the semi-domesticated bee, mayawelbeen
semi-domesticated from various wild bees producing wild honey in a muwhbegions,
with another Edenic bee possibly lost by e.g., going feral and itiem going extinct or
interbreeding with a wild variety. There may also have besiglatly larger number of
animals that like the Edenic lion, leopard, and bear, went feral Hret @ient extinct or
interbred with a non-Edenic wild variety. We simply do not pregdmat’e enough data
to know such things. But | think we can safely say that on ttiedifd sixth days there
were created about two dozen creatures which included most, ifl,not tde above 22
itemized creatures, which in fact equals at least 25 creatuites divisions | make for
numbers 4 and 8 are removed; to which would be added an unknown number of fish.
And there may also have possibly been a small number of other sgehdeeatures that
later went feral and either went extinct or interbred with a-Bdenic wild variety.
There may also have been any number of insects created.

This means that we have about two dozen larger species thikeredntenders
to be the creatures of the 5th and 6th days. Since the fifth dagrofl1:21 refers to
“winged fowl after his kind” there must have been at least two spehies; and on this
basis these appear to have included the dove (or pigeon), raven (or amdw)pose.
Wild geese have been known to flyca0-50 miles per hour ar. 65-80 kilometres per
hour, for a migratory distance of 400-500 miles oc. 640-800 kilometre¥®.  On the
model of Eden | am using in which Eden was probably about the sthe dustralian
Capital Territory at. 940 square miles ar. 2,400 square kilometres (although I allow it
could have been smaller than this, or twice, thrice, or more ldngarthis), the flight
range of any such Edenic geese would have had to have been welltbat of these

140 «Mmigration of Birds,” “Flight Speed & Rate of MigrationNorthern Prairie

Wildlife Research Center, US Geological Survey, USA,
(http://www.npwrc.usgs.gov/resource/birds/migratio/speed.htm
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migratory wild geese in order to keep them inside the World of Exlem (though before
Noah’s Flood, angels acting as park rangers could have turned arousddcingeese
seeking to leave the Land of Eden, and inhibited any such wild geglsagto enter the
Land of Eden).

Therefore, bearing also in mind that a small numberoskiblyone or more of
the 22 itemized creatures may have been domesticated fronidhamwd a small number
may also have gone feral and interbred with wild varietieoe gxtinct, although such
possibilities are speculative; | thitke safest thing to sayn the presently available data
is that there seems to have baéout two dozen larger creatureseated on the fifth and
sixth days per the list of 28uprg together with an unknown number of fish species and
other water creatures in the Edenic seas, together with an unkmawber of insects.
And on this same basis, | therefore also thim safest thing to sagn the presently
available data is that of the animals that went into Noahks thiat there seem to have
beenabout two dozen larger creatur@er the list of 22suprg though excluding from
that list No. 9, the great water-snakes (serpents); which withewubdivisions of Nos.
4 & 8 would equal about 24 or so, depending on the number of land serpetiesari
coupled with an unknown number of insects. Wtiikse figures are not precidethink
they are good enough to give us “the big picture” for both the largerals of Days 5 &
6 in the creation of the Edenic World in the six days of Gen. 1:2b-8d8,aks0 the
animals that went on board Noah'’s Ark.

In Gen. 2:19,20 we read, “And out of the ground the Lord God formed every
beast of the fieldand every fowl of the giand brought them unto Adam to see what he
would call them: and whatsoever Adam called every living credhatewas the name
thereof. And Adam gave names to all the ca#tted to the fowl of the giand to every
beast of the field.. .” The words, “whatsoever Adam called every living areathat
was the name thereof,” are qualified by the fact that these “every beast of the field,
and every fowl of the air” i.e., this did not include fish or inseaisl “every beast of the
field” means “all the cattle” and “every beast of the fiegh"that cattle are a specifically
itemized example of the “beast of the field.” Notably théinthe beasts are said to be

“of the field” The word “field” is Hebrewsadeh ( 5H ) and contextually it refers to a
“definite portion of ground” and so here in Gen. 2:19,20 it most naturalythe
meaning of “cultivated ground” (e.g., Gen. 37:7; 47:4; Exod. ¥%:5)Hence it is rightly
translated in the Septuagint as Gregkos(,9 ) here meaning “field.” However, in
the Vulgate its meaning is much more open to interpretationtasteara, which could
mean e.g., “earth” or “land” or “region” or “country,” but would needo® Latinager
(from which we get our word “agriculture,”) to convey the meanintfiefd” (e.g., Gen.
2:5; 4:8; 37:7; Exod. 22:5, Latin Vulgate). Thus while | agree that thigate
potentially captures one shade of meaning of the Hebedeh which is limiting these
animals to a particular area, (although if unqualified by othetofs, unlike the Hebrew
sadeh the Vulgate’s general term of Latierra could mean anything from a small
“region” or local “earth” up to a global “earth,”) | think the better regdim capture these

141 Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew & English Lexicatsaleh
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different elements is “field” (Latimger). But since the correct meaning of the Hebrew
sadeh is “field” as found in the Greek Septuagint wilgros we again see these are
domesticated beasts. Thus this would mean that inside the 24 hbulfegnof Adam’s
creation, God brought to Adam about two dozen creatures which he gave names to.

| have already referred to “the big issue” of how “What &uplble?” e.g., with
respect to what the creatures created on Days 5 & 6 weresddfeome extent from one
creation model to another. That is because different belafto filter the same data
differently through different paradigms. There is no such tagtp neutral paradigm,”
and when e.g., anti-supernaturalist secular Darwinists make sorheofsclaim of
“scientific neutrality” for their paradigm, they testifga@nst themselves that are either
shockingly dishonest or grossly incompetent, or perhaps a bit of botht ceBainly
from my paradigm as a religiously conservative Protestantstiriwho upholds the
absolute authority and infallibility of the Holy Bible, which contaims errors of any
kind (although it sometimes reports on erroneous claims e.g., Gen. amy5js
sometimes the recipient of erroneous interpretations e.g., MatmidiBterpreting Ps.
91:11,12); | would say that e.g., some of Christ's miracles are instructive here

For example, Christ's multiplication of “the five loaves, and the fish,” in

order to feed “about five thousand men, beside women and children” (Mdit,, 24).
If one were to take genetic prints of these multiplied dedd &@s multiplied loaves of
bread, what would they indicate? We do not know, but presumably that &kated a
large number of dead fish with the same or similar genetitkeasvo he started with,
and likewise a large number of loaves of bread with the sarsendar genetics as the
five he started with. What does this then tell us? Thatwithin the character of God
to sometimes create more than one thing of the same, or waitgrsjenetics, if it so
suits him to do so. This is certainly consistent with the idatih Eden God created
domestic or harmless creatures very similar to, but not idémtita, some of those
outside of Eden e.g., lions, leopards, bears, or silkmoths.

There is also Christ’'s miracle of turning water in wine almd 2:1-11. Once
again we must ask, what would the genetics of this wine be? d&gagge we must admit
that we do not know for sure, but given that it is clearly descrikbetvater that was
made wine” (John 2:9), it follows that it would be genetically tr@e as wine produced
from grapes. What does this then tell us? Once againlsitugelhat it is within the
character of God to sometimes create more than one thing of tiee sarery similar
genetics, if it so suits him to do so. And so this too is consigtih the idea that in
Eden God created domestic or harmless creatures very similauttnot identical with,
some of those outside of Eden e.g., domestic goats, serpents, or doves.

Christ refers to the Old Testament Story of “Jonas” “in thale/s belly” (Matt.
12:39-41). We read, “Now the Lord had prepared a great fish aboswup Jonah”
(Jonah 1:17) after he boarded “a ship going to Tarshish” in Spain“dappa” in Israel
(Jonah 1:3). What does that mean? It surely means that insaynthis creaturavas
modifiedby God so as to safely keep Jonah in its belly for three ddfy&od specially
modifies a creature for this purpose, then it is surely consistiéimthis character to
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modify a creature so that it is domesticated, and place it in;Eftaough unlike Jonah’s
whale, these were contextually fresh creations on the fifth all days of Gen. 1, in
which God created specially modified domestic or tame creatures for Eden

One of a number of Assyrian Reliefs seen by Gavin at the British Museum

in London, UK, Dec. 2005, from 7th century B.C. Nimrud, South West Palace.
Nineveh Palace Relief of a Phoenician oared-ship that might have sometimes
gone to Tarshish, and so might be speculatively called, “A Ship of Tarshish.”

Main Harbour at Joppa, modern Jaffa, Israel, Gavin “having a whale of agime”
Feb. 2002. “Jonah” got “a ship” from Joppa, modern Jaffa, near Tel-Aviv,
“Joppa” “going to Tarshish” (Jonah 1:3). Israel. February 2002.

We thus conclude that the evidence from Book of Divine Revelation vatken
with the Book of Nature, indicates that God created about two dozen titmretame
larger creatures in Eden on the fifth and sixth Edenic creation(Gays 1:20-25), which
were then named by Adam (Gen. 2:19,20), together with an unknown numfigh of
species and other water creatures in the Edenic seas, togéthen unknown number
of insects.
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(Chapter 12) d] What got cursed in Gen. 3?

My views have changed on this matter over the last 20 orasg4/e Given that
on my old earth creationist Local Earth Gap School Persian i@aodfel, until it was
expanded to a global dominion mandate after Noah’'s Flood (Gen. 9 & 10)s man’
dominion mandate was to the local earth and local heaven in thewodal of Eden
(Gen. 1:26,28; 2:8-14), it follows that what got cursed in Gen. 3 vaPévil (Gen.
3:14), man (Gen. 3:16,19), and man’s world of Eden with respect to ani@eh. 3:14),
the soil and plants (Gen. 3:17,18).

We read, “And the Lord God said unto the serpent, Because thou hashdone
thou art cursed above all cattle, and above every beast of tiheuien thy belly shalt
thou go, and dust shalt thou eat all the days of thy life” (Gen. 3:14). Commenting on this
verse, Henry Cooke of Ireland (d. 1868) considers that “from the gletiaits several
parts,” it “has no doubt contributed still further than the word ‘serpent’ to suggedethe
of that animal having been employed as an instrument of the temnptaBut if the curse
were pronounced against a mere animal, the ‘seed of the womanmuise’ that very
animal’s ‘head,” and the same animal must ‘bruise his heeh.[Gd5]. Besides ‘the’
‘cursed’ ‘serpent’ has a ‘seed’ at ‘enmity’ with the ‘seedittd woman’ [Gen. 3:14], a
circumstance totally inapplicable to any mere animal. usetxamine the constituents of
the curse. 1. ‘Upon thy belly shall thou go’ [Gen. 3:14]. The phwésn applied to
Satan, represents that state of abasement under righteous judgmertich God
punishes him. 2. ‘Dust shalt thou eat all the days of thy lifen[@:14]. This phrase is
employed to signify reluctant yielding to a conqueror, as in Ps.[7218y that dwell in
the wilderness shall bow before him; and his enemies shaltHeldust’]. 3. An
unholy enmity of Satan against the human race, and specially atfen'seed of the
woman,’ Christ [Gen. 3:15] — which unholy enmity is encountered by adrotyity in
Christ against all evil. 4. The bruising of Satan’s head [Gé/],3he seat and emblem
of his usurped dominion over the wafd”

While | concur with Cooke that the curse on the serpent is a ouarsthat ...
serpent, called the Devil, and Satan, which deceiveth the whole W&y, 12:9), it is
also contextually clear that Satan devil-possessed a serperitesngpbke through that
serpent; and this “serpent was” a “beast of the field” (Gen. 3:1). Hence theokttius

142 ) e., as at 2014 since my 1997 article, “Soteriology: Adam thevis first
submitted to PSCF in March 1995.

143 Brown’s Bible (1778)a Study Bible of the Authorized King James Version
(1611), (also known a$he Self-Interpreting Bibje by the Reverend Mr. John Brown
(1722-1787) of Haddington in Scotland, a Presbyterian Minister; publish&tdsham,
London & Glasgow, UK, Revised Edition with some added notes by DryH&vwke of
Ireland (1788-1868) (Author ofhe Voluntaries of Belfgsand Dr. Josiah Porter (1823-
1889) (Author ofFive Years in Damascuslandbook of Syria & Palestin@entateuch &
the GospelsGreat Cities of Bashan& a contributor to theencyclopaedia Britannida
[undated mid to late nineteenth century].
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Lord God ... unto the serpent, ... thou art cursed above all catitbabove every beast
of the field...” (Gen. 3:14)contextually requires a curse on all the animals of Eiden
“all cattle, and ... every beast of the field,” but that the corsé&he serpent” is “above”
or greater than, the curse on these other Eden animals. Whathdoesrse on the
Edenic animals mean? For one thing, it clearly brought death smitmals slain at the
institution of the covenant of grace (Gen. 3:21), as further discusdéalume 2, Part 5;
and so thereafter clean animals were used in animal sasriffping the Messiah (Gen.
8:20). And unclean animals such as swine could be used, e.g., forth&y.leaGiven
that man was originally a fruitarian (Gen. 1:29), and the domastials of Eden were
vegetarians (Gen. 1:30), although after the fall man also starteat teegetables (Gen.
3:18), and later again, after Noah’s Flood man started to ea{@&at9:3), such animal
death at man’s hand was evidently part of the curse upon thenafds sin (Gen. 3:14).
And those domestic animals whose descendants we still have fram ége domestic
sheep and goats, are not only subject to such death at man’s hand, dlab aubject to
various diseases.

The curse on the serpent is thus a symbol of the curse on Satdhne andse on
the other animals comes from Adam’s primal sin of eating pipéea There are broadly
two different views on this. One view is that before it wasexirthe serpent had legs,
and so looked something like, or was, some kind of lizard. E.g., John tacAb.
1939) of the USA says, “It probably had legs before this &trseThe problem with this

view, is that the Hebrew word for “serpent’nachash( : ), and it means “serpent” or

“snaké*>” not “lizard” which is Hebrewkoach ( * )**®in Lev. 11:30 (or some thing in
Lev. 11:29tsab; see Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 10, section a, at 15] “ ‘tortoisedme s
say ‘lizard’ ...,”suprg. Yet before it was cursed we read, “the serpent was sututée
than any beast of the field” (Gen. 3:1). In the Septuagint, thekGrtee.g., Gen. 3:1 is
ophis(; ), which again has the meaning of “serpent” or “snake,” and zexdlj and in
the Vulgate, the Latin at e.g., Gen. 3:Is&penswhich once again means “serpent” or
“snake.”

However, there is a second view which relieves the difficultshisf first view,
namely, that before it was cursed, this Edenic “serpent’anase-snake This does not
mean that other serpents that normally slither on the ground were oresriages, it
only means that this one type of Edenic serpent was formerlg-arieke. For a serpent
to “eat” the “dust” (Gen. 3:14) isot necessarily part of the curse, as seen in the fact that
in the “new heaven and ... new earth” (Rev. 21:1) “there shall be nocume” (Rev.
22:3); and yet in “the new heavens and the new earth” (Isa. 66:22)wdifeand the

144 The MacArthur Study Bibjdy John MacArthur, New American Standard
Bible (1995), Thomas Nelson Publishers, USA, 1997 & 2006, at Gen. 3:14.

145 Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew & English Lexicat “nachash”

146 There should not be a space between these consonants which shoulalook i
<, but my computer pallet will not allow me to do this if | vowel the “K.(
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lamb shall feed together, and the lion shall eat straw like the bullock: and dubiestta!
serpent’s meat They shall not hurt nor destroy in all my holy mountain, saith.tnd”
(Isa. 65:25). Given that as far as we know all land serpents iNelweEden will eat
“dust” (Isa. 65:25), it is reasonable to conjecture that all lamdesés of Eden did
likewise, although it is als@ossiblethat before it was cursed, this tree snake was
possiblyunlike other land serpents (snakes) in Eden in this respect. HAdasiise on
the serpent does not necessarily mean that it previously nevemowetst belly on the
ground, but it does mean that at the very leagsutally did not do so. But after the
curse, what was quite possibly its less common practice cétsaes going on its belly
between trees, became its common form of movement. Therefoechirgion of the
words, “And dust shalt thou eat all the days of thy life” (Gen. 3rh4); mean that either
God selected a pre-existing rarely used trait of the trdeesaad made it that snake’s
common trait, or he introduced a new element to the tree snake,étlter instance, the
big point is that this symbolizes the fact “that ... serpent, ¢atle Devil, and Satan”
(Rev. 12:9), who devil-possessed this serpent, must reluctantly yiéheé tconquering
Messiah who is the “seed” of “the woman” (Gen. 3:15), for all Ishalv before him;
and his enemies shall lick the dust” (Ps. 72:9).

Therefore, it looks to me as though this Edenic “serpent” weseashake, which
would normally have been in trees, though less commonly quite possilyiyhavae
slithered on the ground to get from one tree to another, if and whenld oot jump
between trees. While we therefore cannot be entirely seatsut all the details, “the
big picture” is that this particular Edenic serpent wasa-tnake before it was cursed,
but then it became a ground snakelhus this does not mean that any other ground
snakes, either inside or outside of Eden, so go upon their belly because ofirtde
which is isolated to only one species of Edenic snake that as a conseqbiéims curse
ceased to be a tree snakeNhat became of this snake species? Did it become extinct?
Did it interbreed with other snakes outside of Eden after Nddb®d? Whatever the
answers to these questions, the contextual appropriateness of theisngpiies that the
serpent Satan devil-possessed was a tree snake that wamglitneund in “the tree of
knowledge of good and evil” (Gen. 2:9). Of course, other tree-snakedeoatsEden
remained as tree snakes. E.g., the most common Australissntilee ighe green tree
snake(Dendrelaphis punctulatds Found in northern and eastern parts of Australia, it
may reach a length af 1.8 metres oc. 5 foot 11 inche¥”.

Besides the curse on: Satan, the tree-snake serpent thadr ldeiil-possessed,
and all the animals of Eden (Gen. 3:14); there was also ckeartlyse on “the ground” of
Eden, so that it became less fertile, for Adam was told, “irogoshalt thou eat of it all
the days of thy life” (Gen. 3:17). And this clearly affectiee plant life of Eden for God
further said, “Thorns and thistles shall it bring forth to th&eér{. 3:18). Thus while
thorns and thistles existed outside of Eden in the out-of-bounds to man kE#gihe
King’'s Royal Parklands, so that thorns and thistles outside of Edan ao sense part of
this or any other curse (Gen. 8:21), by contrast, inside the WoHdesf, before the Fall,
these were unknown. This contrast reminds us that man was oyigivade for a very

147" Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, “Tree snake.”
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different world in the Land of Eden to the one that existed outsi&eler in the old out-
of-bounds to man region of the King’s Royal Parklands. Hfusas rosyin the World
of Eden,and there were no thorns on the rosebush@&ut after the Fall, man still being
isolated to the World of Eden till after Noah's Flood, man’s world nmawne to
experience conditions that were increasingly like those outside of Eden.

Most importantly, man himself was cursed. @ The decree of Godqus
explicit.  “Of every tree of the garden thou mayest fresdy. but of the tree of the
knowledge of good and evil, thou shalt not eat of it;_for in thetllatythou eatest thereof
thou shalt surely die” (Gen. 2:16,17). The same terminology is fou@em 5:1,2,

which in Hebrew is Bowm (= >);” and this is a compound word made up of the

preposition, b® ),” meaning “in,” and the (singular masculine) noujgwm (= ),”
meaning “the day.” We cannot doubt that in Gen. 5:bpWwni refers to a 24 hour
day, since the context is “in the day” that God “created” ménch was the sixth 24
hour day of Gen. 1:24-31. However, the same terminology in Isa. 30:26 rsen#eeof
a longer day i.e., “in the time,” where we read, “in the @&pwm) that the Lord bindeth
up the breach of his people, and healeth the stroke of their wound.” hBeitthe matter
of exactly what the Hebrew means here in Gen. 2:17 might be, arukba, disputed, |
take the context of a death sentence in Gen. 2:17 to most natuealfy “im the day” in
the sense of a 24 hour day. Therefore, the fact that AdaiBvendere not executed by
God on the day of the Fall, in my opinion requires that the covenantao& gvas
instituted on that very day, so that a substitute was found in thegdidssiah who was
to be the “seed” of “the woman” (Gen. 3:15), as typed by an arsawaifice, requiring
that the animals killed and used for “coats of skins” (Gen. 3x&kE the first animal
sacrifices with this typology; in which Adam and Eve were ‘fadof’ with Christ's
righteousness in the typology of their temporal clothes (Gen. 3:&drebime Fall man
did not need clothing; Gen. 2:25; 3:7-11, also typologically showing thegmar
righteousness, Eccl. 7:29), else they would surely have perishedtovetiiaday (cf.,
Lev. 7:8; Isa. 61:10; Matt. 22:11-13). Thus the fact that man did not dieechayy he
ate of the forbidden apple points to both God’s mercy and justice gitiméricy seen in
the “covenant” (Gen. 6:18) of “grace” (Gen. 6:8); and his justice se¢hei curse on
man.

Due to the fall, man fell from original righteousness (Eccl. 7:28d became
subject to mortality (Gen. 3:19,22-24) with a sinful nature (Ps. 51:5; Jer. 7:9)ghsitau
Rom. 5-8. E.g., “Wherefore, as by one man sin entered into the” hunwatd,\&nd
death by sin: and so death passed upon all men, for that all have sinn&dam’s
primal sin;” it follows that “death reigned from Adam to Mosesgen over them that had
not sinned after the similitude of Adam’s transgression” (Rom. 5:12,T&pr | know
that in me (that is, in my flesh,) dwelleth no good thing ... . Rergood that | would |
do not: but the evil which | would not, that | do” (Rom. 7:18,19). “For theesa
expectation of the” human “creature waiteth for the manifestadf the sons of God.
For the” human “creature was made subject to vanity, not willjrimly by reason of him
who hath subjected the same in hope. Because the” human “crigseifrshall be
delivered from the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty othiidren of God.
For we know that the whole creation” of both Jewish and Gentile humanity “groaneth and
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travaileth in pain together until now. And not orthey who are unsaved, “but
ourselves also, which have the firstfruits of the Spirit, even weelmeiss groan within
ourselves, waiting for the adoptiaio, wit, the redemption of our body” (Rom. 8:19-23).
“For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made’a(i Cor. 15:22). “And
Sso it is written, The first man Adam was made a living sthd;last Adanmwas madea
quickening spirit” (I Cor. 15:45). “The first man is of the eartrtley: the second man
is the Lord from heaven.” “And as we have borne the image ofattleye we shall also
bear the image of the heavenly” (I Cor. 15: 47,49).

Thus to the question, “What got cursed in Gen. 3,” the immediate answke
Devil (Gen. 3:14,15), the animals of Eden (Gen. 3:14), the ground and plaateof
(Gen. 3:18), and man (Gen. 3:16-19). And so long as man’s dominion mandate wa
limited to the heaven and earth in the local world of Eden (Gen. 1:26284Y: that
was as far as it weirt generaj other than the fact that the fertility of the area that Cain
dwelt in received a further curse of infertility due to i€sisin of murder (Gen. 4:11,12)
(cf. Gen. 8:21). (And there was also a later penalty on masegignists reducing their
life-spans to 120 years, Gen. 6:1-4.) But then after NoalwedFinan’s dominion
mandate was expanded to the globe, for it reached as far asititwov”’ (Gen. 9:8-17),
with both the Old World of e.g., Japheth’'s West Asian and European he|{ien.
10:1-5), together with those he was to later acquire (Gen. 9:2m),sHWest Asian and
African holdings (Gen. 10:6-20), and Shem’s West to East Asian ({Mas Gen.
10:23) holdings, and New World American holdings (Gen. 10:25, “in his daysheas
earth divided,” referring to the loss of the38,000 B.C. to 9,000 B.C. land bridge across
the full length of the Bering Strait due to rising seasatend of the Last Ice Age). We
read in Gen. 9:1, “And God blessed Noah and his sons, and said unto themitfée f
and multiply, and replenish the earth.” The Hebrew word for “reghé in both Gen.

1:28 and 9:1 isnde’ (' ) and has the idea of “fit2” In both instances it is in the
Hebrew kal imperativ¥®, and so it here caries the ideaacfommantf®. And this force

of the imperative as a command is also preserved at Gen. 1:28land8th the Greek
Septuagint* and Latin Vulgat®®®> Thus after Noah’s Flood which on my model | date

148 Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew & English Lexicat “mde’.”

1% Hebrew til'uw ()" 7 , 4ill ye' = ill,” active imperative, 2nd person plural
masculine, kal verb frormde’).”

150 pratico & Van PeltBasics of Biblical Hebrew Grammaop. cit, pp.

124,206-207.

151 Gen. 1:28 & 9:1 reads Greelplérosate(ill,” imperative active aorist, 2nd

person plural verb fromleroo)” (LXX).

152 Gen. 1:28 reads Latinreplete (ill,” imperative active present, 2nd person

plural verb, fromrepleg” (Vulgate); & Gen. 9:1 reads Latinjrplete(‘fill,” imperative
active present, 2nd person plural verb, fiampleg” (Vulgate).
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within a range ot. 50,000 B.C. +/- 16,000 years, with a best estimate on the presently
available data o€. 35,000 B.C., man was commanded to, and man did then go out to, a
global earth.

On the one handnan is ultimately cursed in derivation of his Gen. 3 curse to be
out in the old out-of-bounds area after Noah’s Flood because he was not desigmed to |
in such an environment.E.g., the Lord had some beautifully designed killing creatures
in, for instance, the form of sharks, or crocodiles, and man was newtiadlyy able to be
hurt or killed by them (Gen. 9:5). So too the beautifully designedisg creatures,
such as wasps, might now target fallen man, who was living ihfwhhim was an alien
world in the King’'s Royal Parklands. Moreover, man was not dedigmdive in an
environment with things like thorns and thistles, for which cause, dmdy entered
man’s world of Eden by specific curse of God (Gen. 3:18). By cintt@angs such as
thorns and thistles were part of God’s non-cursed creation in the botinfls to man
King’'s Royal Parklands, and so man’s entry into this region meant he wascagsed to
be living in an environment that he was not specifically desigmelyf God. But on the
other hand, this old out-of-bounds area of the King’'s Royal Parklandsetagself
cursed in Gen. 3 because it was not then covered under man’s dominionemaitzd
said after Noah’s Flood, “I will not again curse the ground aagerfor man’s sake ... ."
This means that in the first instance, the Land of Eden did not imaj@oene under any
further curse upon its ground (i.e., other than the Gen. 4:11,12 section); hadsetond
instance, the land outside of Eden which now came under man’s dominion enandat
Gen. 9:1 was not cursed. Thus we can say on authority of Gen. 8:21 that the land outside
of Eden was NOT specifically cursed by God in the same thyand inside of Eden
was in Gen. 3.

However, to this may be made the qualification, that because atcuesenow
had access to this old out-of-bounds region, it was potentially operintp ddversely
affected as a consequence of the presence of fallen sinfilamd thus man’s sin. We
read in Jer. 12:4, “How long shall the land mourn, and the herbs of fesldrwither, for
the wickedness of them that dwell therein?  The beastsoaseimed, and the birds;
because they said, He shall not see our last end.” Hereadi¢hag there was sin in the
land, seen by the wicked attempt to kill Jeremiah (Jer. 11:19-23)pafttié wickedness
of them that dwell therein” (Jer. 12:4), “the land” doth “mourn,” anmthbbeasts and
plants are adversely affected (Jer. 12:4). Animals are kdadycaffected by man’s sin
in Jer. 4:25, where “all the birds of the heavens were fled.” tdige is affected by
man’s sin (e.g., Joel 1:5,13,14), in Joel 1:4,10 e.g., “The field is dva#te land
mourneth; for the corn is wasted: the new wine is dried up, the dgiikheth” (Joel
1:10; cf. 1:11,12); and so are animals, “How do the beasts groae!hérds of cattle are
perplexed, because they have no pasture; yea, the flocks of shempdmralesolate”
(Joel. 1:18). Thus a land can still specifically come under Gatéstfuction” (Joel
1:15) for man’s sin. “He turneth rivers into a wilderness, and thers@ings into dry
ground; a fruitful land into barrenness, for the wickedness of them that dwelhth@&rei
107:33,34). “Therefore thus saith the Lord God; Behold mine anger aridrynghall
be poured out upon this place, upon man, and upon beast, and upon the tredasldf the f
and upon the fruit of the ground; and it shall burn, and shall not be quenched:Z0g.
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“Shall | not visit them for these things? saith the Lord: shallmptsoul be avenged on
such a nation as this? For the mountains will | take up a weeapihgvailing, and for
the habitations of the wilderness a lamentation, because theyraesl lup, so that none
can pass through them; neither can men hear the voice of tlee batti the fowl of the
heavens and the beast are fled; they are gone” (Jer. 9:10).

It is to be noted that the regional nature of these judgments ofat@odlso
consistent with the curses on the land, vegetation, and animals of Gswo. Beiag to a
local earth of Eden. Thus the Old Testament prophet, Hosea sags,tHe word of the
Lord, ye children of Israel: for the Lord hath a controversy whih inhabitants of the
land, because there is no truth, nor mercy, nor knowledge of God imarttle | By
swearing, and lying, and killing, and stealing, and committing edulthey break out,
and blood toucheth blood. Therefore shall the land mourn, and every one thethdwe
therein shall languish, with the beasts of the field, and withawsfof heaven; yea, the
fishes of the sea also shall be taken away” (Hosea 4:1-3).

Therefore, the areas that man now lives on globally, may besativaffected by
man due to his sinfulness, or as a judgement by God upon certain egivéen land, as
a consequence of their sinfulness. Nevertheless, the presenge chmivores, thorns,
and thistles, though experienced by man as part of the curse upodidhimgt in any
sense result from the curse of the fall, since they were iautief-bounds to man region
of the King’s Royal Parklands, which man was only permittegaanto, and indeed,
commanded to go into (Gen. 9:1), after Noah’s Flood.

(Chapter 12) eOutside Eden:
God's creatures of the King’s Royal Parklands.

In the first Eden death was unknown (Gen. 2:17), man was a fruita@em. (
1:29), and the animals were vegetarians (Gen. P30)Likewise, following the Second
Advent, in the second Eden, “they shall not hurt nor destroy in all myrhountain”
(Isa. 11:9). Therefore in both the first and second Edens, the ladnloa lay down
together, for God also gave the animals in the first Eden ardvtsons, the same nature
they will have after the Second Coming (Isa. 11:6,7). But on ogemthis was not so
outside of Eden. References to such violent and meat eating animals as the “wolf,
“leopard,” “bear,” and “lion” (Isa. 11:6,7; 65:25) are therefore quite B@gmt. This
theologically shows how it is viable to argue God can change #meésels’ natures in a
glorified world. l.e., the picture is NOT of new animal spe@iesg created, but old
species being given new natures.

There is ample evidence in the fossil record of carnivorous and orans/or
animals existing before the time of Adam and Eve in Eden, whichaaleln put in an

153 Much of this section is a revised form of my article, “8otegy: Adam and
the Fall” (1997)0p. cit, pp. 253-254,256.



1435

Adamic date range @f. 51,500 B.C. +/- 16,500 years, with a best estimate date for Adam
on the presently available data @f68,000-62,000 B.C. oc. 65,000 +/- 3,000 years.
But this is not problematic if the Land or World of Eden was aespged geographical
area rather than a planetary wide phenomenon, a view contextuallgriagppy Gen.
2:10-14. Furthermore, it appears that a number of such creaturesuiggie of Eden

and its environs contemporaneously with Adam.

| do not know what would have happened if Adam had not sinned. Would God
have closed the wombs of woman so that no more children would be bornaaneph
in the segregated Land of Eden? Or would God have expanded Edea.(bfL:B)? If
so, how much would he have expanded it? Would God have first expanded Egen som
amount, then closed the wombs of woman so that no more children would be born, and
man kept in the segregated expanded Land of Eden? We simply kivomot But for
the type of reasons discussed in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 20, “Pdraslise Local
Earth — So Is Paradise Regained a Local Earthftd, | doubt that he would have ever
made the whole planet an Edenic World.

Thus whilst various satyr beasts and other animals outside of Ederkiltexih
and were killed, and being mortal, always died; this was veryrélifteo life inside of
Eden. This dichotomy facilitates a viable construct for mainmtgimi traditional and
orthodox soteriology, providing one locates Adam in this Land of Eden in amidda
date range o€. 51,500 B.C. +/- 16,500 years i.e.,68,000-35,000 B.C. (in which the
Persian Gulf's regression at 68,000 B.C. includes possibleerror bar of up to 4,000
years i.e., ta. 72,000 B.CYy*

My point of demarcation is inside of, and outside of, the World of Eddrus Tn
Eden, human death (Gen. 2:17) was unknown, and there were no animal carnivores or
omnivores (Gen. 1:30; cf. Isa. 11:6-9; 65:25). However, the Bible makes no such
specific claim for the world comprising all the area on ¢f@be beyond the Land of
Eden. In Gen. 2:10-14 specific place names are used as knowneptacése Tigris or
“Hiddekel” “river,” the “Euphrates” “river,” “Havilah,” or “Assgia.”  This is also
consistent with old earth geology as seen in referdn the presence of antediluvian
“pitch” (Gen. 6:14), which was produced from massive plant death that lcad@xt in
“the generations ... of the earth” (Gen. 2:4) in the time-gap bettrexfirst two verses

154" One could use a lower Adamic date tlsaB5,000 B.C. for theological issues
to do with Adam, e.g., when | wrote in 1997 my Adamic date rangevs;5000-25,000
B.C., or the Archbishop of Armagh (from 1625) and Angli€murch of IrelandPrimate
(from 1634), James Ussher (1581-1656), famously thought Adam dated to 4,004 B.C. .
However, since 1997 | have more carefully investigated the Cgndtadata, and there
has also been the 2008 Hohle Fels’ idol discovery; so that on the dsgatfyevailable
to me, for scientific issues to do with Adam,35,000 B.C. would be about the lowest
date one could use relative to the scientific data which ficsttés Adamite man in the
fossil record as Cro-Magnon man33,000 B.C., and locates the evidence of an Adamite
soul (Gen. 2:7; 8:20; | Cor. 15:45; Col. 3:5) for Cro-Magnon man in his afatsg.,c.
33,000 B.C. (Hohle Fels, Germany) an@6,000 B.C. +/- 1,000 years (Brno, Czech).
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of Genesis 1. Therefore a combination of what wehare told in the Divine revelation,
coupled with consonant godly reason, leads menolgde that there must have been both
animal and plant death for hundreds of millionsedrg before Eden.

Men sometimes speculate as to whether or not dogists will ever recover
Noah’s Ark.  While | think this is an improbablegsibility, on “the swimming pool”
model for Noah’s Flood, there &faint chancehat it might turn up on what is now one of
the islands of the Persian Gudfjpra If it did, the fact that the Ark’s “gopher wobdas
overlaid with pitch since Noah was commanded teclpit within and without with pitch”
(Gen. 6:14), would enhance its chances of preservatiore. He€hrew words rendered in the
AV as “pitch” in Gen. 6:14 arkaphar andkapherrespectively. In the Greek Septuagint, in
what may be rendered into English as “pitch” (Bosi)t these Hebrew words are rendered
in Gen. 6:14 by the Greeksphaltounand asphaltosrespectively, from which we get our
English word, “asphalt.” Asphalt was e.g., usedstiop water between brick walls in a
reservoir at Mohenjo-Daro in India (modern Pakistan the north-west of the Indian
subcontinent,) around the third millennia B.C.; ahdlso had extensive use as a water
sealant in the Middle Ed8t.  And in the Latin Vulgate, again in what may bedened into
English as “pitch” (Douay-Rheims), in a less litdranslation these two Hebrew words are
only rendered once in Gen. 6:14 by the Latimmen from which we get our English word,
“bitumen.” Therefore if as | think emotelypossible, thoughighly unlikely, Noah’s Ark
were ever found, | do not doubt that scientificlgsia would show that this “pitch” comes
from a tar produced by such plant death over vagigseof geological time.

We are told that in the New Eden we will again haseess to the Tree of Life (Rev.
21:1; 22:14; cf. Gen. 2:9; 3:22-24). And in thésew heavens and ... new earth” (Isa.
66:23) where “they shall not hurt nor destroy” (I1$&:9; 65:25); we read that in vision, St.
John the Divine saw that “the twelve gates werdvievpearls; every several gate was of one
pearl ...” (Rev. 22:21). While sinners may in thierld have or own pearls (Rev. 17:4),
that there is nothing intrinsically sinful or baloait pearls is seen in the fact that our Lord
and Saviour, Jesus Christ, told a parable in wttioh kingdom of God is like unto a ...
pearl of great price” (Matt. 13:45,46). This mese of pearls in the New Eden means that
it is at least possible that there were pearlhéndriginal Eden, although whether or not
there actually were pearls in the first Eden igfadive and indeterminate. But either way,
it follows from Rev. 22:21 that there is nothingansistent in having pearls in an Edenic
environment in which there is “no” “curse” (Rev. 22:3Yherefore, it is surely noteworthy
that in the context of discussing the riches of the New Ed&ein 22:21, or likening
“the kingdom of God” to a “pearl” in Matt. 13:45,46, the textvasaattention to a positive
benefit for man that can occur due to the action of irritantsh s sand or a small
parasitic worm, in molluscs (mollusks). Moreover, the fact ¢hgt in Matt. 13:44 the
“merchant man” goes out “seeking pearls,” until he find “one pafagkeat price,” also
therefore condones not only the death of some parasitic worms imtléascs, but also
the destruction or killing of the many mollusc animals requinedyrder to find a small
number of valuable pearls. Thus at least some animal death is regarded heretivea posi
way. Hence the “gates” of “pearl” (Rev. 22:21) of the New Edmessarily looks with

155 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9@p. cit, “Asphalt.”
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favour on some level of mollusc death, and thus some level of adeati as not being
inconsistent with heavenly joys.

Furthermore, in the picture of the new earth in Ezek. 47:6-12 (confjeie.
47:12 & Rev. 22:2), whereas St. John the Theologian says it will ‘mo/enore sea”
(Rev. 21:1); Ezekiel refers to “rivers” that run into “the s@@&’ek. 47:6-12). Thus this
seems to indicate that in the New Eden there will once agaan lo@t-of-bounds area to
man on the wider globe where there will be an oceanic sea. nAfwkk. 47:10 we read,
“the fishers shall stand upon it from Engedi even unto Eneglaim;stie| be a place to
spread forth nets, their fish shall be according to their kind$ieaish of the great sea,
exceeding many.” Though it is possible that the fish may bé g something other
than food, | think that the eating of fish on the new earth is the kest meaning.
That is because the terminology of “fishers” who “spread forth” n&sek. 47:10)
carries this connotation of catching and eating fish elsewhetieeirBook of Ezekiel
(Ezek. 26:4,5); and we know that Christ in his resurrection body whiltkeisinto our
future resurrection bodies, ate fish (Luke 24:36,41-43). Hence | thilevidence
indicates that we will not, as in the first Eden, be fruiteiéGen. 1:29) in the second
Eden. But irrespective of whether or not | am correct about reteemen sometimes
eating fish in the new earth, (this is truly a secondary maftao primary importance,)
the presence of fishermen who “spread forth nets” (Ezek. 47:1Q)ycledicates fish
will be caught for some reason, and so once again, we find that seehefenimal
death, here of fish, is not inconsistent with heavenly joys.

Therefore, on the one hand, the presence of human death would be inconsistent
with either the first or second Eden (e.g., Gen. 2:17; John 3:14-16; lar#6)he
presence of dangerous animals such as carnivores or omnivores wantwisstent
with either the first or second Eden (Gen. 1:30; cf. Isa. 11:6-9; 65:B&}.on the other
hand, some level of animal and plant death is not inconsistent with ithdirst or
second Eden. We see this from reference, firstly, to tblegjeal layers isolated for us
under the places named in Gen. 2:10-14 with the associated preseatedifuvian
“pitch” (Gen. 6:14) which comes from a tar producedsbgh plant death over vast periods
of geological time in the massive plant death of “the gamars ... of the earth” (Gen.
2:4), in the time-gap between the first two verses of Genesis 1, as “omatggnpasseth
away, and another generation cometh; but the earth abideth for @&caf. (:4).
Secondly, from the “gates” of “pearl” (Rev. 22:21) of the Negeix which indicates a
favourable view of some level of mollusc death, and thus some levaiméladeath is
looked at in a positive way in a new Edenic context. And thirdly,ptlesence of
fishermen on the new earth (Ezek. 47:10,12; Rev. 22:2), also indicates emhefl
animal death.

By contrast, young earth creationists give an expanded interpretation of e.g., Rom
5:12; 6:23; 8:20-25, in which they claim that this refers to more lth@man mortality.
And so too do some old earth creationists of the Global Earth #ngiFlood” Gap
School, who claim the fossil record was largely caused bglaabflood such as claimed
by young earth creationists, but unlike them, say this was a pmaifedglobal flood.
For instance, Frederick & Head (2003) make the same type of waligersdeath nexus,
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but unlike the young earth creationists, they link it to the fakmels and “Lucifer’s
Flood” which they claim was the pre-Adamite flood of Gen'*f:2 Hence in December
2013 | was sent an email from the young earth creationist orgjaniz&reation
Ministries Internationain Queensland, Australia, in which e.g., Rom. 6:23; 8:20,21,23; |
Cor. 15:21,22 were quoted (from a so called “modern version” in the Ergisidard
Version); although | would say these verses are contextuafgrring to human
mortality. E.g., there is a contextual balance in Rom. 6:23 betitlee wages of sin is
death;” and "“but the gift of God is eternal |iféndicating that man is being referred to,
unless one were to heretically believe animals can be “sav@d.in Rom. 8:20-25 there

is a similar contextual contrast in which “the creature wadersubject to vanity,” and is
to “be delivered ... into the glorious liberty of the children of G@lom. 8:20,21). Or
“the whole creation” of both Jewish and Gentile humanity “groanethtaavaileth in
pain together until now.  And not ontiiey who are unsaved, “but ourselvatso,
which have the firstfruits of the Spiriéven we ourselves groan within ourselves, waiting
for the adoptionfo wit, the redemption of our body For we are saveby hope ... ”
(Rom. 8:22-25). These type of contextual contrasts can only appdeemed human
beings, showing that man is the contextual creature isolated &® th@ssages on
mortality.

The December 201&reation Ministries Internationalemail included the
following picture which is evidently intended to help persuade peoplghbet was no
animal death before Adam. The picture also claims that elepheere in Eden,
although given that they are first known to have been domesticated Indus Valley.
2,000 B.C., I would say that these creatures were most likelydmmesticated from the
wild Asian elephants’. Hence since they were not brought with man from the Land of
Eden, on my Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf model they do not appear to havaineng the
creatures originally in Eden. | would also note that a formheffollowing depiction
could also be made of the New Eden which will likewise be made oof toypich death,
bones, and fossils on the New Earth. And indeed following “the ee$iam of life”
(John 5:29) at the beginning of the millennium, we who are “redeemexiGod by” the
“blood” (Rev. 5:9) of the “Lamb” which was “slain” (Rev. 5:6), through tfi&i(Rev.
14:12) in the “everlasting gospel” (Rev. 14:6); will witness qaitet of death following
“the resurrection of damnation” (John 5:29) at the end of the millennwimen the
ungodly seek to storm the gates of heaven on earth, and are quite ‘dghtbured” by
“fire” “from God” (Rev. 20:7-9).

156 See Part 2, Chapter 5, section d, subsection i.

157 See “List of domesticated animals,”  Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of domesticated animals
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A Young Earth Creationist alleged criticism of an Old Earth view
of the original Eden, showing animal death before Adam antfEve

But if God can make, and men can be happy in, the Second Eden buwit oh t
geological layers in which there was plant and animal deathnamdich there is an out-
of-bounds region where suchlike may occur; why could not this also lw foef First
Eden? Hence | do not accept the propriety of this type of artistic criticism.

In response to possible objections to an inside-outside Eden distinca¢sg |
note that elsewhere in Scripture Eden is used in a metaphoric sbageit is clearly
surrounded by non-Edenic regions.  For instance, we see this tygeogfaphical
dichotomy in Ezek. 36:33,35, “Thus saith the Lord God; In the day that | Isinadi
cleansed you from all your iniquities | will also cause youueltlin the cities, and the
wastes shall be builded.” “And they shall say, This ldvad was desolate is become like
the garden of Ederand the waste and desolate and ruined cities are become fanted, a
are inhabited.” Here | also note that for cities to becdike *.. Eden” includes them
becoming “fenced,” which is also consistent with a segregated Eden witheadbout it.

Or in Joel 2:3, “A fire devoureth before them; and behind them aflaumeth:_the land
is as the garden of Eddéefore them, and behind them a desolate wilderness; yea, and
nothing shall escape them.” So likewise in Isa. 51:3 we read, tHeolLord shall
comfort Zion he will comfort all her waste places; and he will makeviadderness like
Eden and the desert like the garden of the Lord; joy and gladnessshfallind therein,

1% Shaun Doyle's “The good news without the bad n&wvso news at all!,”

Creation Ministries Internationall9 Dec. 2013, linlentitled, “A Garden of Eden scene on
top of millions of years of death, bones and fessgent to me by CMI on 27 Dec. 2013
(http://app.streamsend.com/c/20178535/811719/BVRYRI ?redirect to=http%3A%2F
%2Fcreation.com%2Fbad-news-
needed%3Futm_media%3Demail%26utm_source%3Dinfdkiyéatm content%3Dau%
26utm_campaign%3Demails
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thanksgiving, and the voice of melody.” We cannot doubt that in thpsctae of
“Zion” as “Eden,” the areas outside of “Zion” are excluded from these blassing

An associated possible objection to my inside-outside Eden distinstiaptured
in the words of William Blake (1757-1827) in his poem “The Tyger,"tfia following
Chapter 12, section gifra,) when he poetically asks of the tiger, “Did he who made the
Lamb make thee?” But in Job 38,39, & 41, the Creator is gloffiechaking animals
that are either carnivorous, or like the raven, omnivorous, and pdieui@agerous to
man (Job 38:39-41; 39:13-18,27-30; 41:1-33). E.g., “the eagle” whose “young ones ...
suck up blood” from the prey their mother has killed, so that “whersl#ie are, there
she is” (Job 39:27,30), demonstrate the “wisdom” of God (Job 39:26); and ¢hgsaa,
because in acting this way they are obeying God’s command. reWiree“Praise ye the
Lord.” “Great is our Lord, and of great power: his understandingfisite.” “He
giveth to the beast his food, and to the young ravens which cry” (Ps. 147:1,5,9).

Likewise the clouds and waters can satisfy an ecologisatisy“wherein there is
no man; to satisfy the desolate and waste ground; and to cause tietteidender herb
to spring forth” (Job 38:25-27), and sometimes produce thunder storms, fladdsaig
or the scorching sun is sometimes responsible for bushfires voloich some of the
Australian vegetation which relies upon this happening as part gfavgth cycle. But
because the rain, frost, snow, thunder, or whirlwinds (Job 37:5,6,9,10) oarére
“fulfilling” God’s “word;” like all the “fruitful trees,” “cedars,” animals, or “stars,” they
“praise ... the Lord” (Ps. 148:1,3-10). Hence even though these aesasonginally
part of His Divine Majesty’'s Royal Parklands, and when man wademhe was
segregated in Eden and the King's Royal Parklands were out-of-btmrmis, this is
part of God’'s Gen. 1:1; 2:4 creation (cf. Ps. 104), for which we shoulds&ra the
Lord” (Ps. 148:1). This remains so, even though man has been living in these areas since
the time following Noah’s Floodg. 50,000 B.C. +/- 16,000 years, which on my best
estimate on the presently available data eé&5,000 B.C.; and so these areas have now
been sullied by fallen man’s misuse and spiritual, moral, and physical pollution.

Man was originally a fruitarian (Gen. 1:29), and then from after Eall he
remained a vegetarian (Gen. 3:18) till after The Flood héedtén eat meat (Gen. 9:3),
although animals were Kkilled after The Fall for clothing (Gen. 3a®49 indicating a
sacrifice cf., Lev. 7:8; Isa. 61:10; Rom. 13:14; Gal. 3:27) and sacfitiea. 4:4). Since
before The Fall man needed neither clothing (Gen. 2:25; 3:7-11), noicgscpbinting
to the Coming Messiah (Gen. 3:15), and he did not eat meat (Gen. heXjlear
implication is that he did not kill animals for any reason. Andwere the animals
carnivores nor omnivores (Gen. 1:30). Nevertheless, it is alsofad@arthe words of
Gen. 2:17, “of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, thou shalt nof gafor in
the day that thou eastest thereof thou shalt surely die,” that Ad@snexpected to
understand the meaning of death with respect to man. How hexeaad to understand
this category of thought is speculative. Was it simply thatoldd comprehend the idea
of human mortality from some level of plant death seen in e.g., €uks sé various fruits
that reproduce that plant (Gen. 1:29; cf. | Cor. 15:35-38). Or did Aslgywitness
some level of animal death under God’s supervision? Or wasittlegion of animal



1441

death outside of Eden and its environs explained to him by God without him ever actually
eye-witnessing any animal death? Such matters are certainly $pecula

Whilst the Lord’s reasoning for making Edenic man a vegetasian matter of
conjecture, comparative analysis with Christ’s sinless humanenatomld indicate that
fruitarianism or vegetarianism is not necessarily an essemiponent of sinlessness.
For we know that Christ kept the Passover, and therefore he mustdiauePassover
lamb (Mark 14:12, cf. Exod. 12:3-20); and in his glorified state, Chlesrly ate fish
(Luke 24:41-43). Moreover, on my understanding of Ezek. 47:10 (cf. Ezek. 47:12 &
Rev. 22:2), glorified man will also sometimes eat fish on the rath although this
view of Ezek. 47 is not shared by all, and | do not claim infallibility). Though diné's
reasoning for making man a fruitarian in Eden is speculative, | note thaiseetan was
a fruitarian (Gen. 1:29) and the animals were vegetarians (G&d), there was no
competition for the same food, with a clear man-animal dichotomyetid diet. Thus
before The Fall this would have acted as a self-regulatifegysanechanism, ensuring
that Jehovah’s gentle vegetarian gardeners of man, would careufonever hurt or
harm, the vegetarian animals and associated plant ecologiahsysind nor would the
animals of Eden ever harm man or each other. It would also awrifest the Lord’s
sovereignty, since he alone would oversee all matters concernmglaifeé and death on
this planet.

Another reason argued by Hugh Ross with respect to men not saatgoefore
Noah’s Flood is health. Hence Ross maintains that the heaviyaoetant is far higher
in animals than plants, and thus over centuries of meat eating dkg metal content
would damage organs and so shorten a man’s lifespan. If so, wkilevdki relevant
when men had bodily immortality before the Fall, or before Noald®d-Wwhen men
lived a lot longer, after The Flood when man’s lifespan decdetise ceased to matter
and so only then did man start eating meat (Gen. 1:29; 3:18; 5:3-32:19t8:26,32°.

If Ross is right on this, then my understanding of Ezek. 47:10 in whocified man will
also sometimes eat fish on the new earth is either incareequires qualification. If
the latter, then the qualification would probably be that eitherwnkonly occasionally
eat fish on the new earth and that God will have a certamdf/fish there that will not
cause these problems; or God will design our resurrection bodiessb@asble to deal
with a small amount of fish eating. | note that the lattethefe two propositions is
favoured by Christ's consumption of fish in Luke 24:41-43.

Isaac’s objects that “It would be hard to imagine” an inside-detdistinction for
Eden, with “two radically different strains of animal life”isting “simultaneously in the
world™®®” But I note that within Gen. 1-3, somewhat different straingf@fire referred

159 Ross, H.Noah and the Ark1991), videopp. cit..

180 |saac, R., “Chronology of The FalPerspectives on Science & Christian Faith

48: 34-42, at p. 37. His “most important” viewat “the spiritual truths in Scripture ... are
never in question” in the models he refers to (p. 42), isxarthodox opinion since some of
the models he isolates embrace various aspectslafignism.  N.b., forsaking his
originally orthodox position that “The sinnerhood mfan is traced to &istorical fall”
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to in the form of animal (5th & 6th creation days), as opposed to (@ahtreation day),
life; and surely the simultaneous presence of men and angels earthéGen. 3:22-24),
is a good example of two radically different strains of life.Furthermore, after his
resurrection Jesus Christ had a body that was radically diffeveother strains of life
existing simultaneously in the world (Luke 24:31,37-43), and like Adam b&foed-all,
his body was immortal (Acts 2:27,31; citing Ps. 16:10). But for tbety'days” (Acts
1:3) before The Ascension (Acts 1:1-11), he showed “himself aloveatious people in
a world of mortality (e.g., Mark 16:14-20; John 20 & 21). On the one hand, this does not
prove my inside-outside Eden distinction is correct in terms of wisaiScripture says;
and certainly | am not suggesting that agreement with mgermiitside Eden distinction
should form any kind of doctrinal test of orthodoxy. But on the othed,htis does
show that Biblical categories of thought allow for the possibitifytwo radically
different strains of life existing simultaneously in the world.

And in considering such matters, as previously stated in this wéokpWw the
Anglican Protestant type of methodology that considers one maydbergason (Rom.
1 & 2) that is not “against God’s Word” or “contrary to God’s \WofArticles 20 & 34
Anglican Thirty-Nine Article$; and hence | recognize a qualified dual revelation from
both the Book of Divine Revelation (the Holy Bible) and the Book of Nafsitedied
with godly reason) (Ps. 19:1; | Cor. 11:14). By contrast, the Puritates®ant type of
methodology (also found on the Reformation European Continent with e.g.,
Zwinglianism,) looks for a specific Biblical warrant to e.g., hata@ned glass windows,
or something like Cranmer’s 1552 prayer book (now preserved in the B&&2 of
Common Praygr Although in saying this, | also recognize that there angesPuritan
derived Protestants who agree with this Reformation Anglican metlgyd@o matters
to do with some matters such as science and Gen. 1-11, but not foisstiesrthat have
historically divided Anglicans and Puritans. E.g., in this wodspecially honour the
memory of six Protestant Gap Schoolmen: Thomas Chalmers (d. a82ijitan derived
Presbyterian Protestant, as well as the memory of J. Ryth $d. 1851), a Puritan
derived Congregationalist Protestant; thanking God for their labaitghank God also
in honouring the memory of such Anglican Protestants as WilBackland (d. 1856),
Adam Sedgwick (d. 1873), John Pratt (d. 1871), and Henry Jones Alcock (d. 1915).

Thus whilst Scripture taken in isolation from the revelations olagg in the
Book of Nature, would allow for a variety of interpretations, inaigdihe idea that the
whole planet experienced Edenic perfection, a view held by e.geanttl creationist

(Protestant Christian Evidence$953,0p. cit, p. 245), B.L. Ramm later came to typify
some contemporary efforts to deny the Bible a catistt role in understanding the
creation of man, and consequentially to promoteehtype of elements of the Pelagian
heresy (Ramm’'©ffense To Reaspiiarper & Row, San Francisco, 1985 e.g., pp. 27-
28,51,76). As a Federalist on the issue of origsia, | certainly do not regard St.
Augustine’s relevant discourses to be without err@ut Ramm'’s attempt to trivialize the
Augustine vs. Pelagiugebate to a ‘personality clash,’ is indefensibiRelagianism is also
condemned by e.g., Jerome, the Council of Ephesus, @3ther, Melancthon, Calvin, the
Anglican39 Articles and PresbyteriaWestminster Confession
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Global Earth Gap Schoolmen and young earth creationist flood gestbgplmen; by
contrast, my inside-outside Eden model is the consequence of theoshath the Book
of Divine Revelation and the Book of Nature. To the extent thahhee-outside Eden
distinction is not contrary to the Word of God, | regard it as a thaallhg legitimate
model. However some of my fellow religiously conservative Piatehristians might
be unhappy with the absence of a clear Biblical statement teftact. But | would also
say in reply to this, that nor is there any clear Biblicateshent that the whole planet
earth was ever in such an Edenic state as proposed by their mbaetefore, this is an
issue where in fact both views are derived from particular intergmesatif Scripture.

(Chapter 12) f] Some Wonders of Creation that defy
macroevolution from the King’'s Royal Parklands.

In Job 40 & 41, God invites Job to consider what | understand to be the
hippopotamus (Job 40:15-24, though some think this another creature, for ingiance,
elephant,) and crocodile (Job 41, though some think this another creaturetdaoce,
the whale). Notably, we read in Job 41 of how the Lord doth “play whth crocodile
“as with a bird” (Job 41:5), and doth sometimes “put an hook into his nase4(12).

Thus the Lord takes pleasure in the creatures that he made] plate King's Royal
Parklands, and played with, long before he made man; and from wh@egregated
man till after Noah’'s Flood.

For example, | said in my Textual Commentaries in 2009:

... When God created various creatures, the Creator put in variougssgeci
capacity to heal within certain limits. Thus animals bittennaured by other
animals, may recover so long as the injury is within certain bountse Lord
made various creatures in a succession of “worlds” (AV) oesdreelaion)”
(Heb. 1:2, 11:3) that existed in “the generations” (Gen. 2:4) of eteeen the
first two verses of Genesis (Gen. 1:1); before he flooded the (l@gabnal) area
that was to become Eden with a pre-Adamite (local) flood (&), and created
the (local) “heaven” (cf. Deut. 2:25; Col. 1:23) and (local) “earth” (cf. Gen. 41:56;
Matt. 12:42) in the (local) world (cf. Ps. 77:18; Lam. 4:12; Luke 2:1; Rom. 1:8) of
Eden in six literal 24 hour days (Gen. 1:2-2:2:3; Exod. 20:8-11; 31:18'17)
One of the creatures he so created in a later world, treteexvefore, outside of,
and contemporaneously with Eden, was the gecko (gekko).

161 Concerning the fact that after the dark fog clouds of theday were lifted

on the second day, but still covering the Edenic site till on the falayhhe “made ...
lights” and “stars,” cf. Job 9:7,9.
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Man only learnt about the gecko that existed before and outside of Eden
(Gen. 2:8,10-13), after he was permitted to leave the segregated ofidHd
Edenic region, following the Fall and Flood, when due to Adam’s sin (RdiR)
the human “creature was made subject to vanity” (AV), so “evémyhan
“creature groaneth” “and travaileth in pain” (Tyndale) (Rom. 8:20,22Yhe
gecko is a fascinating creature that came forth from the Hamdnoghty God. |
thank the Lord for his great generosity in allowing fallen magotéorth after the
anthropologically universal but geographically local Noachic floothe general
region of Eden (which following the end of the last Ice Age is nodeurnhe
waters of the Persian Gulf), into what had hitherto been the’d_ptdyground
(e.g., Job 41:1,5) and out-of-bounds to man i.e., into this wider world ofothes g
(Gen. 9 & 10). This wider world containing the gecko and mahgraimazing
creatures, was not designed for man in his unfallen state, but mah bguhe
grace of God, adapt to and inhabit it in his fallen state. Ho&oghas a tail
equaling about half his overall length (a gecko can generally be Gpnches or
15 cm long). In at least some gecko species, the tail appeast tas a
storehouse for reserving nutriments, that the gecko can draw upquireceto in
harder times. But more than this, the gecko can also losd ifsgtabbed by a
predator, and later grow back anotherIB%e

So too, we find that creationist, Jobe Martindb1944), ofBiblical Discipleship
Ministries, Texas, USA, has isolated some amazing features of creahaeslefy
macroevolution, and point to God’s creation of non-Edenic non-vegetariamuressat
designed for a world of predators in the King’s Royal Parklan@s the one hand, Jobe
Martin shows that creatures in their present form must have been created thetther
hand, he is a young earth creationist who does not discuss thisuitbee We are left
to ask, Does he follow a young earth creationist model on the issu@dfuman death
before Adam something like that of St. Basil of Caesarea (eke2\VPart 3, Chapter 6,
section f, subsection i)? Or has he not fully thought through théaations of his own
findings? Either way, if as he shows, such carnivorous and omnivor@isreseare as
well designed for hostile predators as he rightly thinks theythen this points to their
creation as quite distinctive creatures from the gentle vegiesanf Eden (Gen. 1:30; cf.
the New Eden in Isa. 11:9; 65:25). We have already considered sahes®famazing
creatures designed by God in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 4, secgsabsection ii, such
as the Pacific Golden Plover migratory bird of the United StateSmerica, which is
Divine designed for an Alaska-Hawaii flight., the broad topography of the present
earth as it now is, indicating that this conforms to the topographlyeoKing's Royal
Parklands both before man, and when they were still out-of-bounds to netrus how

162 My Textual Commentaries Vol. 2 (Matt. 15-20), fRce, “*Determining the

representative Byzantine Text,” Printed by OfficeworkParramatta, Sydney, Australia,
2010 fttp://www.gavinmcgrathbooks.cgm
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consider some further selections of Martin's work in his three ogidecredible
Creatures That Defy Evolutigi2000-2004)°

In looking at some wonders of creation that defy macroevolution, Nialoen,
refers to theBombardier Beetle This creature has small sacs at the tip of his abdomen
through which he fires noxious fluids in rapid succession which reaekplosion as
mixed with hydrogen peroxide produced by the beetle in a separatecboghartment.
The popping noise of the firing also acts to startle predatorss irttpossible that this
creature macroevolved this type of machine-gun weaponry. slidémgerous chemical
were in the creature, he would explode and die, and so not reprodute Dartvinian
principle of survival of the fittest. But he has a factarjhim that makes a catalyst to
prevent this; but if he macroevolved this, the first time he fiiedyun, he would again
have blown himself up, and so not reproduced on the Darwinian principlevoied of
the fittest. But he has an asbestos wired firing chamber totlstop But even if he
macroevolved this, the first time he fired his gun, he would againlilawan himself up
and so not reproduced on the Darwinian principle of survival of thetfitteBut to
prevent this, he has twin tail tubes which operate as a gun tuniehy ae swivels around
to shoot at a predatory spider. But even if he macroevolved thiitsthime he fired
his gun, he would again have blown himself up and so not reproduced on thai@arw
principle of survival of the fittest. However, to prevent thienf happening, he fires
about 1,000 bursts in rapid succession, i.e., this is machine-gun typ#iitteis so fast,
that to the human ear this rapid gun-fire is heard as simply onengoggind. How can
macroevolutionary theory possibly explain something like this? cafinot.  For its
irreducible complexity means that if all the components wergrestent, this complex
mechanism would not work, and any such beetle allegedly “macroegblihese
components would blow itself up long before any such alleged macraewotiguld
occur, and thus it would die, rather than procreate. ThuBdhwardier Beetlshows
both the folly of macroevolutionary theory, and also the fact that Gedted this
creature for a non-Edenic predatory environment in the King’'s Regdtlands. “The
Lord is a man of war: the Lord is his name” (Exod. 15:3).

So too, the long neck of the giraffe. Darwin claime®ifigin of Specie$1859)
that the “vertebrae forming the long neck of the giraffe,” couldekglained by his
“theory of descent with slow and slight successive modificatfdis But in fact, the
matter is far more complex that Darwin’s simplistic theallpws. Thus Martin notes
that the giraffe must get blood up his neck, for which it needs alea®. Then when
he bends down his head to get a drink of water, his necks goes witty g@tie blood
would normally rush to his head and burst his brain, leading to deaththeBetare little
spigots which control this blood to stop this happening. But this waaldenenough to
stop the last one, where a sponge takes in the blood. Then when his reehdaijoap,
the spigots open, and the sponge puts blood in, and so he can immediatetymn fr

163 Jobe Martin'sincredible Creatures That Defy EvolutioBVD, op. cit,
Volume 1 (2000), Volume 2 (2002), & Volume 3 (2004).

164" Darwin’sOrigin of Specieschapter “Recapitulation & Conclusion.”
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predator, such as a lion. All these parts must be present at once, or gissfinevould
die*®®  But that is not macroevolution, that is creation for a creatuseworld with
dangerous predators!

Then there is the woodpecker. Darwin claim®©ngin of Specieg1859), that
“each species has not been independently created, but ... descendedakidikes, from
other species.” He further says, “it is preposterous tob@i to mere external
conditions, the structure, for instance, of the woodpecker, with itstéletbeak, and
tongue, so admirably adapted to catch insects under the bark,” whiwindtributes to
“modification and coadaptatid®.” “We see these ... co-adaptations most plainly in the
woodpecker .2%"” “Can a more striking instance of adaptation be given tharoftet
woodpecker for climbing trees and for seizing insects in the chinkiheofbark?”
Darwin’s interest here is the fact that there are “woodpetkdieh he sees as having
adapted to e.g., “feed largely on fruit,” or “on the plains of La Palta,” fretlwhere not
a tree grows, there is a woodpecR®gt Thus Darwin says, “How strange it is that a
bird, under the form of woodpecker, should have been created to prey on orstuts
ground®.” Once again, this does not make the point Darwin thinks it does, iine is
correct and these other woodpeckers microevolved from a parentodtecdodpeckers
through natural selection, it merely shows the capacity of aigalhetich parent stock
to subspeciate along the lines argued by old earth creationistydalyah, where e.g.,
“Mr. Blyth, ... thinks that all the breeds of poultry have proceeded ftlsencommon
wild ... fowl*’® (even though | would not concur with Blyth thedt breeds of poultry so
proceeded). Darwin might think it “strange,” but what | thinkstsange” is that Darwin
here argues for subspeciation from an originating “woodpecker,” iohwie can give no
reasonable explanation on his theory of how this complex woodpecker first came about.

But looking at the woodpecker, Jobe Martin notes it has two toesanahback
on its feet, so it can hold onto a tree, special tail-feathers, and a shock-absaskull
so that it can bang its beak into a tree without injury tofitsét then has a tongue that
has little barbs on it so as to stab at the insects, and dagloey to stick to the insect.
But when it swallows the insect, the glue would mean it would swallow its tongrepntex
that its mouth manufactures a special solvent to dissolve the rglite mouths so his
tongue is not swallowed. Furthermore, when the woodpecker pecksiraethie force

185 Jobe Martin'dncredible Creatures That Defy Evolutiasp. cit, Volume 1.
186 Darwin’sOrigin of Species‘Introduction.”
157 bid., chapter 3, “Struggle for Existence,” para 1.

%8 |bid., chapter 6, “Difficulties On Theory,” section “On the origin &

transitions of organic beings with peculiar habits & structure.”
189 bid., chapter “Recapitulation & Conclusion.”

170 Ibid., chapter 1 “Variation Under Domestication,” first section.
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of the impact would make his eyes pope out, were it no for thenaiché instinctively
closes his eyes. If all these features were not simultayepussent, then the
woodpecker could not function to get insects in a'ffee But once again, that is not
macroevolution, that is creation for a predatory creature thas mmreynsects! He thus
comes from the King’'s Royal Parklands, rather than from Eden.

Likewise the case of the spider. Q@migin of Specie$1859), Darwin looked to
“successive steps of variation,” alleging “that this is thie of development in certain
whole groups of animals, as with ... spiders’?”  But Martin considers the
black’'n’yellow spider (also known as “the zipper spider,”) of Northekita. This is a
predatory animal which catches its prey in a web it has spuhen\&n insect is caught
in its web, the black’'n’yellow spider goes to it and shoots diffetgpé of webbing
around its prey. But it has different type of webbing that it #geshis function, as
opposed to other functions, such as web-making, and it knows which one therse w
appropriate. It also outgrows its shell, but has a specialngdiltiid that it squirts onto
its shell to dissolve it, so it can crawl out and grow a nengelashell.  But if
macroevolutionary theory were true, it would need to get the mdikind and shell
capacity at the right time or it would die. Likewise, it wbuked to have the ability to
make the web, and catch prey at the same time, or it woulé dieBut that is not
macroevolution, that is creation for a predatory creature that preyasects! This
creature thus comes from the King’'s Royal Parklands in theeidy out-of-bounds to
man region, rather than from Eden. And so Jobe Matrtin is righytthatin looking at
such a creature we showgive praise and glory to God who created it

Martin also considers the Chukawalla lizard of the Colorado Dé$8A. These
animals are potentially preyed upon by the coyote. But if dapoey coyote tries to eat
him, the Chukawalla lizard runs into a crack and blows his body up, \Ww&h t
conseqguence that he is stuck and so cannot be pulled out by the cdyuoteis thus a
defence mechanism which presumes a predatory animal.  Furtkerthisr lizard’s
design features include a desalination factory, since in the Rardrican desert he gets
too much salt in his blood from food. But God created a desalinatitoryan his nose,
which takes the salt out of his blood, and he then sneezes purgs@lisét.  This truly
amazing creature was thus designed by God for a harsh desesharemt with one or
more predatory animals; and thus he comes from the King’'s RaydbRds which God
graciously permitted man to enter after Noah’s Flood, rather than from Eden.

171 Jobe Martin'dncredible Creatures That Defy Evolutiap. cit, Volume 1.

172 Darwin’s Origin of Specieschapter 13, “Mutual Affinities of Organic

Beings: Morphology: Embryology: Rudimentary Organs,” section, “Embugyol
3 Ibid. .
174 bid. .
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There is also the issue of non-flying birds. Darwin say®rigin of Species
(1859), “If about a dozen genera of birds had become extinct or were unknban, w
would have ventured to have surmised that birds might have existed ugedhtheir
wings solely as flappers, like the logger-headed duck ...; asrfittee water and front
legs on the land, like the penguas sails, like the ostrich. . Yet the structure of each
of these birds is good for it, under the conditions of life to which éxposed, for each
has to live by a struggle; but it is not necessarily the pessible under all possible
conditions” And “the grades of wing-structureere alluded to ... perhaps may all have
resulted from disuse..” i.e., residual organs of birds that could once'fly But
Darwin’s claim that the wings of these wingless birds “nadlyhave resulted from
disuse” shows an overly simplistic view, which fails to recogrifr wings may be
multi-functional, and so to assume that they are really madiigbt and not anything
else is absurd. (Even without now considering in detail the agssdbdssue of how
under Darwinian theory birds were meant to have macroevolved such wittys first
place, since this requires new genetic material with new igen&rmation, for which
there is no known naturalistic process.) But let us now consisvibs itemization of
“the penguin” and “the ostrich.”

Thus if one looks at the penguin, these principles of a multi-functiimg with
the penguin designed by God are clearly evident. Consider, for iastaecEmperor
Penguin of Antarctica which stands at about 4 feet or about 1.2 rtedtresThe female
lays an egg, and gives it to the male who puts in on the top part of his feet wheepde ke
it at c. 95 degrees Fahrenheit or 35 degrees Celsius, in South Pole tenegeshiaibout
minus 100 degrees Fahrenheit or minus 38 degrees Celdilsv does the Emperor
Penguin know to do this? How does he have such a well designed bodyorTthées
female penguin then goes and as a predatory animal feeds omrfiabdut 2 to 2%
months. As she swims under water, she uses her wings as fins i.e., taas® arestige
organs” of a bird that could once fly. During this time, the male Emperor Penguin
looses about 40% of his body weight as he cannot eat. He moves @rauftdmation
with other male penguins as each of them take their turn iy legirthe colder outside,
then come in to be warmed up more as they circle inwards to nitve cso that they do
not freeze. How do the Emperor Penguins know to do this®s the penguin chick is
hatching, the female knows to returtdow does she know thisAfter walkingc. 50-60
miles orc. 80-100 kilometres on ice, she finds her mate, usually on the same tlagy a
chick hatches, distinguishing him from hundreds of other male penguins,. a As
predatory creature, she has partially digested fish in heastonHow did she acquire a
system to ensure that the fish do not rot, and that they are not digestéhat she can
use them to feed the chickt time, the male penguin goes to feed. Importaaijthe
penguin swims under water, he uses his wings as fins i.e., these akestoje organs”
of a bird that could once fly. The combination of these factors are all necessary for the
Emperor Penguin to survive, and the irreducible complexity of theseeogence factors

17> Darwin’s Origin of Specieschapter 6, “Difficulties On Theory,” section “On
the origin & transitions of organic beings with peculiar habitst&cture” (emphasis
mine).
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clearly points to Divine Desidgf’. But more than this, they point to the design of a
creature that is predatory upon fish, and which is designed fdratisé cold conditions
of Antarctica, rather than the warm conditions of Eden. Thus wéhse this creature
was not designed for Edenic conditions, but rather for the King’'s Royal Parklands.

With regard to the ostrich, this is the largest bird now on eaRbund in Africa,
the adult male can be up8 feet orc. 2.4 metres tall, with about half of his height being
in his neck; and he weighs 345 pounds oc. 155 kilograms; though the female is
somewhat smalléf’.  The ostrich has the biggest eye of any land animal, and a
humming bird is smaller in size than the ostrich ey#s wings are not “vestige organs”
of a bird that could once fly, but rather serve three clear functiofsstly, the wings are
used as brakes to slow the bird down from high speeds ofu@%omiles per hour at.
55 kilometres per hour, something like a parachute coming out the backlraiyster
racing car, indicating that he was designed to be able to rufrdas possible predators.
Secondly, the wings are used for cooling the bird down, indicating benatadesigned
for the easy, lay-back conditions, of Eden. Thirdly, the wingsuaesl to scare off
enemies, once again, indicating that he was designed for an environitheptegators.
The ostrich also has certain defence capacities, e.g., thehosan kill a lion with a
single kick. But if the creature needed time to evolve akehiings, how did he
survive in the interim?® Thus we once again see a creature with evidence of Divine
Design, not for the conditions of Eden, but for the conditions of the KiRggal
Parklands.

There is also the case of the whale. Darwin alleged indisisussion on
“correlation of growth,” that “the whole organisation is so tiedetbgr during its growth
and development, that when slight variation in any one part occur, ada@naulated
through natural selection, other parts become modified.”  Thisusuand amazing
automaticity that Darwin claims exists, meant e.g., thatdwdclink whale skin and
whale teeth, saying, “I think it hardly accidental, that if wekpout the two orders of
mammalia which are most abnormal in their dermal [or skin] @oger viz. Cetacea
(whales) and Edentata (Armadilloes, scaly ant-eaters, &ha),these are likewise the
most abnormal in their teétfl” Staying with just the whale example, certainly the laws
of genetics show that there is no such automaticity or nexuséetwhale teeth and
whale skin as Darwin here claims. E.g., the mysticetous widalesot have teeth,
possessing instead baleens or whalebones, whereas the adonotocdtonsodont-
toothed whales, have special teeth that slice off large piecegyofcuttlefish or giant

176 Jobe Martin'dncredible Creatures That Defy Evolutiap. cit, Volume 3.
177 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9@.999),0p. cit, “Ostrich.”

178 Jobe Martin'dncredible Creatures That Defy Evolutiap. cit, Volume 3.

179 Darwin's Origin of Specieg1859), chapter 5, “Laws of Variation,” section

“Correlation of Growth.”
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squid®.  Yet they both possess whale skiBfarwin’s over simplistic mind set in which
because he saw microevolution within a genus, he presumed and assutrgidetha
enough time, there was so much elasticity in a creature thiagst could just evolve”
with macroevolutionary change to taxonomical levels beyond theimatigg genus, is
clearly seen in his view of whales. Indeed, he even went sxsfar allege, “In North
America the black bear was seen by Hearne swimming for lathisa widely open
mouth, thus catching, like a whale, insects in the water. n Eveo extreme a case as
this, if the supply of insects were constant, and if better adlampetitors did not
already exist in the country, | can see no difficulty iraee of bears being rendered, by
natural selection, more and more aquatic in their structure ants,hafth larger and
larger mouths, till a creature was produced as monstrous as dWhale

By contrast, the creationist Jobe Martin takes a more sernsdMdeat the whale.
These creatures are designed with a separate mouth and noseow-tiolel, which
defies the macroevolutionist claim that a land creature cdabédek into the water and
macroevolved to become a whale, for how does such a separati@ebeh& mouth and
nose “slowly evolve™? In specific terms, Martin considers, éhg blue whale which is
generallyc. 100 feet orc. 30 metres long, though may be upctol10 feet orc. 33.6
metres, and weighs more thanl50 tons oic. 136,000 kilograms. These creatures are
larger than even the largest known dinosaurs found in the fossil ¥&cord The
humpback whale is a good deal smaller than this, and usuall¥2s16 metres long ar.
40-52 feet®®  This creature shows a complex design e.g., his fins or flipperdpecial
blood vessels to either cool or warm himself as he goes to valepilss of water. He
uses bubbles as a fishing net to trap fish, and can grab a tonl.of Martin asks, “If
[macro]evolution is true, how do these animals figure this out?” altthere are also
different amounts of pressure on the whale’s blood vessels, and hipiraad in such a
way that certain parts of his circulatory system close di¢mwhe is at different ocean
depths, and most of it shuts off when he is feeding at the b8ftorihese are therefore
beautifully designed predatory killing machines for catching large nundddish  And
concerning sperm whales which can reach a lengthX® metres oc. 62 feet, and dive
to depths ot. 350 metres oc. 1,150 feet, this predatory creature usually hunts in herds
of about 15 to 20 whal®8. The sperm whale likes to eat giant squid which can be about
c. 12 metres oc. 40 feet long. This results in underwater battles between spkates

180 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Whale.”

181 Darwin’sOrigin of Specieschapter 6, “Difficulties On Theory,” section “On
the origin & transitions of organic beings with peculiar habits & structure.”

182 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Whale” & “Blue Whale.”
183 bid., “Humpback Whale.”
184" Jobe Martin'dncredible Creatures That Defy Evolutiap. cit, Volume 2.

185 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Sperm Whale.”
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and squids, as hunter and hunted fight it out, resulting in huge skinosctrsse sperm
whales from the hooks on the squid. Thus once again, we see thdtalkeshows both
the folly of macroevolutionary theory, and also the fact that Geated this creature for
a non-Edenic predatory environment in the King’'s Royal Parkland$ie Edrd is a man

of war: the Lord is his name” (Exod. 15:3). “Blessed be theenafrthe Lord” (Ps.

113:2).

The wonders of creation are meant to lead us to wonder at theo3epower
and might, so that we accordingly praise him and give him glBsy (9:1; Rom.
1:20,21). For example, the Great Barrier Reef which lies ofe@sland on the coast of
north-eastern Australia, is over 2,000 kilometres or over 1,250 milesdndganges off
shore from between about 16 kilometres to 160 kilometres or about &8 til100
miles. It is the largest structure ever built up by livamgatures, being about 207,000
square kilometres or 80,000 square miles. This reef is formed‘inocks” which are
the remains of tiny coral polyps and hydrocorals, held togethghbycement” of coral-
like algae and moss animals (polyzoans). These vast quafitekeletal waste from
animal death thus constitute some of the glories of God’'s creatn naade these
creatures in such a way that over time they would form that®arrier Reéf®. Praise
be to God!

Therefore looking at the “Biblical creation model to be sciertifyccompared &
contrasted with the Book of Nature” found in Part 2, Chapter 1, setisaprg the
evidence of the King’'s Royal Parklands which formed the old out-of-boregisn to
man from the time of Adam to Noah, but which after man’s expandaéhdm mandate
from the local earth and local heaven in the local world of Eden.(G:28,28; 2:10-14),
to the new dominion mandate of the globe (Gen. 9 & 10), became fallers mew’
world (Il Peter 3:7), like the creation inside of the Land of EdleRdter 3:5,6), is clearly
consistent with what we would expect fr@Buideline 1.  Guideline %ays, “The fear
of the Lord is the beginning of knowledge’ (Prov. 1:7) and ‘wisdom’ (Ps.10)1:
Though by God’s common grace which is not unto salvation, man mayrditbegithere
is a Creator of the universe (Job 12:7-10; Ps. 19:1; Rom. 1:18-32); musamy God’s
grace, humbly put himself under the authority of God’s infallible Word, the Hdile Bif
religiously conservative Protestant Christianity (Ps. 119:105; M. T:16), if he is to
properly understand creation (and other) issues. Wherefore ‘st@iférster 3;3), such
as they that be far gone in an antisupernatural secularist grarealie to be rejected who
would have Christian men to be ‘salt’ which ‘have lost his savoult{Vb:13), and
would privatize all relevant reference to the Divine revefaidf Holy Scripture away
from public discourse such as that on creation (and other mattedlaam that only the
natural reason of man, unaided by the Divine revelation, should be usedqguetieof
any science (or knowledge), whether a social science, acpblitience, a biological
science, or other science. For suchlike is a God dishonouriegcscfalsely so called’
(I Tim. 6:21), to be abhorred of all good Christian men.”

186 |bid., “Great Barrier Reef.”
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(Chapter 12) g] A great piece of English literature - Wm Blake’s “The Tyger.”

In considering the tiger, on the old earth creationist locah emp school model
endorsed in this work, in which Gen. 1:1 refers to a universe and glaokatioor
containing a succession of “worlds” (Heb. 11:3), followed by a loczdtion of Eden in
six literal days (Gen. 1:3-2:3), the tiger in its present form is basicallyGuhoriginally
made him. In the Book of Job, the Creator is glorified for makingnals that are
carnivorous or omnivorous, and dangerous (Job 38:39-41; 39:13-18; 27-30; 41:23-33).
E.g., the eagle whose young ones “suck up blood” from the prey themtgaas killed,
are good because in acting this way they are obeying God’s command.

The tiger is a magnificent beast, albeit one that is vemy snahe context of a
man being near him. In this sense, he is like e.g., the crocodilet{Job Now the
crocodile responds to the fact that his Creator draweth nigh, andigteedange in his
temperament, and he doth “speak soft words unto” Jehovah, who hath ntadersaht”
with him, to “take him for a servant for ever,” and the Lord doth “plaigh him (Job
41:3-5). Yet in the context of a man being near the crocodilejstiviery frightening
(Job 41:8,25,34), so that “when he raiseth up himself, the mighty aré”4ftab 41:25).
Or the Lord can take an animal not broken in, “whereon never marssah’as “a colt,”
and ride upon him as a king (Mark 11:2,7-11), whereas if the averagenhweing were
to do this, it would buck him off. Man was segregated under the heealen of Eden
and on the local earth of Eden (cf. Gen. 41:56; Deut. 2:25; 7:1; Dan. 4:20;12142;
Luke 2:1; Rom. 1:8; Col. 1:23), and that the area beyond this was OWBODINDS to
man, till after Noah’s Flood. What God did there was his businesspan’s. It was
God's playground (cf. Job 41:5), not man’s. Certainly human mortaléybiad thing
(Gen. 2:17; Rom. 5:12-14); for as creationist William Buckland of Qixtdniversity
rightly noted, Rom. 8:19-23 refers to this in its reference tohthrean“creature” and
“whole” human“creation” (cf. Mark 16:15; Col. 1:23); i.e., both Jew and GenRlen(.
1:16; 2:10). This requires that man was segregated from some dangeaiuses when
he was in Eden. But it does not make any comment on such conditiolke onés’s
world. However, unlike the old earth creationist model endorsed imtrls some old
earth creationists, and all young earth creationists, consideththaiger in his present
form is in some sense devolved as a consequence of man’s fall, taddgimally he was
a gentle vegetarian animal, on an Eden-wide global earth. Thergfercreationists
cannot agree among ourselves as to the tiger’s original forevertteless, we all agree
that God created the tiger, and we all agree that in thenakigerfect creation of man’s
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habitation, there were no dangerous wild beasts like the tiger, anahfallen man was
not meant to have contact with any such creature.

Recognizing that God is Creator, let the reader consider e.dqllhweing poem
by the creationist, William Blake (1757-1827), entitled, “The Tygegdr).” Let the
reader consider how greatly debased it would be, with respectrhytiten and rhyme, if
some fool were to try and “revise” and “modernize” its usagbesingular “you” which
is “thee,” “thine,” and “thy.” It is to be noted, that Blake live@ll after the time that
“thee” and “thy” etc. were commonly used in conversation, but likérémeslators of the
Authorized Version of 1611, he considered that there was a time a#d tplatill use
“thee” and “thou,” etc., and poetical words were recognized as ore appropriate
context.

Tyger! Tyger! burning bright

In the forests of the night,

What immortal hand or eye

Could frame thy fearful symmetry?

In what distant deeps or skies
Burnt the fire of thine eyes?

On what wings dare he aspire?
What the hand dare seize the fire?

And what shoulder, and what art,

Could twist the sinews of thy heart?

And when thy heart began to beat,

What dread hand? And what dread feet?

What the hammer? What the chain?
In what furnace was thy brain?

What the anvil? What dread grasp
Dare its deadly terrors clasp?

When the stars threw down their spears,
And water’'d heaven with their tears,

Did he smile his work to see?

Did he who made the lamb make thee?

Tyger! Tyger! burning bright

In the forests of the night,

What immortal hand or eye

Dare frame thy fearful symmetry?
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Visit to Calcutta Zoological Sign outside Bengal Tiger cage, CalZotia
Gardens, or Calcutta Zoo, A question that might come from “an old-timer”

2 Aliopore Rd, Calcutta, white British man who lived in India during the
700027, West Bengal, India, time of the Christian white supremacist Briish R
Oct. 2012. After the (Gen. 9:27; Matt. 8:5-13; cf. Gen. 9:26; & Matt.
partitioning of India in 1947, 15:21-28): “l say old chap, | heard you were in
part of Bengal went toEast Bengal ... . Amidst the hot, sweaty, stinking,
Pakistan (Bangladesh since conditions there; did you happen to see a Bengal
1971-2), and part to India.  tiger?” Gavin’'s answer: “Well, ... sort of.”

So Calcutta is still in Bengal. (See next two photos.)

There was a sleepy Bengal Tiger in the pit to A sleepy Bengal iSigest
Gavin’s right shoulder (see next photo). visible, “Did he who made
Calcutta Zoo, Bengal, India, Oct. 2012. the lamb make thee?” (Blake)
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CHAPTER 13
The Pre-Adamite Flood and Noachic Flood.

Like e.g., the six old earth creationist Gap Schoolmen espeb@iiyured in this
work, namely, global earth gap schoolmen, Thomas Chalmers (d. 1847),nWillia
Buckland (d. 1856), and Adam Sedgwick (d. 1873); the gap schoolman non-committal on
either a local or global earth who left the matter to “be decide by scientific
observers,” John Pratt (d. 1871), and on this basis whom | think can lpedésignated
posthumously as an honorary local earth gap schoolman; and my oterlélal earth
gap schoolmen, J. Pye Smith (d. 1851) and Henry Jones Alcock (d. 1915); Ifdalnot
that the succession of worlds created by God on this earth hadrgnythido with
Lucifer, or Lucifer’s fall, or some “Lucifer’s flood,” as argiidy e.g., George Pember,
Arthur Custance, or Finnis Dake. | find the claim of e.g.,|ltdba& pre-Adamite flood”
to be as unsustainable as that of a post Adamite “global Noachic Faatlthink that to
argue for any kind of “Lucifer’s flood” is too far too interpretiokthe Biblical text i.e., |
think it is eisegetical (readingto the text, Greeleis = ‘into’) as opposed to exegetical
(readingout ofthe text, Greelek before vowels i€x= ‘out of’). The local pre-Adamite
flood of the Persian Gulf region that ended about 68,000 B.C., may onohagve been
that of Gen. 1:2, since while it is possible that the water frgmortion of the Persian
Gulf that evaporated after the sea levels fell may have beematyrally cleared by a
miracle in a 24 hour day, and as part of this miraculous acdveninthe effects of saline
poisoning of land; it is also possible tradter the Persian Gulf had dried up 68,000
B.C., God flooded a certain portion of it, and then supernaturally clé@adogda miracle
in a 24 hour day. This is not a matter we can presently leeabaut. My range of
Adamic dates mean the regression of the Persian c&Gil®,000 years ago imposes an
absolute upper Adamic date of no more tlkae8,000 B.C.; and the earliest fossils of
Adamites as Cro-Magnon man 33,000 B.C., with a Cro-Magnon idol 33,000 B.C.,
impose an absolute lower date of no less th&,000 B.C. .

Absolute range of possible Adamic datesc. 51,500 B.C. +/- 16,500 years i.e.,
(beyond a reasonable shadow of a doubt}: 68,000-35,000 B.C. (in which the
Persian Gulf's regression at
€. 68,000 B.C. includes possible
errorbar of up to 4,000 years i.e., to
c. 72,000 B.C)).

Most probable range of Adamic dates c¢. 60,000 B.C. +/- 8,000 years i.e.,
(on the balance of probabilities): c. 68,000-52,000 B.C. .

My best estimate for Adam’s date on the

presently available datébased on the critical

usage of Egyptian, Babylonian, & Sumerian

records of uncertain historical veracity & c. 65,000 +/- 3,000 years i.e.,
SO possibly incorrect & subject to review)c. 68,000-62,000 B.C. .
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Thus whileit is possiblethat the flooding of the Persian Gulf upct@8,000 B.C.
was the pre-Adamite flood of Gen. 1:2, or more accuradebgrtion of itwith the drying
up of a specific portionof the Persian Gulf, this is by no means certain. It nagint
have been a local flooding of the area with its drying up by Godiaculous act
sometime in my most probable range of Adamic datesGf,000 B.C. +/- 8,000 years at
e.g.,c. 52,000 B.C. . And even any best estimate for Adam’s date on the presently
available datal have a 5,000 year range of dates for Adam @8,000-62,000 B.C. ar.
65,000 +/- 3,000 years. (And this is further complicated by theHattsome estimate
the Persian Gulf regression could have been up to 4,000 years a&ar000 B.C., and
while | allow for this possibility, for my general calculatioham using the date af.
68,000.) Thus while it would be too much to say the flooding of the ReEsil before
c. 68,000 B.C. was the pre-Adamite flood of Gen. 1:2, it would be witynbest
estimate for Adam’s date on the presently available tatay that this drying up about
70,000 years ago @t specific portionof the Persian Gulfs one possible candidater
the Gen. 1:2 pre-Adamite Flood. But as for the evidence of anydiegpaokit for a flood
after this time, whether the pre-Adamite Flood or Noah's Flood,saci evidence is
unlikely to be recovered since the Persian Gulf has now been floodkd Holocene;
although there is possible but fairly improbable chantdeat some such evidence may
turn up on one of the islands of the Persian @@$ on the presently available evidence
for flooding seems unlikelysuch an island was one of “the high hills” of the
antediluvians local “earth” and world (Gen. 7:19).

With one qualification, | do not consider the Gen. 1:2 pre-Adamite Floodnwas
any sense a “judgement,” even though it meant the local wortt¢come the Land of
Eden was “without form, and void” (Gen. 1:2), the same wayhat “the whole land”
(Jer. 4:20) of the local judgement referred to by Jeremiahmtch later time, was
“desolate” (Jer. 4:27). l.dike in Gen. 1:2, Jeremiah could say, “I beheld the earth, and
lo, it was without form, and void: and the heavens, and they had nbd (ight 4:23).
The one qualification | make is the same that | make for th&ngpef various geological
“worlds” or ages (Heb. 1:2; 11:3), namely, it reminds us that ofbplwould say, “all
things continue as they were from the beginning of the creatio®efgr 3:4). For the
same God who ended the second last ice age with a catastrophic flobthegPersian
Gulf at the end oThe Fourth Ice Agéin the area including Europe’s Alps known as The
Riss Glacial Stage;. 178,000-128,000 B.C.), then started the last ice age by drying up
this area of the Persian Gulf, once again ending the lastikeaveatastrophic flooding
of the Persian Gulf at the end Die Fifth Ice Agdin the area including Europe’s Alps
known as The Wurm Glacial Stage 68,000-8,000 B.C'§"; will likewise be ending the
present age with a great cataclysm at the Second Advent onldthef judgment and
perdition of ungodly men” (Il Peter 3:7).

Some have looked for an Eden in the northern region around Armeniaan As
Minor where the Tigris and Euphrates start, with a couple of ematter ways as the
Pison and Gihon. E.g., in discussing an anthropologically universal agchgkially

187 See Part 2, Chapter 3, section f, Chart on the First to Fifth Ice Ages.
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local Noachian flood, Arthur Custance (d. 1985) considers “that Eden wasnienia,
and this is in keeping with the conclusion that the Flood [of Noah] was$cstns area to
destroy mankintf®”  The pre-Adamite flood covered all “the dry land” of theiom
(Gen. 1:10) including the low-lying “mountains” or hills (Ps. 104:5,6;licPeter 3:5),
and in the case of Noah'’s flood, covering the same, or roughly the aamae(ll Peter
3:6); and we are told this included covering “all the high hillsthef region inhabited by
the antediluvians (Gen. 7:19). This means that the theory of LakenViasia Minor
can be ruled out since even if Lake Van was flooded, the surroundingHiligfhwould
not be covered even if the waters rose to the very peak of\Latkén which instance, in
the case of Noah’s Flood, on this model the Ark could have plummeted over the precipice
to its destruction. (Therefore, should those following this modéetdurrgue that the
Ark had aerodynamic qualities that no aeronautic designer ig@bd¢ghom, allowing it
to glide?) And on the basis of the need to locate suitable poétibodid sites, science
may also be used to rule out John Lightfoot's model of a local dawtit half the size of
the globe and approximating most, if not all, the old world; or PyghSrmodel of a
local earth still sufficiently grandiose to include much of Wasia; or John Sailhamer’s
model of a local earth in The Promised Land of ancient Israetkwias larger than the
modern State of Israel). Thus by a process of elimination relativede aear the Tigris
and Euphrates Rivers (Gen. 2:14), this leaves only Mesopotamia aiémiian Gulf
region, both of which are sufficiently flat and low to be flooded, includimg “high
hills” of a region (Gen. 7:19), and both of which have been known to bectubje
various inundations. For parts of Mesopotamia have been subject nobamof fourth
and fifth millennia B.C. deluges (although the extent of those floodisfsitedjnfra)*®*
and the Persian Gulf was clearly flooded at the end of the secsinddaage front.
128,000 toc. 68,000 B.C., and to this day progressively flooded over thousands of years
in connection with the ending of the last ice age foo8,000 B.C. .

Glenn Morton, some of whose articles are now parOlof Earth Ministries
Springfield, Ohio, USA, refers to the fact that, “Matthew Poolel670 and Edward
Stillingfleet in 1662 both argued for a local flood prior to the advengeaiflogical
knowledgé®.” Bishop Edward Stillingfleet was an Anglican Bishop whereastihéw
Poole was a Puritan, and in these two men we see an AnglicanPbroad-Protestant
support for the idea of a geographically local Noachian Flood longebéfier modern
science of geology. Although in Stillingfleet's cade argued for this as one of two
possiblities, also allowing for the possiblity ofgéobal flood, and being no-committal
between these two possibilities.

188 Custance, A.CThe Flood: Local or Global?Zondervan, Michigan, USA,
1979, p. 47.

189 Bailey, L.R.,Noah op. cit.e.g., p. 36.

1% Morton, G.R., “The Mediterranean Flood” (1998). cit, p. 249, citing
Frederick A. Filby,The Flood Reconsideredondervan, Grand Rapids, Michigan, USA,
1970, pp. 83-84.
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Thus the text of Genesis helps us locate the relevant amea,isheeds to be a
flood-plain area near the Tigris and Euphrates Rivers. Furthermvereead in Gen.
13:10, “And Lot lifted up his eyes, and beheld all the plain of Jordhat,it was well
watered everywherdefore the Lord destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah, even as the garden
of the Lord like the land of Egypt, as thou comest unto Zoar.” John Lightfmatiders
that this means, “Eden was watered by a river that overflotvexce a year,” like the
River Nile “in the land of Egypt” and the River Jordan “in the plairJordan” (Gen.
13:10)°Y.  One the one hand, it would be possible to limit the meaning wfastwell
watered everywhere,” without the requirement of an annual flood; bilteoother hand,
Lightfoot has a point in that ihightpotentially include such a meaning. Whether or not
Eden did have any sort of gentle annual fertilizing flood in plteAdamite times is
unclear and uncertain, but either way, this means we are alsadoiakia fertile area,
and once again, either Mesopotamia or the Persian Gulf area wouwdt the
requirement.

Dan Wonderly (d. 2004) of the old earth creatiomigerdisciplinary Biblical
Research InstitutélBRI), USA, supports a geographically local Noachian Flood model,
in a section entitled, “Compatibility of a ‘Universal’ Flood Withbsgrved Natural
Laws,” in his article, “Genesis 11 and ArchaeologicaidEnce for Paleolithic Man”
(1996)°. However, he thinks it had to be a much largeal flood than | do. Wonderly
considers “the Biblical flood was widespread ondheth rather than being very localized,”
since “Genesis 6-8 indicates the Flood was a ngjgsical disturbance on the earth, and
that it extended to all places where the human hacemigrated. Here are some of the
statements in these chapters which make it nege$sarus to recognize the great
proportions of the Flood ... . Gen. 7:11 state$ thiathe fountains of the great deep
[were] broken up, and the windows of heaven weenegd.” This seems to make it clear
that, in addition to rain falling, the oceans pdmd water for flooding. Perhaps
earthquakes on the ocean floor caused great waweash up on the land, or perhaps even
uncommonly large waterspouts brought water todghd.I Gen 8:4-5 tell us that the ark was
floating continuously for six months ,.and that the water was still so high that no
appreciable land surface could be seen until aleweinsand one-half months.  And [Gen.]
8:6-10 gives further confirmation of the long pericequired for the water to run off.
Remember that the falling of rain lasted only fatays ([Gen.] 7:12§%”

What does Wonderly mean when he says, “the Biblical floaiwidespread on the
earth rather than being very localized”? Doeskan that it had to bigger than something
like the Kish Flood of Mesopotamia @ 2,500 B.C., which was very localized to just parts
of Kish? Or does he mean it had to be somethihgmassive e.g., approximating the area

191 Lightfoot, J.0p. cit, p. 692 commenting on Gen. 2:10.

192 Wonderly's IBRI Research Report no. A4(1996) op. cit.
(http://www.wonderlylib.ibri.org/RR044/44paleo.htm

193 bid., “Compatibility of a ‘Universal’ Flood With Observed Natural Laws

(there are no page numbers in this article, only section headings).
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of half of Mesopotamia, or the present area of theifdeGulf? Wonderly's lack of clarity
here fails to give any kind of hard and fast figuedlustrate what he means. However,
his later comments seem to indicate he is lookorgglite a massive local flood. For
instance, | think that Wonderly has here greatly ste¢ed the requirements of Noah'’s Flood
when he starts to speculate, “Perhaps earthquakésemcean floor caused great waves to
wash up on the land.” And nor would | accept his cdinat Gen. 7:11, “seems to make it
clear that ... the oceans provided water for flootiihty The issue of what is meant by “the
fountains of the deep” was considered on my model in Part 2, Chapteectibnsc,
supra E.g., might the basins in the Persian Gulf be “the fountains aleep™ Or
might water from a number of Shatt al-Arab exists be “the fonstof the deep™? (Gen.
7:11; 8:2). Or might a combination of both be different instances of “the fountains of the
deep™ These are not the only two possibilitiet lta&e been conjectured. Thiisthe
fountains of the deep” were Shatt al-Arab existespmably being “broken up” (AV) or
burst open (Hebrewhaga') at various points from a greater than usual flowrTigris-
Euphrates water, then these would have quite lligdeept flowing into the flood region till
they were “stopped” from having this effect by tieéurn to normal water flow levels from
the Shatt al-Arab. Thus Wonderly's claim thate“tBiblical flood was widespread on the
earth rather than being very localized,” is contalty overly interpretive.

So too, Wonderly's associated claim that “the Flowas truly a major physical
disturbance on the earth,” is overly interpretgta#hough once again, he fails to clearly
define what he means by “a major physical disturbane., what | regard as a relatively
minor geological disturbance, he might think ofrasjor,” although he contextually seems
to mean a much bigger Noachian Flood than | day., Be says, “We are not saying that the
Flood covered mountains any higher than perhaps 2,000deabout 600 metres; whereas
| would say the Flood may not have covered moustaity higher than perhaps 200 feet or
about 60 metres. That is because descriptiotigpaigraphy such as “high hills” (Gen.
7:19) are made relative to one’s world, and we ctgafely judge these type of relativistic
local earth issues by reference to global earth miinas. Wonderly says “the fact that
distant, high mountain ranges and distant contineraty not have been covered with water
should not lead us to believe that the Flood hadamareciable effect upon the remote
continents. Any earth-disturbance which causethallconditions described in Genesis 7-
8, over an area so extensive that an ark was negdessave the animals of that region,
must certainly have been great enough to affecaat the shores and lowlands of all the
continents of the eartfr.” This indicates that he saw the Lord raisingaclevels for the
purposes of a local flood, but that these then atgshcontinental coasts around the globe.
Once again, this is highly interpretative of a mbidger local Noah'’s flood than | endorse.

Wonderly says, “the wording of the Biblical account of the Floo&enesis 6-8
does not declare that the flood waters completely covered albtiiments of the earth.

194 pid. .

195 Ipid. .
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In my estimation ... | do not feel we should use the term ‘localdfloa’®®” By

contrast, | would certainly consider that we shoudg the term “local flood” for Noah'’s
Flood. Thus there is a sense in which Wondeiigsh’s Flood model is not so mueh
local flood, asa series of co-ordinated local floods all over thebg As discussed in Part
2, Chapter 6, section c, subsection iv, HeadingtADan Wonderly’'s old earth creationist
multi-regional model,’supra on his model, Wonderly dates Adamca200,000-100,000
B.C., and he puts the Tower of Babelcail00,000-50,000 B.C. . Though he does not
give a specific date for Noah, on these figures, the only possible event Waralédye
reasonably referring to would be the ending of the second lastjeae 428,000 B.C. .
If I have misunderstood Wonderly’'s intent, | ant kef ask, What else between200,000-
100,000 B.C. besides the ending of the second last icec.a$28,000 B.C., could
Wonderly possibly be referring to on his model of a series of dinxated local floods all
over the globe? This was the planet earffésirth Ice Age being known in the area
including Europe’s Alps as The Riss Glacial Stage.df78,000-128,000 B.C.; broadly
correlating in Europe’s North with first the Saale Glacitdg® (which was probably
three substages: Drente - the glacial advance, Treene -athal gétreat, and Warthe —
the glacial advance,) and then followed by the Eemian Interpl&tege; broadly
correlating in the British Isles with the Gipping Glaciah@t, and then followed by the
Ipswich Interglacial Stage; broadly correlating in North Amreriwith the lllinoian
Glacial Stage, and then followed by the Sangamon InterglaceeStand broadly
correlating in limited parts of South America with the SantaidM&lacial Stage, and
then followed by the Valdivia Interglacial Stage.

Though Wonderly is short on specific details, érdwere simultaneous floodings
of coastal regions. 128,000 B.C., this would arguably mean that onniglel Adamites
could have spread out over the glglyviding they stayed in the coastal regig8senario
1). Wonderly’s lack of detail includes the fact that he doespexiically say that men
were living on the coastal regions of these continents, but if they were not, adidtlve
the point of flooding them with Noah’s Flood? On Wonderly's sensatiticai®del, it
might be said that there were no men on the coastal regionsarttieents and that this
was simply a bi-product of a simultaneous glacial n&tefario 2 But if so, it strikes
me as peculiar that there would be such massive global floodinge feal reasons. It
would be a case of, “using a sledge-hammer to crack open a nut.”

Thus onScenario 1there were men on these coastal areas. If so, What about the
difficulties of Noah having to get around with soleeel of regularity to these coastal areas
all over the globe in his work as “a preacher ghteousness” (Il Peter 2:5). What kept
them to the coasts? And we also have no evidence of men dimifgst the coasts of
continents, and then being wiped out by a well time co-ordinated sériesal coastal
floods c. 128,000 B.C!®".  And onScenario 1(men on global continental coasts) or

196 |pid. .

197 Someone following this model might further claim that the /§meyr Beasts
(wrongly classified by secular anthropologists as “Anatortyiddbdern Humans,”) were
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Scenario Ano men on global continental coastigse well co-ordinated coastal floodings
presume a much tighter connection between the delemh ice age in the British Isles,
Europe’s North, Europe’s South around the Alps,tihNémerica, and South America, than
what is really warranted. Though the terminolo@yrhe Fourth Ice Agés in my opinion
valid because it captures in broad-brush termgdhkty of a general event, nevertheless
requires the more specific qualification that tbe age in different areas only broadly or
approximately correlates globally, and that regiateérsity needs to be examined in the
different areas of its impact. On Wonderly’'s mipdae would presumably have to argue
that God supernaturally caused a simultaneousahalt these five areas inside the space of
12 months as part of the action to create Noalvsd-|

But even so, what of the problem that “the watatsirned from off the earth
continually” (Gen. 8:3) at the end of Noah'’s Flos@ce e.g. following the Riss Glacial
Stage ofc. 178,000-128,000 B.C., the Riss-Wurm Interglacial Stage lasted ¢rom
128,000-68,000 B.C., and correlates with the Eemian Interglacial Stabjertfern
Europe, Ipswich Interglacial Stage of the British Isles, Samogalnterglacial Stage of
North America, and Valdivia Interglacial Stage of South Ameridauring this time of
the Riss-Wurm Interglacial Stage, represented in the Alfucdpe with the Moosburg
Gravels, there were relatively moderate weather conditionsearl¢€lthe 12 months
requirement of Gen. 8:3 rules out a Noachian Flood of about 60,000 years.fr
128,000-68,000 B.C., which is the approximate time period for higher waters in
continental coastal flooding, or flooding of the Persian Gulf, that tibdel would be
looking at. Hence while Wonderly is short on details, on this typeoafel one would
presumably have to argue that “the waters returned frénim@fearth continually” (Gen.
8:3) refers tanly one area of the many local flopd®d given that Wonderly refers to the
Ark coming to rest in “Ararat” (Gen. 8:4) withouhya clarification to the effect that he
considers this designation includes what today dibelthe Ararat-Zagros Mountain Range,
and given that the Persian Gulf was flooded dutirigRiss-Wurm Interglacial Stage, he
presumably would isolate some area of Mesopotamia for thiso, litlsink it would still
be a distortion of the text which is clearly referring to fadlod “waters” having
“returned” in Gen. 8:3.

Thus | would consider a more modest local Noaht®élthan Wonderly envisaged
would fit the Biblical requirements, on my modeiside a portion of the area now covered
by the waters of the Persian Gulf. Neverthelessyith my Persian Gulf model, it is clear
that Wonderly’'s model of multiple global local fld® is still of a local Noachian flood,
rather than a global flood, notwithstanding hisageeat the terminology of a “local flood.”
Thus e.g., with respect to Gen. 7:19, “all the Higls, that were under the whole heaven,
were covered,” Wonderly says that one does “not ne¢éak®this as applying to areas of
the earth which are completely beyond the region God had designatbe fuabitation
of early man,” for “such terms as ‘all’ and ‘under the whole heagan legitimately be
regarded as spoken from the standpoint of local observers in the flmtl aHence he
rejects the global flood of young earth creationist “flood geqgloggying, “Belief in a

post Noachic Flood Adamites. But the problem they would still h&teat there is no
evidence for the Aper Satyr Beasts having souls.
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Biblical flood ... in Genesis 6-8” should “avoid the contradictions and ins@escientific
problems which are so common in ‘Flood geology’ books. For example, (fjahiem
of how there could have been enough water to actually submerge aflighest
mountains of the world at once, or (alternatively) why there gaeat amounts of
evidence that most of the mountains of the world are far oldervioald be the case if
they were formed after the Flood. (2) The animal distribution oth daday is very
similar to that in the fossil record, so that the kangaroos and m#érsupials of Australia
were there before and after the Flood, but nowhere etS&”...

Wonderly continues, “A further question which migigrplex some readers is the
altitude of modern Mount Ararat (about 17,000 ft¢o5,200 metres]). If it was covered,”
he asks, would there not be “the same problem as in (1) pfebeding paragraph, with the
amount of water needed? It is unlikely that thisvhat Gen 8:4 is speaking of when it
refers to ‘the mountains of Ararat.’ By consuitia good Bible dictionary or encyclopedia
one can easily learn that Ararat was a large rediariang distance from where Moses was
when he wrote Genesis. The precise boundaridsagdt at the time of writing Genesis are
not known just as we do not know the exact locatibthe Garden of Eden, even though
Gen 2:10-14 gives specific names of rivers andidistby which its location could have
been identified originally. There is thus no viaknow even the approximate location of
the place where the Ark came to rest, and no rel@stinnk that Mt. Ararat in Turkey was
submerged by the Flobt.”

In favour of such views, Wonderly also refers to some work “entifled Flood’
in a manuscript written in 1990 by Phillip Eichmargonservative Christian professor at the
University of Rio Grande, Rio Grande, Ohio,” USA. He says“tahman himself agrees
with me that the size and force of the Biblical Fleagte so great that it must have affected
all continents to some extent” i.e., a much bidgeal flood than | would endorse, and in a
qualified way having some kind of global impactcgrit is said to reach to the coasts of all
continents.  And Wonderly further makes referemcevork on a local flood by Woods
(1972) as cited by Eichman. E.g., Woods says, “A local floethsdavored by the extra-
Biblical evidence ... .” Thus with respect to Gen. 7:19, “suchrstatés as ‘all the high
mountains’ ... may be understood to mean all those within the view obderver.” |
would have a wider view of “all the high hills” than this, sayingefers to “all” those of
a given local world (see “all” in e.g., Gen. 41:47), whether or natbaerver in it could,
or could not, see them all at once; and if my model of an Eden abosiz¢thef the
Australian Capital Territory is correct, then it would ceraibefar too bigto be able to
see mountaing. 50-67 metres or 165-220 feet tall, if they were spread out around
different geographical locations in the World of Eden. Woods contifidesny rate,
‘under the whole heaven’ ... might mean no more than ‘under the whole horizon.”
Once again, | would have a wider view of “under the whole heaven” (G&8) than

19 wonderly'sIBRI Research Report no. 44.996)op. cit, “Compatibility of a
‘Universal’ Flood With Observed Natural Laws.”

199 Ipid. .
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this, saying it refers to the local heaven of a given leasth in a given local world (see
“heaven” in e.g., Col. 1:23), whether or not an observer in it could, or cotldee it all
at once, and most probably he could not. Woods continues, “Furtisetru¢ that such
words as ‘all’ and ‘every’ are sometimes used in the Old Testament in alliseise ... .
See, for example, Gen 41:57, Deut 2:25 and 1 Kings 10:24. Again the \adid feay
also mean ‘land’ or ‘the inhabited earth.?2”

So too when one looks at Hugh Ross’s Noachic Floodel, he is once again
thinking in terms of a much larger local flood thiawould endorse on my Persian Gulf
model. E.g., inThe Universal Flood(1990), Ross supplies the following map of
Mesopotamia which shows a proposed local Noaclhaal finside the 300 foot or about 90
metres contour line. He says that this is a modeap and so Mesopotamia may have
changed minimally from Biblical times, e.g., on Oiste in this model for a Noachic Flood
of about 12,000 years ago®rl0,000 B.C. (which | regard as too low a date,\ahith he
has since revised to a more realistic datea), he thinks the Persian Gulf may have gone
up to a more northerly point than it now does (ltfh on my data | would say thatcat
10,000 B.C. it would have been at a more southmolgt than it now is). But in broad
general terms Ross says Mesopotamia still looksdhge as on a modern map, so that for
his immediate purposes a modern map of Mesopotamiable.

Hugh Ross’s 1990 Mesopotamian Flood Model wittedo
lines at about the 300 foot or about 90 metresocwrine.

Ross says this “300 foot contour” line model idydione particular scenario ... .
This is a fairly extensive flood ... covering hundrefishousands of square miles. Now if
the contour went up to 600 or 1,000 feet, of cqutsgould cover a much larger area; but
we’d be looking at a flood of hundreds of thousamdsnost, maybe a million square miles

200 pid., citing Woods, C.M.,The Living Way Commentary on the Old

TestamentLambert Book House, Shreveport, Los Angeles, California, USA, 1972, Vol.
1, p. 20.
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... a very big flood .2°.” Thus Ross’s proposed model at the 300 foat. @0 metres
contour line with a Noachic Flood of 100,000s ofiag miles, is his smallest possible
model; but he is allowing for, and raising the $pf, an even larger local flood going up
to the 600 foot oc. 180 metres contour line, or 1,000 feetcoBOO metres contour line,

which he says could be up to 1,000,000 square milé®se are very large local floods!

As noted earlier in Volume 1, Part 2, ChaptersEttion c, | wrote ifPerspective
on Science and Christian Faitf2007) in the context of the Seely-Ross exchange in
connection with the views of old earth creationist Day-Age School atvétiagh Ross.
And among other things, | say, “Ross’s Mesopotamian flood theotsicks credibility
during the last Ice Age 10,000-70,000 years ago, due to the cold inhospitable
Mesopotamian conditions which would not sustain the garden of Gen. 3 aratiois
described in Gen. 4-9. In a manner something like, though not identibaBEskimos,
any human beings in Mesopotamia during the last ice age would haaxesl nimoand out
of ice conditions as they journeyed around this region ... . By cgritiasPersian Gulf
was a warm area full of sunshine ... .”

Though in doing so he made no reference to my constructive criticsmis
model, Ross later modified his model to inclunt#h Mesopotamia to the north and the
Persian Gulf region to the south in thew Reasons To Belie(2009) magazine. And
he repeated this in his DVIn the Days of Noali2010), with proposed dates for Noah’'s
Flood atc. 48,000-38,000 B.%. Given that on my model | allow for a possible Noachi
Flood date range af. 50,000 B.C. +/- 16,000 years (with a best estimate on the presently
available data o€. 35,000 B.C.), Ross’s revised dates are narrower than, and within my
parameters, for when | think Noah’s Flood occurred. But thtigllates for Noah's
Flood are now within what | consider to be a criedilange, he is still failing to recognize
that Mesopotamian conditions during this time preclude it as a LaBdef candidate.
But he has made some progress in this direction in his artidhe, Edcation of Eden”
(2014), in which in addressing a model that locates Eden in Armensayisehe thinks
Eden may have been “in what is now the southeastern portion of iarP@ulf.” (By
contrast, on my understanding of the Ararat-Zagros mountain rang&amd8:4, |
would look to a more north-eastern portion of the Persian Gulf.) $&xyss “Such a
warm, lush location explains why Adam and Eve did not need clothese(amby
contrast, would have been quite c8fd) But Ross still links the area of the Persian
Gulf with Mesopotamia for Noah’s Flood, and this relates to hislyVieriting concept
of “the mountains of Ararat” (Gen. 8:4) being the northern parts ofAtaeat-Zagros
mountain range; even though these weather conditions of what he callrfa lush
location, did not apply at this time to Mesopotamia. Thus elenoéhis model are still

201 Ross’sThe Universal Flood1991),0p. cit..

202 Ross'dn the Days of Noal2010),0p. cit..

203 Ross, H., “Q[uestion] & Alnswer]: Four Riverst&e Location of Eden,” (10

April 2014),0p. cit..
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too geographically large, and Ross needs to “down-size” his model to justan mdrine
Persian Gulf.

And Ross goes into other exaggerations in threbduiclear ways. His second
broad exaggeration are his claims on “trigonometaftulations; his third exaggeration are
claims about the extent of sea level drops durindaftdce age with regard to its effects on
the Red Sea; and his fourth exaggeration are claims abouittdi®l$y of the south-eastern
portion of the Persian Gulf as a site for Eden Wwhatso relates to his claims about the
extent of sea level drops during the last ice ageshall deal with the second and third
exaggerations in this section. But further detafilthe fourth exaggeration are referred to
in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 17, sectionndi;a; where | note that Ross’s claim which he
repeated in 2014 that “The Location of Eden” was “in wisahow the southeastern
portion of the Persian Gaff,” faces the problem of both larger and longer as well as
smaller and shorter transgressions of Indian Ocean waters dat@dPleistocene I{c.
68,000-8,000 B.C.), which in view of the need to have a dry Land of Eden, effectivel
acts to rule out this southeastern region as a reasonable carfdidéite Land of Eden.
And finally, | shall consider his repetition in 2010 of his earliegiggeration on the size
of Noah’s Flood, with respect to the contour line he uses in hisreB@8® model to get
the Ark on his model to the area he thinks are “the mountainsas&tAr(Gen. 8:5), of
the c. 300 foot orc. 90 metres contour line in Mesopotamia, and hishé&urexpansion of
this. (Although these same factors meanjisspossiblethough by no means certain, that
some portion of Greater Eden, connected with thanfis legendmight have been in this
more southern region, including therefore the seatst, and hence flooded earlier than
some other parts of Greater Eden in the Persiaf) @ildiscussed at Part 2, Chapter 17,
section einfra.)

Let us now consider these second and third exaggerations, and sorantglef
the first matter, of Ross’s exaggerations with respect to Ndébbd. Firstly, irin the
Days of Noal{2010), Ross suggests, “... do some High School trigonomadrfigure out
how many miles you can see if you've got 30 feetdo9 metres] of height advantage.
You'll be amazed how much farther you can actusdlg away. ... But that's the context
because Noah’s at a higher level on top of the Aglks able to see a greater distance away

Now, one other calculation you can work autHow extensive then would the flood
have to be minimum? ... It means the flood wouldehi® be more extensive than about
100 miles [orc. 160 kilometres], ‘cause if it was less extensiantthO0 miles, then even at
the height of the flood water’s you'd be able te seme of the distant hills ... . So that
would mean that the flood, at a minimum, would have to be @@ [orc. 320 kilometres]
across in diameter ...” i.e., at least about 40,0filae miles or about 102,400 square
kilometres. This compares to my estimate for Ro&tood ofc. 1,000 square miles or
2,560 square kilometres, possibly a bit big&ernd so Ross alleged “minimum” size for
Noah’s flood is about 39,000 square miles or about 100,000 square kilomejeethan
what | am proposing as the likely general size.

204 Ibid. .

205 gee Part 2, Chapter 11, section e, at StepBa



1466

As previously discussed, | do not consider thegtthhills” of the antediluvian’s
world could be higher thaa. 50-67 metres or 165-220 feet tall, and so these would be
relatively close to the ground. For calculating the horfmam an observer, there are three
possibilities: No Refraction from the EarthRefraction from the Earthand Objects
silhouetted against a bright backgrodfiti

Possibility 1: No Refraction from the Earfmost common). A general imperial
measurement formula is that the distance in m8e230 feet’) equals the square root of
the height in feet, above the surface multipliedLi824%. Thus if e.g., one uses Ross’s
Plimsoll Line calculation for Noah's Ark being ab Ifeet (or 4.6 metres), so that the Ark
was “30 feet” €. 9 metres) above water-level, then 5.4772255 (there root of 30) x
1.224 =c. 6.7 miles orc. 10.8 kilometres is the horizon when the Ark isviatef®°. Thus
this would actually mean that flood would have &tWice this i.e.c. 13.4 miles or 21.6
kilometres in diameter, and for ease of approxincaleulation, also using Ross’s square
shaped flood idea, this would mean the minimal size fohNdgood would be 13.4 x 13.4
= 179.56 =c. 180 square miles or 21.6 x 21.6 = 466.56 467 square kilometres. By
contrast, to get up to Ross’s “100 miles” horizequires a height of about 6,700 feet¢or
1%, miles orc. 2040 metres, or 2.04 kilometres) i.e., 81.8535527 (thareqoot of 6,700) x
1.224 =c. 100 miles (oc. 160 kilometres) to the horizon. An Ark that fi®e. 1% miles or
c. 2 kilometres above water level is clearly an atbsize, that not even the young earth
creationistFlood Geology Schogdroponents would claim. E.g., to get an ark tailisto
float, using Ross’s Plimsoll Line calculation of féet under water for 30 feet above water
i.e., one-third under water for a vessel two-thirds aboverwaould mean for the Ark to be
6,700 feet above water level, it would have to @®30 feet (oc. 3,063 metres) high, with
about 3,350 feet (oc. 1021 metres) underwater at the Plimsoll LinéAllowing for no
terrestrial refraction a vessel this big would require a depth of wétet would imply
either a global flood, or something quite closé,tand given that Mount Ararat ¢s 16,854
feet or 5,137 metres, the Ark in dry dock would be about 60% or threetfithHseight of

20 see Andrew T. Young's “Distance to the HorizoBAn Diego, California,

USA, 2003, revised 201 dttp://mintaka.sdsu.edu/GF/explain/atmos refr/horizonl).

207 Also known as “a statute mile” with reference to a 15938istat Elizabeth |

(Regnal Years: 1558-1603) in which the mile was so defined at 5,280 feet.

208 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9@.999),0p. cit, “Horizon.”

209 The “Plimsoll Line” is named after Samuel Plith§t824-1898), a merchant
and member of the Westminster Parliament in Londdi§, who helped instigate the
Merchant Shipping Act (1875) requiring that a line to be draw British merchant ships to
show their lawful submergence level in order tgpdttem being overloaded. Though the
exact place of this load line has varied at diffetenes, it remains known as “The Plimsoll
Line.” Obviously I am not suggesting such a #itdme was drawn on Noah’s Ark, but |
am using “Plimsoll Line” in the general sense of nieg the point of a ship’s submergence
level when fully laden and in the water.
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Mount Ararat! Yet Ross is clearly opposed to the gldlbod theory, and he thinks the ark
is only “30 feet” above the water level rather tli&700 feet” above water level; and i§o
allowing for no terrestrial refractiorinis mathematical figures for how far Noah could see at
“about 100 miles” oc. 160 kilometres (a vessel 6,700 feet above watet)leas opposed to

c. 6.7 miles orc. 10.8 kilometres (a vessel 30 feet above water)leaee clearly gross
exaggerations, lacking their alleged scientific atimematical value.

Possibility 2: Refraction from the Earth The effects of refraction are extremely
variable on a daily basis, and asspecially variable over watesuch as would have
occurred at the time of Noah’s Flood. Sometimesan as “looming,” this means that an
object below the horizon e.g., a boat, will lodtelit is lifted into the sky, and thus from an
optical miragé'®. On this type of scenario, it is possible that,ea high hill beyond the
horizon of Noatmighthave appeared as a mirage in the sya. But contextually Ross
makes no specific reference to miragesssibility 3.

Possibility 3: Objects silhouetted against a briggaickground. Sometimes objects
are silhouetted against a bright background, e.g., the setting ssimrtly after sunset,
on a bright twilit sky™%

Thus e.g., Andrew Young refers to how from the jpaxt of San Diego in southern
California, on west coast USA, this silhouette @ffmeans that around sunset, occasionally
he can see San Clemente Island whiclc.id25 kilometres orc. 78 miles offshore
(Possibility 3. With “normal refraction” of the earth, he sakss island is usually “just ...
visible above our horizon,” although not during ttey Possibility 3. And at Santa Ana
in southern California, Young says “looming” adgsaise San Clemente Island into the sky,
even though it is often difficult to see Rdssibility 3. However, he says that “if’ one
“know[s] where to look,” then “just after sunsétetisland is often visible.”

The potential for seeing something far away du¢h® silhouette effect around
sunset in the right conditions, if an object ishth@nough, are quite great. For instance, in
1933, the Coast and Geodetic Survey observer, C.L. Gagperfed making measurements
that involved no looming with his instruments inpogite directions, “between Mt. Shasta
and Mount St. Helena in California, a distance @ iniles” or 309 kilometredPssibility
3). And Garner also reported a 1911 sighting imskh, USA, of the Fairweather
Mountains from the Gulf of Alaska in the ship, Exglg when it was 330 miles or 531
kilometres away. And as far as Young knows, “the recorduich ong distance sightings
from the silhouette effectPpssibility 3, is not for our purposes applicable, since it was
made when observers in Turkestan, or modern dah-sast Kazakhstamere in a desert
mountain at height of abodt™ of a mile or one kilometreand so with a thinner air path
than at ground level. Nevertheless, at that iim&923, Korzenewsky reported that in

210 Andrew Young's “Distance to the Horizongp. cit, & Encyclopaedia

Britannica CD99(1999),0p. cit, “Mirage.”

211 Andrew Young's “Distance to the Horizorp. cit..



1468

perfect weather conditions one could see a snowethmountain that was about 15,256
feet or 4,650 metres high, at a staggering 466smil&’50 kilometres away.

But contextually Ross does not make any qualificataimout what Noah could see
due a conjectured silhouette effect around surs{bility 3. Hence the most natural
way to read Ross’s claims, are Noah'’s vision withrefraction from the eartfPossibility
1). And with hills that | would estimate at no radhanc. 50-67 metres or 165-220 feet
tall, but which he may estimate as higher, either wWayge accept that “the high hills”
“were covered” with flood “waters” (Gen. 7:19), they would not beibis. Thus while
it is possiblethat Ross might be able to argue for a mird@ss§ibility 9 or a silhouette
effect that allowed Noah at sunsebésibility 3 to see his “100 milessupra this would be
surely counterproductive to his model also, sirfce.g., he could see some very tall
mountains at this distance, or an island, therfldosl would not meet the description of
“the high hills” being “covered” with “waters” (Ger7:19). And if he did seanythingat
“100 miles” due to a miragePpssibility 9 or a sunset silhouette effe€assibility 3, on
what basigloes Ross select the “100 miles” figure, sincewlusld be speculative, and one
could also conjecture other distances, more or lgssd if this was Ross’ thinking, why did
he not make this clear at the time? On the basigaf he has presently said about it, | am
left to ask,What is the basis for any such conjectures as Biisss 2 or 3 since we have
no reason to believe that either of these possdsiliwere brought into play?1 think the
most natural way to read Ross’s present claimsnatiee context ofPossibility 1i.e.,no
refraction from the earthwith an exaggeration by Ross on the distance Naal see.

A third of Ross’s exaggerations has to do withdverstating of the alleged effects
of the drop in sea levels duringate Pleistocene li(c. 68,000-8,000 B.C.) (also of
relevance to the fourth matter of Eden’s location which he alsmigpes on such as
exaggeration). Ross claimsimthe Days of Noak2010), “If you go back forty or fifty
thousand years ago, ... the Persian Gulf was dry, [and] the RedsSedry*™ i.e., atc.
48,000-38,000 B.C.. Then in “Research studies shed light on the Garden Blwbdiie
(2011) he said, “Much of what is now the Persian Gulf and Red Sedrwasiring the
latter part of the last ice a&” And “Four Rivers & the Location of Eden” (2014), Ros
said that “during the end of the last ice age ted Rea was largely dry, which means the
region of Cush would have extended into the moustairthe southwest tip of the present
Arabian Peninsuf®®” (What are his relevant dates for “the endhef last ice age™?) He

212 hid. .

213 Ross'dn the Days of Noal2010),0p. cit.(emphasis mine).

214 Hugh Ross’s “Research studies shed light on the Gardeheaiftbbd,”New
Reasons To BelieyéMagazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 3, No. 2,
2011, p. 4-6, at p. 5 (Figure 1 caption).

21> Ross, H., “Q[uestion] & Alnswer]: Four Riverst&e Location of Eden,” (10
April 2014),0p. cit..
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then shows a picture of the Arabian Peninsula with &ex/Sea and dry Persian Gulf with
the caption, “Middle East 40-50 kya [= 40,000-50,000 year$'8go

Showing a fairly bone-dry Red Sea, Hugh Ros€tie of both
a dry Red Sea and dry Persian Gulf on either ditleecArabian
Peninsula, 40,000-50,000 years agdnrthe Days of Noal2010).

As more fully discussed at Part 2, Chapter 17ticsed, infra, during theLate
Pleistocene Il period €. 68,000-8,000 B.C.), at their maximum point, global sea-levels
dropped byc. 120 metres oc. 390 feet (although they were sometimes higher than this in
the Persian Gulf and elsewhere durirage Pleistocene )I(Sarnthein 19727 & Swift et
al, 1999'9. But whereas the Persian Gulf is presently often at leetwe20-35
fathoms (120-210 feet) oc. 36-66 metres, and frequently less than this; although
occasionally going to higher depths of, for instarmcd4 fathoms oc. 80 metres; and at
its south-eastern end off the west coast of Iran, even very goily to depths of e.g.,
58 fathoms oc. 106 metres, and 60 fathoms (360 feety.dk10 metres; by contrast, the
Red Sea is much deeper. The contemporary Red Sealj00 miles orc. 1,930
kilometres (km) long, with a maximum width of abautl90 miles orc. 305 kilometers,
and in the northeast reaching a depth.®f16 fathomsd. 5,500 feet) oc. 1676 metres.

Thus e.g., Cochraaet unum(1988) say, “A consistent feature of the main trough
in the northern Red Sea is an axis of deeper water 1100-1200 m[etre3,@t0-3,940

216 «Kya” = 1,000s of years ago; “k” = “kilo” (a metric systemeasurement)

from Greekchilioi (? % ) meaning “thousand,” via the Frenkito i.e., denoting factors
of 1,000, + “y" = years, + “a” = “ago.”

217 sarnthein, M., “Sediments & History of the Postglacial Tgeession in the
Persian Gulf & Northwest Gulf of Omanilarine GeologyVol. 12, 1972, pp. 245-266,
at p. 245.

218 Swift, S.A.et al “Late Quaternary stratigraphy ... of the Persian (Arabian)

Gulf Region,”Marine GeologyVol. 160, No. 1, Aug. 1999, pp. 1-23 at p. 13.
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feet] and from 10 to about 25 km [or 6-15% miles] wid&®.” That the Red Sea was
certainly affected by the Late Pleistocene drop in ocean lefelsl20 metres oc. 390
feet, is seen by e.g., the conclusions of Chappel & Shackleton (19863sthmate the
sea-level drop slightly higher at 130 metres oc. 425 feet, which they think acted to
make “an almost complete isolation” of the waters in the grgsid of the Red Sea
“from the” southern entry point “waters of the Gulf of Adan and thealimdDceaft.”
Hence Geoffrey Bailey formed the view that, “the southern RadcBannel was narrow
enough for long periods of the Pleistocene sea-level cycle toadigy erossed or
circumvented without seafaring skiffs” Thus in estimating the sea level drop relative
to present sea-levels at the more common nin@20 metres oc. 390 feet, Christopher
Fontanieret al agree that, “The 120 m global sea level lowering during theglastal
maximum caused great reduction in water exchange with the opan.’bce“At that
time,” “the Red Sea” “salinities reached 50%, and were betfuadolerance of” certain
“planktonic” organism&2  Thus there was “a salinity crisis in the Red Sea duhiag t
last glaciatioA®” something like we see today in the Dead Sea of Israel. it Bualso
the case the there was water in most of the present Redr#kap e.g., Siddadt al
(2003) made a reconstruction of “the history of water residéness in the Red Sea”
betweerc. 68,000-23,000 B.C., in which they said, “We find that sea-level changes up to
35 m[etres oc. 115 feet], at rates of up to 2 c[entre]m[etres]dol/s" of an inch]” per
annum “occurred, coincident with abrupt changes in clifiite And that water levels

219 Cochran, J.R., & Martinez, F., “Structure & tectonics of the nontiRed
Sea: catching a continental margin between rifting & driftifggttonophysigsvol. 150,
1988, pp. 1-32 at p. 7.

220 Chappell, J. & Shackleton, N.J., “Oxygen isotopes and sea |daire

Vol. 324, 1986, pp. 137-140; cited in Brachert, T.C. & Dullo, W-C., “Correlation of Deep
Sea Sediments & Forereef Carbonates in the Red Sea: an ImpOhtee for Basin
Analysis,” Marine GeologyVol. 92, 1990, pp. 255-267, at p. 256.

221 Review of Geoffrey Bailey of the Department of Archaeglag York
University, UK, after main article of Jeffrey Rose, “Newghi on Human Prehistory in
the Arabo-Persian Gulf Oasis” (2010), p. 40/79 (for explanation of pagmnétifuller
reference, see Volume Part 2, Chapter 17, sectioifra).

222 Technically, these were planktonic forminifera, which are amigellular

organism in the rhizopodan order of Foraminiferida (also known as Foraminifera).

223 Fontanier, C.gt al “The effect of paleo-oceanographic changes on the

sedimentary recording of hydrothermal activity in the Red @&&ng the last 30,000
years,”Marine Geology, Vol. 226, 2006, pp. 51,52.

224 Siddall, M.et al, “Sea-fluctuations during the last glacial cycldature Vol.
423, June 2003, pp. 853-858, at pp. 853-854; cf., Vita-Finzi, C. & Spiro, B., “Isotopic
indicators of deformation in the Red Sedgurnal of Structural Geologyvol. 28, 2006,
pp. 1114-1122, at pp. 1114 & 1118 (Giobigerinoides rubein Core CH10003-3 PC at
depth 1,374 metres or 4,508 feet, for the period 70,000-25,000 years ago).
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were sometimes raised during the Late Pleistocene and iHaldgene with some water
entry is evidenced from e.g., limestone reef formations about fie oet3% feet in
height, deposited there in a shoreward marine transgression chisrtgrté?>. Given

that the water flows into the north of the Red Sea from the sousig teef formations in

the north necessarily imply and require that more southern partee dRéd Sea also
contained large amounts of sea-water during this time. ThusreMid Pleistocene I

to the early Holocene, there are coral limestones of thé wvoest of the Arabian
Peninsula also known as Arabia (around modern day Saudi Arabia) thatbéene
radiocarbon dated to. 29,100 B.C. +/- 1,350 years, 14,600 B.C. +/- 210 years, 16,100
B.C. +/- 370 years, and 7,980 B.C. +/- 140 y&4rs

Without now further discussing these oscillatiomghe sea-level of the Red Sea,
and the fact that it was often, though not always, isolated the ocean waters to the south,
the big point is that it was not, as Ross clain@)egally dry, or anything like it, at.
40,000-50,000 years ago. Thus in Ross’s claims of a “dry"3eeacdat the time of Noah's
Flood which he dates at 48,000-38,000 B.C. (2010), and a “largely dry” “Red Sea” at
“the end of the last ice age” (2014), we once agam both his failure to carefully study
relevant details, and his associated tendency @ggexate the size of matters connected with
Noah’s Flood, in this instance, greatly exaggerating tleetsfof sea-level drops on the Red
Sea.

In this 2010 model, as with his earlier 1990 model, Rog® again produces a
map showing a flood out to thee 300 foot orc. 90 metres contour line in Mesopotamia.
He allows that it could be even larger, but findsatessary to go to this level in order to fit
his model’s claims that the Ark came to rest on “the mountaiAsasht” (Gen. 8:5) to the
north east of Nineveh. He further produces maps linking this propasszhid Flood to
the c. 300 foot orc. 90 metres contour line in Mesopotamia, to a floeds&ys additionally
reached “over 320,000 square miles’c0i829,000 square kilometres around the Persian
Gulf region, and a further “160,000 square milest0414,000 square kilometres on the
Arabian Peninsula. Andith no geological evidence for any such massigangic, and
elephantine floodRoss then says in a claim that makes his jusigfi&riticisms of the
young earth creationisElood Geology Schoohs unscientific look hypocritical and
inconsistent, “I'm saying this is a proposal, maybe I'm imgkhe flood too big, maybe I'm
making it too small, butthink we’re in the reasonably right ball patk And “at this point
there’s nothing within the record of nature thatukbbe a threat to this propoga.”

22> E|-Sayed, M., “Reefal Sediments of ... Northern Red Sea, Egyfatrine
Geology, Vol. 56, 1984, pp. 259-271, at pp. 261 (Geological Map of the Red Sea) & 262.

226 Behairy, A.K.A., “Marine Transgression in the West Coast of SAtatia

(Red Sea) between Mid-Pleistocene & Presellgtine Geology, Vol. 52, 1983, pp.
M25-M31 at p. M28.

227 Ross'dn the Days of Noal2010),0p. cit.(emphasis mine).
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Though Ross produces no evidence for such a flpaaha faciehe could have
pointed to the presence of sea-shells in the midfikhe Arabian Peninsula radiocarbon
dated to 34,300 B.C +/- 2,400 years i.e., somewbeteeen 36,700-31,900 B’  Of
course, if the upper range of these dates areotinect ones, this would algwima faciefit
my best estimate on presently available data ofhMoBlood atc. 35,000 B.C. . But
putting aside issues of e.g., how long it wouldetaélkese shells to form, a fundamental
problem with this possibility is that sea-shellsneowith sea water, and so if this were used
for a model of Noah’s Flood it would require thiatvas a salt water flood that reached to the
ocean. But if this was the case, it would haveed the agricultural land of Eden due to
saline poisoning, and we know that this was notdase (Gen. 8:21; 9:20) i.e., Noah’s
Flood had to be a fresh-water flood (this factepalles out a global flood model).

Let the reader consider together these four chegggerations by Ross with respect
to Noah’s Flood. Firstly, the size of Noah’s Flagoing to at least the 300 foot orc. 90
metres contour line in Mesopotamia (1990 & 2010hicw is in itself a massive
exaggeration, although to which he has now addeudtlzef exaggeration of “over 320,000
square miles” oc. 829,000 square kilometres around the Persianr€gilbn, and a further
“160,000 square miles” ot. 414,000 square kilometres in Arabia. Secondiyss®
exaggeration of “trigonometry” calculations in whikh claims an Ark of “30 feet” ar. 9
metres high above sea-level, allowed Noah to seatdh00 miles” orc. 160 kilometres,
which he then uses to claim that “the flood, atigimmum, would have to be 200 miles for
320 kilometres] across in diameter ...” i.e., at fessout 40,000 square miles or about
102,400 square kilometres. On an 18 inch cubit, the Anlddvbec. 45 feet orc. 14
metres high (Gen. 6:15), and so even when the Ark was “in dry dock’ebigfer-lood,
at this higher elevation af. 45 feet orc. 14 metres, if Noah peaked out the top of it
through the “window” (Gen. 6:16; 8:6), he would only be able to see 6.7082039 (the
square root of 45 feet) x 1.224c=8.2 miles orc. 13.2 kilometres for his horizon. And
when in the water, if Ross has drawn the Plimsoll Lineaatight place, and so there was
15 feet orc. 4.6 metres of submergence of the ark below thersiage then at “30 feet” or
c. 9 metres above water-level, 5.4772255 (the sqoateof 30 feet) x 1.224 €. 6.7 miles
or c. 10.8 kilometres would be the Ark’s horizon. Ty Ross’s exaggerated claims about
the extent of sea level drops during the last geewaith regard to its effects on the Red Sea,
which he claims “was dry” about “forty or fifty thousandays ago,” and “largely dry”
“during the end of the last ice age.” And fowthRoss’s exaggerated claims about the
extent of sea level drops during the last ice aijle kggard to it making the south-eastern
portion of the Persian Gulf a suitable site for i;dehen in fact it was too unstable and wet
down at the south-eastern end for this. Whenconeiders these exaggerations about the
effects of the sea-level drops during the LatesRieene Il and the size of Noah's Flood,
Ross’s concomitant claims that, “I think we’re Iretreasonably right ball park;” and “at this
point there’s nothing within the record of naturattwould be a threat to this proposal;” are
surely a case of “jumping out of the unscientifmupg earth creationist ‘flood geology’
frying pan, and into the unscientific massive lobldachic Flood pot.” They act to

228 McClure, H.A., “Radiocarbon chronology of Late Quaternakesain the

Arabian Desert” (1976)p. cit, p. 755.
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diminish the credulity of Ross’s alternative NoaR®od model, rather than enhance its
credulity for the old earth creationist cause.

These discrepancies also imply that those in Regglgence do not generally make
a critical appraisal of his claims, but simply asstthat because his exaggerations are not as
gross as those of a young earth creatidfisod Geology School'smodel, that they are
“therefore okay.” But of his many exaggerations,dhe that | think is most telling, is the
fact that to say a Noachic Flood of these massigpgstions would leave no flood deposit,
is almost as silly as the claims of “the tranquil globaddfomodel. Though nats grossas
“the tranquil global flood” model claims, it tee same type of thinglbeit in a lesser degree
of absurdity, but still clearly an utter absurdity. Thus @2010 Noah’s Flood model that
Ross is now raising of a mammoth flood that encosgzhthe regions of Mesopotamia, the
Persian Gulf, and parts of the Arabian Peninsula;rtt@ans that over time, rather than
sensibly and critically developing his model sin@8Q (and of course, we poor frail human
beings need to do this type of thing9ss has instead gone in the very opposite directio
and has now expanded his possible flood region fr@ralready gigantic Mesopotamia at
e.g., the 300 foot or 90 metres contour line, tmeihing even bigger in that it additionally
contains all, or most of, the Persian Gulf whichniosv recognizes was generally dry land in
Noah'’s day, as well as parts of Arabia!

At this juncture, | would have to say that with @lle respect to both Dan Wonderly
and Hugh Ross, this type of thing is really a cdséhe pot calling the kettle black” in
terms of their criticism of the young earth creatiorftébod Geology Schoolacking
geological evidence, with these grandiose claimssfmh gigantic local floods. That is
becauseif a local flood was anything like the massive size beinggsed by Wonderly and
Ross we could reasonably expect to find geologiwalence of a relevant flood deposit!
E.g., even on Ross’s original Mesopotamian modethvdid not add in the Persian Gulf
and parts of the Arabian Peninsula, one could redsy find evidence of such a massive
flood that was out to something like his smallest rhotithe Mesopotamian 300 foot or 90
metres contour line. And if we are then addingsimething that exceeds the present
Persian Gulf, and to flood the regions of Mesopaartme Persian Gulf, and parts of the
Arabian Peninsula, once again we could reasonably expectl tioofid deposits around the
Persian Gulf for a Noachic flood Ross is now prapgpslates to 50,000-40,000 years ago.

As far as Mesopotamia is concerned, the evideee the Holocene is one of local
floods at Ur, Kish, Shurrappak, Erech (Uruk), Lagaand Nineveh. Only ongossible
flood, which Bailey dates to. 2,800 B.C?*°, though as | explain in Vol. 2, Part 6, | would
date about 100 years laterdo2,700 B.C. might haveeft flood deposits more widely at
multiple sites in Kish, Shurrappak, Erech, Lagasid Nineveh. However, this 2,700
B.C. flood data is still open to two broad intetpt®ns, namely, a series of local floods all
over southern Mesopotamia either at the same @i, fairly close proximity to each other
from Kish (near modern day Baghdad) and southwardne gigantic flood from Kish and
down throughout southern Mesopotamia. But eveonenpossiblénterpretation of this as
one massive southern Mesopotamian flood, this wbaldhe largest Mesopotamian flood

2% Bailey, L.R.,Noah op. cit.pp. 33 (map), 36 (chart).
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for which there is any geological evidence, andwas used as a model for a much earlier
flood, it would still beless than half the sizgf Ross’s 1990 smallest Mesopotamian flood
model out to the 300 foot of 90 metres contour lare] in turn, even smaller again than his
larger 1990 models up to the 1000 foot or 300 medrgour line, or his geographically
expanded 2010 Mesopotamian and Persian Gulf mo@elgiven that Ross thinks Noah's
Ark came to rest in the foothills of Ararat north ineveh, if the Nineveh flood of the
previous fourth millennia B.C. is used as a modelstich a much earlier floodnd this is
the only flood we know of that was in this areat tRass isolates for the landing place of
Noah’'s Ark then a flood in this region of north-east of MesopotamiarardNineveh would
beeven smaller again

Therefore when e.g., Wonderly says of Noah’s FldBérhaps earthquakes on the
ocean floor caused great waves to wash up on tite”léhe Flood was truly a major
physical disturbance on the earth,” it “must celjalmve been great enough to affect at
least the shores and lowlands of all the continefntise earth,” and “We are not saying that
the Flood covered mountains any higher than perBd@¥ feet,” or about 600 metres; or
when Ross says in his earlier model of Noah's Flbadl it might have gone out to the 300
foot or about 90 metres contour line around Mesopotar@20j1and in his later model that
it might also have flooded the Persian Gulf and parts of Aesbivell(2010); | would have
to say that this is the type of exaggerated fictammd in dramatized religious films which
e.g., melodramatically add in sensational unBibligghtning bolts coming down from
heaven to bring down the walls of Jericho (Josh&26f*°. Though Wonderly and Ross
may be horrified at such a suggestion, | have tq &skit possible that they are
unintentionally over-reacting to the young eartleationist Flood Geology School type of
dramatic appeal, by coming up with their own pregd absurdly large local floods?

On the one hand, | freely admit that with respeatetatively small deluges, “with
many ... floods” of the past, “most traces ... have long been swegt>a” Thus for
very small floods, there may have been a number of times whenthegTigris or
Euphrates Rivers burst their banks at some point at various lirnitatidns, producing a
very small local flood, for which we have no remaining food depo8itit on the other
hand, these would have to be very small floods, much smaller than Noah’s Flood. Hence
when, for instance, we find that Schroeder considers, “Sediments drtnes a period”
as “the Biblical Flood of Noah'’s time,” “would probably not be extemsnd, therefore,
firm archaeological evidence may never be fdtifitll would say that on the basis of the
finer details of floods | have looked at in more recent tireesjething as big as Noah’s
Flood should have left some kind of sedimesdsseen in comparison with something like

230 «Ancient Secrets of the Bible” Series, “Walls of JadcDid They Tumble
Down?” Video, Group Productions, Loveland, Colorado, USA, 1994 & 1995; Digital
Disc Video, Grizzly Adams Productions, Distributed by Koorong, Australia, 2008.

231 cambridge Ancient Historpp. cit, Vol. 1, Part 2, p. 243.

232 gchroeder, GGenesis and the Big Banap. cit, p. 28.
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the Kish Flood ofc. 2,500 B.C. which was far too small to be Noah's Ffdbd Thus
given that on my model | consider Noah'’s Flood in the Persianv&adfsomething that
covered an area about the size of the Australian Capitatorgy it should and would
have left flood deposits. However, in this particular instance tierthe added
complication that the lack of any such known flood deposits on the shattes pifesent
Persian Gulf or islands of the present Persian Gulf, therefesnsnthat the evidence
indicates it wasnost likely inside the boundaries of the present Persian Gulf's \uager
and so the post Ice Age flooding of the Persian Gulf producing its emidugcally
inaccessible conditions may reasonably account for the absencg safcdmknown flood
deposits for Noah’s Flood or the pre-Adamite Floo®ut simply, we have no specific
geological evidence for Noah's Flood (or the pre-Adamite Flood) in the rmmeaunder
the Persian Gulf waters. But we have a reasonable explanation for atiks df
geological evidence in the fact it was in an area now under the Persian Gulf waters.

Therefore, by contrast, does it not beggar belief that somethatgcovered
mountains up to 2,000 feet or 600 metres on Woyidesensational flood model; or on his
smallest model, that reached the 300 foot or 9@emeidntour line around Mesopotamia in
Ross’s melodramatic flood model of 1990, and abkat were not sensational enough, to
which he has added the Persian Gulf and partseoAtabian Peninsula (also known as
Arabia) as wellin his 2010 flood model; could be seriously saidelave no discoverable
flood deposits in the geological record? Thus relg the common criticism of young
earth creationist flood geology schoolmen is that something likeaott creationists’ Dan
Wonderly's or Hugh Ross’s local flood models are gaphicallytoo smalj by contrast,
my criticism would be that on the presently avddatiata these elephantine local floods
they are proposing afar too big Hence | consider that these type of grandiose local flood
modelsneed to be made subject to what is sometimes ca&RIEALITY CHECK.”

As part of this “reality check,” | note that googriaultural land is ruined by rising
saline levels. Thus one of the criticisms | womldke against a global flood model, is the
same that | would make against an elephantine Nodelood such as proposed by
Wonderly or Ross where the flood waters would Haveeach the ocean, namely, that salt
water would come over the flooded area. Thisum would have ruined the agricultural
value of the land. Certainlyis possiblethat with the pre-Adamite flood, if the drying up
of a portion of the Persian Gulf @68,000 B.C. was the terminus of the pre-Adamite flood
of Gen. 1:2; and while | allow this ase possibility | also allow that the area was later
flooded by a fresh water pre-Adamite flood; thisuessof saline destruction might be
reasonably said to be overcome by God’s miraculotss aince we cannot doubt that the
story of the creation of the Edenic World in Ger2b12:3 is a week of miracles, in which
e.g., God miraculously prepares the land. Thusn# were so arguing, it would be
reasonable to allow that at some point God would havecuoloasly removed the
damaging influence of saline poisoning from the soil in the Land of Ed&ncontrast
following Noah'’s Flood there is no such story of God miragsily preparing the land, yet it
is clearly fertile since we read that “Noah begarbé¢ an husbandman, and he planted a
vineyard” (Gen. 9:20). Therefore, while it is pitwe that the Pre-Adamite Flood of Gen.

233 See Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter it8a.
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1:2 could have been either salt water or fresh nwhatecontrast, Noah's Flood of Gen. 6-8
had to bea fresh water flood, and therefareould not have reached to the oceahwhich
point there would have been a mingling with saltexvdrom the Indian Ocean, so that tidal
movements would have brought salt water into the Persian Gulf arel tegost-flood
land there infertile. This means that if the presenceeafshells in the middle of the
Arabian Peninsula radiocarbon dated to 34,300 B-@,400 years i.e., somewhere between
36,700-31,900 B.€* were dated at the higher point of 36,700 B.Gs just possibleon

the presently available data to argue that this thiaspre-Adamite Flood of Gen.1:2.
However, | am not so arguing due to other factags en my understanding of the 1,000
generations of Ps. 105:8, taken with the average age at whiderized antediluvian
patriarchs begat, | calculate that the Adamic date rangetweerc. 158,000 B.C. and.
52,000 B.C*® and sa. 36,700 B.C. strikes me as too low, albeit theoretically possible.

Of course, there should also be imposed “a reality check” agaostmall a
Noachic Flood. E.g., attempts to deny that Noah’s Flood was anthragablogiversal
by e.g., Bernard Ramm who claims, e.g. “The Table ofdNati “gives no hint of any
Negroid” or “Mongoloid” “people€’®” or Davis Young who claims Noah's Flood is lintte
to the “world of the Semité¥,” are also clearly incorrect. That is becauseseefroniThe
Table of Nationghat in the eight on Noah's Ark, one has the commuacestry to e.g., the
Hamitic north-east African Negroids from Cush (GéN.6,7); Hamitic North African
Mediterranean Caucasoids from Phut (or Put or Libya) Mizraim (or Egypt) (Gen. 10:6),
Semitic Mediterranean Caucasoids from e.g., Asshiphaxad, and Aram in south-west
Asia (Gen. 10:22), Shemitic Australoids from Ela@efi. 10:22), Shemitic Chinese
Mongoloids from Mash (Gen. 10:2%), and Japhetic white Caucasian Caucasoids from
e.g., Tarshish, Spain in Europe (Gen. 10:4). Tasimon ancestry to e.g., African
Negroids, Asiatic and Australian Australoids, E#stian Mongoloids, Mediterranean
Caucasoids, and white Caucasian Caucasoids, means W@h's family one has certainly
gone far enough back to have the common ancestalifthe rest of the human race, and
therefore the Flood must have been anthropologioaiversal.

And so on the one hand, there is an important pofinintersecting agreement
between my model and that of e.g., Bernard RammbDawis Young, as opposed to e.g.,
Dan Wonderly and Hugh Ross, in that we are agresdtite geographical size of Noah's
Flood had to be relatively small. And | also aanwith the type of thing Bernard Ramm
and Davis Young are looking at, is indeed importaninderstanding Noah'’s Flood, i.e., a

234 McClure, H.A., “Radiocarbon chronology of Late Quaternakesain the

Arabian Desert” (1976)p. cit, p. 755.
23> See Volume 1, Part 1, Chapter 5, section c.
236 Ramm, B.The Christian View of Science & Scriptuo@. cit, p. 234.
237 young, D.The Biblical Floogop. cit, p. 312.

238 On Mash, see Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 15, “Race Creatioinfta,”
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local Mesopotamian flood of the later Holocene, alhi would identify as the Kish Flood
of c. 2,500 B.C.; although unlike them | see this imiiof a symbol or type rather than in
terms of the actual Biblical Flood of Noah. Butthe other hand, there are two important
points of intersecting agreement between my modelthat of e.g., Dan Wonderly and
Hugh Ross, as opposed to e.g., Bernard Ramm and Paung; namely, we are agreed
that Noah’s Flood had to be anthropologically unigkrand in derivation of this first point,
we are further agreed on the need to date NoabiRiell before the Holocene.

Therefore looking at the “Biblical creation model to be sciertifyccompared &
contrasted with the Book of Nature” found in Part 2, Chapter 1, setisaprg the
models proposed in this work for the pre-Adamite Flood and Noah’s Floocleandy
consistent with what we would expect frdauideline 1 “The fear of the Lord is the
beginning of knowledge’ (Prov. 1:7) and ‘wisdom’ (Ps. 111:10). ThougiGog's
common grace which is not unto salvation, man may discern that sheei@reator of the
universe (Job 12:7-10; Ps. 19:1; Rom. 1:18-32); a man must by God’s gratdy puin
himself under the authority of God’s infallible Word, the Holy Bildg religiously
conservative Protestant Christianity (Ps. 119:105; Il Tim. 3:16heifis to properly
understand creation (and other) issues. Wherefore ‘scoffeReétgr 3;3), such as they
that be far gone in an antisupernatural secularist paradigrtg beerejected who would
have Christian men to be ‘salt’” which ‘have lost his savour {M&tl3), and would
privatize all relevant reference to the Divine revelation of HBtyipture away from
public discourse such as that on creation (and other matters), amdtlcdd only the
natural reason of man, unaided by the Divine revelation, should be usedqgunetieof
any science (or knowledge), whether a social science, acpblitience, a biological
science, or other science. For suchlike is a God dishonouriegcscfalsely so called’
(I Tim. 6:21), to be abhorred of all good Christian men.”

CHAPTER 14
The Long Life Spans

It is clear from the selections made in the genealogi€eof 5 & 11, and other
portions of the Pentateuch and the Book of Job that men lived long agehenivere
finally reduced to an average of 70 or 80 years (Ps. 90:10), alibleisome still going
over this e.g., Elizabeth the Queen Mother who died in 2002, lived to 105. Ad&ag,
lived to be 930 years of age (Gen. 5:5), or Jared 962 years of age X@@)). or
Methuselah 969 years (Gen. 5:27), or Lamech the father of Noah 775 (¥&am.
5:30,31), or Noah to 950 years (Gen. 9:28), or Shem to 600 years (Gen. 11:10,11), or
Eber to 860 years (Gen. 11:16,17), or Peleg 239 years (Gen. 11:18,19), o23&rug
years (Gen.11:22,23), or Terah 205 years (Gen. 11:32). And e.gaha@hrgave up the
ghost, and died” when he was 175 years of age (Gen. 25:7,8); or Job lived to be 140 years
of age (Job 42:16).
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Two broadly different models exist for the relationship of these itemizedifeng |
spansvis-a-visthe life-spans of contemporary men, which | shall talhg Life-Spans
Model AandLong Life-Spans Model.B OnLong Life-Spans Model,Ahe fact that one
group of selected Adamites lived hundreds of years, does not mean ythatphll their
contemporary Adamites enjoyed this privilege; wherealsomy Life-Spans Model,Bhe
life-spans of those in Gen. 5 & 11 are regarded as generall\segpational of the life-
spans of all contemporary Adamites. | consider the Biblical ee&strongly favours
Long Life-Spans Model.A But | also accept that it is possible to arguelLfamg Life-
Spans Model Band others have done so. In suppottafg Life-Spans Model,A note
that at the same time as long life-spans are recordeddah Mho lived to 950 (Gen.
9:29), or Shem who lived to 600 (Gen. 11:10,11), we know that the antediluvian
miscegenationists who engaged in racially mixed marriages éet@ain’s race and
Seth’s race, had their life-spans reduced to 120 years (Gen. @B8)s onLong Life-
Spans Model Athe fact that one group of selected Adamites lived hundreds of years,
does not mean or imply that all Adamites enjoyed this privilege.

In further support otong Life-Spans Model,Ave know that God may sometimes
extend the life-span of a man, as seen in the Biblical storghkiz, where God said, “I
will add unto thy days fifteen years” (Il Kgs 20:1,6). And conversely, we knowGbha
will sometimes reduce life-spans for sin, for instance, he déthed¢ no miscegenationist
is to exceed 120 years (Gen. 6:3,4); for which reason Moses who dnavieman of
Midian in that part of Ethiopia in the Hamite-Semite joint siripwest coast Arabia
(Exod. 2:16,16,21,22; Num. 12:1; Hab. 3:7), had his life-span reduced to 120 years
(Deut. 34:7); although Num. 12:1-15 teaches that it was not the pldtieiarh or Aaron
to judge Moses on this or any other matter (Exod. 22:28; Num. 12:6-8)) aave the
matter of judging Moses to Gaone Thus relative to Moses’ contemporary Aaron,
who lived to be 133 (Num. 33:39), or his forbear, Amram, who lived to be 133t (Ex
6:20), or after Moses’ time, Jehoida, who lived to be 130 (Il Chron. 24:158e&/é@ow
Moses’ life-span was reduced to 120 for the sin of a raciatkedimarriage; and his line
via Gershom (Exod. 2:21,22) was bastardized for 10 generations until EkBbue
23:2; | Chronicles 26:24). But it is also clear tNaises was part of a class of people
with long life-spans when simultaneously contemporary Adamites lackedosgchife-
spans This is clear from the fact that though Moses lived to 120handontemporary,
Aaron, to 133; yet “Moses the man of God” says, “The days of our pearthreescore
and ten; and if by reason of strength they be fourscore yeais, their strength labour
and sorrow: for it is soon cut off, and we fly away” (Ps. 90, &tles. 10). Thus at the
same time that Moses was living to be 120 and Aaron to 133, mdgisaf &round them
were not in this privileged class of long life-spans and were only living to 70 or 80.

Significantly then, in harmony withong Life-Spans Model,Ahe fact that one
group of selected Adamites lived hundreds of years in Gen. 5 & 11, doeseaator
imply that all Adamites enjoyed this privilege. E.g., diedinis was not the case for
those antediluvians about 100 years afore Noah's Flood who engagesicagemiation
and had their life-spans cut down to 120 years (Gen. 6:3), at the ipaen¢hat their
contemporaries in e.g., Noah lived to 950 (Gen. 9:29), and Shem lived t(G&d0
11:10,11). Given that such a dichotomy continues to be evident with Mosebpottho
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shows that his life-span was cut down to 120 for his sin (Gen. &@t. 34:7), and
simultaneously how he was part of a privileged class with Idagsfians relative to the
masses around them who on average lived to 70 or 80 (Ps. 90:10); ittseamthat on
the balance of probabilities, it is more likely than not, that God dvbal/e likewise cut
down the life-spans of the Adamites leaving the Persian 1@gibn in my Out-of-Eden
model after Noah'’s Flood af 50,000 B.C. +/- 16,000 years, with a best estimate date for
Noah’s Flood on the presently available data.d35,000 B.C. . That is because post-
diluvians who went out from Eden, such as the fossil recorded Cro-Magaorofu.
33,000 B.C., were clearly far gone in sin by adopting with modificatioasatyr beast’s
hunter-gatherer culture rather than building civilizations, and algaging in idolatry
rather than the true worship of God. Therefumeghe balance of probabilitidghink the
long life-spans group in Gen. 11 were persons of the elect raceeate® Eden, and
others in Greater Eden who in relativistic terms lived rightdoas, but not necessarily
all persons of Greater Eden in the area now under the Persianv&als. Thus this
also accounts for the fact that a number of out-of-Eden groups whidBrisdter Eden
have historical records of persons living long life-sparfsa.

However, this is subject to two qualifications. Firstly, giveattthe wicked
antediluvians within 100 years of Noah’s Flood had their life-spamsiewn to 120
years, it is possible that the wicked persons living hunter-gathieesr such as Cro-
Magnon man ofc. 33,000 B.C., were cut down to 120 years, in which instance they
would be still be quite long relative to the later life-spanrofieerage of 70 or 80 years.
But it is also possible that wicked persons living hunter-gatheres lsuch as Cro-
Magnon man ot. 33,000 B.C., were cut down to 70 or 80 years, or possibly even more
e.g., an average of 60 years. E.g., we seem to see this tymegoivith the Australian
Aboriginals. Therefore, in terms of the overall ages, ithsomethingve simply do not
know for certain The second qualification | make, is that if the wicked antedihs
life-spans were cut to 120 years in the last 100 years befoab’®NFlood ofc. 35,000
B.C., then this implies that they lived longer than 120 years bé#fatetime. Hence
while Cain’s race does not have recorded the ages of thoseganealogy (Gen. 4:16-
24), the fact that they must have lived longer than 120 yam®ss the possibilityhat so
too at least some wicked persons living hunter-gatherer lives sitoddagnon man of
c. 33,000 B.C. lived longer life-spans. Hence whfethe balance of probabilities
think the long life-spans group in Gen. 11 were persons in Greaggr, Bdd some of
their descendants who transported human civilization out of Greater denligrg the
Holocene; nevertheless, this most likely excluded those debased pautside of Eden
who adopted satyr beast hunter-gatherer cultures so as tokkvanimals, such as we
find in the fossil record frons. 33,000 B.C. onwards. However, | cannot be sure of this
conclusionbeyond a reasonable shadow of a d6tibt Therefore, given that others have

239 |n the common law legal systeom the balance of probabilitids the lower

standard of legal evidence used in civil law cases, e.g., aurana person for damages

on the basis that the person murdered his wife. By contraggnd a reasonable
shadow of a douhis the higher level of legal evidence used in criminal law cases e.g., the
Crown Prosecutor getting a criminal conviction of a person for thelenwf a man’s
wife.
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argued forLong Life-Spans Model B which the life-spans of those in Gen. 5 & 11 are
regarded as generally representational of the life-spans cdrdemporary Adamites, |
accept that others who argue tang Life-Spans Model Bave an alternative model that
mightbe correct, even though | think itpsobablywrong.

With respect to the long life-spans in Gen. 5 & 11, it is of sarterast to note
that a record of long life spans are also found in some other anetentls, indicating to
me that multiple groups from Greater Eden who left the Persian Gulf during theehieloc
had these longer life-spans. E.g., in Volume 2, Part 6 of this worghaleconsider the
Sumerian King List where long life-spans are also recordéad the Jewish historian,
Josephus (1st century A.D.) says, “Noah ... lived ... nine hundred angddtg: but let
no one, upon comparing the lives of the ancients with our lives, and witewhgears
which we now live, think that what we have said of them is falsenake the shortness
of our lives at present an argument that neither did they attaio long a duration of life

God, afforded them a long time of life ... . Now | have witness to what | have said,
all those that have written Antiquities, both among the Greeksariwhrians: for even
Manetho, who wrote the Egyptian History, and Berosus, who collectedhiildean [or
Babylonian] Monuments, and Mochus and Hestiaeus, and besides thesayMigs the
Egyptian, and those who composed the Phoenician History, agree to \whia $ay:
Hesiod also, and beside these, Ephorus and Nicolaus relate that idetsaticed a
thousand years.” (Antiquities1:3:9¥*.

| would qualify Josephus’s reference to “Berosus” (or Berossus3apwg that
Berossus’dHistory of Babylonis further discussed in Vol. 2, Part 6, where | make the
point that the general length of the antediluvian kings in thesel@alyg records is so
great, that in general they most likely refer to kingly dyieasrather than the length of
years of a given king. And while the authority of Scriptieguires no such additional
historical witness in order to be believed as correct amg it is nevertheless of some
historical note that there are extra-Biblical ancient hissotestifying to the long life-
spans of at least some of the ancients. Though some have used this type ofxdraient e
Biblical witness in connection with &ong Life-Spans Model ,Bl find it perfectly
consistent with aong Life-Spans Model since we are here dealing with kings in e.g.,
the Sumerian King List i.e., it may have only been a group of®ugnerians, rather than
all Sumerians, who had such long life spans, due to some kind of selectivity by God.

Numerological analysis of the life-spans from Genesis t&Htonicles was
undertaken by the Baptist Protestant, Walter Makous, of Rochesteertity, New
York, USA (2011). He is a Fellow of temerican Association for the Advancement of
Science His Biblical selection is seen in his following tafife

240 Josephugtranslated by Whistorap. cit, (emphasis mine).

241 Makous, W., “Biblical Longevities: Empirical Data or Fabricated Numijers?
Perspectives on Science & Christian Faitfol. 63, No. 2, June 2011, pp. 117-130, at p.
119 (Table 1) (there is a picture of him, and a small amount of biography, at p. 117).
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Makous refers to the alleged “absence of supporting archeolayickdnce” for
the long life-spans, but dismisses it. That is because arcistsltmpk to closure of
cranial structure to distinguish between those under or over 36 géage; and also
abrasion of teeth. However, while archeologists can thus meaislogical age, they
cannot measure chronological age i.e., Makous considers that if ererliving several
centuries, then an indicator such as teeth abrasion may have been slowed ddvewsome
Makous also says, “To exclude the Biblical account, one must exitiagmssibility that
there was a time ..., in which a particular sub-population, includingnduhecessarily
limited to the Hebrews, enjoyed extraordinary long lifé*2.”  While | think Makous’s
“Hebrews” is too large a group to assume such long life-spansedpplj it is surely
significant that he allows the limitation of this to a smragjeoup of mankind, as | do in
Long Life-Spans Model,&ven though he also allows 1oong Life-Spans Model.B

242 1bid., pp. 124-125.
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Makous notes that there is a clear exponential decay in theplies over time
when placed in their order i.e., by ordinal number, as seen in his following Figtire 1

Walter Makous then sought to determine if these life-spanstivereumbers of a
natural phenomena or if they were fabricated numbers. For instaecetend to use
certain numbers more, and others less, which is one way of potediisterning the
difference between natural and artificial numbers. Thus in alatumbers, all of the
non-zero numbers 1-9 tend to show a uniform frequency. It was founthéhétst
digits of the numbers in the life-spans reliably vary from a umfadistribution,
indicating that these life-span numbers were not artificiphgduced as seen in his
Figure 4,infra. It was also found that these life-span numbers are in accordéhce
Benford's law i.e., a first digit is more likely to be a lowkan a higher number in
naturally produced numbers, as seen in his Figurgra?*.

243 1bid., p. 118.

244 |bid., p. 122; citing Benford, F., “The Law of Anomalous Numbers,”
Proceedings of the American Philosophical Socistgl. 78, 1938, pp. 551-72; Mark
John Nigrini, Digital Analysis Using Benford's Law: Tests & Statistics for Aardjt
Global Audit Publications, Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada, 2000; RoSi
Newcomb, “Note on the Frequency of Use of the Different DigitSatural Numbers,”
The American Journal of Mathematjd#ol. 4, 1881, pp. 39-40.
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Makous says of the above data in Figure 4, that which might alsaitheofs
Figure 5, namely, “either [a] these numbers were not made useofbdlwhoever made
them up was more sophisticated about such probabilities than thal typidemporary
scientist”>” He also thinks that the period covered by the long life-garealogies
was “perhaps brief in historical perspecffff¢ This indicates he allows for an absence
of gaps, or a near absence of gaps in the genealogies, andathiifésence between us
and so a qualification | must make to his work. Given that | conidenames of Gen.
5 & 11 are Divinely made selections from much longer geneal¢giésron. 16:15-18;
Ps. 105:8,9; Luke 3:36), for these names | would have te@ag elemenif the second
possibility “b,” suprg is present in the first 18 names, not because the numbers are
artificial, but because they are selections by God of maore mnnamed generations.
But given that Makous has taken a wide sample of 41 nam#setéind of Il Chronicles,
which includes the last 23 names from Terah to Manasseh which inslahesstill quite
high ages such as e.g., 205 (Terah), 175 (Abraham), 137 (Ishmael)s&86),( 147
(Jacob), 110 (Joseph), 137 (Levi), 133 (Kohath), 137 (Amratrgl, overall this would
still indicate the first possibility, “a,5upra Therefore overall, it looks like God made
selections for the first eighteen names in Gen. 5 & 11, which gemerally reflect a
distribution of natural numbers that is then consistent with those & flodlowing 23
names. While this is an important qualification that Makous doesake, it means
that in broad terms | can still concur with his basic finding, hgnikike any empirical
finding, the results are not absolutely conclusive, but the mattuaiatoperties of these
numbers favor natural origin. In other words, the Biblical éwities as a set, are likely
to be trué*.”  As a religiously conservative Protestant who upholds the absolute
authority and infallibility of Holy Writ, once again, | would strebsit the authority of
Scripture requires no such additional mathematical numerologicaésgitin order to be
believed as correct and true. However, it is still of sonexest to note that though this

245 bid., p. 122.
248 |bid., pp. 124-125.

247 1bid., p. 129.
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mathematical numerological methodology is “not absolutely conclusn@rtheless, it
means that a methodology of extra-Biblical mathematical prbtiediestifies to the fact
that more probably than nothe numbers used for the long life-spans of the ancients
recorded in the Bible are genuine.

The issue of why or how at a scientific level the anciemntsdl longer is
speculative and somethimge do not know But a number of theories have been raised.

One conjecture, put forth by Josephus, is that of diet, for he congtate'their
food was then fitter for the prolongation of lifeArftiquities1:3:9). It must be said that
it was to inhibit “man” “lest he put forth his hand, and take alstheftree of life, and
eat, and live for ever,” that “Therefore the Lord God sent hinh fisdm the garden of
Eden” (Gen. 3:22,23). Some consider this indicates that some eli¥e ofas in that
tree of life; but others consider eating the tree of life wating of a sacramental symbol
of a covenant of works that man with original righteousness (Gen. 22213Eccl.
7:29) was able to keep, but which fallen man with a sinful nature5@Ps; Rom. 5:12-
14; 7:14-25) is entirely unable of keeping as seen by the faat thas reissued at Sinai
in order to drive men to cry out for mercy under the everlastmgrant of grace (Matt.
19:16-22; Rom. 5:20,21; Gal. 3:17-29). Of course, it is also possible to ardueh of
these views. But whatever one thinks of such matters, the part#kihg tree of life
indicated God was giving them bodily immortality. Without now engemto further
discussion of this matter, we cannot doubt that diet is a componenaltf bad longer
life in more general terms (Dan. 1:4,5,8-16). Therefore, if thasents were living in
Greater Eden now under the waters of the Persian Gulf, it isbfeodsat they had some
foods now lost to us that helped them to live longer, and possibly sothesaf foods
were taken with them when they left Greater Eden, and they swdrsequently lost to
man. Certainly the idea that those who remained in the posthioBlood region of
Greater Eden and who were cultivating crops, may have had docessie food those
who left to become hunter-gatherers did not; and the fact thetliniwhen other men
later left the Persian Gulf during the Holocene to brindization to e.g., Mesopotamia,
they may have had such foods with them for at least some peapleleas consistent
with Long Life-Spans Model,A.e., the fact that one group of selected Adamites lived
hundreds of years, does not mean or imply that all their contemp&daryites enjoyed
this privilege. However, whether or not any such special dieidgntage of a certain
type of long-life producing food was or was not relevant, is by any meansicertai

But given that man was originally a fruitarian (Gen. 1:29); and &lffiien the fall a
vegetarian (Gen. 3:18) till after Noah’s Flood (Gen. 9:3), it $® a@f some interest to
note that Ross calculates than due to the higher heavy elemeanhtations in meat, if
men ate meat they could not live more than “a few hundred year#ijat a vegetarian
diet would be needed to go with the longer life spans in Gen. 5°& 11If Ross'’s
calculations are correct, the fact that Shem lived to 600 (Gen. 11:18¢phixad to 438
(Gen. 11:12,13), Salah to 433 (Gen. 11:14,15), Eber lived to 464 (Gen. 11:16,17), Peleg
to 239 (Gen. 11:18,19), Reu to 239 (Gen. 11:20,21), Serug to 230 (Gen. 11:22,23), Nahor

248 Ross, H.The Genesis Questipop. cit, p. 119.
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to 148 (Gen. 11:24,25), and Terah to 205 (Gen. 11:26,32), would indicate that the post-
diluvian privilege of being able to eat meat (Gen. 9:3), either waswvalted upon by

those with the long life-spans, or was not very much availed upormeitirhe of Peleg.

If so, thismight be the origin of vegetarianism among most of the heathen Hintos

might have originally thought that by these means they would extedlife spans'.

| shall return to this point when considering the possible impatiteoela supernova
eruption,infra. Suffice to note at this point, thadssiblydiet was a reason.

A second speculation with regard to the long life-spans by Joseplushatia
“God, afforded them a longer time of life on account of theiueidnd the good use they
made of it in astronomical and geometrical discoveries, which watldhave afforded
the time of foretelling [the periods of the stars] unless ey lived six hundred years;
for the Great Year is completed in that interv@lh{iquities1:3:9).

Once again, this is a conjecture consistent lathg Life-Spans Model,Ae., the
fact that one group of selected Adamites lived hundreds of yeassndbenean or imply
that all their contemporary Adamites enjoyed this privilegeesints clear that e.g., the
debased Adamites who left the Persian Gulf region on my Outief Enodel following
Noah’s Flood, such as the Cro-Magnons datexl 83,000 B.C. with a Cro-Magnon idol
also dating from this time, were greatly debasedlmmp like animals having adopted
satyr beast cultural practices of being hunter-gatherers.eWlsl possible that God was
extending the life-spans of at least some in Greater Edetndoreason that they were
engaged in noble acts of learning, as conjectured by Josephus, it may notrihebessa
been the acts of education that Josephus here speculates, but pabsibgoeie others,
or some otherg conjunction withthe ones suggested by Josephus. We simply do not
know.

Consider e.g., the case of the priest Jehoida. He lived to bgedBOof age (Il
Chron. 24:15) and this was very rare in his day and age, as seenfagt ttat not only
the average age was 70 or 80 (Ps. 90:10), but on the basis of othedatea of notable
figures recorded before and after his death that we know of @agid who lived to
69/70 (Il Sam. 5:5; | Chron. 29:27), Rehobaom who lived to 57/58 (Il Chron. 12:13,16),
Jehoshaphat who lived to 59/60 (Il Chron. 20:31), Jehoram who lived to 39/4@&¢H.C
21:5,20), and Uzziah who lived to 67/68 (Il Chron. 26:1,3,21). Hence Jehoida¥ age
130 was clearly remarkable. He lived at a time when a ushguk engaged in the
deadly sins of “seditions” and “murders” (Gal. 5:20,21); and Jehoidats wdfs hide
from the evil Athaliah when she went on her sad rampage of mandesedition against

249 |f s0, some similar ideas in some form also exist todafiénSeventh-day

Adventist Church. This is one of the four major cults, and as pénewmfmore general
Judaizing seen in their keeping of “the Jews’ preparation diktiday (John 19:42) and
connected Jewish “sabbath” “days” (Gal. 4:10; Col. 2:16) of Saturdayewnryt they
seek to restrict people to Jewish dietary laws of “cleand’ ‘ainclean” meats (Lev. 11;
Deut. 14:1-20). But in practice, as part of their more generati@soe seen in their
forbidding of tea, coffee, and alcohol (Col. 2:16,20-23), they also seek to promote
vegetarianism as part of what they call, “The Health Message.”
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“the seed royal” (Il Chron. 22:10-12). In Il Chron. 23 & 24, Jehoida arbifdash as
king on a sabbath day, on which he ensured there was high level ys@twiter to

protect the king from the evil usurper, Athaliah. After anointing m the temple,
Jehoida proclaimed, “God save the king” (Il Chron. 23:3-11). The usitpafiah

learnt of the coronation, “rent her clothes, and said, Treason, Treg8o@hron.

23:12,13). “Then Jehoida the priest brought out the captains of hundredsetbatet
over the host” of the army, and had the evil usurper queen executedh thedgaid,
Slay her not in the house of the Lord” (Il Chron 23:14,15). After Restoration,
Jehoida “made a covenant between” himself, “all the people,” andetwly anointed
“king,” Joash, “that they should be the Lord’s people” (Il Chron. 23:1HAe also re-
established proper temple worship “as it is written in the laMages” (Il Chron. 23:18)
i.e., he acted in accordance with the revealed will of God.

“Joash did that which was right in the sight of the Lord all thes ddiyJehoida the
priest” (Il Chron. 24:2). And in accordance with Old Testamentskevaw allowing
bigamy (Exod. 21:10; Deut. 21:15), “Jehoida took for him two wives; andbat lsons
and daughters” (Il Chron. 24:3), although such polygamy was later bannedNewle
Testament Christian law (e.g., Matt. 19:9; | Cor. 7:2; | T&2). Even as under the
properly running Establishment Principle of a Church-State nexu(£0-12), Jehoida
had earlier influenced the State under Joash to act in accordance with Diwifi@sLifis
written” in the Bible (Il Chron. 23:18), so too the State under JoaBhenced the
Church under Jehoida to act “according to the commandment of Moses’kingnaa
“collection” (Il Chron. 24:6-12; see Exod. 30:12-16). “But Jehoida waxedaaldlwas
... an hundred and thirty years old was he when he died. And they bumied thie city
of David among the kings, because he had done good in Israel, both toward God, and
toward his house” (Il Chron. 24:15,16). Sadly, “after the death of Jehéiba,king”
was corrupted. “And they left the house of the Lord God of thdwefatand served
groves and idols: and wrath came upon Judah and Jerusalem for thisepmass” (Il
Chron. 24:17,18). Thus there was great apostasy (Il Chron. 24:19-22). Goddlsus ha
reason for giving long life of 130 years to Jehoida, at a tihen as far as we know,
none of his contemporaries, nor near contemporaries, received thisggrivildence the
big point that Josephus makes, namely, that the life-spans of thGsnirb & 11 may
have been extended because they did things pleasing to God, may e@itdwe. But
once again, we do not have a clearly confirmatory Scripture that meanscenitaisly or
necessarily the case in the more general case of relevant ansientfja@igh we can say
that they certainly were nato evil that God reduced their life-spans like he did the
miscegenationists of Gen. 6:3. Thusng Life-Spans Model,A.e., the fact that one
group of selected Adamites lived hundreds of years, does not mean ythatpdll their
contemporary Adamites enjoyed this privilege; stands up welltoekisephus’s second
suggestion.

A third conjecture has to do with genetics. Thus Walter Mark2Qk1) touches
on elements at the heart of it when he says “a differendeeigénes controlling aging
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seems a necessary condition for extreme long@lity So too, Hugh Rosst al (2001)
refers in the context of the Biblical long life-spans, to tlet fiaat “Researchers ... have
been able to extend the life span of fruit flies by about 40% .enssis manipulated the
fruit flies’ functional and physical units of heredity passexuhf parent to offspring” thus
affecting the “genes, causing their mitochondria to produce more SOD arabéatal

Thus the third speculation with regard to the long life-spans isisthes of
hereditary genetics. We know that averagea person whose parents are, what in a
relativistic sense are called, “long-livers” into their 90s, or 186s,more likely to have
children who also live into their 90s or 100s, persons who live into theia@0more
likely to have children who live into their 80s, and so on down to 70s or @0ss is a
general and not absolute rule, and where the two parents livediftetent age lengths
and die by natural means, it is less clear for their childtd#a’'spans. On thkong Life-
Spans Model Aavoured by myself i.e., the fact that one group of selected Adamites lived
hundreds of years does not mean or imply that all their contempbdarpites enjoyed
this privilege; we see some like Noah (950, Gen. 9:29) and Shem@G&p0 11:10,11)
living 100s of years, while some of their contemporaries lived to b2l years (Gen.
6:3); and likewise, we see Aaron living to 133 (Num. 33:39) and Mosé&2QGoyears
(Deut. 34:7), when most of their contemporaries lived to only 70 or &3 yEs. 90:10);
it seems to me that hereditary genetics may weltdeast onaelevant factor. That is
because it is more specific to the particular long life-g@asons in question, rather than
something more general to mankind like Ross’s supernoviaz,

That some changes in genetics affected all men, not justotite livers, is
arguably seen in the changes to the laws of incest. For pdmént-child incest was
always forbidden (Gen. 19:20-38), close relatives such as brothersisiads were
formerly permitted to marry, as all men descend from Adam andvBuees.g., had “sons
and daughters” (Gen. 5:4) that intermarried. But such incestlaver forbidden in
Moses’ time in Lev. 18 & 20, when Moses says the average ageOn@as80 (Ps. 90:10),
even though some long-livers, including himself, lived well beybiglaverage. While

250 Makous, W., “Biblical Longevities: Empirical Data or Fabricated Numijers?
op. cit, p. 126; citing Haigis, M.Cet unum “Mammalian Sirtuins-Emerging Roles in
Physiology, Aging, & Calorie RestrictionGenes & Developmeniol. 20, No. 21,
2006, pp. 2913-2921; & Kerberlein, Met unum “Aging Is Risky Business,Science
Vol. 326, 2009, pp. 55-56.

21 gjperaide Dismutase (SOD) is an enzyme which converts the superoxide

ion, and converts it into hydrogen peroxide. The SOD is thus part ofethdar
antioxidant defence system. Catalase is an enzyme that eohydrbgen peroxide into
water; and so once again, this enzyme is part of the celisxat@nt defence system.
Ross, H., Rana, F., & Deem, R., “Long Life Sparsldm Lived 930 Years and Then He
Died,” New Discoveries in the Biochemsitry of Agisyipport the Biblical RecordFacts
For Faith, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Issue 5,12@% modified by RTB in
March 2005; citing Robinson, Bet unum “Mitochondria, Oxygen Free-Radicals, Disease
& Ageing,” Trends in Biochemistry Vol. 25, 2000, pp. 502-508
(http://www.godandscience.org/apologetics/longlifielh
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such incest appears to have been forbidden for a number of reasons, loQeimatics
was only one, nevertheless, it seems to me that there arerstioators to the effect that
such close unions were now more genetically hazardous than th@ydvwaausly been,
and so there had been some kind of diminution in the strength of mens genthat
their genes were now in some sense weaker. Connected witlottgenktic reasons a
man and his wife might now be biologically required to have childrehinvea closer
time range, and so in sociological terms, the possibility of e.yrother leaving home
and not knowing his little sister very well, and then meeting hanaslult, and marrying
her, may have become a less probable possibility. Hence | tmm& kind of changed
genetics, e.g., brought about supernaturally by God, or just reflectingl rste@oration
over time consequent upon the Fall, i.e., man’s genes may no longdrdeavas strong,
is possiblya reason.

If so, while this third speculation is consistent withng Life-Spans Model,Ae.,
the fact that one group of selected Adamites lived hundreds of, yé&@es not mean or
imply that all their contemporary Adamites enjoyed this prijgtegiven that such incest
laws applied widely, it may indicate thiétere is somethingp the claims otong Life-
Spans Model Bi.e., the life-spans of those in Gen. 5 & 11 are regarded asatigne
representational of the life-spans of all contemporary AdamiteSpecifically, 1 am
suggesting thgbossiblyat the same time that one group of post-diluvian Adamites were
living hundreds of years, their contemporaries outside of Greater, fpadssibly like
some of those living in Greater Eden, might e.g., have been lwihgQ years; and then
God acted to reduce the long-livers to something around 200, and seouitly reduce
the mass of mankind down from about 120 to about 100; and then when the lomg-liver
were reduced to 120 or 130 years, God further reduced the mass of mankint d@wn
or 80. While this is conjecture upon conjecture, | neverthelesk that the changed
incest lawsmight reflect something like this happening, though | stress thatighis
speculative, and may be wrong. We simply do not know, and are megsugh |
hope with reasonable guesses, rather than wild guesses like the fourth cenpdcaur

A fourth conjecture is certainly what | would regard as a wildsia¢éion, and not
one that | would be prepared to seriously entertain.  This fourtkeatarg with regard
to the long life-spans is mentioned by Walter Markous, though | sem dess
enthusiastic about it than he is. It is harnessed to blotim@ Life-Spans Model,B.e.,
the life-spans of those in Gen. 5 & 11 are regarded as genexpisentational of the
life-spans of all contemporary Adamites; and also to a younf esgationist claim of
“flood geologists” Whitcomb & Morris that | am unable to regasi either Biblically
possible or scientifically serious, to wit, that there was kged “protective canopy” of
water was over the earth before Noah's Ffédbd The Biblical objection | have to this
theory is that on the Local Earth Gap School model found in Parttdisofvork, the
World of Eden was still cloudy after the thick fog of “darksie@Gen. 1:2b-5) rose on
Day 2 (Gen. 1:6-8); and then on Day 4 (Gen. 1:14-19), these clouds disappedrthe
sun, moon, and stars became visible (cf. Job 9:7,9). Thus inbeflzne the Falthere

252 Makous, W., “Biblical Longevities: Empirical Data or Fabricated Numiers?
op. cit, citing Whitcomb & Morris’sThe Genesis Floo(l961),0p. cit, pp 399-405.
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appears to have always been a cloudless blue sky, or possibly &ylwélsthe odd
small white cloué’® Therefore, the possibility of some kind of “protective canopy” is
not possible, since it would also act to block out the sun and stahgtsbetg., it was an
alleged water vapour canopy, it would make the world constantly etercBhus on the
creation model endorsed in this work, this theory lacks Biblical plausibility.

A scientific objection to the young earth creationist allegdtective canopy”
theory, has also been raised by old earth creationist Hugh RRess calculates that any
such theoretical canopy which was sufficiently substantial toegraman from the
harmful effects of life-reducing radiation coming through the atmaspbfeEarth, either
would dissipate upwards into outer space if it was made of wafguwaor come
plummeting down to the Earth in one very big CRASH'n’'SMAS#! Thus this theory
lacks scientific plausibility. Hence I reject it for both Biblical angstfic reasons.

A fifth speculation with regard to the long life-spans is put fdayhold earth
creationists Hugh Ross with regard to a Vela supernova eruptiomce &pain it is
harnessed to bong Life-Spans Model,B.e., the life-spans of those in Gen. 5 & 11 are
regarded as generally representational of the life-spans ebmaiémporary Adamites,
though as | shall further discuss in due courses, it is possiblethat some elements of
it might be relevant to, and usable inl.ang Life-Spans Model,A.e., the fact that one
group of selected Adamites lived hundreds of years, does not mean ythatphll their
contemporary Adamites enjoyed this privilege.

Ross refers to how in a supernova explosion of a star, it throws ouicoas/s,
and that indeed 99% of all cosmic rays are from such stars; aritidka cosmic rays are
harmful to man and easily damage body protein, and so might eelioe men'’s life-
spans. The closest such supernovae to the planet earth is in the constelladicalyoue!
1,000 light years from earth; and so the Vela supernova explosiomevatosest ever
experienced here on earth. Ross said it was dated in 1981 by Gt Balkenridge to
be at about 8,400-12,000 years ago¢.d,400-10,000 B.C., and so when in 1990 Ross
was dating Noah'’s Flood within a range of 6,400-10,000 B.C., he firetrthie idea that
cosmic rays from this Vela supernova eruption may be responsihiediacing the life-
spans of the post-diluvians orLang Life-Spans Model’®.

253 gee Vol. 1, Part 1, Chapter 3, “The Second of Seven Keys to amnst
Gen. 1-11,” section f, “The meaning of ‘heaven(s)’ in Gen. 1:1, and ‘nmeautk’set’ on
the Fourth Creation Day in Gen. 1:16,13uipra

24 Ross, H.The Genesis Questipop. cit, pp. 119 & 157.

2% Hugh Ross’sThe Flood (1990), op. cit. (cassette 1); citing G. Robert
Brakenridge’'s “Terrestrial-Paleoenvironmental Effects of Late Quaternary-Age
Supernova,licarus Vol. 46, 1981, pp. 81-93.
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But then inThe Genesis Questiof2001), Ross said Brakenridge’s datescof
6,500-12,500 B.G> had failed to take into account a certain matferesulting in a
1995 re-calculation by three X-Ray astronomers in Germany wh®96 dated the Vela
supernova eruption at either7,000-25,000 B.C. i.ec. 16,000 B.C. +/- 9,000 years, or
c. 23,000-35,000 B.C. i.ec. 29,000 B.C. +/- 6,000 yedr& There was then a third
study by four radio astronomers in the United Kingdom, who in 1996 datedethe
supernova eruption at 20,000-27,000 B.C. . Thus Ross estimated that the most likely
date for the Vela supernova eruption was about 20,000-30,000 years agb8@00-
28,000 B.C. i.e.¢. 23,000 B.C. +/- 5,000 years. Ross then says he considers “that the
Vela supernova plays a major role in shortening human life spamsl” “tnis
measurement” “may rank as our most accurate means for detagmimhen
(approximately) the Flood occurféd” And on the basis of this Vela supernova
explosion, he gives as his revised dates for Noah's Flo@f),000-30,000 years ago, or
c. 18,000-28,000 B.C%.

Ross & Rana repeated these dates for Noah's Flood and thesMzanova
explosion occurring. 23,000 B.C. +/- 5,000 years in 2665 However, these revised
Noah’s Flood dates do not match with Ross & Rana’s revised Ad#ates of 100,000-
10,000 years agf, and their claim with regard to Adamites, that “humanity appeared

26 The upper end of Brakenridge's dates are 2,000 years more its Ross

reporting of him in 2001 than in 1990. This looks like one of those mestipsy or
typographical errors in Ross’s work common to all we frail &altn human beings.
But due to prioritizations within my time constraints, | have nothir researched this
matter to find out which of these is the correct date from Brakenridgels wo

257 Brakenridge thought that after the supernova eruption, the remaiitigpn

star core did not move across our line of sight, with the conseqtieatdee did not look
at the possibility that the Vela supernova’s gas and dust might $igudicantly
disturbed the motions of the material ejected. @ Ross considisrsa tdefect in his
calculations.

%8 The discrepancy between these two dates results fifenedices used for

calculating the movement of the neutron star relative to therrsoyges ejection of
material.

2% Ross, H.The Genesis Questipop. cit, pp. 122-123; citing Aschenback, B.,
et al, “Discovery of Explosion Fragments Outside the Vela Supernovan&&nshock-
Wave Boundary,”’Nature Vol. 373, 1995, p. 588; & Lyne, A.Get al, “Very Low
Braking Index for the Vela PulsaniNature Vol. 381, 1996, pp., 497-498.

20 \bid., pp. 177 & 187.

61 Ross & Ranalvho Was Adam®dp. cit, pp. 47,120.

252 1pid., p. 52.
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explosively about 40,000 years a4 i.e., in a post Noah's Flood context. That is
because this Adamite date @f38,000 B.C. is based on a picture of what RossafaR
regard as man (and | regard as satyr beasts) appéeathe fossil record about 40,000 years
agooutside their proposed Noachic Flood arsa that if taken to its logical conclusion, if
the Vela supernova explosion occurrimg 23,000 B.C. +/- 5,000 is regarded as
synchronizing with Noah’s Flood, then all of mankind would thaxe to go back to this
central location for an anthropologically univerabd of Noah about 30,000-20,000 years
ago. This is not what they claim, and so it &llyea case of the matter not having been
well thought through.

Moreover, not all agree with Ross that Brakenridge’s dates 6f500-12,500
B.C. are in need of the same degree of revision for the reasoraitbsshers give. For
instance, as at October 2013 WN&ipediaarticle discusses early work done on the Vela
supernova remnant by Sydney University, Australia, in 1968; and therdeonghat the
Vela supernova eruption is best dated at about 11,000-12,300 years &g®,Qf0-
10,300 B.C., i.e., dates that are clearly within Brakenridge’'s aligi®81 calculated
range, although more refi®d Thus Ross’s view of the best date is only one of a
number of possibilities. Furthermore, Ross’s claim that the Sighe@rnova explosion
occurredc. 23,000 B.C. +/- 5,000 years is not really what even his own reseaeh dat
indicate. If one excludes Brakenridge’s dates (and Rosgitalcof his dates by 2001),
the range of dates on these conflicting results 85,000-7,000 B.C. i.ec. 21,000 B.C.
+/- 14,000 years, or if one includes Brakenridge's date85,000-6,500 B.C., i.ec.
20,750 B.C. +/- 14,250 years. But if one rounds off the dates that includes
Brakenridge’s dates, i.ec, 20,750 B.C. goes to. 21,000 B.C., and +/- 14,250 years goes
to +/- 14,000 years, one ends up with the same broad range irrespégtivether or not
one does or does not include Brakenridge’s dates¢i.21,000 B.C. +/- 14,000 years or
c. 35,000-7,000 B.C. . But 21,000 B.C. +/- 14,000 years is somewhat larger in scope
than Ross’s claim that this data supports dates 88,000 B.C. +/- 5,000 years, even
though Ross’s narrower dates are inside the Vela supernova’'s padsible eruption
dates. However, something of Ross’s basic point can still be saved and used as a
potentially valuable conjecture by him.

On my range of dates, Noah date.t60,000 B.C. +/- 16,000 years, with a best
estimate date for Noah’s Flood on the presently available data3& 000 B.C. . On
these dates, especially my best estimate on the presentgbévaiata ot. 35,000 B.C.,
if the Vela supernova eruption occurradywhere in this widest possible ranggc.
35,000-7,000 B.C., mightbe a contributory factor to the shortening of men’s life-spans,
eventhough we cannot be sure about exactly what, if anything, its impact actually was on
man’s life-span. In discussing the third speculati@upra | state in harmony withong
Life-Spans Model Ai.e., the fact that one group of selected Adamites lived hundreds of
years, does not mean or imply that all their contemporary Adanenjoyed this

253 1bid., p. 80.

264 “yela Supernova RemnantWikipedia as last modified 19 Oct. 2013

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vela Supernova Remnant




1492

privilege; is not inconsistent with a shred of truth beindg.amg Life-Spans Model.B
Specifically, | raise theossiblythat at the same time that one group of post-diluvian
Adamites were living hundreds of years, their contemporariesdeutsiGreater Eden in
the area now under the Persian Gulf waters, might e.g., have been living to 12@nears
then God acted to reduce these long-livers to something around 20marigineously
reduce the mass of mankind down from about 120 to about 100; and then when the long-
livers were reduced to 120 or 130 years, God further reduced the nmaslonhd down

to 70 or 80. |If so, it ipossible thoughby no means certajrihat the Vela supernova
eruption ofc. 35,000-7,000 B.C. i.ec. 21,000 B.C. +/- 14,000 years, may have been a
factor in thisoverall reduction of the life-spans of two distinct groups of persomgyliv
quite disparate ages Of course, this is highly conjectural, and may well be wrong.
Therefore, whether or not Ross is correct on this issue, | thenkhould thank him for
here making a valuable suggestion with this speculation about Medéan®va eruption
possiblybeing a factor in decreasing men’s life-spans, even thougltdaniectural and
we cannot be sure whether it is or is not relevant to the reduction of mersgdifie-

In this context, | earlier noted that if Ross’ calculatiors @srrect about meat
eating limiting men’s lives to “a few hundred years” due to higheavy element
concentrations in meat, then the fact that Shem lived to 600 (Gen. 11:10gdHgx&ad to
438 (Gen. 11:12,13), Salah to 433 (Gen. 11:14,15), Eber lived to 464 (Gen. 11:16,17),
Peleg to 239 (Gen. 11:18,19), Reu to 239 (Gen. 11:20,21), Serug to 230 (Gen. 11:22,23),
Nahor to 148 (Gen. 11:24,25), and Terah to 205 (Gen. 11:26,32), would indicate that the
post-diluvian privilege of being able to eat meat (Gen. 9:3), elasrnot availed upon
by the long-liver group, or was not very much availed upon thdntheitime of Peleg.

We read of “Peleg,” that “in his days was the earth divid€¥n. 10:25); and | think
Hugh Ross is certainly correct, and indeed at his very lmesge in this the dividing of
the New World of the Americas from the Old World as a consequeitgng sea levels
near the end of the Late Ice Age which cut the land bridge 8i@ria in East Asia to
Alaska in North America. Ross thinks this land bridge existewh fr. 38,000 B.C. to
9,000 B.C. across the full length of the Bering Staiaind if so, it was in place for the
duration of what | take to be the best estimate for Noah’'s Flood grékently available
data ofc. 35,000 B.C.; although some, while agreeing with the lower end of Ross’s
range, think it existed for a shorter period than this befo&000 B.C. . However,
whatever the length of time was that this land bridge wasaiceplthe general crossings
on it which | identify in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 2dfra, as the Plukt Olive Leaf
Rainbow Gate, seem to have been frmri2,000 B.C. to 9,000 B.C. . Thus this would
date Peleg te. 9,000 B.C., at which time “was the earth divided” (Gen. 10:25) by the
closure of the Plukt Olive Leaf Rainbow Gate.

The dating of Peleg to. 9,000 B.C. is significant because it is clearly within the
broad range of dates for the Vela Supernova eruptian2#,000 B.C. +/- 14,000 years,
although more at the lower end preferred by, for instaWikipedia(2013) ofc. 9,000-
10,300 B.C., than Ross (2001 & 2005) who prefers a more middle rargel {000-
28,000 B.C. . Thus on the one hand, | am not suggesting that the Vella Sugkdhova

6% Ross, H.The Genesis Questipop. cit, pp. 177-180.
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explode either inside the preferred rang&\bkipedia(2013) atc. 9,000-10,300 B.C., or
inside the preferred range of Rossalt8,000-28,000 B.C., sindedo not knowwhen it
exploded inside the range of 7,000-35,000 B.C. i.ec. 21,000 B.C. +/- 14,000 years.
But on the other hand, | do note that because there was an exponentialatieda the
life-spans of the long-livers living to 100s of years, and quite possibbugh not
certainly, a parallel reduction of the short-livers from e.g., 120tthé&00, and then to 70

or 80, it ispossiblethat irrespective of when this Vela Supernova erupted in the range of
c. 21,000 B.C. +/- 14,000 years, thatntight have had some sort of impact as a
contributory factor in the reduction of men’s life-spans. Theeefath qualifications

that Ross himself does not make, | think Hugh Ross’s basic specullaat the Vela
Supernova eruption @f 21,000 B.C. +/- 14,000 years may be relevant to the reduction of
men’s life-spans, should be taken seriously as a reasonable canjectthe presently
available data. However, this conjectureysno means certain Once againye simply

do not know.

Importantly, we ought not of necessity to limit the mattetheflbng life-spans to
just one factor or one conjecture, since it is possible that neufytors were relevant.
Notably, Josephus conjectures two factors, saying that theifergphns may have been
from both the fact that “God, afforded them a longer time ofdifeaccount of their
virtue and the good use they made of it,” and “because their food. whiter for the
prolongation of 1ifé°®” And so too Ross speculates multiple factors, for he links his
conjecture about the Vela Supernova eruptioa. @fL,000 B.C. +/- 14,000 years with his
speculation about vegetarianism being an integral element of dietifigr more than “a
few hundred years,” and also adds a biochemical conjéttur@hus both Josephus and
Ross think that, for instance, diet wase factor, butnot the onlyfactor. But one thing
we can be absolutely certain about, is that it was by the supeinpbwer of Almighty
God, that in some way he gave these long life-spans to those in Gen. 5 & 11 and later.

Therefore, of the two models for long life spans, nameing Life-Spans Model
A, in which the fact that one group of selected Adamites lived hundreds of geassnot
mean or imply that all their contemporary Adamites enjoyed ghialege; andLong
Life-Spans Model Bin which the life-spans of those in Gen. 5 & 11 are regarded as
generally representational of the life-spans of all contempakdaynites; | consider the
Biblical evidence strongly favoutsong Life-Spans Model.A But | also accept that it is
possible to argue fdrong Life-Spans Model,Eand others have done so, such as young
earth creationists Whitcomb & Morris, and old earth creatiorisiss & Rana, even
though | think that they arprobablywrong. But | also find that even when men had
their lives reduced for sin, they might still live a long timeers in the fact that the
miscegenationists engaging in racially mixed marriages betWen's race and Seth’s
race had their life-spans reduced to 120 years (Gen. 6:3), not @.gr, BO years.
Therefore, | allow that the clearly sinful group who upon leatiregPersian Gulf region
of Greater Eden after Noah’s Flood on my Out-of-Eden model andfdusd in the

266 Josephus'antiquities1:3:9.

67 Ross, H.The Genesis Questipop. cit, pp. 119-125.
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fossil record as the Cro-Magnons fraan 33,000 B.C., for their sins of idolatry and
adopting satyr beast hunter-gatherer culture, may have only hadiféthepans reduced
to 120 years, although this is not certain. But if so, it wouldnntlkat there was an
exponential decay in their life-spans from e.g., an average abl2® average of 100 to
an average of 70 or 80; paralleling the exponential drop in the long gvelent in Gen.
5 & 11, and thereafter in other Old Testament figures. Whileamebe confident that
this was brought about by the supernatural power of Almighty Ged,can only
conjecture what factors he may have used, and indeed there may keavelléple
factors at work.

CHAPTER 15

Race Creation: Antediluvian racially mixed marriages (Gen. 6) &
the God imposed solution of linguistic and race based nations (Gen. 9 & 10).

A short discussion of race creation has been made in Volume 2, Rdrapter 6,
section ¢, subsection iv, Heading B, “Did God create diverse muamees? A short
preliminary discussion,5upra Some matters of relevance are found in Volume 1, Part
2, Chapter 21infra; and a more detailed discussion will be made which inclusesra
detailed racial classification system and discussion on thaf satially mixed marriages
in Volume 2, Part%®

There is a general, though not absolute, race-tayguexus when one is looking at
the historic races of man. Thus the Japheticrgar\ Linguistic Family, together with the
Caucasian languages of the Caucasus region broad®y Japheth’s white Caucasian or
Aryan race ead Hair: wavy and of various colours: orange or red, black, light brown,
dark brown, blondef-acial & body hair: abundant male facial and body h&lead size
variable; Nose: narrow; Prognathismor jaw protrusion: slightEyes:variable, usually
blue, green, or browrskin white; Stature:variable). However, others have sometimes
learnt a Japhetic tongue. E.g., a miscegenatemfeom white Japhetic Aryan tribes inter-
mingling with Shemitic Elamite Dravidian Australsidrom India Head Hair: wavy to
woolly & black; Male facial & body hair: moderate to mediumtdead size:narrow;
Nose:broad;Prognathism medium;Eyes: brown; Skin: dark brown;Stature:medium).
This produced the northern Indian admixed Aryan-Rtiawvi race, which uses the Japhetic
tongue of Sanskrit although they are clearly a mraee.

Or if one looks at the Hamito-Semitic Linguistic Family, onessenany of the
tongues derived from Noah’s sons Ham and Shem, such as the Semitiestarfg
Hebrew, Assyrian, and Arabic, or the Hamitic tongue of Egyptigmhis also includes

268 gSee also my sermons, “8 hate attacks on the traditional \aflae€hristian
marriage: 2/8 — Inter-racial,” of 24 Oct. 2013 (Mangrove Mountain Union ¢@hur
N.S.W., Australia); & “King James Version — Vol. 4 Textual Comragnt(Matt. 26-
28),” of 6 Feb. 2012h{tp://www.sermonaudio.com/kingjamesbiple
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some further diversity of tongues following the Tower of Babel,desxussed in
Volumel, Part 2, Chapter 1@fra.) It is clear that the names of Noah'’s three sons have
colour codes. *“Japheth” has the idea of “shining” or “brightnassl’conveys the idea

of whiteness; “Ham” has the idea of “heat” and being burnkblaed Shem has the idea
of being light brown. For example, in the Semitic tongue of Aasyone findsppatu
means “white” andsamumeans “olive coloured,” and this further helps us isolate the
word-plays of Japheth as “white,” and “Shem” as light brown. Theisiebrewshemen

can have the meaning of “olive” (I Kgs 6:23,31,32,33), and in comparison with the
Assyrian, this Hebrew word-play therefore indicates that Shesn“eleve” coloured or
light brown. Or in Hebrew “Ham” i€hamwhich is likechan meaning “heat” or “hot,”

as doe<ham, that is, being burnt and thus black; and in Egyptian Ham is like ¢ne w
“black” in the Hieroglyphic’skem Demotic’skemi Thebes’keme or Memphis’skheme

and in Arabicahamm which in the feminine iBamma means “black.”

Thus, for example, imMhe International Standard Bible Encyclopaedi&d29,
reprint 1996), T.G. Pinches takes the view that “Japheth” is a waydg Hebrew
japhah meaning “fair,” and indicates Japheth’s descendants are “wiatel” [quote]
“Shem means ‘dusky,’ ... Japheth ‘fair,’ ... Ham ‘black™ [unqudte] Or Fausset of the
Jamieson, Fausset, & Browecommentaries, refers in h@ritical and Expository Bible
Cyclopaediarefers to the classic Hebrew lexicon of “Gesenius” in spyifapheth”

comes “fromg/aphah [japhah] ‘to be fair,” from the fair complexion of Japheth and his
descendant$™ (see alsgaphehfrom japhah); and | would also note that Hebrgapha*
means “shine,” anflph‘ah means “brightness”. And we also see something of this in
the Japhetic Linguistic Family’s tongue of Greek, which likeavconveys the Hebrew
idea of “Ham” referring to “heat” in the sense of being bunack, because the Greek
word for an “Ethiopian” found in both the Greek Septuagint translatiorh@fQld
Testament and also the New Testament in Acts 8:2°Aitlsops which means to
“scorch” the “face,” i.e., a “black-face.”

Importantly, this is an artistic summary. Thus it does rmpt enean all Hamites
are black, indeed the Hamites of North Africa on the Genesiable of Nationsare
light-brown Mediterranean Caucasoids (and subdivide into further quatearas of
varying skin colours, as will be further discussed in Volume 2, Hart And likewise,
nor does it mean that all Shemites are light-brown, as e.g.htémitg Elamites omhe
Table of Nations(which are the progenitors of the Australoids, for instance, the
Dravidians of India, or the Aborigines of Australia,) are dark browldaok. Thus it is
a God given artistic summary of racial diversity, the whéphéthite, the light brown
Semite, and the black Hamite. While leaving more detailed digcusf this to Volume
2, Part 5, for our immediate purposes it is important to note thanh#ass that so called

269 0Orr, J. (General Editor)The International Standard Bible Encyclopaedia

1929, Hendrickson Reprint, USA, 1996, Vol. 2, p. 1324, “Ham;” Vol. 3, p. 1568,
“Japheth;” Vol. 4, p. 2759, “Shem.”

270 Fausset, A.R.The Critical and Expository Bible Cyclopediblodder &
Stoughton, London, UK [undated,1910], p. 328, “Japheth.”
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“naturalistic” Darwinian explanations for race origins arééarejected. That is because
it is clear that race creation was brought about by the miraculous power of God.

It is also to be noted that in God’'s creation of races as ise@he Table of
Nations they are divided into racial families, and from this they dse given certain
territorial boundaries and tongues. But to this the qualificatiomaide in Gen. 9:27 that
“God shall enlarge Japheth, and he shall dwell in the tents of Shewpphecy seen in
e.g., the white settlement of Australia, New Zealand, or North America.

In terms of the nexus to racially mixed marriagess ib be noted that two sins of
the antediluvians are isolated for our specialnéitia in Gen. 6. These are “violence”
(Gen. 6:11,13) and the mixed marriages betweenstims of God” i.e., the elect race of
Seth (Gen. 4:25-5:32) and “the daughters of merén(®:2) i.e., the race of Cain (Gen.
4:16-24). The sons of God terminology is likewised of the Israelites (Deut. 14:1), even
when, like here in Gen. 6, they were in religiopssiasy (Hosea 13:4,12,13) And as
discussed at Part 2, Chapter 19, sectionfig, it is also clear from the Hebrew usage of
“‘man (adam)” in Gen. 6:3 and *meifenowsh of renown” in Gen. 6:4, that the Hebrew
requires that the reference here is contextuallyman” or “men” or “Adamites,”not
“half-men” or “half-Adamites.” Thus the claim of sernthat “sons of God” here refers to
angels (Job 1:6; 2:1; 38:7), is contextually nasgildle. It is also contrary to the laws of
genetics for spirit beings to be able to crossbregh humans, and indeed suchlike would
be a form of cross-species sodomy incapable ofyaing offspring.

Importantly, we are also given clarification on boftthese two sins of Gen. 6 in the
solution imposed by God after the Flood. We knbat the “violence” (Gen. 6:11,13)
included murder from the solution imposed in GeB. rBaking murder a crime to receive
capital punishment. “Whoso sheddeth man’s blbgdnan shall his blood be shed: for in
the image of God made he man” (Gen. 9:6; cf. R@W Ifor he beareth not the sword in
vain” with Rom. 13:9, “Thou shalt not kill;” & Rev13:10). It is also possible that the
words of Gen. 9:8nightbe part of an inference that at least some ofkilisg may have
been from trained animals which killed at their human miastemmand, “And surely your
blood of your lives will | require; at the handeifery beast will | require,iand at the hand
of man.” However, this is not entirely clear,c@nt is also possible that Gen. 9:5 was so
written because men were now going out into theooidof-bounds region of th€ing’'s
Royal Parklandsvhere a man might be killed by an animal, and jftsis means that the
animal is to be hunted down and killed. This secpossible meanindgefinitelyapplies to
Gen. 9:5, whereas the first possible meaning ikeanand speculative.

And with respect to the racially mixed marriagesGeé#n. 6, the God imposed
solution of Gen. 9 & 10 is raced based nations witimguistic cultural heritage, generally
in geographically segregated group areas. Tlhesgdorm racial families (Gen. 10:32), and
in this context “families” (Gen. 12:3) thus meaktireds” (Acts 3:25) or “nations” (Gal.

2’1 see Volume 1, Part 1, Chapter 7, section ¢, subsection iii, subdisio

heading “The actual meaning of the sons of God & daughters of m@enn6:2,” at
subheading “View 3.”
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3:8) i.e., race and cultural based nationalismatrigtism. This solution of Gen. 9 & 10
also acts to clearly show that the concern in Gewas that of racially mixed marriages
between Cain’s race and Seth’s race.

Bernard Ramm (d. 1992) claims, “The Table of NationsVégino hint of any
Negroid” or “Mongoloid” “peopleS<.” This is clearly incorrect since e.g., “Ham”tise
father of Negroid “Cush” (Gen. 10:6; cf. the samebkew root wordkuwshrendered in the
AV as “Ethiopia” or “Ethiopian” in e.g., Jer. 13:23 With respect to the Mongoloids, the
matter requires some further consideration of 8mep but in view of the fact that Ramm’s
claims are contextually used by him to deny that Nod&thood was anthropologically
universal, this matter shall be covered now, rathen deferred to Volume 2, Part 5.

In the first place, given that there is a commoogeatry to those on Noah's Ark
back to e.g., white Japhetic Caucasian Caucasoids (Gen. 10:4)pidabh Semitic
Mediterranean Caucasoids from Shem (Gen. 10:22), dark brown AustriatydShem
via Elam (Gen. 10:22), Mediterranean Caucasoids from Ham (Ge®), Hhd black
Negroids from Ham via Cush (Gen. 10:6,7); it follows that we ararlgl looking at a
Flood that affected the ancestors of three of the five secomdegg inside the primary
race of man, and so one can confidently say that it was anthragalpginiversal.
Therefore on these general racial principles those who demsilch as, for example,
Bernard Ramm, are clearly incorrect.

And in the second place, we also have some relevant Scripturainggan the
Mongoloid secondary raceHéad Hair: black & straight;Prognathism medium;Eyes:
brown; Skin: brown).  The pug nosed Mongolian ethnic race artistically styjhe
Mongolic quaternary race (e.g., the Chinese ethnic race), and rigasbiaad flattish
faces, and skin that is a yellowish hue of brown, especially imgdgd and so contrasts
with the Japanese and Korean ethnic races (which do not belong to theliglong
quaternary race) who have lighter brown skins. In turn this Mongoliaergaay race
artistically types the Mongolic tertiary race of NorthsEAsia (Male facial & body hair
slight; Head size: broadNose: medium;Eyes slanty shapedStature:below average),
and includes in this tertiary race: Mongolians, Chinese, Koreads)apanese. In turn
this Mongolic tertiary race types the Mongoloid secondary (atéch has five tertiary
races: Mongolic; Malaysians of South-East Asia and the Matalgipelago; Eskimos of
North-East Asia and the North American Arctic; and the Ainu ofmddpan). Let us
therefore now consider the questienpm Whence Cometh the Mongolic Kindreds?

In the New Testament, we have a clear reference to nméscbfithe Silk Route
that extended from Pagan Rome through a series of merchants llaelsi®@ merchants
of China in Revelation 18:11,12, and more broadly this refers to the “sirchants of
the earth;” who together with other “merchants” of the anaientd, prophetically type
the “merchants” who at the end of time “weep and mourn over” theffRapal Rome’s
empire. Here “silk” is Greekaikos or sirikos from Ser, or pluralSeres The Seres are
mentioned in Strabo as the people from whom silk wiatained by the ancients (Strabo,

2’2 Ramm, B.The Christian View of Science & Scriptuo@. cit, p. 234.
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516, 701). Our English word, “Seric,” for the @&se, comes from the Greskikos
(silk) via the Latinsericus(“made of silk” or “Chinese”). The renowned Silk Route
stretched from Pagan Rome in Western Europe toaChirEast Asia over a distance of
some 4,000 miles or 6,400 kilometres starting from Silgo &pelt Xian or Hsian, in Shensi
Province), and cities are known to have existedchénarea of Sian since the 11th century
B.C. . Thus the relevant “silk” “merchants” of Rel8:11,12 in the time of Pagan Rome
who type the future “merchants of the earth” at tihee of the collapse of Papal Rome,
would have included Mediterranean silk merchamigian silk merchants, and Chinese silk
merchants. That is, the silk traders included,viere not exhausted by, reference to the
Chinese silk merchants. But the East Asian ethroap ultimately known as the starting
point of these “silk” “merchants” were the Chiness; the Silk Route linked the East Asian
and Western European civilizations, and so reptesam early recorded contact between
Caucasoids of the ancient world and Mongoloid$ieffar East.

The Chinese word for silk seor sei sometimes transliteratesgu This becomes
in Korean,sir; and in Mongoliansirkek™.  Does the similarity of the Greeder and
saikos / sirikos to the Koreansir and Mongolian,sirkek respectively, indicate the
terminology or pronunciations of certain Chinesix snerchants; or is it just a quaint
coincidence of transliteration adaptation of then€seseor seiinto these tongues? Either
way, it means that the Chinese were being namdéukiltsreek tongue in e.g., Rev. 18:12,
after their commodity of silk, i.e., they were bgiralled something like “the silkoes.”

In the Old Testament, the “S” and “n” consonsmiinds of Banmost likely gave
rise to the description of the Chinese as the “Sinim” in BA424  “Shan” (now known as
“Sanmenxi” / “San-Men-Hsia”) is the name from amtiédmes for the narrow mountain
pass, located where the Yellow River flows dowthi North China Plain from the Loess
Platead’®. The Province of 8rsi or Shaanxi in China means, “Land west of Shae,”
Chinese “®aani” = “Shar’ + xi (west). (The nearby city of Sian was a silk praaigic
city, and while it too has a “SN” sound ima§ this was a much later name of 1369 A.D.,
for the earlier city known as “Feng-hao” which datec. 1,100 B.C. . Near it are the
famous terracotta warriors of the 3rd century BX). Shensi (Shaanxi) is west diig)

273 Morris, W., (Editor), The American Heritage DictionaryAmerican Heritage
Publishing Company & Houghton Miffin Company, Newrko01969, p. 1205, “silk.”

274 “Shaanxi,"Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shaani

2’ During the Zhou / Chou Dynasty (1111-255 B.€Was called “Feng-hao;”
during the Han Dynasty (206 B.C — 220 A.D.) it was known asfiGha,” also sometimes
called “Xijung;” from 581 A.D, known as “Daxing” dung the Sui Dynasty; then from 618
A.D. it again became known as “Chang’an” during Tla@g Dynasty; then during the Yuan
Dynasty (1270-1368 A.D.) it was first called “Fengy)’ then “Anxi,” then “Jingzhao;”
and did not become known as “Sian” or “Xi'an” tiB69 A.D. under the Ming Dynasty.
Though renamed in 1928-1930 as “Xijing,” it revdrte its Ming Dynzaty name of “Sian”
or “Xiran”in 1943. *“Xi'an,” Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Xi‘ah
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and Shan is now known as e.g., “San-Men-Hsia” anf8enxi,” and it means “The Gorge
of Three Gateways,” a name derived from the two islands ithdedhe Yellow River three
ways. In Chinese legend, Yu the GreaR(200-2,100 B.C.), used a spiritual axe to cut this
mountain ridge three times, so as to create the &wge in order to prevent massive
flooding?”®.  Therefore, | think the Chinese are here bemmed with reference tohdn
The Chinese have references in their records kopsilduction to a time earlier than the
middle third millennia B.C., i.e., before 2,500 B.C:"", and so this identification by Isaiah
is to a silk producing group of Chinamen.

However, some dispute any identification of the fi@ihin Isa. 49:12 as the
Chinese, and instead try to claim the “Sinim” rateeither the southern location of Sin /
Pelusium (Ezek. 30:15,16), or the southern location of Syene / Aswan goz&g; 30:6;
so rendered in Isa. 49:12 in the Dead Sea Scrolls, QumraniC&élew International
Version). By contrast, those who like William Gesenius, FRelitzsch, Cheyrfé®, or
myself, consider that this refers to an eastern group, ugdeltyify the Chinese. In
terms of stylistic analysis of Isa. 49:12, it is notable thah@Book of Isaiah, “north”
goes with “south,” and “east” goes with “west” as respective ofgssi Thus Lucifer
seeks to “ascend” to “the north,” but is “brought down” in the oppositection i.e.
southward, “to hell” (Isa. 14:12-15). Or Isaiah says, “they shall. toward the west
they shall spoil them of the easigether” (Isa. 11:14). This stylistic pattern is clearly
seen in Isa. 43:5,6, “... | will bring thy seed from the east gather thee from the west
| will say to the northGive up; and to the soytKeep not back: bring my sons from far,
and my daughters from the ends of the earth.” Hence when wetldek &9:12, the
natural way to read it inside Isaiah’s writing style is to usi@dad “from far” as the
south, and “from the land of Sinim” as being east:

Behold, these shall come from far [in the south]:
And, lo, these from the north

And from the west

And these from the land of Sinifim the east].

Therefore the most natural interpretation of thif8” in Isa. 49:12 is ofn easterrpeople,
not a southern people.

On the one hand, the reference in Isa. 49:12 datespecify silk in connection with
the Sinim, and so it would be possible to spectiattthey were known in the Middle East
at this time for some other reason. But on theroband, the Chinese were silk producers
at this time, and it might be reasonably askethdfSinim were not known in Isaiah’s day
for their silk, then what were they known for in the MiddletEghis time? Thus in terms

278 «sanmenxia, Wikipedia(http:/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sanmenyia

277 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD98p. cit, “Silk.”

2’8 These three authors citedBrown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew & English Lexicon
at Ciyniym
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of acontextual historical inferengé think it reasonable to conclude that on theibed¢ of
probabilities, Isa. 49:12 infers that there wasllafoute to China operating in Isaiah’s day
in the 8th to 7th centuries B.C., but | also acdbpt thiscontextual historical inference
cannot be conclusively proven to a skeptic of neywon just this reference in Isa. 49:12.

Given that Isaiah wrote in the 8th to 7th centieC., this raises the question of
whether this identification of the Chinese withsilk producing city of “Feng-hao” (since
the 14th century A.D. known as Sian,) as the “Sininisaiah 49:12, is matched by any
references to silk in the Old Testament at, orr dfies time? The Book of Ezekiel was
written in the 6th century B.C., and there is goedson to believe that it refers to “silk”
brought from an earlier silk road that reachedh@Sinim of China.

In St. Jerome’s Latin Vulgate, the Latin root weaticumis used for “silk” in Rev.
18:12; and the same Latin word is used at Ezek.627The_Syrian was thy merchaloy
reason of the multitude of thy works, they set fopttecious stones, and purple, and
broidered works, and fine line, and sflkatin, sericun), ... in thy market” (Douay-Rheims
Version). The word that St. Jerome here trarslageLatin Sericum(silk),” is Hebrew

“buwts (@) and prima faciemeans “fine linen,” though using the Latin Vulgate a
Hebrew Lexicon from ancient times, we here haverameat witness to the fact that in a
derivative sense, the Hebréwts may mean “silk.” When this is taken with the reference
to the “Sinim” of Isaiah 49:12, it also shows thag have an ancient witness to the fact that
the Silk Route of the sixth century B.C. passed ufino Syria where there were silk
merchants.

Furthermore, in Rev. 18:12,15,16 we read of thertiandise of ... fine linen
(Greek nounbussoy and purple, and siliGreekseikos), and scarlet ... . The merchants
of these things, which were made rich by her, dtafid afar off ... saying, Alas, alas, that
great city, that was clothed in fine liné@reek adjectivehussinosfrom nounbusso} and
purple, and scarlet, and decked with gold, andiguscstones, and pearls.” What, for our
immediate purposes is significant about Rev. 188,2is that it uses Gredkussosand
bussinodrom bussosto mean “fine linen” in contrast to and distinction witie fissociated
presence of Greedgikos for “silk.”

When we then look at relevant references to thekBaf Ezekiel in the Greek
Septuagint, we find that Ezek. 27:16 (LXX) is nosuficiently literal rendering for our
purposes, and it omits all reference to “fine lih@aV) or “silk” (Latin Vulgate, sericun).
Thus it reads, “even men as thy merchandise, fremthltitude of thy trading population,
myrrh and embroidered works from Tharsis: Ramo#o and Chorchor furnished thy
market” (Brenton). However, we find that the Gréeissoss used at Ezek. 16:10; 27:7,
and the Greekussinodrom bussoss used at Ezek. 16:13. The reference in EZEK. i8
to “fine linen (Greekbusso} ... from Egypt,” and so bearing in mind the duahges of
Greekbussogfine linen) andseikos in Rev. 18:12,16, such a contrast to, and distinction
with, “fine linen” in the Greek Septuagint at Ez@k.:7 (GreelbussosLXX), is consistent
with a reference to “silk” in the Latin Vulgate Btzek. 27:16 (Latirsericum Vulgate).
Thus both stylistic analysis of Ezek. 27:7,16 with Revl236, and also the known contact
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with the Chinese “Sinim” of Isaiah 49:12, act asnfematory factors in support of St.
Jerome’s translation of “silk” in Ezek. 27:16.

Furthermore, this stylistic analysis of both R&8:12,16 and Ezek. 27:7,16, in turn
acts to help us better understand Ezek. 16:10,bh8ramMn the Greek Septuagint, we once
again find there is a contrast to, and distinctiath, “fine linen” (Greekbussos& bussinos
from busso¥ and another fabric, Greekjjchaptos (9 ? ). The Greekfrichaptos
means “divided in three pla%” and trich-aptosis used for something “plaited” or
“woven of haif*® or “a fine veil of haif®" which Liddell & Scott think is its meaning here
in Ezek. 16:10,13. Thus Brenton’s translatiortrchaptosat Ezek. 16:10,13 as “silk” is
interpretive in that he first concludes that theds of the silk fabric are here being referred
to as woven or plaited strands of fine hair; andantrast to this interpretation, Liddell &
Scott think some kind of “fine veil of hair” is meiaat Ezek. 16:10,13. Therefopeima
facie Brenton could be right or wrong in his view thathaptoshere means “silk,” but
either way it is only one possible interpretatiohwhat is meant by the vagaries of
trichaptosat Ezek. 16:10,13. These two references areorthetwo times that Greek
trichaptosis used in the Septuagint, and | consider the implicafistylistic analysis of the
usage ofbussoswith trichaptosas at Rev. 18:12,16 in the context of no othegeisat
trichaptosin the Septuagint, in the wider context of havdejermined the presence of
“silk” in the Book of Ezekiel from Ezek. 27:16 ifnd Latin Vulgate, is that in Ezek.
16:10,13, Greekrichaptosmight reasonably be said to mean “silk,” even gfothis is not
the only possible reasonable interpretation. éerthinly Brenton renders Greglchaptos
at Ezek. 16:10,13 as “silk” (Brenton’s Greek & HaglSeptuagint).

Therefore, in this context using the Greek Septtiagis a Hebrew Lexicon from
ancient times (in conjunction with reference to Beecek New Testament and Latin
Vulgate), we find that if Greekiichaptosdoes mean “silk” at Ezek. 16:10,13, then it is

translating the Hebremeshy ( & ). At this point it then becomes significant ttiagse
two verses of Ezekiel 16 are the only two timmaseshy is used in the Hebrew Old
Testament, and in Jewish Rabbinical tradition, Hlebrewmeshy is understood to mean
“silk?®2”  This Jewish Rabbinical tradition of the Hebrélwis acts as a confirmation of
what is only one of multiple reasonable possibiitof its meaning in the Greek Septuagint,
so that when these factors of the Greek and Helarewput together, it then becomes
reasonable to conclude thidite balance of probabilitiessilk” is the meaning at Ezek.

2% Liddell and Scott'sA Greek-English Lexicorat trichaptos (Pseudo-

Callisthenes).

280 hid., attrich-aptos(PherecratesComicus 5th century B.C.).

281 |bid., attrich-aptos(e.g., Greek Inscriptions, Vol. 2, 287, A 53, Grésdand of
Delos in the Aegean Sea, 3rd century, B.C.).

282 Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew & English Lexicoat meshy; citing W.

Nowack’sHebraische Archaologi&:124.
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16:10,13 in both the Hebrew and the Greek Septuaghnd indeed, “silk” is the meaning
given for Hebrewneshy by the learnéd William Gesenius (d. 1842)

However, in their revision of Gesenius’s Lexicdsrown-Driver-Briggs speak
disparagingly of this Jewish Rabbinical tradition, saying, “wéethis is based on actual
tradition is dublious] (etym[ology] unknown).”  But as a religiouslgnservative
Protestant Christian who believes in the Divine Preservation of Sloipture (Isa. 40:8;
| Peter 1:25), | have a lot more confidence in, and respect foishl&abbinical tradition
with respect to the meaning of Hebrew words, than do religiousaldoéke Brown,
Driver, & Briggs. On my understanding of the Divine PreservatioHa§ Scripture,
the Jews have played a special role in the preservation of threwdand Aramaic of the
Old Testament (Rom. 3:1,2; 11:1,2,29), and the Gentiles have played a splecial
preserving the Greek and Latin of both the Old Testament (e.g., Greekdhaptuainly
Eastern Christendom; or Latin Vulgate, mainly Western Christendant) New
Testament (Greek, mainly Eastern Church; Latin, mainly Wesaurch). Unlike the
gift of prophecy which existed only in, and around, Bible times (D&#;9:uke 11:49-
51; | Cor. 13:8; Eph. 2:20; Rev. 11:4 cf. Ps. 119:105); so that Divine Inepirist
limited in time to the prophets of the Holy Bible which is now tbenpleted Word of
God (Il Tim. 3:16; Rev. 22:18,19); the gift of Divine Preservation is ragpmg gift of
the Spirit. Therefore, without now elucidating on this mattehéurtthe salient point for
our immediate purposes is that my starting point in coming to 3emish Rabbinical
tradition, is one of having an initial far greater confidence in,ragpect for, such Jewish
Rabbinical tradition in terms of the meaning of Hebrew words, thaeldpous liberals
like Brown, Driver, & Briggs. And when with respect to Ezek.10613, | add to this
the afore mentioned analysis of the Greek New Testament, Gep¢la8int, and Latin
Vulgate, all of which | take to be supportive of Hebnewshy meaning “silk” at Ezek.
16:10,13, it follows that | do not doubt the accyratthe Jewish Rabbinical tradition of so
understanding the Hebraweshy to here mean “silk.”

Before the Authorized King James Version of 1611 bectm®rotestant Bible
of the English speaking world, as a general, though not absoluteheslBishops’ Bible
was the Anglican Protestants’ Bible and the Geneva Bible na$tritan Protestants’
Bible. Here at Ezek. 16:10,13, we find that the Helbmeshy is rendered as “silk” in the
Bishops’ Bible, Geneva Bible, and King James Bibldheir wisdom is thus to be here
preferred over religious liberals like Brown, Driver, Briggs, who here substitute
stubborn opposition to traditional Hebrew views for serious intelleanalysis, or
“modern” versions such as e.g., the highly unreliable New Internationaloviersi

Given that the Spirit of God identified the Chinese for us thraefgrence to
“silk (Greekseikos)” in Rev. 18:12 as something like “the silkoes;” andsa. 49:12 as
the “Sinim” in connection with the silk producingea of_Skersi in China; it is certainly
logical to ask, Has this same Spirit of God whates Third Divine Person of the Holy
Trinity is “the Lord” (Il Cor. 3:17;Nicene Cree}] also identified for us the Mongoloids via
the Chinese in this same way Bine Table of Nations Genesis 10?

283 |bid., atmeshy; citing Gesenius'§hesaurus Linguae Hebraeae
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It must be said that the Mongoloid’s ancestry in Gen. 10 is notsédy ezsolved
as some of the races of man. However, this is complimegtedrbe notable references
to their location in the Book of Nature in connection with tBartographical
Expressionistic Carved Land Features Divine Artsdiscussed in Volume 1, Part 2,
Chapter 21jnfra. Africa is clearly Hamitic, under the patriarch Ham; &hdope is
clearly Japhetic, under the patriarch Japheth. But Asiatitoty was given to Ham,
under Canaan; to Japheth, with Magog and Madai; and Shem, with numerous
descendants. Thus the questiBrom Whence Cometh the Mongolaidfas not been
answered uniformly by all Bible scholars, and hence we findtbat. Bernard Ramm is
bold to erroneously allege, “An examination of the Table of Nawdriden. 10 discloses
that no mention of the Mongoloid ... races is madepra®*

Though my views have changed and matured over the years on where the
Mongolic Group are to be found dine Table of Nation$or some years now | have rested
in the conclusion that they a Shemitic race, coming fiaram’s son in Gen. 10:23,

“Mash,” which is HebrewMash (7 ), found in the Septuagint as Gred¥psoch
(M ? ); and in the Vulgate as LatiMes When one compares the Hebrew Shemitic

progenitor of Gen. 10:23ash( / ), with the Hebrew word for “silk” in Ezek. 16:10,13,
of meshy ( & ), with some revowelling it is certainly reasonatieonjecture that “Mash”

was named aftemieshy,” (n.b., the second vowel is the shagt ¥ 4in bothmeshy / “silk”

in Ezek. 16:10,13suprg and Meshek/ “Meshech” in | Chron. 1:17infra) i.e., in
consistency with the Old Testament practice of 12, suprga and New Testament
practice of Rev. 18:1&upra the Chinese are identified through referencesiié.” Thus

in calling the Mongoloid Chinese “Mash” in Gen. 2B, as with Rev. 18:1&upra once
again the Chinese are being named, this time irléteew tongue, after their commodity of
silk, i.e., they are being called something likee"silkoes.”

If so, while it is true that that the Chinese ie first instance, and thereafter other
Mongoloids descended from “Mash” in Gen. 10:20 rarerspeak an Aramaic tongue than
do the Australoids descended from “Elam” in Gen2@Qit must be remembered that that
these are datdoeforethe Tower of Babel in Gen. 11, and hence thiscatds the Semitic
tongue of Aramaic is a post-Tower of Babel acquisition. Abdu discussed in Volume 1,
Part 2, Chapter 19, “Nimrod & The Tower of Babehfra, Gen. 11:1-9 refers to a local
Middle East world and is primarily concerned withetorigins of the Babylonian and
Hebrew tongues, though may include some otherkatfregion. Given that Aramaic is
very similar to Hebrew, and Old Testament listeraard readers were meant to be at least
bilingual in understanding both, it is reasonablaltow that it too was created at the Tower
of Babel. Therefore this accounts for the lingicidiversity between Aramaic on the one
hand, and the non-Aramaic tongues of AustraloidsifElam and Mongoloids from Mash
in Gen. 10:23. The further diversity in these #alsid tongues evidently came in

284 Ramm, B.The Christian View of Science & Scriptpog. cit, p. 234.
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connection with the creation of races and natiorsnetmg from Gen. 10, though may well
also represent evolution of languages from thesela various instances.

The equivalent of HebreMash( 7 ) in Gen. 10:23, “Mash,” is “Meshech” in |

Chron. 1:17 which is HebreMeshek/A 44: in the Septuagint | Chron. 1:11-16, 17b-23
is generally omitted, although the Septuagint of Codex Vaticanusédtiry) includes
these missing verses and the relevant reading at | Chron. 1:1Gbeék, Mosoch
(M ? ); and in the Vulgate this is LatiMosoch The Hebrew form found in | Chron.
1:17 for Shemitic “Meshech” is identical to the form found in | Chrtb. for Japhetic
“Meshech,” where reference is made to “Magog, ... and Javan, andl andavieshech,
and Tiras.” By this we know that it is northerly Japhetic Meshreferred to in Ezek.
27:12,13 in “Tarshish, ... Javan, Tubal, and Meshech,” in Ezek. 32:26 as “Meshech,
Tubal, and all her multitude,” in Ezek. 38:2 as “God, ... Magog, ... Meshetf abal;”
and in Ezek. 38:3; 39:1 as “Meshech and Tubal.” By contrast, i62®s5 we read,
“Woe is me, that | sojourn in_Mesedhlebrew Meshek, that | dwell in the tents of
Kedar.” The Hebraic parallelism between “Mesech” (AVMeshech” and Kedar tells
us that this is a southerly Shemitic location for we read o&bfa, and all the princes of
Kedar” (Ezek. 27:21) i.e., there was a Kedar in Arabia to whichsiems to be referring
in Hebraic parallelism with Meshech. Biblical Arabia broadbyjuates the Arabian
Peninsula and thus borders the western side of the Persian Gulf. of@usiust
distinguish between Japhetic Meshech in Asia, and in Arabia Sbhevtash / Mesech /
Meshechsupra& Mesha,infra.

In this context, it is notable that in Gen.10:30 Arphaxad’s Shemiticeddants
via Joktan are said to have had “their dwelling from Méstach is HebrewMesha

(" T ), and though its location is disputed, it is considered by StrontB@) to be “a
place in Arabia,” and regarded by Gesenius (d. 1842) as the ‘Oistesene on
Pers[ian] Guff®” Thus both the HebreMeshekof Ps. 120:5 which links to Shemitic
“Mash” (Gen. 10:23) under the name of “Meshech (Hebkésshek in | Chron. 1:17,
and “Mesha” in Gen. 10:30 may be the same general area of Arahrathe Persian
Gulf. If so, it is clear that if Shemitic Arphaxad’s desdants via Joktan (Gen.
10:22,24-26) “had their dwelling from Mesha” (Gen. 10:30), then the descemafants
Shemitic Mash (Gen. 10:23) were not there since this was the faredoktan’s
descendants. But it is also clear thatTtre Table of NationMoses sometimes gives
names of racial national family descendants closer to his ownndidne 16th century
B.C. and thus there are certain gaps in these genealogibsrefore the implication is
that the Mongoloid Mash gave his name to a region in Arabia near the Persiarb@ulf,
his race was no longer in that region by the 16th century B.C. as thendaste of
Joktan then dwelt there

This is consistent with my Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf madel indicates the
Mongoloid Mash were probably in a region on the western side. Heraree of the

285 Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew & English LexicaiMeshd; citing Gesenius'’s
Thesaurus Linguae Hebrae823.
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Holocene sea-oscillations the Mongoloids appear to have left thesajearea, but their
name of the area, related to their progenitor, “Mash,” survived and outlived thssnpee
there. The combination of their exit and remaining name, thus iaditaat they were
in an area now under the waters of the Persian Gulf, but whick fbe area which
retains their name. This may thus account for both the movem@hireése out of the
Persian Gulf area, and the Chinese Nuwa flood story of flood wateich in time
became confused and bears some resemblances to a number of flesd sfdrus these
Chinamen from probablg. 3,000 B.C. probably left due to local movements of the
Persian Gulf shore-line and there was then some syncretisnsdbdhi flood story of
Nuwa (female) with the similar name of the Biblical storytludé flood of Noah (male).
This type of corruption is typical of flood stories found all overweeld. Thus these
Chinamen then went to join their racial brethren in China who haeearigrated out to
China from the Persian Gulf. Thus the historical remnant we bftheir old presence
in a region joining Arabia which is now under the waters of thsife Gulf, is that the
nearby area on the dry land of the Persian Gulf's west sidginedhnamed after them as
“Mesha,” even though they did not reside there; something like thehfat the eastern
side of the Persian Gulf remained named “Persia” after the Pison Reer23.1).

In this context, an interesting comment is found in Gen. 10:30 whick say

“Mesha, as thou goest unto SepkidebrewCphar / ) a mount of the east.” Since

it is mentioned in connection with Mesha in Arabia, both Strong’s @dance and
Brown-Driver-Briggsregard Sephar as a place in Arabia. But given that | consider
“Mesha” is a western area of the Persian Gulf that borders the Perdfaar@ before its
flooding, went down under the waters of the Persian Gulf, if one wenediately east,
one would go into the waters of the Persian Gulf. Thus | think“Mesha, as thou
goest unto Sephar a mount of the east” is pointing to a much flotaion to the east.
How far east could it be? To the immediate north of the Pe@idf, in the far south-
west of Iran, is Abadan; and Tarshish in the south of Spain includedeanaround
modern day Gibraltar. From Abadan west to Gibraltar in the aféTarshish” (Gen.
10:4) isc. 5,000 kilometres or 3,000 miles. And in the opposite direction towards “the
east” (Gen. 10:30), then from Abadan east to “Shan” (now know8aasnenxi’ / “San-
Men-Hsia”) in north-east China s 5,800 kilometres or 3,600 miles. Therefore hithi
these type of distances are sufficiently proximateach other to allow that “Sephar” could
be somewhere in north-east China, and it is isola¢eduse of a contextual appropriateness
given the historical naming of “Mesha” (Gen. 10:38) the Mongoloid silk producing
Shemitic “Mash” (Gen. 10:23).

When under verbal inspiration from the Third Divine Person of thg Hohity,
the Holy Ghost (Jer. 1:1,4,7,9; Il Tim. 3:16), Moses wrote and madeetheant
selections oriThe Table of Nationn Gen. 10, the Shang Dynasty was in north-east
China.
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The area of the Shang Dynasty in north-east G¥fina

The Shang Dynasty in North China Plain (traditiodates 1766-1122 B.C.; but
dated variously frone. 1760-1520 B.C., t0. 1122-1030 B.C.; the latter part of this Dynasty
from Pankang’s reign also sometimes called Yin Dignawas the successor to the Xia (or
Hsia) Dynasty; and the Shang Dynasty correlatésria with Moses. Though details on
the Shang Dynasty are scarce, it is thought to bavepied several capital cities during its
time. Its heathen religion maintained a corrugiteth of the idea of sacrifice (Gen. 8:20),
for like Cain’s offering (Gen. 4:3,5) it was cortad by religious impurity, so that they
made sacrifices to five main recipients considerdthie “power” over them: 1) The pagan
god, Di; 2) nature powers such as mountadwers and the sun; 3) deceased Chinese
dynastic lords; 4) predynastic Chinese ancestorsSafhinese dynastic ancestors e.g., the
concubines of a past empéfdr Notably then, Emperor Fa of the Xia (or Hsia)nBsty
ruled from 1747-1728 B.C., being the second last nfléne Xia Dynast{’®. Recognizing
both this heathen devotion to mountains and foengperors, it would certainly be within
reason to speculate that a mountain in north-elastadnay have been named in the Xia
Dynasty as Xia-Fa in reference to him, and this nBoméhe mountain being retained in the
successor Shang Dynasty, this Xia-Fa mountain imety be “Sephar a mount of the east”
(Gen. 10:30). Alternatively, as further discusge¥olume 1, Part 2, Chapter 16, “Some
Gap Creationist type Stories & Flood Stories from around thedWwaéction b, “Some
Flood Stories from around the worldyifra, the Chinese emperor, Fu-Hsi (or Xi), ruled
according to one Chinese source for 115 years 2@82-2,737 B.C., and according to
another Chinese source from 2,952-2,836 B.C. . Hemaried to his sister called, Nuwa,
both of whom are said to have been the only survivors of afiged (cf. Gen. 6-8); and so
with supernatural divine power they took dust & tround in the form of clay to form
human figurines, that then came to life (cf. Gef),2and Fu-Hsi ruled over them. Among

286 «Shang Dynasty,Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shang_Dynajty

87 pid., citing Keightley, D.N., “The Making of the Ancestors: LathaBg

Religion and Its Legacy,” in Lagerwey, JChinese Religion and Society: The
Transformation of a FieldChinese University Press, Hong Kong, China, 2004, pp. 3-63.

288 «Fa of Xia,” Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fa_of Xja
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other things, Fu-Hsi is said to have offered tingt fbpen-air sacrifices to heaven (cf. Gen.
3:21; 4:2-5; 8:20°. Given the importance of Fu-Hsi to China, ongaim it is possible
that in reference to him as “Xi” + “Fu,” there wasaming of “Sephar a mount of the east”
(Gen. 10:30). While | admit these two possilgitiare speculative, they are also clearly
plausiblgéoand would be contextually appropriateTioe Table of Nationm regard to Gen.
10:23,30™".

If so, the words, “Mesha, as thou goesto Sephar a mount of the east” (Gen.
10:30) indicates contact with China in Holy Mosday, and given the Chinese are being
named in the Hebrew tongue in Gen. 10:23 as “Madter their commodity of silk, i.e.,
they are being called by the name of their progeritosomething like “the silkoes,” the
description in Gen. 10:30 once again appears to ae ancient Silk Route to China.

A final matter that | shall refer to in this section race creation anthe Table of
Nationsin this Volume 1, Chapter 15, is the global sprefthe race of man. Looking at
the anthropological evidence, the locations of diverse racial and lieggistipings look
like they spread out from somewhere around South-West Asia. ThusdkeBNature
is harmonious with the Book of Divine Revelation.

Therefore looking at the “Biblical creation model lhe scientifically compared &
contrasted with the Book of Nature” found in PajtChapter 1, section Isuprg the
evidence of this Part 2, Chapter 15, is clearly isterst with what we would expect from
Guidelines 1, 9, & 12Guideline 1“The fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowgsd
(Prov. 1:7) and ‘wisdom’ (Ps. 111:10). Though byd@ common grace which is not unto
salvation, man may discern that there is a Crezfttine universe (Job 12:7-10; Ps. 19:1;
Rom. 1:18-32); a man must by God’'s grace, humblyhiuiself under the authority of
God’s infallible Word, the Holy Bible of religiouslgonservative Protestant Christianity (Ps.
119:105; Il Tim. 3:16), if he is to properly understi creation (and other) issues.
Wherefore ‘scoffers’ (Il Peter 3;3), such as thhgttbe far gone in an antisupernatural
secularist paradigm, are to be rejected who woaleke HChristian men to be ‘salt’ which
‘have lost his savour’ (Matt. 5:13), and would ptize all relevant reference to the Divine
revelation of Holy Scripture away from public discse such as that on creation (and other
matters), and claim that only the natural reasoman, unaided by the Divine revelation,
should be used in the quest of any science (or lednel), whether a social science, a

289 «py Xi,” Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fuyi

29 1n saying this is “clearly plausible,” | am of couraeiting from the perspective
of, and within the paradigm of, a religiously cansgive Protestant Christian who believes
in the verbal inspiration of Scripture. By costra religious liberal or other ungodly man,
being spiritually blinded and hog-tied for hell, wa be likely to be dismissive of this since
what he regards as “plausible” is quite differenthus e.g., the spiritually dead secularist
would dismiss this as “a religious belief.” Masych persons would even go so far as to
laugh at the plausibility of what | have here saitciearly plausible;” “For as the crackling
of thorns under a pot, so is the laughter of &'f@ietcl. 7:6).
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political science, a biological science, or oth@esce. For suchlike is a God dishonouring
‘science falsely so called’ (I Tim. 6:21), to behalred of all good Christian men.”

Guideline 9: “Man was created in an area of south-west Asia tleaiTigris &
Euphrates Rivers which are to the north of Eden (@dl), and connecting rivers to the
south down to Havilah (Gen. 2:11) on the Arabian Pertenm what was later a Hamite-
Semite shared border-regions western strip along theakrd®ninsula (Gen. 10:6,7,22,29;
25:18; | Sam. 15:7); and also south down to Ethig@en. 2:13) which included both the
later Hamite-Semite shared western border-regitigs along the Arabian Peninsula with
Midian (Exod. 2:15,21; Num. 12:1; Hab. 3:7), as wadl parts of continental north-east
Africa (Gen. 10:6; Jer. 13:23). Therefore, a suitalalegpshould be locatable in south-west
Asia near Africa.”

And Guideline 12: “Man was originally given a dominion mandate rothe local

‘earth’ (cf. Gen. 41:56; Matt. 12:42) under thedbtheaven’ (cf. Deut. 2:25; Col. 1:23) of
the Edenic ‘world’ (cf. Isa. 23:17; Luke 2:1; Rort8) (Gen. 1:26-28; 2:8-14). But
following Noah's Flood which was therefore geogiaplty local to the region of Eden and
anthropologically universal, man’s dominion mandat@s generously expanded by
Almighty God to include the formerly out-of-bounesgiions of The King's Royal Parklands
beyond Eden, thus giving him a dominion mandate the global ‘earth’ under the global
‘heaven’ (cf. Pss. 134:3; 146:6) of the planetavgrid’ (cf. Ps. 89:11; Mark 16:15) (Gen.
9:1,11-17; 10:1-32). Therefore Adamites will s to spread out as an out-of-Eden
group (i.e., the relevant areas of the post Noachic Flood settterm the Persian Gulf
are thus designated as Greater Eden,) to exercise dominicheestire planet earth.”

CHAPTER 16

Some Gap Creationist type Stories & Flood Stories from around the world.
a] Some Gap Creationist type Stories.
b] Some Flood Stories from around the world.

(Chapter 16) a] Some Gap Creationist type Stories.

A comprehensive examination of all Creation or Flood Stories israkeyhe
scope of this work. However, it is notable that in creationestdrom different infidel
and heathen cultures and religions, there is a geagraement with the broad Biblical
picture that the world in general (Gen. 1:1; 2:4) and any lesssrgfat (Gen. 1:2b-2:3),
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were created by some being(s) with supernatural powers. Ronpéx the infidel
Mohammedans preserve the Story of Creation amidst the corruptidviehaimmed’s
Koran (7th century A.D.). Thus e.g., the Koran (Rodwell's trainsia1861 & 1876)
says, “God” “hath created the heavens and the earth” (Sura 16:1,3)Go®ris “maker
of the heavens and of the earth” (Sura 35:1). Or “We createdandrnwe know what
his soul whispereth to him.” “We created the heavens and the aaithall that is
between them in six days, and no weariness touched us” (Sura 50:15,8d)thefe is
further agreement from different infidel and heathdiuoes and religions in flood stories
with the broad Biblical picture that the whole human race wésdkidy a universal flood
except for a small number of individuals protected by some bgingils supernatural
powers (see Volume 1, Part 2, chapter 16, sectionfla). Thus different infidel and
heathen cultures and religions have variously ctediforms of both the Creation Story and
the Noah’s Flood Story. Notwithstanding their many coromgst in a very broad and
generalist sense they are of value in showing how man was dhartgach the story of
the Creation and Flood to his descendants, and that these are phaarbf a broad
human perception.

Without now considering creation stories more widely, we shall marsowly
just consider some Gap Creationist type stories. E.g., the heditiebu religion teaches
that there has been endlesgles of creations and destructions Thus the heathen
Institutes of Manway, “There are creations also and destructions of worlds innusterabl
the supremely exalted Being performs all this with as maske as if in sport, again and
again, for the sake of conferring happirféss This may well be a corrupted heathen
form of the Biblical teaching about successive “generations” (Geh), @r “worlds”
(AV), or “ages” (Heb. 1:2; 11:3) in Gen. 1.

Likewise, the heathen Burmese have a tradition of successitdswo These
worlds contain human beings or human being like creatures, for theyamahat “in
every world, the ages” of the “kings” decrease sixty-foores, so that in each” world
“there must be sixty-four kings of the name Mahardfgh This may be a heathen
corruption of both the Biblical teaching of successive “generati@@sh. 2:4) in Gen.
1:1; together with the fact evident in the genealogies of Genlb, &hat the ages of men
have decreased since the Fall.

291 |nstitutes of Hindu Lawlondon, 1825, p. 13 (chapter 1, number 80); quoted
in Wiseman, N. (Cardinal)Twelve Lectures on the Connexion Between Scripture &
Revealed Religign 5th edition, [Roman] Catholic Bookselling & Publishing Company
and J. Mullany, Dublin, Ireland, UK, 1861, Fifth Lecture, pp. 247-307 at p. 283.

292 sangermano, VA Description of the Burmese Empiranslated by W.

Tandy with a Preface by N. Wiseman, first edition 1833, withedalee added in 1884 by
John Jardine, Judicial Commissioner for British Burma, reprintetheatGovernment
Press, Rangoon (Yangon), Burma, 1924, p. 40; 1833 edition referredNeseman, N.,
Twelve Lecturesop. cit, p. 283.
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Another corrupted tradition, bearing some striking similaritiés this Burmese
story, comes from an Arabian tradition that forty pre-Adamitag&i known as
“Solimans” (after Solomon) ruled over a creation. Their pagdrso@rce is said to be
the “Bird of Ages” whom they servédf. Once again, this may be a corruption of the
“generations” (Gen. 2:4) of Gen. 1:1, fused together with the pre-flood andlquxs
patriarchs, and possibly one of the birds that went out from Noah’s Ark.

There is also a heathen Chinese tradition of a “first heavemhiich all was bliss
and happiness, followed by a “second heaven” said to have begun, recourissdaw
“with a great convulsion, in which the pillars of heaven were britleeearth shook to its
foundations, the heavens sank lowered,” “stars changed their motionartthée# apart
and the waters enclosed within its bosom burst forth with violendeoeerflowed>*”

It is certainly possible that this is a corruption and fusion tmgedf the “generations”
(Gen. 2:4) of Gen. 1:1 (“first heaven” and “second heaven”) or Gen. 1:2{=8ehic

heaven), and Eden before and after the Fall, together with ¢hadamite flood and
Noah'’s flood.

Due to their corrupted condition, we cannot be certain as to teatdkat these
type of heathen stories reflect the Biblical teaching oftiplal “generations” (Gen. 2:4)
in the “heavens and earth” “God created” in Gen. 1:1. However, thaoasistent with
the proposition that this idea was part of the original creation story, anddatgpted by
these benighted cultures “who changed the truth of God into éRmh. 1:25). More
generally, this is also true of their creation stories whiehe.g., frequently connected to
idolatry.

(Chapter 16) b] Some Flood Stories from around the world.

Writing in the first century A.D., the Jewish historian, Josephafsrs to Noah's
Flood (Antiquities1:3:5), and then says, “Now all the writers of barbarian histonssee
mention of this floodand of this ark; among whom is Berosus the Chaldean ... .
Hieronymus the Egyptian, also who wrote the Phoenician AntiquitresMmaseas, and
a great many more, make mention of the same. ... Nicolausro&&ris, in his ninety-
sixth book ... speaks ... “... of the Deluge ...Arftiquities1:3:6; emphasis mine).

293 Custance, A.C.Without Form and Void(1970),0p. cit, p. 182; citing
Cumont, F.Mysteries of MithraOpen Court, Chicago, USA, 1903, p. 112.

294 \bid., pp. 182-3; citing George Rawlinson’s Bampton Lectures in Lord

Arundell’s, Tradition: Mythology and the Law of Natign8urns & Oats, London,
England, UK, 1872, p. 328.
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But it is also clear that relative to the correct Biblie@icount, a variety of
corruptions have crept into these flood stories, so that e.g., theywoanetimes
amalgamated with local sites possibly from a local flood, much tiilee Samaritan
Pentateuch corrupts the Biblical Pentateuch by adding in materiatus on Samaria.
E.g., Josephus wrongly thought that Noah’s Ark came to rest in “Arffi@viigch under
the Roman Empire of his day was an area of west Asia northsgfiAgo its south, north
and north-west of Nineveh up to the eastern border of Cappadocia innvesigeMinor,
then from the Black Sea slightly north of the most northern point @p&iocia
eastwards over to the Caspian B&a This is the northerly part of the Ararat mountain
range which in general terms is the region also favoured for the reséirgd Bioah’s Ark
by a number of later creationists, e.g., old earth creationighHRoss, and all young
earth creationists who in general claim the Ark came tospastifically in Mount Ararat;
although on the model endorsed in this work, this area of Armenrga ted northerly a
point of the Ararat (or Ararat-Zagros) mountain range to possibith&éeorrect place.
But because he liked these local corruptions of the Flood story, Josetgsushem.
Thus he says, “Berosus the Chaldean; ... when he is describingdiestances of the
flood, ... goes on thus: ‘It is said there is still some part o ship_in Armeniaat the
mountain of the Cordyaeans; and that some people carry off piettesbitumen, which
they take away, and use chiefly as amulets for the averting of misthiefel “Nicolaus
of Damascus, in his ninety-sixth book, hath a particular relation abeunt, twhere he
speaks thus: ‘There is a great mountain in Armeaoieer Minyas, called Baris, upon
which it is reported that many who fled at the time of the Delugee savedand that
one who was carried in an ark came on shore upon the togpaofithat the remains of
the timber were a great while preserved. This might be #reabhout whom Moses, the
legislator of the Jews wrdtg Antiquities1:3:6; emphasis mine).

That this story Josephus recounts from Nicolaus of Damascusrigtcoand
amalgamates local matters of a local flood story, is seémei fact that on the one hand,
reference is made to the fact that to this “great mountairrnmeAia “many who fled at
the time of the Deluge were saved.” Clearly this is not thdidai story in which only
those on the Ark survived. But on the other hand, it appears to havebmalgamated
with an oral account of Noah’s Flood, since reference is also neatiene who was
carried in an ark” and “came on shore upon the top of it;” so thatdlisaf Damascus
asks if this “might be” Noah “about whom ... the Jews wro#it{quities 1:3:6). In
terms of the local flood here amalgamated with the eal@h’s Flood, this looks to me
like it was probably the large local flood at Ur that wasuad Nineveh in the fourth
millennia B.C. . The area of Ur (modern Tell al-Muqgayyer) e®asavated by Leonard
Woolley in 1928-1929, who discovered a “clean water-laid” silt layerying in
thickness front. 11 to 12 feet oc. 3.35 to 3.65 metres. Woolley dated thix18,500
B.C., and being a religious liberal, he formed the opinion that itwiras he called, “the
Flood of Sumerian history and legend, the Flood on which is based the story é1™loah

2% Dowely’'s The Atlas of the BibJeop. cit, pp. 56-57, Map of “The Roman

Empire,” including Armenia which was outside the Roman Empird, @Gappadocia
which was a client state of the Roman Empire, but not actually part of theeEmpi

29 Bailey, L.R.,Noah op. cit, pp. 29, 33 (map), 36 (chart).
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| would not consider thawithout qualificationthis Ur Flood of the mid fourth
millennia B.C. is either the Biblical Flood or the Sumerian Flodehients of which in
connection with the Sumerian King List are further discusseclarie 2, Part 6), but |
do think it is highly likely that it is the local flood that wahalgamated with the story of
Noah’s Flood in the form found in Nicolaus of Damascus’s writingsnd | think it is
notable that both the spiritually blind pagans referred to by Josephis first century
A.D. as represented by Nicolaus of Damascus, and also a djyiritliad religious
liberal like Woolley in the twentieth century, would both seek toalgamate the
anthropologically very limited local flood at Ur around Nineveh of thil fourth
millennia B.C., with the much earlier anthropologically universab&lof Noah. It is
significant because it has been the tendency of many spiriblaitled persons in many
cultures over the centuries and millennia since the time adhNoFlood, to so
amalgamate the Story of Noah’s Flood with some later local floadlffaus “muddy the
waters” with respect to the details of Noah’s Flood, whilé retiaining some knowledge
of the earlier Biblical Flood of Noah in their amalgamated amdupted flood story.
Though the religious liberals like Woolley think they are givimgne kind of “new
insights” in their views amalgamating the Biblical Story adal’s Flood with the Ur
Flood of the mid fourth millennia B.C., in fact, they are remindinghas tthere is no
new thing under the sun” (Eccl. 1:9), and the Devil has simply donethe thing with
them that he did in earlier times with others, but has put a different slant on it.

What then are we to make of Josephus’s record of “Berosus the @naldéo
“when he is describing the circumstances of the flood, ... godsusn ‘it is said there is
still some part of this ship in Armeniat the mountain of the Cordyaeans; and that some
people carry off pieces of the bitumen, which they take away, andhisfly as amulets
for the averting of mischiefg Antiquities1:3:6; emphasis mine)? In the first place it is
clear that those involved in this trade were immoral persons thiagavere claiming that
these bits of bitumen were some kind of “lucky charms” that bestomagical qualities
on their recipients for the “averting of mischiefs.” Thus thiss either a lie, or one
species of witchery or sorcery; and either way, deadly sin. ofthne deadly sin of
dishonesty in violation of the Ninth Commandment of the Holy Decal{igxed. 20:16)
we read, “all liars, shall have their part in the lake which burneth witlafidebrimstone”
(Rev. 22:8; cf. Rev. 21:27; 22:15); and of the deadly sin of “witchcraft/iolation of
the First Commandment of the Holy Decalogue (Exod. 20:2,3) we rédwy, Vithich do
such things shall not inherit the kingdom of God” (Gal. 5:20,21), for &ers” “shall
have their part in the lake which burneth with fire and brimstoneV.(R2:8; cf. Rev.
22:15). And in the second place, it can only be concluded that thesw® bitsmen
were being supplied in connection with some kind of Mid East “con jal® som a
source entirely disconnected from the real Noah’s Ark. Thus stimg Middle East
“‘con-men” were evidently involved in this “con job,” either cashinglirectly through
the sale of such bits of bitumen, and / or indirectly by actingaés$ guides to a location
where there was such a bit of bitumen, and / or indirectly by tpgria support tourist
facilities such as e.g., inns or restaurants, that were patdobyzéhese tourists seeking
bits of bitumen that were fraudulently said to have come from tke#the Great Flood,
and so these con-men were in deadly sin. For of the deadly fsaudfin violation of
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the Eighth and Ninth Commandments of the Holy Decalogue (Exod. 20:15,1®®ee
not steal, Do not bear false witness,” combined as “Defraud noWark 10:19), we
read, “thieves” “shall not inherit the kingdom of God” (I Cor. 6:9,10), ‘atidiars, shall
have their part in the lake which burneth with fire and brimstoneV.(R2:8; cf. Rev.
21:27; 22:15).

Thus we see from Josephugstiquities(1st century A.D.), that firstly, there are
flood stories in many cultures, for he found that “all the wsitef barbarian histories
make mention of this flood and of this ark;” and secondly, that rel&bivbe correct
Biblical account, a variety of corruptions have crept into these #tariks, so that e.g.,
they are sometimes amalgamated with local sites froma flood (Antiquities 1:3:6).
These basic principles on flood stories, evident from Josephus, haveobedrtd more
widely apply as a consequence of Western European man’s discovezynodiéhn global
world. Thus there are many flood stories from cultures around the wagrldChina in
East Asia, Hawaii in the Pacific Islands, South America, andrélies where there is a
general agreement with the broad Biblical picture i.e., the winahean race was killed
by a universal flood except for a small number of individuals pratdnyesome being(s)
with supernatural powet¥.

For example, as documented in Filbyse Flood Reconsiderdd970), reference
is made to the Japanese bdadi-Ki in which various islands of the Pacific Ocean rise
above the Flood waters; or at the southern tip of South AmericéeimaTdel Fuego,
where a flood story says all the earth other than one high mourdaiflo@ded and only
a few people saved; or the Voytaks of western Siberia whose flondtslls of Noj; or
the “Hottentots of South Africa believe theg/ are descended fromadd Hingnoh while
the Nama Hottentots have a deluge stor§’®”. Or the Mongoloid-Caucasoid admixed
Hawaiians have a flood story about “Nu-u, the one righteous man,” wétb When “the
earth had become degenerate and wicked and had ceased to womshipagan god
called “Cane.” Then the heathen god “Cane ... decided to allow Nu-uprilye
righteous man, and his family to escape ... his wrath by makindhilt a great canoe
... with a house on it. He told him to stock it with supplies for hitnkes wife Lili-
Noe, their children, and the animals he wanted to take.” Then “the came and the
waters rose and the oceans merged, ... and ... all mankind was destrayiest."the
flood, “Nu-u looked around and noticed dry land and the moon shining about itits all
splendour. Mistaking it for the face of” his pagan god, “Cane, ...eheddwn and

297 Noorbergen, R.The Ark File Pacific Press Publishing Association, USA,

1974, reprint: New English Library, London, UK, 1980, pp. 9,30-53,147; Filby, Fh&,
Flood ReconsideredPickering & Inglis, London, 1970, pp. 37-58; Custance, A.C.,
Noah’s Three Songp. 35,81,105-106 &he Flood: Local or Global?pp. 67-98; or J.G.
Frazer,Folk-lore in the Old TestameniMacmillan & Co., London, 1918, reprint: 1919.
Frazer's sceptical and incomplete work omits reference go Australia’s Northern
Territory (see Robinson, RAboriginal Myths & LegendsSun Books, Melbourne, 1966,
pp. 85-90); but nevertheless records over 100 flood stories.

2% Filby’s The Flood Reconsideredp. cit, pp. 50-51,53.
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worshipped it. Watching Nu-u from on high, Cane became greatly alégule... and
cast down a rainbow and rode down on it to reprimand Nu-u ... . Nu-u expldine
made a mistake | beg forgiveness.” Then the pagan god “Catexlsand returned to
heaven the same way he carbet left his rainbow as token of his eternal forgiveness
Together with his three sons Nu-u repopulated the @atth It is also notable from this
story, that as these Kanakas went into religious apostasy andatesocoral turpitude,
they seem to have started to greatly glorify evil Cain. teQuossibly because like Cain’s
race in Gen. 6:1-3, they too were dirty miscegenationists, since the Kanakas axitive P
Islands are an amalgamation of Caucasoid and Mongoloid elements; racel their
glorification of evil is thus found in the name of their pagan god, “Cane” i.e., Cain.

And as documented in Rene Noorbergérie Ark File(1974), the Chinese word
for “ship” is the character of a “boat,” plus the charactglit” + “mouth,” indicating,
that the Chinese who have a number of flood stories, understood tliasttsip was a
boat carrying eight persons (Gen. 7:13; | Peter 3°20) Consider e.g., the Mongoloid
Chinese, discussed also in Part 2, Chapter 15, “Race Creaigmd The Chinese
emperor, Fu-Hsi (or Xi), ruled according to one ri@se source for 115 years from 2,852-
2,737 B.C., and according to another Chinese sduoce 2,952-2,836 B.C. . He was
married to his sister called, Nuwa, both of whoe said to have been the only survivors of
a great flood (cf. Gen. 6-8); and so with supematdivine power they took dust of the
ground in the form of clay to form human figurindsttthen came to life (cf. Gen.2:7), and
Fu-Hsi ruled over them. Among other things, Fu4Blsaid to have offered the first open-
air sacrifices to heaven (cf. Gen. 3:21; 4:2-508%. In the Hebrew there is both a male
form of “Noah” asNoach and a female form of “Noah” &o'ah (Num. 27:1), frormuwa’,

a wanderer; and this female form bears some nosaiarity to the Chinese “Nuwa” of
their flood story. The husband of Nuwa, Fu-Hssagd to have lived 197 years, and this
range of ages is found in Gen. 11 between Ser@g8Gyears (Gen. 11:22,23) and Nahor at
148 years (Gen. 11:24,25), who is followed by TeaaR05 years (Gen. 11:23,26,32) and
Abraham (Gen. 11:26-32). Thus allowing gaps m dglenealogies before Terah, the age
range of Fu-Hsi could reasonably approximate someone bioabam’s and Terah's time
by c. 800-1,000 years, and so a date for Fu-Hsi aroydd03B.C. is certainly credible.
And the fact that he is said to have married tatesialso indicates that their genes were
better at this time, and that the later incest lagainst such unions were not yet needed.

The precise details of all the Persian Gulf's movements rae known
scientifically, and so there is dispute between different modeisthat as further
discussed in this Volume 1, Part 2, Chapteriiffa, sea level maximums in the Persian
Gulf are dated variously by different people in a range betwedr000-2,300 B.C. .
But amidst such uncertainties, | favour a dat&,000 B.C. because of its intersecting
agreement with the first appearance of certain domesttures that look to me like they

29 Noorbergen'§he Ark File op. cit, pp. 42-43.
300 |hid., pp. 9,30-53,147.

301 «py Xi,” Wikipedia(http:/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fuyi
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are coming from the Persian Gulf civilizations.thlis use a methodology of triangulation
which would not be accepted by anyone who did net &oncur with the premise of my
Out-of-Eden model i.e., there were people livingiwvilizations in the Greater Eden area of
the Persian Gulf who moved out during the Holoctgsidng domestic creatures with them,
in connection with changing sea levels in the RBar§ulf. Of course, in this | allow that
relatively small later movements could affect the shorelimeséme miles or kilometres,
and if so, those “near the edges” could suffer. It has alileaely observed in Part 2,
Chapter 12, section supra from the presence of certain domestic creathigitst appear
around 3,000 B.C., that | consider that the Clairfesod story of Nuwa is most likely the
syncretism of the Biblical Story of Noah’s Floodthvihe local events of chaos and some
flooding connected with the main group of civilizE€tinamen leaving the Persian Gulf to
join their racial brethren in China, some of whaok some forms of civilization to China
earlier with, for instance, the domestic swin®,000 B.C. .

Thus with what | regard as most probably due to local movement® ¢fdrsian
Gulf shore-line around 3,000 B.C. resulting in a flooding of their regiorfatitehat Fu-
Hsi was married to Nuwa, whose name was simil&tdah, would have made for an easy
syncretism of a local flood story (of a more perarardeluge) involving the female Nuwa,
with the earlier anthropologically universal (aethporary) flood of Noah. Thus it looks
like the Chinese Nuwa is a female derived form of a name most probably frammaon
source as the later Hebrew female name Nuwah of the Otdrilest. Thus with e.g.,
the Chinese Flood Story of Fu-Hsi and Nuwa, we once agaitheesame basic pattern
found in ancient times in Josephugatiquities(1st century A.D.), i.e., firstly, this is a
story that is found to “make mention of this flood and of this ark;” aedrsdly, relative
to the correct Biblical account, a variety of corruptions havetaento this Chinese flood
story, so that e.g., it is amalgamated with a later local fléotiquities1:3:6).

On the one hand, the Bible needs no such extra-Biblical datader to be
believed as the authoritative Word of God; but on the other hand, itesestinhg,
informative, and notable, that there is such evidence winidhe extra-Biblical data
shows a witness to Noah’s Flood. Thus e.g., there is the exartthtegendary story of
George Smith’s discovery ofhe Gilgamesh Epifound at Nineveh. George Smith
(1840-1876) of the British Museum in the United Kingdom, was an Assyrsblagno
had studied the Sumerian Period of Mesopotamian civilization, and hdsta
deciphering cuneiform tablets from Nineveh that had arrived arouneatte 1860s at
the British Museum in London. In doing so, he found what was cleapgrial
description of a flood that in certain particulars clearly sodrde Noah’s Flood, and
when he announced this fascinating discovery, in an age when the Bibteorneasentral
in men’s minds, London’sDaily Telegraph newspaper offered to sponsor an
archaeological expedition to Nineveh in a quest to locate thengipsrtions ofThe
Gilgamesh Epic The enormous and understandable excitement created by ithrggthr
guest,in search of the missing flood story fragment from Ningtleén reached an
unprecedented crescendo of international interest, fascination, delightexcitement,
when on the fifth day of his archaeological diggings at Ninevellag 1873 George
Smith discovered the tablets containing the resthef Gilgamesh Epic This amazing
discovery was then detailed in George Smit@isaldean Account of Geneg($876)



1516

which was eagerly bought by interested members of the public wiefalowing this
incredible story, and thus at the time it became one of the best-seller books @mkiie m
Hence the Encyclopedia Britannica(1999) records from these events, that the
“description” “in Akkadian” in ‘The Gilgamesh Epic‘of a flood, strikingly similar to
the account in Genesis, had a stunning effect on Smith’s genéfatioBut showing the
dangers due to a lack of hygiene in the types of areas Smittvavigg in, in 1876 he
went to excavate remaining parts of Assurbanipal’s librarykiafi,l which is a small
village about 60 miles or 100 kilometres north-east of Aleppo in nortBgria. He
there became infected with a disorder leading to his death at the young atf&. of 36

| thank God that on a number of occasions | have been privileged tahésit
British Museum in London, UK, and there seen many wonders of relevargiblical
Archaeology and the Holy Bibl&. Some of these rich treasures held at the British
Museum include the following two Flood Tablets. The first pictivens the Flood
Tablet (first tablet) — discovered by George Smith, and the€thation Story (second
and third tablets) — from the Royal Library at Nineveh. Theyevcopied in the seventh
century B.C. from an older version, and these are paganized corruptitives Biblical
stories; but like so many corrupted accounts of Creation and Nokiud b heathen
religions and cultures, they testify to the preservation of the Isagiernatural idea of
Creation and Noah’s Flood. The second picture is from a diffeadmet and shows
the Babylonian Flood Story written in the 12th year of Ammisaduqga, é&dr8abylon,
which comes from the second millennia B.C. (and is dated by thislBNtuseum to
“1,635 B.C.”). In this paganized version of Noah's Flood (Gen. 6-9), the &abwpl
heathen gods destroy the world by a flood, but the pagan god, Enkg Aaahasis (a
corrupted Noah figure), who builds a boat and saves himself, his housemdlthsa
animals from the deluge.

302 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, “Smith, George.”

303 “George Smith (Assyriologist),”  Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/George Smith (assyoigikt))

304 A valuable guide to these rich treasures for a visitdhé British Museum is
written by the Baptist Minister of Metropolitan TabernacleEé&phant-and-Castle in
London (the old Protestant church of John Gill, d. 1771, and Charles Spurgeon, d. 1891),
which has an attached bookshop, namely, Peter Mastdrgritage of Evidence in the
British MuseumWakeman Trust, London, UK, 2004.
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Gavin next to Gilgamesh Epic Flood Tablet  Tablet with the Babylonian Flood

(top tablet) & Creation Story (2nd & 3rd Story, 2nd millennia B.C., at the
tablets) of Assyria from 7th century B.C., British Museum, London, UK,
Nineveh, British Museum, Dec., 2005. December, 2005.

George Smith’s work on these twelve seventh century B.C. tabbetsNineveh,
of which Tablet 11 contains the story of a great flood with mamylagities to the
Biblical story of Noah, is surely one of the greatest archgeabdiscoveries of all time!
Let us now consider some portions The Gilgamesh Epjcas translated by George
Smith (18763°° and R. Campbell Thompson (1928) The Assyrian Empire was taken
over by the Chaldeans (who later called themselves the Baayk)rwhen they captured
the Assyrian capital city of Nineveh at the end of the seveatitury B.C., and so
reference is made variously to this account as being “Chald&anith) or “Assyrian”
(Thompson).  Furthermore, in his translation of “Gilgamesh,” thigsré was first
rendered as “lzdubar” (Smith) and later rendered as “Gilgamesh” (Thompson)

Firstly, let us consideiThe Gilgamesh Epias translated in George Smith’s
Chaldean Account of Geneqi$876). It is disjointed at times because of missing or
unclear parts.

305 George Smith’Chaldean Account of Genegisow, Marston, Searle, &

Rivington, London, UK, 1876) hftp://wisdomlib.org/mesopotamian/book/the-chaldean
account-of-genesis/index.himat Chapter 16, “The Story of the Flood & Conabunsi
“Eleventh  Tablet” [ttp://wisdomlib.org/mesopotamian/book/the-chaldaecount-of-
genesis/d/doc2828.htjnl | shall remove his question marks where he massure of a
reading to get the general sense of the passay&dethe reader to consult for himself the
original available at this internet site for anylsacded detail if he is so interested.

306 “The Epic of Gilgamesh,” Assyrian Version traatsd by R. Campbell

Thompson (Luzac, London, UK, 1928), at “The Eletehablet: The Flood Http://sacred-
texts.com/ane/eoy/ Though Campbell puts a question mark aftertvgeams to be his
added word, “rainful” following “plentiful” on a naber of occasions, | have removed this
since context indicates this is the meaning, andggw his reading “human” to “humanity.”




1518

“lzdubar[= first form of Gilgamesh used in English translation =MNw&ah figure]
after this manner also said fthe pagan god,Hasisadra afar off ... [The pagan god]
Hasisadra ... also said to IzduljarGilgamesh = the Noah figureBe revealed to thee
lzdubar the concealed story, and the judgment efgbds be related to thee, The city
Surippak|/ Shuruppakijthe city where thou standest not ..., that citgrisient ... the gods
within it ... [are] in the midst ... . ... | his wilwas hearing and he spake to me,
‘Surippakite son of Ubaratutu ..... make a ship dfter ... | [will] destroy the sinner and life
... [and thou shalt] cause to go in the seed efdif of it to the midst of the ship. The ship
which thou shalt make, 600 cubits shall be the oreasf its length, and 60 cubits the
amount of its breadth and its height ... into teeplaunch it.” | perceived and said to [the
pagan god] Hea my lord: ‘The ship making which tltommmandest me, when | shall have
made, young and old will deride me’. [The pagan déeth opened his mouth and spake and
said to me his servant : ..... ‘thou shalt say timéon, ... the flood which | will send to you,
into it enter and the door of the ship turn. Itite midst of it thy grain, thy furniture, and
thy goods, thy wealth, thy woman servants, thy ferslalees, and the young men, the beasts
of the field, the animals of the field all, | wghther and | will send to thee, and they shall be
enclosed in thy door.” ... Planks against the watetisin it | placed. ... 3 measures of
bitumen | poured over the outside. 3 measurdstainen | poured over the inside. 3 ...
men carrying its baskets, they constructed boxéglaced in the boxes the offering they
sacrificed.

“Two measures of boxes | had distributed to therbeat To . . . . [this also] were
sacrificed oxen ..... dust and ... wine icemacle of goats | collected ... food ... |
collected ....... material of the ship completed. strong and the reed oars of the ship |
caused to bring above and below. ..... they wentvimthirds of it.  All | possessed ...
strength of it the seed of life, the whole | causedo up into the ship; all my male servants
and my female servants, the beast of the fieldatiimal of the field, the sons of the people
all of them, | caused to go up. A flood [the pagad] Shamas made and he spake saying in
the night: | will cause it to rain heavily, enter the midst of the ship and shut thy door.
That flood happened, of which he spake sayingennight: | will cause it to rain ... from
heaven heavily. ... the spirits carried destructioriheir glory they swept the earth; ... the
flood reached to heaven. The bright earth to stevavas turned, the surface of the earth
like .... it swept, it destroyed all life from thacke of the earth .... the strong deluge over the
people, reached to heaven. Brother saw not htbdmahey did not know the people. In
heaven the gods feared the tempest and soughere¢he&y ascended to the heaven of [the
pagan god] Anu. ... Six days and nights passed, v, deluge, and storm,
overwhelmed. On the seventh day in its course caieed the storm, and all the deluge
which had destroyed like an earthquake, quietedhe Sea he caused to dry, and the wind
and deluge ended. | perceived the sea makingiagpasd the whole of mankind turned to
corruption, like reeds the corpses floated. Ingpkthe window ... | perceived the shore at
the boundary of the sea, for twelve measures tietlase. To the country of Nizir went
the ship; the mountain of Nizir stopped the shifg # pass over it was not able. ... On the
seventh day in the course of it | sent forth a dowkitleft. The dove went and turned, and
a resting-place it did not find, and it returned. sent forth a swallow and it left. The
swallow went and turned, and a resting-place itrditifind, and it returned. | sent forth a
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raven and it left. The raven went, arid the deseeof the water it saw, and it did eat, it
swam, and wandered away, and did not return. tlteeranimals forth to the four winds, |
poured out a libation, | built an altar on the pe&ithe mountain, by sevens herbs | cut, at
the bottom of them | placed reeds, pines, and sim@ae gods collected at its savour, the
gods collected at its good savour ... .”

Secondly, let us considérhe Gilgamesh Epidranslated from the “Assyrian
Version” by R. Campbell Thompson (1928).

“Gilgamish [/ Gilgamesh= Noah figure] ... spake to [the pagan gbda}
Napishtim the Distant: ... Uta-Napishtim ... unto Gilgamish answeGdgamish, ... of
the gods will | tell thee. The City Shurippak [/ Shuruppak] ... of Euphlrald is this
city, with gods in its midst. (Now), the great gods a deluge padomsbring: ... O thou
Mortal,” “a reed-hut” “pull down, (and) fashion a vessel (therewitapandon
possessions, Life do thou seek, (and) thy hoard disregard, and spewdife creature
make to embark in the vessel. The vessel, which thou art toriasiut be its measure;
its beam and its length be in due correspondence ... (Then) [on] the ddepudaunch
it.” ... [The pagan god,] Ea made answer, ... saying to me ... ‘Tlostamshalt speak
to them this wise: “Tis me ... whom [the pagan god] Enlil seetmthat I in your city
[of Shurippak] no (more) may dwell, nor turn my face unto the land wkiémlil's. [l
will go] down to the Deep, (there) dwelling with [the pagan god] By [liege] lord,
(Wherefore) [on] you will he shower down plenty, ... causing a pldnt#infall to come
down upon you.’ ... Pitch did the children provide, (while) the strong broughtHat
was needful. (Then) on the fifth day (after) I laid out the si{apeny vessel), temar
each was the height of her sides, in accord with her planning(?atén match was the
size of her deck (?), and the shape of the forepart (?) ... thevittukix shar of bitumen
smeared I, (and) threshar of pitch [did | smear] on the inside ... .” “l added salve for
the hand(s),” “the vessel was finish'd ... .” “All | poss&l of the seed of all living [l
laded aboard] her. Into the ship | embark’d all kiydred and family (with me), cattle
(and) beasts of the field (and) all handicraftsraetbarking. (Then) decreed Shamash the
hour ... ‘in the night let a plentiful rainfall ..pour down. (Then) do thou enter the vessel,
and (straightway) shut down thy hatchway’. Camen(tlthat hour (appointed), in the night
... a plentiful rainfall ... . | enter'd the vessel,dafstraightway) shut down my hatchway ...

“ ... Six days ... the hurricane, deluge, (and) tempest continuegpsmng the
land: when the seventh day came, ... lull'd was the sea, (all} s the gale, assuaged
was the deluge, (so) did | look on the day; (lo), sound was (@lJ;stnd all humanity
back to (its) clay was return'd ...  (Then) | open’d a hatchwag,down on my cheek
stream’d the sunlight, ... into the distance | gazed, to the furthestibaifrthe ocean,
land was uprear’d at twelve (points), and the Ark on the Mountain of §tisunded; the
Mountain of Nisir held fast, nor gave lease to her shifting. ... (Thehgn the seventh
day dawn’'d, | put forth a dove, and released (her), (but) to and fro wedbtee and
return’d (for) a resting-place was not. (Then) | a swallowfprh and released; to and
fro went the swallow, she (too) return’d, (for) a resting-plaas not; | put forth a raven,
her, (too,) releasing; the raven went, too, and th’ abating of wstersand she ate as she
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waded (and) splash’d, (unto me) not returning. Unto the four winds &thgl freed
(all the beasts), and an offring sacrificed, and a libation | goari the peak of the
mountain, twice seven flagons devoting, (and) sweet cane, (and) eediamyrtle,
heap’d up beneath them; the gods smelt the savour, the gods thesavoegtsmelt ... .
... Then [the pagan God] Enlil, ... spied out the vessel, and” said, “Hatlof[the]
mortals 'scaped [= escaped]? Sooth [i.e., “So of a truth,” oulyT], never a man
could have lived through (the welter of) ruin ... .”

On the one hand;he Gilgamesh Epits clearly corrupted by polytheism with its
depiction of pagan gods. And there is a local adaptation to Shuruppak (/ Shurippak) with
reference to Mount Nisir, which is probably due to its conflatioth vai local flood
account, most probably the flood at Shuruppak dating to the earlieofpthre third
millennia B.C. . Probably dating to a bit later than Bailéglsout 3000 B.C.”, Eric
Schmidt excavated the area in 1930-1931 and found a flood deposit that wa2 fdmbut
or c. 0.6 metres thick. Shuruppak (modern Tell Fara) is in central sauther
Mesopotami¥’. The fact that iThe Gilgamesh Epithe Flood is said to have gone for
six days and then abated on the seventh day; and then the ship groumdedn® Nizir
(Nisir) and once again there are six days, and on the seventhdiee is released, looks
like a confusion of the six days creation story with the seventhoflagst, being
amalgamated into the Flood Story; probably in further confusion and dorrugft the
fact that when Noah entered the ark, God said, “For yet sevenashayswill cause it to
rain ...” (Gen. 7:4). As in the Biblical account, Gilgamesh talteboard, “beasts of the
field,” but also persons not found in the Biblical account such as “semle@ants and ...
female servants” (Smith); or like the Biblical Story, Gilgaimdgakes into the Ark his
“kindred and family,” “cattle,” and “beasts,” but unlike theéoltal Story, he also takes “all
handicraftsmen” who worked on the ship (ThompsorAnd reminding me of “a tricky
guestion” an adroit Sunday School teacher has been known to ask of his stodeitis
“Who shut the door to Noah's Ark?,” Gilgamesh says, “I enterd tessel, and
(straightway) shut down my hatchway ...” (Thompsamhereas in the Biblical story it is
not Noah who shuts the door, but God, for “the Lord dhiot in” (Gen. 7:16). But
without now considering all the corruptions evident in Smith’s and Thompson’s
translations, on the other hand, there are some notable sinslanitiie the Biblical
Noah’s Flood. As with other flood stories, there is a generakagmet with the broad
Biblical picture that the whole human race was killed by a uravdisod except for a
small number of individuals protected by some being(s) with supernatural powers.

307 Bailey, L.R.,Noah op. cit.pp. 29-30, 33 (map), 36 (chart).
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Gavin next to a statue of Gilgamesh at Sydney University
June 2014.

To highlight this, let us consid@ihe Gilgamesh Epitranslated from the Assyrian
by R. Campbell Thompson (1928), in parallel with some Biblical references.
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The Gilgamesh Epic.

The Biblical Account.

Gilgamesh (a corrupted form of Noah,) is told
the gods (who are a corrupted reference to
monotheistic God of the Bible), to “fashion
vessel” and “save” the ‘“life” of “every creature
who is “to embark in the vessel”

“The vessel, which thou art to fashion, apt be
measure; its beam and its length be in
correspondence.”

A pagan god says, “(Wherefore) [on] you will
[i.e., an associated pagan god] shower down plg

. causing a plentiful rainfall to come down up
you.”

“Pitch did the children provide, ... the hull with .
bitumen smeared I, (and) ... pitch [did | smear]
the inside ... .”

And “the vessel was finish'd ... ."

“All 1 possess'd of the seed of all living [l lade
aboard] her. Into the ship | embark’d all my kied
and family (with me), cattle (and) beasts of theddfi
(and) all handicraftsmen embarking... . | enter'd
vessel, and (straightway) shut down my hatchway.

The “deluge ... sweeping the land ... lull'd ... a
all humanity back to (its) clay was return'd

(Then) | open’d a hatchway ... and the Ark on
Mountain of Nisir grounded ... .”

“(Then) ... | put forth a dove, and released (hg

(but) to and fro went the dove, and return’'d (far
resting-place was not.
and released; to and fro went the swallow, she) (
return’d, (for) a resting-place was not; | put foe
raven, her, (too,) releasing; the raven went, &l
th’ abating of waters saw; and she ate as she w
(and) splash’d, (unto me) not returning.”

“Unto the four winds (of heaven) | freed (all t
beasts)”

And “an off'ring sacrificed, and a libation | podr’

on the peak of the mountain, ... the gods smelt
savour, the gods the sweet savour smelt ...”

(Then) I a swallow putHg

bYAnd God said unto Noah,” “Make thee an ark
ttend thou shalt come into the ark, thou, and
&ons, and thy sons’ wives with thee. And of ev
2"living thing of all flesh, two of every sort shaklou
bring into the ark ...” (Gen. 6:13,14,18,19).

iténd this is the fashion which thou shalt makefit
dddne length of the ark shall be three hundred cu

thirty cubits” (Gen. 6:15).

héAnd God said unto Noah, ... behold, I, even I,
nbying a flood of waters upon the earth, to destiby
oflesh, wherein is the breath of life” (Gen. 6:13,17

..“God said,” “Make thee an ark ..., and ... pitch
anithin and without with pitch” (Gen. 6:13,14).

“Thus did Noah; according to all that Gg

commanded him, so did he” (Gen. 6:22).

d'’And the Lord said unto Noah, Come thou and
thy house into the ark ... . Of every clean beas
by sevens, the male ani$ liemale ...” (Gen. 7:1,2)
thend “the Lord shut him in” (Gen. 7:16).

ndhe “Lord God formed man of the dust of t
.ground” (Gen. 2:7). “And” “both man, and” beas
hevas destroyed,” “And the ark rested ... upon
mountains of Ararat.” “And ... Noah opened t
window of the ark” (Gen. 7:23, 8:4).

2rNoah” “sent forth a raven, which went forth to aj
fro, until the waters were dried up from off t

rearth. Also he sent forth a dove ... but the d
tdound no rest for the sole of her foot, and ¢
returned .... And” after “seven days; ... again

sent forth the dove ... and the dove came to hin

atlezl evening; and lo, in her mouth was an olive
plukt off.” After “yet other seven days,” “the de
“returned not again” (Gen. 8:6-12).

néNoah went forth, and his” household, and “eveg
beast” “creeping thing, and” “fowl” (Gen. 8:19).

“And Noah builded an altar unto the Lord; ... a
tb#fered burnt offerings ... .
sweet savour ...” (Gen. 8:20,21).

0
DitS
the breadth of it fifty cubits, and the height of|i

thy
ery

do

it

all
[ ...

ne

he
he

nd
ne
Dve
she
ne
nin
eaf

2ry

nd

And the Lord smelled a




1523

Therefore The Gilgamesh Epidits the general normativity of flood stories
collated in both modern times e.g., Robinson (1966), Filby (1970), and Noorbergen (1974
& 1980), and also in ancient times as referred to in JosepAansguities (1st century
A.D.); in that firstly, various “barbarian histories make mentiomhaf flood and of this
ark;” and secondly, relative to the correct Biblical account im&Ses, a variety of
corruptions have crept into their particular flood stdxgt{quities1:3:6).

Furthermore, the six largest world religions are all cjeannnected with one of
three flood stories, namely, the Biblical account, a corrupt formt ah iinfidel
Mohammedanism, or a corrupt form of it in heathen Hinduism. Ifimtboth true and
apostate forms of Christianity such as Romanism, the Biblcaiuat of Noah's Flood is
held in some form. The world’s three largest infidel religians Judaism since the
stoning of St. Stephen in 33 A.D. (Acts 7), Mohammedanism, and Sikhisnthardo
largest heathen religions are Hinduism and Buddhism. Among thielmfthe Jews
clearly hold to some form of the Biblical account as found in tlte T@stament. The
Mohammedans have a corrupted Biblical form of Noah'’s Flood in tharK@ith century
A.D.). The heathen Hindus have a corrupted Flood Story, and since Budslla@spin-
off from the parent religion of Hinduism, this means one can shovBtiddhism comes
from an originating religion that has a flood story. So too, beadatidel Sikhism is a
syncretism of infidel Islam and heathen Hinduism, to which are tddedasome new
elements, and because both Mohammedans and Hindus have a flood stoan shew
that Sikhism comes from two originating religions that both haweedf stories.
Therefore, in considering the Biblical Story of Noah's Flood (botfe tand apostate
Christians, & Jews), the Story of Noah’s Flood in the Koran (Mhssl& in part the
derived syncretism of Sikhism), and the Hindu Flood Story (Hinduism, ghreo#f
religion of Buddhism, and in part the derived syncretism of Sikhigra)have in these
three flood stories of the Bible, Koran, and Hinduism covered the spestbroad
religious groupings in the world, and while the changes to the Kostoig from the
Bible means it is itemized separately, given that Mohammedigdtasic story from the
Bible, we can trace these flood stories down to two originatingeesuhat cover the six
largest religions of the world. Therefore, let us first cdesihe flood story of infidel
Mohammedanism, and then the flood story of heathen Hinduism.

The world’s largest infidel religion is Mohammedanism, and Mohan'sri€oran
was translated from the Arabic into English by the Anglicangglman, the Reverend
Mr. John Rodwell (1808-1900). He was a graduate of Cambridge University in England,
UK, and Rector of St. Peter’s Saffron Hill, London (1836-1841) and StlHtitiga’s
Bishopsgate, London (1843-1900). He states in the “Preface” to hidati@ms
Mohammed wanted “Christianity divested of the Atonement and thetyftiand that he
supports “Christian missionary” to the “Muhammadan” to bring him to tthéh of
Christianity. He thus rejected the inter-faith compromisevéen professed Christians
and Mohammedans. On my sixth trip to London (Oct. 2012 to March 2013}etivi.
Ethelburga’s in London in January 2013. Sadly, Mr. Rodwell's old churcHangely
destroyed by a Roman Catholic terrofiissh Republican Armybomb in 1993 which
sought to target British Protestants. It has been largely rebuilt andopasieel in 2002,
and a plaque there commemorates the fact that in that year oft 2082 also visited by
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the heir apparent to the throne, His Royal Highness, The Prirwalet, Prince Charles.
It has an archive of newspaper articles connected with tmerigtrattack and its
rebuilding, some of which | photographed; and it is now largely usetialisin

connection with the nearby St. BotolphGhurch of EnglandBishopsgate, London
EC2N. A plaque in the church which | am photographed next to, below]é€mory of

John ... Rodwell Rector of St. Ethelburga’s Church 1843-1900,” rememberskisnv
translating the Koran into English in his “1861” first edition; althoitgis his second
edition of 1876 that | use.

St. Ethelburga’s Bishopsgate, St. Ethelburga’s after Gavin next to a plaque “In
London, UK, Jan. 2013. The 1993 IRA terrorist Memory of John Medows
Reverend Mr. John Rodwell  bombigyening  Rodwell” who “published”

was Anglican Rector of this Standardnewspaper, a “reliable version of the
church from 1843-1900. 5 Dec. 2000. Qur'an” (Koran) “in 1861.”

The broken remains of the Baptismal Font of St. Ethelburga’s Hall pieced
together after the Roman Catholic terrorist bombing in 1993. Jan. 2013.
St. Peter says, “the longsuffering of God waited in the days of Noah, while
the ark was a preparing, wherein few, that is, eight souls were saveddny wa
The like figure whereunto even” spiritual “baptism” as symbolized by water
baptism, “doth also now save us ...” (I Peter 3:20,21).
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In the Preface to his translation of the Koran, John Rodwell SAybne of
argument to be adopted by a Christian missionary in dealing withhemdmadan should
be” “to shew that” “Islam” “contains fragments of disjointedtkr — that it is based upon
Christianity and Judaism partially understood — especially upon tiee, laithout any
appreciation of its typical character pointing to Christianityaanal dispensatiof.”
Thus e.g., Rodwell was understandably concerned at the way Mohamnmeed wa
“Christianity divested of the Atonement and the Trinity.” Thstbecause of the
centrality to the Gospel of the fact that God the Father senti@&@o8on into the world
(John 3:16), was incarnate by God the Holy Ghost in the womb of the Virgin Mary (Mat
1:23), died on Calvary’s cross “to be the propitiation for our singofin 4:10), so that
“Christ hath redeemed us” (Gal. 3:14), rose again the third dayk(Mat-18), ascended
“into heaven, and sat on the right hand of God” (Mark 16:19), whereveeliveth to
make intercession for” us (Heb. 7:25), and is coming again teejtit living and the
dead (Matt. 25). Thus there can be no such thing as saving faitinigt & man’s only
redeemer and Saviour from sin (Rom. 1:4,16,17; 5:6; 6:23; 10:6-11), in thel&ivs
of Mohammed who Rodwell rightly notes wanted “Christianity divested thef
Atonement and the Trinity,” and who are in need of “Christian missionary” work.

And the doctrine of atonement in the Christian gospel also reg@pemtance
from sin, since “Christ died for the ungodly” (Rom. 5:6), and he proeldjifRepent ye,
and believe the gospel” (Mark 1:15). “What shall we say the®i?all we continue in
sin, that grace abound? God forbid. How shall we, that are dead twe any longer
therein?” (Rom. 6:1,2). And so there must be repentance from sin as found chiefly in the
Ten Commandments (Rom. 7:7; 13:9). But the third commandment agastditay
(Exod. 20:7) and the ninth commandment against dishonesty (Exod. 20:16), aselset
by Mohammed when in the Koran e.g., he denies the doctrine of the Hioilty TSuras
2:110; 4:169; 5:77; 112:3), or denies Christ’s atoning death (Sura 4:156)herfwote,
from New Testament Christian times on, Christian monogamy e=jthan polygamy is
understood as adultery (Matt. 19:9) in violation of the seventh commandmenget in
the Koran Mohammed allows this sin of polygamous adultery (Sura AfBjile this is
not an exhaustive list of the Koran’s theological and moral errbis,dertainly clear
from this sample that Rodwell was correct to isolate the tfadt Mohammed wanted
“Christianity divested of the Atonement and the Trinity,” and thah&mmedans are in
need of “Christian missionary” work.

Furthermore, we do not know to what extent the changes and corruptions of
Biblical truth as found in the Koran, whether with respect tdStioey of Noah's Flood or
other matters, are the result of Mohamed’s incomplete knowledg®duenan factors,
as opposed to the supernatural activity of the “the Devil” as the “fathenédfie” (John
8:44). Thus the Koran is a farrago of fact (its Biblical elets), filth (for instance, its
promotion of polygamy in a post New Testament Christian contexts @romotion of
miscegenation seen in its overly positive view of Ishmael), fantisyinstance, its
negative claims about eating pork and pork products or the moderate consuofpti

308 The Koran translated by J.M. Rodwebp. cit, Preface, p. 14.
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alcohol), fiction (for instance, its many substitutes of Mohammegtaching in the place
of Christian theological orthodoxy), and fraud (for instance, both iteezles added or
changed by Mohammed’s mind, and its elements added or changedimintbdiate
direction ofthe Devil as the father of liedohn 8:44). Thus Rodwell is correct to isolate
the importance of the Koran’s denial of the Holy Trinity and the Atwerg, when he
says Mohammed wanted “Christianity divested of the Atonement antithigy;” but it

is simultaneously true that there is a further long list of problemh the Koran, and
“the long and the short of it,” is that Rodwell is correct to they Mohammedans are in
need of “Christian missionary” work. For only the gospel of Bdllisound Protestant
Christianity can properly rectify these problems of Mohammedanism.

Thus Rodwell rightly says “Islam” “contains fragments of disjeéhtruth — that it

is based upon Christianity and Judaism partially understood.” Mobkdmtok
“fragments of disjointed” Biblical “truth” in the Koran such ag.e “And, O Adam!
dwell thou and thy wife in Paradise, and eat ye whence ye wiltolthis tree approach
not, lest ye become as unjust doers.” Then Satan whispered [tolatst@w them their
nakedness, which had been hidden from them both. ‘This tree hath youotmddien
you, only lest ye should become angels, or lest ye should becomertais’.” (Sura
7:19,20f°.  On the one hand, Mohammed here allegorizes the Biblical “free o
knowledge of good and evil” (Gen. 2:17), seemingly to make sexual reldteneen
Adam and Eve the forbidden sin. But on the other hand, in broad terms ahefide
Adam and his fall is loosely taken from the Biblical account.

And the same is true of other portions of the Koran, including Noahtrend
Flood. Thus we find that in the Koran, Mohammed mingles truth withr @m this
issue. He says “God” “did ... choose ... Noah” (Sura 3:30); and thatekealed”
himself “to Noah” (Sura 4:161), and “guided Noah” (Sura 6:84). “Of ohd ¥é& Noah
to his people, and said, ‘O my people! Worship God. Ye have no God buhterd
| fear for you the chastisement of the great day” (Sura 7:5The Koran's Sura 71 is
entitled, “Noah,” and includes the claim that the earth is fltathe words, “And God
hath spread the earth for you like a carpet” (Sura 71:19). Rodhammed’s view of
a flat earth here was thought by him as relevant to Noab&lFivhich is clearly in view
when he says, “Because of their sins they were drowned” (Sura 7le25pecause
Mohammed thought the earth was flat, he thought in terms of a saifkt earth flood,
in which the flat earth was filled up with flood water like a flat flood plain would be.

Writing in the seventh century A.D., Mohammed’'s main treatment ofhNoa
Flood comes in the Koran’s Sura 11. Among other things, in this Molkednsays,
“They said: ‘O Noah ... Do they say, <This Koran is of his owngiegl?> Say: ‘... |
am clear of that ....” And it was revealed unto Noah ... buildAttkeunder our eye and
after our revelation: and plead not with me for the evil doershky are to be drowned.
So he built the Ark; and whenever the chiefs of his people pasgbéyiaughed him to
scorn: said he, ‘Though ye laugh at us, we truly shall at you, evgs lasigh at us; and
in the end ye shall know on whom a punishment shall come that shak stia, and on

309 |bid., p. 295 - Sura 7:19,20.
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whom shall light a lasting punishment,” Thus was it until our seeteame to pass, and
the earth’s surface boiled up. We said, ‘Carry into it one paavefy kind, and thy
family, except him on whom sentence hath before been passed, and thosawsho
believed.” But there believed not with him except a few. Andd SEmbark ye
therein. In the name of God be its course and its riding at anchionly my Lord is
right Gracious, Merciful.”  And the Ark moved on with them amidves like
mountains: and Noah called to his son — for he was apart — ‘EmbéarkisyiO my child!
And be not with the unbelievers.” He said, ‘| well betake me teoantain that shall
secure me from the water.” He said, ‘None shall be sebigelay from the decree of
God, save him on whom he shall have mercy.” And a wave passed he¢hssge and
he was among the drowned. And it was said, ‘O Earth! Swallowhy water,” and
‘cease, O Heaven!” And the water abated, and the decredulfided, and the Ark
rested upon Al-Djoudi; and it was said, ‘Avaunt! Ye tribe of theked!” And Noah
called on his Lord and said, ‘O Lord! Verily my son is of myilg: and thy promise is
true, and thou art the most just of judges.” He said, ‘O Noaldrilyy he is not of thy
family: in this thou actest not aright ... . It was said to HitnNoah! Debark with
peace from Us, and with blessings on thee and on peoples to be bothdsgmvho are
with thee ... ” (Sura 11:34,37-48,50).

On the one hand, Mohammed’s Koran is clearly corrupted by infidehsits i
promotion of “This Koran” (Sura 11:37) which specifically denies thetrda of the
Holy Trinity (Suras 2:110; 4:169; 5:77; 112:3). What is meant byD@ldi” (Sura
11:46)? Rodwell suggests in a footnote, “Mentes Gordyoeperhap3'® i.e., the

310 | atin Montes(from mons= “mountain”) means “Mountains.” At the Koran’s

Sura 11:46 translated as, “Andritafnely the arkrested on El-Joodea (mountain of El-
Jezeereh, near El-Mosji)Edward William Lane says in a footnote, “This mountain is
one of those which divide Armenia, on the south, from Mesopotamia and thaif par
Assyria which is inhabited by the KurdBom whom the mountain took the name of
‘Cardu,’ or ‘Gardu,’ by the Greeks turned into ‘Gordyaand other names. Mount El-
Joodeg(which name seems to be a corruption, though it be constantly senvbittthe
Arabs, for Jurdee, or Giordis also called Themaneeprobably from a town at the foot
of it, so named from the number of persons saved in the ark; the wondatieen’
signifying ‘eighty’ [this is similar in sound to ‘themaniaif ‘eight,” and so again looks
like a corruption of the ‘eight’ in the Ark]. The tradition ... th ... rested on these
mountains must have been very ancient, since it is the tradition oChlé&leans
themselves. The Chaldee paraphrasts consent to their opinion [subddgtf@nkelos
and Jonathan, in Genes. vii. 4'], which obtained very much formerlyciedigeamong
the eastern Christians [sub-footnotevde Eutych. Annal. p. 41] {Sale, having stated as
above, proceeds to observe that relics of the ark were to beosedie _Gordyesen
mountains according to Berosus and Abydenus [sub-footnote 7 ‘Berapud Joseph
ubi supra AbydenusapudEuseb. Praep. Ev. lib. ix. c. 4] and Epiphanius [sub-footnote 8
‘Ephiph Heeres. 18’]; and adds:} there was also formerly a famous teoyashere the
Nestorians used to celebrate a feast-day.” Lane, ESélection from the Kur-an
commonly called in England the KoraArinted for James Madden & Co., 8 Leadenhall
Street, London, UK, 1843, p. 131 (emphasis mine).
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mountain also known as “Mount Judi” or in French as “Mont Djoudi” in modegn da
south-east Turkey” as seen in the following map.

Mount Judi or théMlontes Gordyoein Turkey**

Also known as e.g., “Jabul Judi,” “Judi Dagh” “Gardey’ al, this is a 2,089 metre or
6,854 foot mountain north of modern day Silopi. In the 9th century A.D., tledivea
mountain identified by the Mohammedan Arab geographer, Ibn Kordadbiltheas
Koran’'s Al-Djoudi, and this identification was also followed by amier of later

Mohammedan Koranic commentatdfs

Mohammed’s “Carry into it one pair of every kind” (Sura 11:42) corrthes
Biblical account which has “every clean beast” “by seyéms male and his female: and
of beasts that are not clean by tvee male and his female” (Gen. 7:2); so that in the
Koran both clean and unclean go in as only one pair. The source fomihaks
added fiction about one of Noah’'s sons being unrighteous and drowning (Sura
11:44,45,48) is of uncertain origin, though Rodwell suggests in a footnote*That,
origin of this story is probably Gen. 9:20-25" i.e., Mohammed may hage twd that
Noah had an unrighteous son by someone who was thinking of Ham, and then
Mohammed, not knowing the details, later assumed that if Noah's sonimwhteous
he must have been drowned in the Flood, and so he then added in this étethent
Koran from his incomplete knowledge of the Biblical account. (A#gvely, the Devil
as the father of lies, John 8:44, may simply have directed Mohatonvedte this.) But
on the other hand, notwithstanding these and other errors in Mohammed'’s amicount
Noah’s Flood, there are some notable similarities with the BibNoah's Flood. Noah
is named, the basic story of his building an Ark is preserved; andtlasother flood
stories, there is a general agreement with the broad Bibltakr@ithat the whole human
race was killed by a universal flood except for a small numiferndividuals
supernaturally protected by some being(s) with supernatural pawetss instance, as
with the Holy Bible, God. Therefore, once again we see the tavpfttern from other
flood stories collated in both modern times, and also in ancient tse®und in
Josephus’sAntiquities (1st century A.D.); that is, firstly, various “barbarian histeri

311 “Mont Djoudi,” FrenchWikipedia(http:/fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mont_Djoudi

312 “Mount Judi,”Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mount_Jui
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make mention of this flood and of this ark;” and secondly, relatiibe correct Biblical
account in Genesis, a variety of corruptions have crept into theticypar flood story
(Antiquities1:3:6).

In the wider context of the six largest world religions alhbetlearly connected
with one of three flood stories, namely, the Biblical account @na apostate forms of
Christianity, & Judaism), the Story of Noah's Flood in the Koran (Mwohadans & in
part the derived syncretism of Sikhism), and the Hindu Flood Story (kdimg the spin-
off religion of Buddhism, and in part the derived syncretism of Sikhismjhat in these
three flood stories we have covered the six largest broadorgigiroupings in the world;
having now considered the Biblical account, and infidel Mohammedan accomntife
Koran, let us proceed to consider the heathen Hindu account of the flood.

TheAsiatic Society of Bengalith headquarters in Calcutta, India, was founded in
1784 by Sir William Jones under the British Raj, with the encounageé of the
Governor-General of Bengal, His Excellency Warren Hastingsnong other things, it
was an important vehicle for the study of the heathen Hinduaelignd the importance
of Sanskrit as a Japhetic (or Aryan) tongtie | visited their new office (built in 1965)
when in Calcutta in October 2012  As a fruit of the research into these areaRihyal
Asiatic Society of Bengdbstered both directly and indirectly, we are now in a much
better position to consider issues like the heathen Hindu flood story of Manu.

In the heathen Hindu story of Manu, Manu combines features of batn /Amd
Noah. Indeed, “Manu” is etymologically related to the Japleian” as well as the
Sanskrit verbman- meaning “to think,” and thus bears a clear similarity to “Atlam
which in Hebrew means “man.” In the heathen Hindu Vedas, Mathe iirst king, but
like Noah, not the first man, and Manu is the first man to offeacaifce (Gen. 3:21;
8:20). Like the Biblical Noah, the Hindu Manu is supernaturally waafedflood that
will destroy all of mankind, and in this corrupted Hindu form Manuoisvarned by a
fish (Shatapatha Brahmana There are rival Hindu interpretations of this fish, thus in
one tradition the fish is identified with the heathen Hindu god of Bra\@r@at Epic of
the Bharata Dynasty,” dvlahabharatg, and in another tradition the fish is identified
with the heathen Hindu god of Vishnu (“Ancient Lore,”"Ruranag. Manu then builds
a boat, and is the sole survivor of the flood. Like Noah after toel fhe makes a
sacrifice (Gen. 8:20), though unlike Noah he pours an offering h@owaters, from
which a woman supernaturally is made — something like Eve for AGan. 2:21-24),
and these are then the parents of the human'race

313 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, “Asiatic Society of Bengal.”

314 See photos connected with thsiatic Society of Benga Volume 1, Part 2,
Chapter 4, section c, subsection iv; & Chapter 6, section c, subsactsuprg and
Volume 2, Part 4, Chapter 5 (at Serampore College Library); andomynents on the
Asiatic Society of Bengah Volume 1, Chapter 19, section b, at the Tower of Babel
section.”

31> Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9@p. cit, “Manu.”
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Let us now consider some further specific elemehihe Flood Story of Manun
the heathen HindMahabharata Epigwhich identifies the fish with the pagan Hindwgu
Brahma¥'®. “Then Yudhishthira, the son of Pandu, saidh® Brahmana, Markandeya,
‘Do thou now narrate the history of Vaivaswata MainuMarkandeya replied, ‘O king, ...
there was a powerful and gré&ishiof the name of Manu. He was the son of Vivaswah a
was equal unt8rahmain glory. And he far excelled his father and grandfather @mgth,
in power, in fortune, as also in religious austesit And ... ... a fish ... beholding Manu
... said ..., ‘... take me to the Ganges [River], theotaite spouse of the Ocean so that |
may live there.” And “Manu took the fish to thear Ganges ..And ... the fish again
grew for some little time and then beholding Mansaid again, ‘O lord, | am unable to
move about in the Ganges on account of my great;ibdgefore, ... do thou please take
me quickly to the seal” O son of Pritha, Manu thémtait out of the Ganges, carried it to
the sea and consigned it there. ...

“And when it was thrown into the sea by Manu, itdstiese words to him with a
smile, ‘O adorable being, thou hast protected me with dpes® do thou now listen to me
as to what thou shouldst do in the fulness of tin@!fortunate and worshipful Sir, the
dissolution of all this mobile and immobile worklnigh at hand. The time for the purging
of this world is now ripe. Therefore do | now &ip what is good for thee! The mobile
and immobile divisions of the creation, those theate the power of locomotion, and those
that have it not, of all these the terrible doonthhaow approached. Thou shall build a
strong massive ark and have it furnished with @ lmpe. On that must thou ascend, O
greatMuni, with the severRishisand take with thee all the different seeds whiarew
enumerated by regenerate Brahmanas... , and sepaatelyarefully must thou preserve
them therein. And whilst there, O beloved of ienis thou shall wait for me, and | shall
appear to thee like a horned animal, and thus,c@tias shall thou recognise me! And |
shall now depart, and thou shall act according to my ictgtns, for, without my assistance,
thou canst not save thyself from that fearful floodThen Manu said unto the fish, *.Q
great one! Even so shall | act’” ... And Manurthe procured all the different seeds as
directed by the fish, and set sail in an excelless&kon the surging sea. And then ... the
fish ... knowing his mind, appeared there with hangis head. And then, ... beholding
in the ocean that horned fish emerging like a iadkie form of which he had been before
appraised, he lowered the ropy noose on its headd fastened by the noose, the fish ...
towed the ark with great force through the saltergatAnd it conveyed them in that vessel
on the roaring and billow beaten sea. And ... tossethe tempest on the great ocean, the
vessel reeled about like a drunken harlot. Antheeland nor the four cardinal points of
the compass, could be distinguished.

31 Hindu Mahabharata EpidBook 3: Vana Parva, translated by Kisari Mohan

Gangul (1883-1896), Markandeya-Samasya Parva, at SectionhttB6/\yww.sacred-
texts.com/hin/m03/m03186.hym | shall change “Ganga” to the better recognizable
English form of “Ganges” with reference to the Ganges River of India.
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“And there was water everywhere and the waters redvéhe heaven and the
firmament also. And ... when the world was thus flahdene but Manu, the sevBishis
and the fish could be seen. And ... the fish diityedragged the boat through the flood for
many a long year and then ... it towed the vesselrisvidne highest peak of the Himavat.
And ... the fish then told those on the vessel tattie the peak of the Himavat. And ...
know that that high peak of the Himavat is stilled by the name oNaubandhangthe
harbour).  Then the fish addressing the assdcRighistold them these words, ‘I am
Brahma, the Lord ... . Assuming the shape of a fistavie saved you from this cataclysm.
Manu will create (again) all beings - godsurasand men, all those divisions of creation
which have the power of locomotion and which havet. By practicing severe austerities
he will acquire this power, ... with my blessing ... So saying the fish vanished instantly.
And ... Manu ...became desirous of creating the world.  Inwosk of creation illusion
overtook him and he, therefore, practised greatmsem. And endowed with ascetic merit,
Manu ... again set about his work of creating alhgsiin proper and exact order ... ."

This Hindu story is clearly corrupted by idolatrous heathenisis ipromotion of
polytheism and false gods. The reference to the “Gangeslaalks like a confusion
with the story of Adam in Eden in reference to the “Gihon” (Gen. 2:13)There is also
clearly a local adaptation to the place of the landing of No#@rk with the peak
“Naubandhana” of the “Himavat” mountains. The “Himavat” refershie Himalayan
Mountains when they are personified in accordance with heathen Hinds, @edh
Himavat is said to be the father of the heathen Hindu goddemsgd3 of the Ganges
River’'® so that the story here has another link to the Ganges or “Giffdtdden. And
“Naubandhana” which means “the Binding of the Ship,” is the “higpesk” on the
Himalayan Mountain$®i.e., Mount Everest. These claims for the Ark resting on Mount
Everest at 29,028 feet or 8,848 metres, mean these heathen Hindus outdastien Chr
young earth creationists claims for the Ark resting on Mountahnahich is just 16,854
feet or 5,137 metres. Might these Christian young earth @nésts soothe their hurt
pride at “being outdone in height” by these heathen Hindus, by thinking #iedéct
that their Mount Ararat at 5,137 metres “still outdoes in height'ntlbeel of a Christian
old earth creationist such as myself, who understands by “the mmuataArarat” (Gen.
8:4) a lower southern geographical end of the great Ararat-Zagyostain range going
down into the area now under the waters of the Persian Gulf, in vithehigh hills”
(Gen. 7:19) on which the Ark came to rest were probably in the @Engé0-67 metres

317 See the Ganges and Gihon in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 11, section c.

318 «Himavat,” Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Himavat

319 Ambedekar, B.RConcrete Steps By Indian Industry, 1946, Published by
Gautum Book Centre, India, says, “that highest peak of Himavaillikrsiwn by the
name of Naubandhana (‘the Binding of the Ship’).” Bhimrao Ram;ji Atekar (1891-
1956), nickname, “Babasaheb,” was a heathen Hindu convert to heathen Buddhism, and
in connection with Indian Independence in 1947, he was a principal arcbitéce
Constitution of India, “B. R. Ambedka,” Wikipedia
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/B. R. _AmbedRar
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or c. 165-220 feet high, and thus about the height of Mycerinus’s Pyramid qit Egy

(which isc. 66 metres oc. 218 feet}?®B . Of course, all this still leaves open some
further questions, e.g., “Did Noah remember to pack his mountain clingkegaginto the

Ark, including his oxygen maskB . “How did the animals, also wearing their oxygen
masks, which would allegedly include such creatures as elephants and girafifage to

‘slide down’ Mount Everest's 8.8 kilometres without hurting themselMBs? And

“When Sir Edmund Hillary of New Zealand reached the summit ofiM Everest on
Royal Oak Day (29 May), 1953, why did he not see the Ark?” “Waesetan alleged
‘conspiracy’ to hide it?” | hope these questions do not inadvertesgiytrin a rush of

“Ark hunters” climbing Mount Everest “in search of the ABBB

Furthermore, “Himavat” means “possessed of snow,” and as theynded the
truth of God into a lie, and worshipped and served the creature moréhéh@meator”
(Rom. 1:25), in the heathen Hindu idolatrous personification of the Himalayan Mountains
as “Himavat,” he is said to have had one son, Sunabha; and three daugatgni who
“was reddish colour and dressed in red,” Kutila who “was fairwoce ... clothes of
white,” and Kali who “was ... dark” colouréd. In heathen Hindu religion, it is said
that the pagan Hindu god, Brahma, was looking for a wife for the pagatu Hjod,
Shiva. The three daughters practiced justification by workiseifiorm of “austerities,”
and after doing this for six years the white-skinned Kutilaaid $0 have met the pagan
Hindu god, Brahma. But she angered Brahma by wanting to have & Stivh; and so
Brahma “cursed her to become the river ... Ganges.” The second @aulght‘reddish
colour” Ragini, also angered the pagan Hindu god, Brahma, and “becalse rofldy
complexion, she was turned into the twilight.” Then the black-skirtali, came
before Brahma, at which point, Himavat's wife, Mena, fearful aising another
daughter, called out “Oh no!” which in the Sanskrit tongue is “U n{ia¥b words) but
sounds the same as “Uma” (one word), so Kali's name was thieraldff changed to

320 | make a calculation in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 11, sectionStep 3,

saying, “If there was no water-tight wall around Eden, ther is.unlikely that the ‘high
hills” would have exceedecl 50 metres; but if there was a water-tight wall surrounding
Eden then | think ‘the high hills’ could have been as higle.&¥ metres; and so ... |
estimate ‘the high hills’ of Eden’s world ... to have beerb0-67 metres or 165-220
feet.” See photos of Mycerinus’'s Pyramid in Part 2, Chapter 17, secirdrae,

%21 On “Kali” meaning “black,” and other matters, see alsd PaChapter 7,

section b, “Ontology” at my discussion of the heathen Hindu goddesspKaliposter at
the edges of Dalhousie Square in Calcutta, India (photographed below).
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include “Uma” (which is one of a number of names she is knowiff)byand she “was
successful in becoming Shiva’s wifé”

Without considering all the longer details and associated heatherptoons of
this story of “Himavat” and his three daughters, it is clearlcorrupted form of the
Biblical Story of Noah and his three sons, replacing the Biblidaigpehal imagery with
a stronger matriarchal focus. The fact that the Biblicalesaaf Noah's three sons are
coloured word-plays in Semitic tongues, is corrupted to the Hindi woydeblaJ-ma”
meaning “Oh no!” becoming Kali's name. The Biblical Noah'&¢hsons have colour-
codes, “Japheth” has the idea of “shining” or “brightness” and so corkieyglea of
whiteness; “Ham” has the idea of “heat” and being burnt blacksarabnveys the idea
found in the Greek word for an “Ethiopian” in the Septuagint (d.¢(gs 19:9; Ps. 87:4;
Isa. 20:3,4) and New Testament (Acts 8:27, twice), whiclAitsiops and means to
“scorch” the “face,” that is, a “black-face.” And in the Sgntongue of Arabic,
ahamm which in the feminine ikamma means “black.”

Furthermore, in comparative analysis of another Semitic tongue galoam’s
descendants, namely, the Assyrian tongue of Asshur (Gen. 2:14; 10:2fijhdsnppatu
means “white” andamu*“olive coloured;” and this further helps us isolate the word-
plays in the Hebrew of Japheth as “whitsyipra and the Hebrevshemenmeaning
“olive” (I Kgs 6:23,31,32,33). This indicates that Shem was “olivebuared or light
brown. Thus as more clearly brought out in comparison with theti8eomgues of
Assyrian (for Japheth & Shem) and Arabic (for Ham), the Sertotigue of Hebrew
therefore indicate Japheth was “white,” “Ham” was “black,” andhéei®” was light
brown. And reference is also made to a fourth figure, Ham’s samad (Gen. 9:18).
This is then corrupted in the heathen Hindu story of three daugbtersyhite (Kutila),
one reddish (Ragini), and one black (Kali), with a fourth figure iofd¥at’s son. In the
Biblical story, for his sin of sodomizing his dead-drunk father, N@én. 9:20-23; for
“Ham ... saw the nakedness of his father,” vs. 22, cf. Lev. “nakstlires.ev. 18 & 20
e.g., “see her nakedness, and ... see his nakedness” in Lev. 20:17), Hars aad hi
Canaan are cursed (Gen. 9:24-27), and since in the colour word-plays fheans
“black,” this indicates that black skin was part of this cursehabthe black “skin” of
the “Ethiopian” is used as a symbol of “evil” in Jer. 13:23. Thus the racial cutdaron
goes to both Hamitic Canaanites (Gen. 10:15-19) and Hamitic Negroldt€zugGen.
10:6,7), who may be properly made servant races by the white-skiapleetites (Gen.
9:27) or olive-skinned Jewish Semites (Gen. 9:26; Matt. 15:21-28; Mark3D)24ut

322 Other names for the pagan goddess Kali inclifdevati,” “Durga” & “Sati”

(from which comes the name of “suttee” or “satifta).

323 James D. Ryaet unumEncyclopedia of HinduispPublished by Facts on File,
New York, USA, 2007, at “Himavat'hftp://hinduism.enacademic.com/325/HimavaiCf.
J.A.B Van Buite-eret unum Classic Hindu MythologyA Reader in the Sanskrit Puranas,
Temple University Press, Philadelphia, USA, 1978H&pkins, E.W.,Epic Mythology
Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi, India, 1986.
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other Hamites are not included in this curse. Thus the white-sksore Japheth, and

the olive-skinned Shem are blessed, and the black skinned Ham and his darkened-skinned
son, Canaan, are cursed (Gen. 9:25-27). But in the corrupted heathen Higdthet
negative action of the pagan god Brahma is on the white and browhtelagnd the
“privilege” of becoming Shiva’s wife is bestowed on the black téerg There is thus a
perversion of the racial order in this heathen perversion and corruption.

The following poster of the heathen Hindu goddess, Kali, is onenofivgber |
saw in Calcutta when | visited India in October 2012. This postsrom a wall near
some moveable pavement tent-shops or stalls on the very edges of, astense
Dalhousie Square. The heathen effects of debasement via thisgoalgess are evident
in a number of matters. E.g., it is polytheistic in place ofnlemotheism of the true
God, and it is a female deity in the place of the male D#ithe true God (Gen. 1:1),
and idolatrous (Exod. 20:2-6). Her dress is immodest (Gen. 3:7). Theae
replacement of the “covenant” (Gen. 6:18) of “grace” (Gen. 6:8) the.,gospel of
justification “by faith” (Heb. 11:7) which includes the doctrineGifrist’'s atonement and
redemptive work as typed in pre-Christian times by animalfsas (e.g., Gen. 8:20,21;
Exod. 12:1-28; Matt. 20:28; 26:28; John 1:29; | Cor. 5:7), with heathen Hindu
justification by works with various “austerities” promoted in thdt of Kali. As one of
Himavat's three daughters, there is an idolatrous persondiicadf the Himalayan
Mountains as “Himavat,” as these heathens “worshipped and servece#tere more
than the Creator, who is blessed for ever. Amen” (Rom. 1:25). Then gdimdu
goddess, Kali, is here pictured as a goddess of death, withkiaceeof head-hunter’s
shrunken heads of lighter-skinned moustached males, and the “trophy” ofrdiybtfee-
skinned moustached male head in her hand; and so the image is of goolde&s head-
hunter killing lighter skinned males in perversion of the naturahlracder (Gen. 9:25-
27) and natural patriarchal order of e.g., male combatants (Debt.1220r. 11:14,15),
and also in an attack on the sanctity of human life as this ieindntext of Kali’'s mad
frenzy as an image of gratuitous violence (Gen. 6:11,13).

In this frenzy, the pagan goddess, Kali, even goes so far as torgabvhen her
husband, the heathen Hindu god, Shiva. The heathen Hindus disagree, in varying
degrees of intensity, as to what is meant by this imagery. gt of the heathens say
that in her frenzied mood of bloodlust, her tongue is hanging out as Epiisg up
blood, and she even goes so far as to deliberately put her foot onshanduShiva.
(Seemingly Shiva is asleep when this happens. And he is satdrtfla the other two
heathen gods of the pagan Hindu triad in cutting up Kali's bodyr afte commits
suicide.) Another group of the heathens say that in the culti€aloutta, if a person
makes a mistake, he sticks out his tongue as a gesture medmgp, What have |
done? [I've made a mistake!” This group of heathens saynthedr frenzied mood,
Kali accidentally stepped on her husband, and suddenly realizing whiaadlt®ne, she
stuck out her tongue, meaning “Oh no, What have | done? I've maddaketiis But
the salient point to emerge from this, is that like other heatliesiu gods, she lacks the
perfection of the true God e.g., she goes on an out-of-controyfednnurder; and she
commits suicide by jumping into a fire, and so promotes imagerglbharder (Gen.
9:6; Exod. 20:13). And that this could act to encourage the heathdn pliactice of a
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widow committing suttee self-murder, is seen in the fact ti@tvery name “suttee”
(Sanskrit, “sati”) comes from this example of Kali under one ofdtieer names which
depending on regional Indian dialect is pronounced as either “Sutté®atf’ and gives

rise the heathen Hindu practice of suttee self-murder by veideee Volume 1, Part 2,
chapter 18, section mfra). This is thus an example of how in debased heathenism, the
concept of a god or goddess is a long way from being an absohaébct being as
pointed to both by godly reason (the ontological argument) and the Deaeéation of

the Holy Bible of Protestant Christianity.

A picture of the heathen Hindu goddess, Kali, in Calcutta, India, Oct. 20his

is an example of how original monotheism and the true worship of God is
corrupted in heathenism e.g., this polytheism attacks monotheismd.(E&:2,3),
promotes idolatry (Exod. 20:4-6), perverts the male imagery ofubeGod (John
3:16; 14:26; 15:26), and teaches justification by works in opposition tmtpely

of justification by faith in Christ’'s atoning redemptive work at Calvaryl(G41-

13). In corruption of the post-flood story of Noah’s three sons ofdilesite
Japheth, blessed light-brown Shem, and cursed black Ham (Gen. 9:20-2[7¢ 10), t
Hindu flood story of Manu has the Ark landing on Himavat (a pagan péegbni
idolatrous form of the Himalayas), & in the post-flood story afkivat's three
daughters, these are the negatively treated white (Kutila)readish-brown
(Ragini), and specially blessed black Kali.  Thus both the rac@ddr and
patriarchal order is subverted; and black female Kali ie kdepicted as a head-
hunter with a necklace of head-hunter's shrunken heads from lighter-gkinne
moustached males, and the head-hunter's “trophy” head of anotlmerlig
skinned moustached man.

In Hindu mythology, the pagan goddess of Kali is married to onteothree
major heathen Hindu gods of the Hindu triad, Shiva. And it might alserbarked that
the heathen Hindu triad or triumvirate of Brahma, Shiva, and Vishno,ns sensea
Trinity, since they are three separate persons in a polythdegpiction of three gods.
By contrast, the Trinity is three Persons in one God, and since itheree Supreme
“Being” or “substance” Nicene Creellthere is monotheism. Nevertheless, one sees in
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this heathen Hindu triad a corruption of the Biblical Trinity ofethiPersons (cf. Gen.
18:2,3) in one monotheistic Supreme Being (e.g., Gen. 1°%'26)

But without considering all the corruptions evident in the heathen Hihohd
Story of Manuand associated heathen Hindu stories of relevauate as that of Himavat's
three daughters, it is clear that there are some notablargies between these and the
Biblical Noah's Flood. As with other flood stories, there i®aegal agreement with the
broad Biblical picture that the whole human race was killed bgigersal flood except
for a small number of individuals protected by some being(s) withrisafjpeal powers.
Thus once again, we find that this heathen Hikthod Story of Mandits the general
normativity of flood stories collated in both modern times e.g., Robi(Ea66), Filby
(1970), and Noorbergen (1974 & 1980), and also in ancient times as referred
Josephus’sAntiquities (1st century A.D.); in that firstly, various “barbarian hister
make mention of this flood and of this ark;” and secondly, relatiibe correct Biblical
account in Genesis, a variety of corruptions have crept into theiciypar flood story
(Antiquities1:3:6).

We thus find that the six largest world religions are cleanlynected with one of
three flood stories, namely, the Biblical account (true and apdetate of Christianity,
& Judaism), the Story of Noah's Flood in the Koran (Mohammedans & tintpa
derived syncretism of Sikhism), and the Hindu Flood Story and connectedooaist
story of Himavat's three daughters (Hinduism, the spin-off religioBuddhism, and in
part the derived syncretism of Sikhism), so that in the thoes fstories of: the Holy
Bible, the Koran, and Hindu writings, we have covered the six latgead religious
groupings in the world. This shows the wide impact of the stbNoah’s Flood on the
world quite autonomously from the many other flood stories that éxist different
cultures around the world, which also make the same point that liletaityeof creation,
the story of Noah’s Flood was evidently transported by men assfirepd out after the
Deluge.

It is notable that the heathen HinBlood Story of Manus also like some other
flood stories in that it combines and confuses et@m of Gen. 1-10 in different ways.
More widely, it should be noted that different d@ei and heathen cultures and religions have
variously corrupted forms of both the Creation $tand the Noah’s Flood Story. Thus
whereas in flood stories, there is a general agreewidnthe broad Biblical picture that
the whole human race was killed by a universal flood except fonal siumber of
individuals protected by some being(s) with supernatural powers;esti@n stories,
there is a general agreement with the broad Biblical pidtwae the world in general
(Gen. 1:1; 2:4) and any lesser parts of it (Gen. 1:2b-2:3), wasdrbgtsome being(s)
with supernatural powers. Thus in a very broad and generalist $erysshow how as
man spread out on the Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf model, he took with rdntiauwaght to
his descendants, albeit in corrupted forms, the stories of the Creation and Noadis Fl

324 See Volume 2, Part 5, on the Trinity.
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Therefore looking at the “Biblical creation model to be sciertifyccompared &
contrasted with the Book of Nature” found in Part 2, Chapter 1, setisaprg the
evidence of both the creation and flood stories of various infidel artddmeeultures and
religions is clearly consistent with what we would expect frGoidelines 1 & 12
Guideline 1:“The fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowledge’ (Prov. 1:7) and
‘wisdom’ (Ps. 111:10). Though by God’s common grace which is not untaisalva
man may discern that there is a Creator of the universe1l@dbl0; Ps. 19:1; Rom.
1:18-32); a man must by God’s grace, humbly put himself under the aytbbfod’s
infallible Word, the Holy Bible of religiously conservative ProsestChristianity (Ps.
119:105; Il Tim. 3:16), if he is to properly understand creation (and )otbsues.
Wherefore ‘scoffers’ (Il Peter 3;3), such as they that beg@me in an antisupernatural
secularist paradigm, are to be rejected who would have Christiariani® ‘salt’ which
‘have lost his savour’ (Matt. 5:13), and would privatize all relevafdéreace to the
Divine revelation of Holy Scripture away from public discoursehsas that on creation
(and other matters), and claim that only the natural reason ofumaicled by the Divine
revelation, should be used in the quest of any science (or knowledgé)ewhesocial
science, a political science, a biological science, or othencse. For suchlike is a God
dishonouring ‘science falsely so called’ (I Tim. 6:21), to be abhoafeall good
Christian men.” And>uideline 12 “Man was originally given a dominion mandate over
the local ‘earth’ (cf. Gen. 41:56; Matt. 12:42) under the local ‘heafenDeut. 2:25;
Col. 1:23) of the Edenic ‘world’ (cf. Isa. 23:17; Luke 2:1; Rom. 1:8) (Ge26-28; 2:8-
14). But following Noah’s Flood which was therefore geograplyidadal to the region
of Eden and anthropologically universal, man’s dominion mandate was generously
expanded by Almighty God to include the formerly out-of-bounds regions®King’s
Royal Parklands beyond Eden, thus giving him a dominion mandate oveftotied g
‘earth’ under the global ‘heaven’ (cf. Pss. 134:3; 146:6) of the planstarld’ (cf. Ps.
89:11; Mark 16:15) (Gen. 9:1,11-17; 10:1-32). Therefore Adamites will be teee
spread out as an out-of-Eden group (i.e., the relevant areas of thgamhic Flood
settlements in the Persian Gulf are thus designated as Greatert&@sweycise dominion
over the entire planet earth.”



